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Abstract

Since Pearl’s seminal work on providing a formal languagectusality, the subject has garnered
a lot of interest among philosophers and researchers ficatintelligence alike. One of the most
debated topics in this context is the notion of actual camsatvhich concerns itself with specific —
as opposed to general — causal claims. The search for a govpeal definition of actual causation
has evolved into a controversial debate, that is pervadédambiguities and confusion. The goal
of our research is twofold. First, we wish to provide a cleaywo compare competing definitions.
Second, we want to improve upon these definitions so they eapplied to a more diverse range
of instances, including non-deterministic ones. To aahithese goals we provide a general, ab-
stract definition of actual causation, formulated in theternof the expressive language of CP-logic
(Causal Probabilistic logic). We will then show that threeent definitions by Ned Hall (originally
formulated for structural models) and a definition of our difiormulated for CP-logic directly) can
be viewed and directly compared as instantiations of thésrabt definition, which also allows them
to deal with a broader range of examples.
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1 Introduction

Suppose we know the causal laws that govern some domainhahdi¢ then observe a
story that takes place in this domain; when should we nowlsaty in this particular story,
one event caused another? Ever since Lewis (1973) first zathlhis problem of actual
causation (a.k.a. token causation) in terms of counteréhdependence, philosophers and
researchers from the Al community alike have been tryingrprove on his attempt. Fol-
lowing (Pearl 2000), structural equations have become alpoformal framework for this
(Hitchcock 2007; Hitchcock 2009; Halpern and Pearl 2005dpErn and Hitchcock ). A
notable exception is the work of Ned Hall, who has extengieeitiziced the privileged
role of structural equations for causal modelling, as welihee definitions that have been
expressed with it. He has proposed several definitions iif2303; 2004; 2007), the lat-
est of which is a sophisticated attempt to overcome the flaxabiserves in those that rely
too heavily on structural equations. We have developed aitlefi of our own in (Beckers
and Vennekens 2012; Vennekens 2011), within the framewio@Pelogic (Causal Proba-
bilistic logic).
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The relation between these different approaches is cilyreat well understood. In-
deed, they are all expressed using different formalisngs,(reuron diagrams, structural
equations, CP-logic, or just natural language). Therefmweparisons between them are
limited to verifying on which examples they (dis)agree.histpaper, we work towards a
remedy for this situation. We will present a general, pataized definition of actual cau-
sation in the context of the expressive language of CP-lagiploiting the fact that neuron
diagrams and structural equations can both be reduced todgi®-we will then show that
our definition and three definitions by Ned Hall can be seenaascplar instantiations
of this parametrized definition. This immediately provideslear, conceptual picture of
the similarities and differences between these approahesanalysis thus allows for a
formal and fundamental comparison between them.

This general framework for comparing different approadioeactual causation is the
main contribution of this paper. In addition, placing exigtapproaches in this framework
may make it easier to improve/extend them. Our versions difsHiefinitions illustrate
this, as their scope is expanded to also include non-detésticiexamples, and cases of
causation by omission. Further, our formulations provedesimpler than the original ones
and their application becomes more straightforward. Whileambition is to work towards
a framework that encompasses a large variety of approazhestal causation, this goal is
obviously infeasible within the scope of a single paper. \&edtherefore chosen to focus
most of our attention on Hall, because his work is both ambeghost refined and most
influential in this field; in addition, it is also represemtatfor a larger body of work in the
counterfactual tradition.

We first introduce the CP-logic language in Section 2. Ini®a@, a general definition
of actual causation is first presented, and then instadtiate four concrete definitions.
Section 4 offers a succinct representation of all these itiefis, and an illustration of how
they compare to each other.

2 CP-logic

We give a short, informal introduction to CP-logic. A degaildescription can be found in
(Vennekens et al. 2009). The basic syntactical unit of Gfeles a CP-law, which takes
the general fornHead <« Body The body can in general consist of any first-order logic
formula. However, in this paper, we restrict our attentimndnjunctions of ground literals.
The head contains a disjunction of atoms annotated withglitibes, representing the
possible effects of this law. When the probabilities in achda not add up to one, we
implicitly assume armptydisjunct, annotated with the remaining probability.

Each CP-law models a specifiausal mechanisninformally, if theBodyof the law is
satisfied, then at some point it will be applied, meaning dnthe disjuncts in thédead
is chosen, each with their respective probabilities. If sjutict is chosen containing an
atom that is not yetrue, then this law causes it to becormee; otherwise, the law has no
effect. A finite set of such CP-laws forms a CP-theory, andasgnts the causal structure
of the domain at hand. The domain unfolds by laws being appliee after another, where
multiple orders are often possible, and each law is applietbat once. We illustrate with
an example from (Hall 2004):
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Fig. 1 Probability tree for Suzy and Billy.

Suzy and Billy each decide to throw a rock at a bottle. WherySlaes so, her rock shatters the
bottle with probability 09. Billy’s aim is slightly worse and he only hits with probétyi 0.8.

This small causal domain can be expressed by the followinth€BeryT:

ThrowgSuzy « . 1) (Breaks: 0.9) + ThrowgSuzy. (3)
ThrowgBilly) « . 2 (Breaks: 0.8) «+— T hrowgBilly). (4)

The first two laws argacuougi.e., they will be applied in every story) ad@terministic
(i.e., they have only one possible outcome, where we leapédinthe probability 1). The
last two laws ar@on-deterministiccausing either the bottle to break or nothing at all.

