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Abstract tuple (of constants) is anactual causdor an answer; to
Causality has been recently introduced in a conjunctive quen® from a relational database instance
databases, to model, characterize and pos- D ifthereis a“contingent” subset of tuplés accompany-
S|b|y Compute causes for query results (an- Ing t, such that, after remOVir@from D, remOVingt from
swers). Connections between query causality D ~ T causes: to switch from being an answer to being
and consistency-based diagnosis and databasere- & non-answer (i.e. not being an answer). Usually, actual

pairs (wrt. integrity constrain violations) have causes and contingent tuples are restricted to be among a
been established in the literature. In this work pre-specified set aindogenous tuplesvhich are admissi-

we establish connections between query causal-  ble, possible candidates for causes, as opposestdge-

ity and abductive diagnosis and the view-update nous tuples

problem. The unveiled relationships allow us to A cause may have different associated contingency ets
obtain new complexity results for query causality |hqitively, the smaller they are the strongest &s a cause

-the main focus of our work- and also for the two

(it need less company to undermine the query answer). So,
other areas.

some causes may be stronger than others. This idea is for-
mally captured through the notion c&usal responsibility

Causality is an important notion that appears at the founand introduced in_(Meliou et al., 2010a). It reflects the rel-
dations of many scientific disciplines, in the practice ofative degree of actual causality. In applications invagvin
technology, and also in our everyday life. Causality is un-large data sets, it is crucial to rank potential causes decor
avoidable to understand and manageertaintyin data,  Ind to their responsibilities (Meliou et al., 2010b,a).

information, knowledge, and theories. In data management,ithermoreyiew-conditioned causalitywas proposed in
in particular, there is a need to represent, c_haracterlde aniMeliou et al.| 2010H, 2011) as a restricted form of query
compute the causes that explain why certain query results, sajity, to determine causes for a set of unexpected query

are obtained or not, or why natural semantic conditionsyegyts, but conditioned to the correctness of prior knowl-
such as integrity constraints, are not satisfied. Causalltg.dge about some other set of results.

can also be used to explain the contents of a view, i.e. of

a predicate with virtual contents that is defined in terms ofActual causation, as used In (Meliou et al., 201Ca.b. 2011),

. ] ] provides a model-based account of causation on the ba-
In this work we concentrate on causality as defined forjs of counterfactual dependenBe Causal responsibility
and applied to relational databases. Most of the work ORyas introduced ih Chockler & Halpérh (2004), to provide

causality has been developed in the context of knowledgg graded, quantitative notion of causality when multiple
representation, and little has been said about causality ip;ses may over-determine an outcome.

data management. Furthermore, in a world of big uncer- ) ]
tain data, the necessity to understand the data beyond sirYlodel-based diagnosis (Strlss, 2008, sec. 10.3), an area of
ple query answering, introducing explanations in différen

forms, has become particularly relevant. causes cancer”, which refer some sort of related eventsalact

) ] ] causation specifies a particular instantiation of a cawdation-
The notion of causality-based explanation for a query reship, e.g., “Joe’s smoking is a cause for his cancer”.
sult was introduced in_(Meliou et al., 2010a), on the basis 2As discussed i (Salimi & Bertoss$i, 2015), some objections

of the deeper concept afctual Causatioﬂl Intuitively, a  to the Halpern-Pearl model of causality and the correspandi
changes| (Halpern, 2014, 2015) do not affect results in time co

!In contrast with general causal claims, such as “smokingtext of databases.
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knowledge representation, addresses the problem of, givare. about updating a database through views. An impor-
the specificationof a system in some logical formalism tant aspect of the problem is that one wants the base, source
and a usually unexpectambservationabout the system, database, i.e. the base relations, to change in a minimally
obtainingexplanationdor the observation, in the form of way while still producing the view updates. Put in differ-

a diagnosis for the unintended behavior. Since this an@nt terms, it is an update propagation problem, from views
causality are related to explanations, a first connectien beo base relations. This classical and important problem in
tween causality andonsistency-based diagnogReiter, databases.

1987), a form of model-based diagnosis, was established i . .
(Salir)ni & Bertossi, 2014, 2015): gausality and the respon‘-IFhe delete-propagatiorproblem (Buneman et all. 2002;

I . . [Kimelfelo, 2012 Kimelfeld et &ll, 2012) is a particular eas
sibility problem can be formulated asnsistency-based di- ' .
. . ._of the view-update problem where only tuple deletions are
agnosisproblems, which allowed to extend the results in

(Meliou et al.| 2010a). However, no precise connection hagllowed on/from the views. If the views are defined by

been established so far between causalityatlictive di- monotone queries, only database deletions can give an ac-

agnosis(Console et &l), 1991; Eiter & Gottlob, 1995), an- c_ount of view delet|ons._ S0, in this case, a ml_nlma! set
other form of model-based diagnosis (in some sense) of deletions from the base relations is ex-

pected to be performed. This is “minimal source-side-
The definition of causality for query answers applies toeffect” case. It is also possible to consider minimizing the
monotone queries (Meliou etlal., 2010a,b). However, allside-effect on the view, which also requires that other tu-
complexity and algorithmic results in (Meliou et al., 2010a ples in the (virtual) view contents are not affected (delgte
Salimi & Bertossi| 2015) have been restricted to first-ordefBuneman et al., 2002).