The given theory summarizes all possibteriesthat can take place in this model. For
example, it allows for the story consisting of the followicigain of events:

Suzy and Billy both throw a rock at a bottle. Suzy’s rock gbhes¢ first, shattering the bottle. How-

ever Billy’s throw was also accurate, and would have shediténe bottle had it not been preempted
by Suzy’s throw.

To formalize this idea, the semantics of CP-logic ysebability treeq(Shafer 1996). For
this example, one such tree is shown in Figure 1. Here, eadh represents a state of the
domain, which is characterized by an assignment of truthesto the atomic formulas,
in this caseT hrowgSuzy, ThrowgBilly) andBreaks In the initial state of the domain
(the root node), all atoms are assigned tllefaultvaluefalse In this example, the bottle
is initially unbroken and the rocks are still in Billy and St hands. The children of a
nodex are the result of the application of a law: each e@lgg) corresponds to a specific
disjunct that was chosen from the head of the law that wasieppt nodex. In this
particular case, law (1) is applied first, so the assignmerhé child-node is obtained
by settingT hrowgSuzy to true, its deviantvalue. The third state has two child-nodes,
corresponding to law (3) being applied and either breakirgghiottle (left child) or not
(right child). The leftmost branch is thus the formal coupgat of the above story, where
the last edge represents the fact that Billy’s throw was atswirate, even though there was
no bottle left to break. A branch ends when no more laws camppkeal.

A probability tree of a theory in CP-logic defines aa priori probability distribution
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Pr over all things that might happen in this domain, which cameaal off the leaf nodes
of the branches by multiplying the probabilities on the exdg®r instance, the probability
of the bottle breaking is the sum of the probabilities of #eves in whictBreaksis true —

the white circles in Figure 1 — giving 88. We have shown here only one such probability
tree, but we can construct others as well by applying the Iawlgferent orders.

An important property however is that all trees defined bysdw@e theory result in the
same probability distribution. To ensure that this propkdids even when there are bodies
containing negative literals, CP-logic makes use of thd-feeinded semantics. Simply
put, this means the condition for a law to be applied in a ngdet merely that its body
is currently satisfied, but that it will remain so. This ingdithat a negated atom in a body
should not only be currently assign&dse, but actually has to have become impossible,
so that it will remainfalse through to the end-state. For atoms currently assignes it
always holds that they remairue, hence here there is no problem.

2.0.1 Counterfactual Probabilities

In the context of structural equations, (Pearl 2000) swd@ainterfactuals and shows how
they can be evaluated by means of a syntactic transformatidheir study of actual cau-
sation and explanations, (Halpern and Pearl 2005b, p. 2@)d#fine counterfactual prob-
abilities (i.e., the probability that some event would hiae in a counterfactual situation).
(Vennekens et al. 2010) present an equivalent method féuatiag counterfactual proba-
bilities in CP-logic, also making use of syntactic transfations.

Assume we have a branthof a probability tree of some theofly. To makeT deter-
ministic in accordance with the choices made invie transformT into TP by replacing
the heads of the laws that were appliedbiwith the disjuncts that were chosen from those
heads irb. For example, if we take as branblthe previous story, thefi® would be:

ThrowgSuzy + . Breaks« T hrowgSuzy.
ThrowgBilly) « . Breaks« T hrowgBilly).

We will use Pearl'slo()-operator to indicate an intervention (Pearl 2000). Theriren-
tion on a theoryl that ensures variablé remains false, denoted lo(—C), remove<
from the head of any law in which it occurs, yieldifigdo(—C). For example, to prevent
Suzy from throwing, the resulting theofydo(—T hrowgSuzy) is given by:

—. (Breaks: 0.9) «+ ThrowgSuzy.
ThrowgBilly) « . (Breaks: 0.8) «+— T hrowgBilly).

Laws with an empty head are ineffective, and can thus simplyrbitted. The analogous
operatiordo(C) on a theoryT corresponds to adding the deterministic [Bw-.

With this in hand, we can now evaluate a Pearl-style cousmtértl probability “given
thatb in fact occurred, the probability thatE would have occurred i-C had been the
case” a®r» (—E|do(—C)).
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3 Defining Actual Causation Using CP-logic

We now formulate a general, parametrized definition of dataasation, which can ac-
commodate several concrete definitions by filling in dettiist we first leave open. We
demonstrate this using definitions by Hall and one by ouesel¥or the rest of the pa-
per, we assume that we are given a CP-thdaran actual story in which bothC and
E occurred, and we are interested in whether or@Q@ausede. By Conwe denote the
quadruplgT,b,C,E), and refer to this as eontext

3.1 Actual Causation in General

For reasons of simplicity, the majority of approaches (idahg Hall) only consider actual
causation in a deterministic setting. Further, it is takargfranted that the actual values of
all variables are given. In such a context, counterfactapbtidence of the evetonC is
expressed by the conditiondl:do(—C) then—E, where it is assumed that all exogenous
variables take on their actual values. In our probabilisétting, the latter translates into
making those laws that were actually applied deterministiaccordance with the choices
made in the story. However in many cases some exogenoublegr@mply do not have an
actual value to start with. For example, if Suzy is prevefiteth throwing her rock, then
we cannot say what the accuracy would have been had she ddn&¥®logic, this would
be represented by the fact that law (3) is not applied. Hencg more general setting, it
is required only thatlo(—C) makes—E possible. In other words, we get a probabilistic
definition of counterfactual dependence:

Definition 1(Dependence
E is counterfactually dependeonh C in (T,b) iff Prs(—E|do(—C)) > 0.

As counterfactual dependency lies at the heart of causédioall of the approaches
we are considering, Dependence represents the most stoavgdrd definition of actual
causation. It is however too crude and allows for many caertamples, preemption being
the most famous.

More refined definitions agree with the general structurdnefformer, but modify the
theoryT in more subtle ways thafi® does. We identify two different kinds of laws i,
that should each be treated in a specific way. The first areathe that aréntrinsic with
respect to the given context. These should be made detestiiniaccordance with. The
second are laws that aieelevantin the given context. These should simply be ignored.
Together, the methods of determining which laws are inriaad irrelevant, respectively,
will be the parameters of our general definition. Suppose neeggaven two functionsnt
andlrr, which both map each conte§t,b,C,E) to a subset of the theoily. With these,
we define actual causation as follows:

Definition 2(Actual causation given Int and Iyr
Given the contexton, we define tha€ is an actual cause & if and only if E is counter-
factually dependent o8 according to the theory’ that we construct as:

T' = [T\ (Irr (Con) UInt(Con))] UInt(Con)®.

For instance, the naive approach that identifies actuak¢ianswith counterfactual de-
pendence corresponds to takimg as the constant functiof} andint(Con) as{r €T |r
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was applied irb}. From now on, we use the following, more legible notationdqrartic-
ular instantiation of this definition:

Dependence-Irr 1
No lawr is irrelevant.

Dependence-Intr 1
A law r is intrinsic iff r was applied irb.

If desired, we can order different causes by their respectiunterfactual probabilities,
as this indicates how important the cause wadsfor

3.2 Beckers and Vennekens 2012 Definition

A recent proposal by the current authors for a definition efialccausation was originally
formulated in (Vennekens 2011), and later slightly modifiedBeckers and Vennekens
2012). Here, we summarize the basic ideas of the latter, efied to it asBV12 We re-
formulate this definition in order to fit into our framework.i$ easily verified that both
versions are equivalent.

Because we want to follow the actual story as closely as plessihe condition for
intrinsicness is exactly like before: we force all laws thare applied irb to have the
same effect as they hadln

To decide which laws were relevant for causign our story, we start from a simple
temporal criterion: every law that was applied after thedfE took place is irrelevant,
and every law that was applied before isn't. For examplegiaré out why the bottle broke
in our previous example, law (4) is considered irrelevaataduse the bottle was already
broken by the time Billy’s rock arrived. For laws that were applied inb, we distinguish
laws that could still be applied wheh occurred, from those that could not. The first are
considered irrelevant, whereas the second aren’t. Thisresghat any story that is
identical tob up to and including the occurrence®Bfprovides the same judgements about
the causes dE, since any law that is not applied inbut is applied iy, must obviously
occur aftelE.

BV12-Irrelevant 1
Alaw r is irrelevant iffr was not applied befor€ in b, although it could have. (l.e., it was
not impossible at the time whdhoccurred.)

BV12-Intrinsic 1
A law r is intrinsic iff r was applied irb.

3.3 Hall 2007

One of the currently most refined concepts of actual causaithat of (Hall 2007). Al-
though Hall uses structural equations as a practical tedk bf the opinion that intuitions
about actual causation are best illustrated using neuegrains. A key advantage of these
diagrams, which they share with CP-logic, is that they dgitish between a default and
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deviant state of a variable. Proponents of structural égrston the other hand, countered
Hall's approach by criticizing neuron diagrams’ limitedpegssivity (Hitchcock 2009, p.
398). Indeed, a neuron diagram, and thus Hall's approackebsswery limited in the kind

of examples it can express. In particular, neuron diagraansonly express deterministic
causal relations and they also lack the ability to directlgresscausation by omissigme.,
that the absence @ cause<. Hall's solution is to argue against causation by omission
altogether. By contrast, we will offer an improvement of Fdaccount that generalizes to
a probabilistic context, and can also handle causation biggsom. In short, we propose
CP-logic as a way of overcoming the shortcomings of bottcttiral equations and neuron
diagrams.

In a neuron diagram, a neuron can be in one of two states, fhaeltf®ff” state and the
deviant “on” state in which the neuron “fires”. Different ki of links define how the state
of one node affects the other. For instance, inEafires iff at least one oB or D fires,D
firesiff C fires, andB fires iff Afires andC doesn'’t fire. Nodes that are “on” are represented
by full circles and nodes that are “off” are shown as emptyles.

Fig. Z (a) Fig. 3 (b)

Diagrams (a) and (b) represent the same causal structudiffevent stories: in both cases
there are two causal chains leading®pone starting withC and another starting witA.
But in (a) the chain througB is preempted b, whereas in (b) there is nothing fGrto
preempt, a®\ doesn’t even fire. Therefore (a) is an example of what is galydmown as
Early Preemption, whereas (b) is not.

Although Hall presents his arguments using neuron diagrhisslefinitions are formu-
lated in terms of structural equations that correspondc¢b singrams in a straightforward
way: for each endogenous variable there is one equatiorthwduintains a propositional
formula on the right concisely expressing the dependenéigee diagram.

Any structural modeM can also be read as a CP-logic thedryThe firing of the
neurons and the resulting assignment to the variabl®k then correspond to a stoby

One important difference between structural equationsGdaws, is that we are not
limited to using a single CP-law for each variable. As eaghrizpresents a separate causal
mechanism, and only one mechanism can actually make a imbiabomedrue, we will
represent dependencies such as th&tloy three laws, corresponding to the three different
ways in whichB andD can caus&: each by themselves, or the two of them simultaneously.
At first sight the conjunctive law may seem redundant, buhé bas a temporal condition
forirrelevance —eg. BV12 —then it may not be. The transtabitexamples (a) and (b) into
CP-logic is given by the following CP-theory — whgvandg represent some probabilities:

E < B.
(A:p) «+. B+ AA-C. EeD
+ D.
(C:qg)«. D« C.
E <+ BAD.

The idea behind Hall’s definition is to check for counternfedtdependence in situations
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which are reductions of the actual situation, where a rédné$ understood as “a variant
of this situation in whichstrictly fewerevents occur”. In other words, because the coun-
terfactual dependence & on C can be masked by the occurrence of events which are
extrinsic to the actual causal process, we look at all péessitenario’s in which there are
less of these extrinsic events. Hall puts it like this (H8I0Z, p. 129):

Suppose we have a causal model for some situation. The moagists of some equations, plus
a specification of the actual values of the variables. Thasgeg tell us how the situaticerctually
unfolds. But the same system of equations can also reprasemtlogically possible variantgust
change the values of one or more exogenous variables, aradeufie rest in accordance with the
equations. A good model will thus be able to represent a rahgariations on the actual situation.
Some of these variations will be — or more accurately, wilhiedeled as feductionsof the actual

situation, in that every variable will either have its adtusue or its default value. Suppose the model
has variables for evenGandE. Consider the conditional

if C=0;thenE=0

This conditional may be true; if s@ is a cause oE. Suppose instead that it is false. Th@is a
cause of iff there is a reduction of the actual situation accordingvtoch C andE still occur, and
in which this conditional is true.

Rather than speaking of fewer events occuring, in this d&finHall characterizes a
reduction in terms of whether or not variables retain thefual value. This is because in
the context of neuron diagrams, an event is the firing of asreuwhich is represented
by a variable taking on its deviant value, i.e., the varidildeoming trueln the dynamic
context of CP-logic, the formal object that correspondstmasurally to Hall’'s informal
concept of an event is the transition in a probability tree. (ithe application of a causal
law) that makes such a variable true. Therefore we take atiethito mean that no law is
applied such that it makes a variable true that did not bedamedn the actual setting.

To make this more precise, we introduce some new formal teiogy. Letd be a
branch of a probability tree of the theofy Lawsg; denotes the set of all laws that were
applied ind. The resulting effect of the application of a lave Laws; —i.e., the disjunct
of the head which was chosen — will be denoted fpyor by 0 if an empty disjunct was
chosen. The set of true variables in the leadl ofill be denoted by eaf;.

A branchd is areductionof b iff Vr € Lawg; : rq =0V 3dse€ Lawg, : rq = S. Or, equiv-
alently,Leafy C Leat,.

A reduction ofb in which bothC andE occur — i.e., hold in its leaf — will be called a
(C,E)-reduction. The set of all of these will be denotedme CE) These are precisely
the branches which are relevant for Hall's definition.

Definition 3
We define tha€ is anactual causef E iff (3d € Recf)c’E) : Pra(—E|do(=C)) > 0).

Theorem 1 shows the correctness of our translation. Préaistheorems can be found in
the Appendices.

Theorem 1

Given a neuron diagram with its corresponding equatinsand an assignment to its
variablesV. Consider the CP-logic theorly and storyb that we get when applying the
translation discussed above. Théns an actual cause @& in the diagram according to
Hall's definition iff C is an actual cause & in b andT according to Definition 3.
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At first sight, Definition 3 does not fit into the general franogtvwe introduced earlier,
because of the quantifier over different branches. Howavenvill now show that for a
significant group of cases it actually suffices to considst pisingleT’, which can be
described in terms of irrelevant and intrinsic laws.

Rather than looking at all of the reductions separately,mgls out a minimal structure
which contains the essence of our story. In general such amairstructure need not be
unigue, as the story may contain elements none of which axessary by themselves yet
without all of them the essence is changed. The followingesakis more precise.

Definition 4
A law r is necessaryff

e Vd e Recf’E> :r € Lawg and
e Vd,ec Recﬁc’E) ‘g =Te.

We defineNedb) as the set of all necessary laws.

In general it might be that there are two (or more) edges whiehunnecessary by
themselves, but at least one of them has to be present. @ofisicexample a case where
C causes botl andB, and each of those in return is sufficient to caEs&hen neither the
lawr = A: ... < Cnorthe lamr’ = B: ... +— C is necessary, yet at least one of them has to
be applied to geE. In cases where this complication does not arise, we shathsd the
story is simple.

Definition 5
A story b is simpleiff the following holds:

e Vr € Laws, : the head of contains at most two disjuncts;
e Vd e Re(f’a, for all non-deterministic € Laws; \ Nedb) : Je € RecéC’E) so that
e=d up to the application of, andry # re.

As an example, note that the story in the previous paragsaphtisimple. Neither law
r norr’ is necessary. Now consider t(@, E)-reductiond where firstr’ fails to causeB,
followed byr causingA, which in turn causeE. The branch that is identical thup to and
including the application of’ but in whichr does not causa, is not a(C, E)-reduction.

We are now in a position to formulate a theorem that will allog/to adjust Hall's
definition into our framework.

Theorem 2
If (3d € Red“® : Pra(—E|do(~C)) > 0) thenPyyeqs (~E|do(~C)) > 0. If b is simple,
then the reverse implication holds as well.

It is possible to add an additional criterion to turn thisdteam into an equivalence that
also holds for non-simple stories. We choose not to do tl@sabse all of the examples
Hall discusses are simple, as are all of the classical exesngscussed in the literarure,
such as Early and Late Preemption, Symmetric Overdetetimm&witches, etc.

As a result of this theorem, rather than having to look at@JE)-reductions and cal-
culate their associated probabilities, we need only finthallhecessary laws and calculate
a single probability. If the story is simple, then this probability represents an extension
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of Hall's definition, since they are equivalent if one ignetke value of the probability but
for it being 0 or not. To obtain a workable definition of actoalisation, we present a more
constructive description of necessary laws. From now on alletite node resulting from
the application of a law in b Nodé.

Theorem 3
If bis simple, then a non-deterministic laws necessary iff there is n@, E)-reduction
passing through a sibling dfod€.

With this result, we can finally formulate our version of HFatlefinition, which we will
refer to as Hall07.

Hall07-Irrelevant 1
No lawr is irrelevant.

Hall07-Intrinsic 1
Alaw r is intrinsic iff r was applied irb, and there is no branahpassing through a sibling
of Node such that{C,E} C Leafy C Leat,.

3.4 Hall 2004 Definitions

(Hall 2004) claims that it is impossible to account for thedevivariety of examples in
which we intuitively judge there to be actual causation bipgs single, all-encompassing
definition. Therefore he defines two different concepts Wtioth deserve to be called
forms of causation but are nonetheless not co-extensive.

3.4.1 Dependence

The first of these is simply Dependence, as stated in DefiniticAs mentioned earlier,
Hall only considers deterministic causal relations, ang tihe probabilistic counterfactual
will either be 1 or 0.

3.4.2 Production

The second concept tries to express the idea that to causgtgnmis to bring it about, or
to produceit. The original, rather technical, definition can be foundhe appendices, but
the following informal version suffices for our purpos€ss a producer of iff there is a
directed path of firing neurons in the diagram fr@rto E. In our framework, this translates
to the following.

Production-Irr 1
A law r is irrelevant iffr was not applied beforE in b, or if its effect was alreadjrue
when it was applied.

Production-Intr 1
A law r is intrinsic iff r was applied irb.
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Theorem 4

Given a neuron diagram with its corresponding equatidnsand an assignment to its
variablesv. Consider the CP-logic theofly, and a storyp, that we get when applying the
translation discussed earli€ris a producer ok in the diagram according to Hall i€ is

a producer of in b andT according to the CP-logic version stated here.

Besides providing a probabilistic extension, the CP-lagicsion of production also of-
fers a way to make sense of causation by omission. That tggusith all of the definitions
in our framework in fact, we can extend it to allow negativertls such asC to be causes
as well.

4 Comparison

Table 1 presents a schematic overview of the four definitthesussed so far, as well as
two new ones, that we give appropriate names. The columneoargdgive the criteria for
a lawr of T to be considered intrinsic, respectively irrelevant, ilatien to a storyb, and
an evenk. By r <y E, we denote that was applied irb beforeE occurred.

Table 1:Spectrum of definitions

Irrelevant Intrinsic
r e Laws, r € Nedqb)

0
dd: (d=buptoE)Ar >4 E
r£4{p EVrp<pr

Dependence Hallo7
BV12 BV07
Production  Production07

In order to illustrate the working of the definitions and tgtiight their differences, we
present an example:

Assassindecides to poison the meal of a victim, who subsequeBifs right before dessert.
HoweverMurdererdecided to murder the victim as well, so he poisoned the dedlsAssassihad
failed to do his job, the®acku pwould have done so all the same.

The causal laws that form the context of this story are givéhieyfollowing theory:

(Assassin p) « . Dies+ Assassin
(Murderer: q) « . Dies«+ Backup
(Backup: r) + —~Assassin Dies+ Murderer

In this story, didAssassirtauseDies? We leave it to the reader to verify that in this case the
left intrinsicness condition from the table applies to thistfiwo non-deterministic laws,
whereas the right one only applies to the first. The secoetkirance condition only ap-
plies to the last law, whereas the third one applies to thewaslaws and to the third. This
results in the following probabilities representing thesal status oAssassin
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Production BV12 Hallo7 Dependence

1 1-r (1-rx(1-q) 0

Different motivations can be provided for these answers:

e Production: Assassibrought about the death of the victim all by himself, hence he
is the full cause.

e BV12: If Assassithadn’t killed him, then that omission itself would not haead to
victim’s death with a probability of1—r). Hence Assassirs a cause of the death
to this extent.

e Hall07: Ignoring the actually redundaMurderer, if Assassimdoesn’t kill him, then
there is a1 —r) (1 —q) probability that the victim will die. Hence he is the cause
to that extent.

e DependenceThe victim would have died anyway, #ssassins not a cause at all.

Rather than saying that only one of these answers is coweqtrefer to think of them
as answering different questions, all of which have thedrinsome context or other. (Eg.,
to determine responsibility, understand Assassin’s sthtaind, minimize the chance of
murders, etc.) More generally, the definitions could be ati@rized by describing which
events are allowed to happen in the counterfactual worlehg thike into consideration to

judge causation.

e Production: Only those events — i.e., applications of laws — which leH tand not
differently — i.e., with the same outcome as in the actualsto

e BV12: Those events which led 8, and not differently, and also those events which
were prevented from happening by these.

e Hall07: Any event can happen, as long as those events that werdiaksetead to
E do not happen differently.

e DependenceAny event can happen, as long as those events that did lgdtagben
do not happen differently.

5 Conclusion

In this paper we have used the formal language of CP-logionmdilate a general defi-
nition of actual causation, which we used to express foucifipalefinitions: a proposal
of our own, and three definitions based on the work of Hall. Bwing from the deter-
ministic context of neuron diagrams to the non-determimigintext of CP-logic, the latter
definitions improve on the original ones in two ways: they daal with a wider class of
examples, and they allow for a graded judgment of actualatarsin the form of a condi-
tional probability. Further, comparison between the dé€ins is facilitated by presenting
them as various ways of filling in two central concepts. Weehiflustrated the flexibility
of CP-logic in expressing different definitions, opening ffath to other proposals beyond
the ones here discussed.
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6 Appendices

To facilitate the proof of the first theorem, we introduce fibdowing lemma.

Lemma 1

Given a neuron diagrar with its corresponding equatiomd, and an assignment to its
variablesv. Consider the CP-logic theofly, and a storyp, that we get when applying the
translation discussed earlier. Then a neuron diadrasra reduction oD in which bothC
andE occur iff its translatiord — another branch of —is a(C, E)-reduction ofb.

Proof

Assume we have a reductiéhof a neuron diagrar®, andb is the story corresponding
to D. As Ris simply a different assignment of the variables occurimB, brought about
by the same equations that existed iyrthis reduction corresponds to another bradch
of T, in whichC andE hold in its leaf. MoreoverR can be constructed starting frdinby
changing some of the exogenous variables $ayrom their actual values to their default
value, and then updating the endogenous variables in aacoedwith the deterministic
equations. It being a reduction, this caused no new vadbleake on their deviant value
in comparison td. Letr be a law that occurs id.

If r is non-deterministic, it must be one of the laws represgrdimexogenous variable
V, i.e., a law with an empty body, and hence it was also appfidd R being a reduction,
eitherV has the same value R as in the original diagram, or it has its default value. In
the former case, this means thgt= ry, in the latter casey = 0, both of which satisfy the
requirement fod being a reduction.

If r is deterministic, the precondition fothas to be fulfilled ird, causing some variable
V to take on its deviant value. The same must hold true of thegmition for the equation
for V, and thusV takes on its deviant value iR as well, implying it did so inD too.
Therefore there must have been some law applicld timat madeV take on its deviant
value as well. From this it follows thatis a(C, E)-reduction ofb.

Now assume we have a theofyand a stornyb that form the translation of a neuron
diagramD, such thaC andE hold inb, and thatd is a(C, E)-reduction ofb. As the leaf
of d contains an assignment to all of the variables that satigfeesquations df1, there is
a neuron diagrarR that corresponds td. We can easily go over all the previous steps in
the other direction, to conclude thais a reduction oD in whichC andE are true. [

Theorem 1

Given a neuron diagram with its corresponding equatidnsand an assignment to its
variablesV. Consider the CP-logic theorly and storyb that we get when applying the
translation discussed above. Théns an actual cause d& in the diagram according to
Hall's definition iff C is an actual cause & in b andT according to Definition 3.

Proof

We start with the implication from left to right. Assume wevka neuron diagram, in
which bothC andE fire. This translates into a theoflyand a storyb, for whichC andE
hold in its leaf. Further, assume there is a reducRaf this diagram, in which botl and
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E continue to hold, and in this reduction,df= 0; thenE = 0. By the above lemma, this
translates into éC, E)-reduction ofb, sayd.

In R, if C=0;thenE = 0. The conditionaC = 0 is interpreted as a counterfactual locu-
tion, and corresponds to(—C). As there are no non-deterministic laws with non-empty
preconditionsT % is simply the deterministic theory that determines the sassignment
asR, meanind?4(—E|do(—C)) = 1, which concludes this part of the proof.

Now assume we have a theofyand a stornyb that form the translation of a neuron
diagramD, such tha€ andE hold inb, and thad is a(C, E)-reduction ofb for which the
given inequality holds. By the above lemma, the translatibd, sayR, is reduction oD
in whichC andE occur. As mentioned in the previous paragraphsimply corresponds
to an assignment of values to the variables occurririg that follows its equations. Since
R describes this same assignmentRitoo if C = 0; thenE = 0. This concludes the proof.

O

Theorem 2
If (3d € Red“™ : Pra(—E|do(—C)) > 0) thenPyyeqs (~E|do(—C)) > 0. If bis simple,
then the reverse implication holds as well.

Proof

We start with proving the first implication. Assume we have a Rech’E) such that
Pra(—E|do(—C)) > 0. This implies that there is at least one braedf a probability tree
of T9|do(—C) for which —E holds in its leaf. We prove by induction on the lengtredhat
this implies the existence of a similar brargtof a probability tree off N¢®) |do(—C) for

which —E holds in its leaf, which is what is required to establish thedrem.

Base case: i¢ consists of a single node —i.e., the root node where all alymfalse —
then this means that no laws Bf|do(—C) can be applied. Since the bodies of the laws in
TNedb)|do(—C) are identical to those of the laws T |do(—C), we simply haves = e.

Induction case: Assume we have a sub-brasobf e with lengthn > 1, starting from
the root node, and that we also have a structurally idensichtbrancte,. By it being
structurally identical we mean that they are identical @xéer the fact that they may have
different probabilities along the edges.

If e, = e, then no more laws can be applied in the final node,ofrhis must then hold
for the final node of, as well, so we are finished. Otherwise, we know that there is a
sub-branche, ;1 which extend®, alonge with a nodeO. Assume that the law which was
appliedto gettdisr.

If r is deterministic, them occurs inT9do(—C) exactly as it does i Ned®)|do(—C).
Since both branches are structurally identieatan be extended in the exact same manner
asen, so there has to be a probability tre€Td¥*4?) |do(—C) in which there is a sub-branch
€., With the desired properties. So assunig non-deterministic.

First assume ¢ Lawsy. This implies that ¢ Neqb). So as in the deterministic case,
occurs inT9|do(—C) exactly as it does i N4®)|do(—C), and the branch can be extended
in the same manner.

Now assume € Lawsgy. If alsor € Neqb), we know thaty = rp = ryec and hence the
previous argument holds. Remains the possibility thaiNedb). As in the deterministic
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case, becaugsecan be applied in the final node €f there has to be a probability tree of
TNedb)|do(—C) with a sub-branch like/, wherer is applied next.

Assumery = A. SinceA was the outcome of in d, the lawr as it appears il —
and also inTNe®P)|do(—C) — containsA in its head with some probability attached to it.
Therefore the final node @, in the said probability tree has one child-node which corgtai
A, extendingg, into a sub-branch,, , with the desired properties. This concludes this part
of the proof.

Now we prove that ib is simple, the reverse implication holds as well.
AssumePyneqn) (E|do(—C)) > 0. This implies that there is at least one braeaif a
probability tree ofTNe4P)|do(—C) for which —E holds in its leaf. We can repeat the first
steps of the previous implication, so that we again arrive latvr which was applied to

getto a nod®.

The branche we are considering occurs in a probability tree ¢CaE)-reduction, say
f. First assume € Nedb). By definition, this implies that alsoc Laws; Arnec=r¢, and
we can apply the reasoning from above. Likewise as above aneapply this reasoning
to all other cases, except the one whegNedb), r is non-deterministic, ande Laws.
Assume the law has effectA in the branche we are considering. If; = A, then we are
back to our familiar situation, so therefore assume- B, andA # B.

Sinceb is simple,A andB are the only two possible effects of Further, remark that
r € Laws, \ Nedb). This implies the existence of (&, E)-reductiong that is identical to
f up to the application of, but such thatg # r¢, and thugy = A = re meaning there is a
branch in a probability tree af that is structurally identical te up to O. This concludes
the proof of the theorem. [

Theorem 3
If b is simple, then a non-deterministic laws necessary iff there is n@, E)-reduction
passing through a sibling ®fodé.

Proof

Say the unique sibling dflod€ is M. We start with the implication from left to right, so
we assume is necessary. Assumig = A, then there is nd € Rech’E) for whichry # A,
hence there is n@C, E)-reduction which passes throulyh

Remains the implication from right to left. Assume we havena i such that there is
no (C,E)-reduction passing through a sibling Nbde®. We proceed with a reductio ad
absurdum, so we assumes not necessary.

Clearly b is a (C,E)-reduction of itself, and also € Lawsg, \ Neqb). Hence, byb's
simplicity, there is &C, E)-reductione which is identical tob up to the application of
r, but for whichre # rp. Thuse passes through the sibling dfod€, contradicting the
assumption thatis necessary. This concludes the proof.]

Theorem 4

Given a neuron diagram with its corresponding equatinsand an assignment to its
variablesV. Consider the CP-logic theofly, and a storyb, that we get when applying the
translation discussed earli€ris a producer oE in the diagram according to Hall i€ is

a producer of in b andT according to the CP-logic version stated here.
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Proof

First we need to explain some terminology that Hall usestrictureis a temporal se-
guence of sets of events, which unfold according to the émpsmbf some neuron diagram.
A branch, or a sub-branch, would be the corresponding cairc€pP-logic.

Two structures are said toatch intrinsicallywhen they are represented in an identical
manner. The reason why Hall uses this term, is because ewveghhve use the same
variable for an event occurring in different circumstancsctly speaking they are not
the same. This is mainly an ontological issue, which needdetdin us for our present
purposes.

A set of eventsSis said to besufficientfor another evenE, if the fact thatE occurs
follows from the causal laws, together with the premisse $haccurs at some timg
and no other events occur at this time. A semisimally sufficient if it is sufficient, and
no proper subset is. To understand this, note that the aityigiuthe relation between
an event and the value of a variable that we noted earlianrfeeses here. In the context
of neuron diagrams, events are temporal, and occur durisgjrtre-period that a neuron
fires, i.e, becomes true. However, at any later time-poivé, Mariable corresponding to
this neuron will remain to be true, implying that the valuetloé variable has shifted in
meaning from “the neuron fires” to “the neuron has fired”. @itkis interpretation, it
is natural to translate Hall's notion of an event into CPidogs the application of a law,
making a variable true, as we have done.

A further detail to be cleared out, is that in the context aino& diagrams there can be
simultaneous events, since multiple neurons can fire agtme sime. In CP-logic, in each
node only one law is allowed to be applied, hence this tréesl@ two consecutive edges
in a branch. Therefore it is not the case that each node-edgie@ branch corresponds to
a separate time-point, but rather sets of consecutive paiith variable size — do. Given
such a set, then for each variable that was the result of thécapon of a law belonging
to it, it holds that its corresponding event occurs at thet time-point, corresponding to
the next set of nodes further down the branch. All the vaesblccuring in the bodies of
the laws in this set, represent events that occur duringithes-point.

Now we can state the precise definition of production as iticem (Hall 2004, p.25).

We begin as before, by supposing tiiabccurs att’, and thatt is an earlier time such that at
each time betweeh andt’, there is a unique minimally sufficient set f&r But now we add the
requirement that whenevéy andt; are two such timedq < t1) andS and S, the corresponding
minimally sufficient sets, then

o for each element dfy, there is atg a unique minimally sufficient set; and
e the union of these minimally sufficient setsSs

Given some evenE occurring at timet’ and given some earlier tinte we will say thatE has
apure causal history back to timejust in case there is, at every time betweeandt’, a unique
minimally sufficient set folE, and the collection of these sets meets the two foregoingtaints.
We will call the structure consisting of the members of thests the “pure causal history” @,
back to timet. We will say thatC is a proximate cause & just in caseC andE belong to some
structure of event§ for which there is at least one nomologically possible $tmeS such that (i)

S intrinsically matchesS; and (ii) S consists of arE-duplicate, together with a pure causal history
of this E-duplicate back to some earlier time. (In easy caSasill itself be the needed duplicate
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structure.) Production, finally, is defined as the ance§itil the transitive closure] of proximate
causation.

We will start with the implication from left to right. So agse we have a neuron diagram
D, in whichC s a producer oE. SayT is the CP-logic theory that is the translation of the
equations of the diagram, aibds the branch representing the story. We already know that
C andE hold in the leaf ofb. We need to proof tha®/(-E|do(—C)) > 0. The theoryl’
only contains deterministic laws, and no disjunctions,deeall its laws are of the form:
V «— AANA A...A-BA =B, where the number of positive literals in the conjunctioatis
least one. Therefore any probability tree Tdiconsists out of only one branch, determining
a unique assignment for all the variables. Further, eveaghdhe theoryl may contain
several laws in which a variable occurs in the head, becalusardrrelevance criterion
T’ contains exactly one law for every variable that is true. @oelvery true variable in
this assignment, there is a unique chain of laws — neglethiegrder — which needs to
be applied to make this variable true. For any such varidblee will say that it depends
on all of the variables occurring positively in the body ofaavlin this chain. Clearly, if
any true variable changes its value in this assignment, alefariables which depend on
it become false.

As a first case, assun@is a proximate cause &. We start by assuming that circum-
stances are nice, meaning tilatontains itself a structurf®which is a pure causal history
of E. This means that in the actual stdsyC is part of a unique minimally sufficient set
for E. From this it follows that inT’, C figures positively in one of the laws on whi&h
depends. Hence, if we appiio(—C), thenE will no longer hold.

Now assume that there is a structi@eccurring inD, such that there exists another
diagram, sayD’, in which this structure occurs as well, and forms a pure aabistory
of E. This diagram corresponds to a branchlofsayd, That means that ifi§ — i.e., the
theory T’ constructed outl — C occurs positively in the unigue chain of laws which can
makeE true. But as all events i also occur irD, at the same moments as they ddif)
that means tha® must also occur positively in the unique chain of lawsHEan the theory
T,. Hence E depends o in the theoryT/ as well.

Now look at the more general case, in whi€hoccurs in a chain of proximate causes,
that leads up t&. l.e, inD, C is the proximate cause of some varialflewhich in turn is
the proximate cause of some variable and so on until we get tB. We know from the
previous discussion, that this impliesTi thatdo(—C) then—Vy, anddo(—V;) then—V5,
and so on. Given what we know abalt it directly follows that when we applgto(—C),
then—E. This concludes this part of the proof.

We continue with the implication from right to left. So assaithat we are given again
a neuron diagram and a corresponding stmrgnd that we knowPr (—-E|do(—C)) > 0.
From our earlier analysis o, we know that this means th&toccurs positively in the
unique chain of laws that can maketrue according tol’. From this chain of laws, we
start from the one causirtgand from there pick out a series that gets us to a law wBere
occurs positively in the body. More concretely, we take &sasf the formE < ...AA...,
A<+ ..DA...,, and so on until we get at a laddi<— ...C A .... By definition of production, it
suffices to prove that in this chain, each of the variabletéltody is a proximate cause
of the variable in the head.
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Take suchalaw «+ ..WA.... Atthe time that this law is applietly clearly is a member
of a sufficient set of events fof, which occurs at the next time point. S&yis the set of all
events that occur together with that figure in the body of this law, ar§] is the sef{V }
that occurs at the next time-point, then the structure stingj precisely o5 andS; and
nothing else forms a pure causal historyofontaining/VV. The same reasoning applies to
all laws of the chain. This concludes the proofl]
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