(FO) monotone queries. Other important classes of mono-

: . ] dn this work we provide a precise connection between
tone queries, such as Datalog queries (Cerilet al. 1198 different variants of the delete-propagation problem and
Abiteboul et al., 1995), possibly with recursion, require propag P

further investigation query causalit_y. In particular, we show that the min-
' imal source-side-effect problem is related to thm®st-
In (Salimi & Bertossi| 2015) connections were establishedesponsible cause problemwhich was formulated and in-
between query causality, database repairs (Bertossi))201estigated in/(Salimi & Bertossi, 2015); and also that the
and consistency-based diagnosis. In particular, comylexi “minimal view side-effect problem” is related to view-
results for several causality problems were obtained frontonditioned causality we already mentioned above.
the repair connection. In the line of this kind of research,
in this work we unveil natural connections between ac-
tual causation andbductive diagnosjsaind also the view-
update problem in databases (more on this latter connecti
later in the section).

The established connections between abductive diagnoses,
guery causality and delete-propagation problems allow us

0to adopt (and possibly adapt) established results for some
oF them for application to the others. In this way we obtain
some new complexity results.

As opposed to consistency-based diagnoses, which is usy;
ally practiced with FO specifications, abductive diagnosis

is commonly performed under a logic programming (LP) 1. We establish precise connections between causality

approach (in the general sense of LP) to knowledge rep-  for Datalog queries and abductive diagnosis. More
resentation|(Denecker & Kakas, 2002; Eiter etal., 1997,  precisely, we establish mutual characterizations of

Gottlob et al., 2010b) Since Datalog can be seen as a form each in terms of the other, and Computationa] reduc-

of LP, we manage to extend and formulate the notion of  tjons, between actual causes for Datalog queries and

query-answer causality to Datalog queries via the abduc-  gpductive diagnosis from Datalog specifications.
tive diagnosis connection, in this way extending causality

to a new class of queries, e.g. recursive queries, and abtain
ing complexity results on causality for them.

ore precisely, our main results are as folldivs:

We profit from these connections to obtain new al-
gorithmic and complexity results for each of the two

problems separately.
Abductive reasoning/diagnosis has been applied to the view

update problem in databases (Kakas & Mancarella, 11990; (&) We characterize and obtain causes in terms of-

Console et al.,_1995), which is about characterizing and and from abductive diagnoses.

computing updates of physical database relations that give  (b) We show that deciding tuple causality for Data-
an account of (or have as result) the intended updates on log queries, possibly recursive, P-complete
views. The idea is that abductive diagnosis provides (ab- in data.

duces) the reasons for the desired view updates, and they
are given as changes on base tables.

In this work we also explore fruitful connections of causal- _ The possible connections between the areas and problems in
ity with this view-update problergabiteboul et al. 19g5), TS Paper were suggested n (Bertossi & Salimi. 2014), fout n
2

(c) We identify a class of Datalog queries for which

precise results were formulated there.



deciding causality is tractable in combined com-1.1 CAUSALITY AND RESPONSIBILITY

plexity. In the rest of this work, unless otherwise stated, we will

assume that a database instaftés split in two disjoint

2. We establish and profit from precise connections be-

P . P . sets,D = D™ U D*, whereD"™ and D* denote the sets of
tween delete-propagation and causality. - More Iore-endo enouandexogenoutuples, respectively; an@ is a
cisely, we show that: 9 9 pies, resp Y:

monotone query.
(a) Most-responsible causes and view-conditionedefinition 1.1. A tuple = € D™ is acounterfactual cause
causes can be obtained from solutions to differenfor an answefi to Q in D if D = Q(a) andD ~\ {7} ¥
variants of the delete-propagation problem andQ(a). A tupler € D" is anactual causedor a if there

vice-versa. existsI" C D", called acontingency setsuch thatr is a
(b) Computing the size of the solution to a min- counterfactual cause farin D ~. T'. O
imum source-side-effect problem is hard for Causes(D, Q(a)) denotes the set of actual causes dor
FpNP(og(n)), This set is non-empty on the assumption @4t is true in
(c) Deciding weather an answer has a view-D. When the querg is booleanCauses(D, Q) contains
conditioned cause NP-complete. the causes for the answgs in D.

(d) We can identify some new classes of queries forThe definition of query-answer causality can be applied
which computing minimum source-side-effect without any conceptual changes to Datalog queries. In the

delete-propagation is tractable. case of a Datalog, the que@(z) is a whole progranil
that accesses an underlying extensional databatset is

1 PRELIMINARIES AND CAUSALITY not part of the query. Prograii contains a rule that de-
DECISION PROBLEMS fines a top answer-collecting predicates(z). Now, a is

an answer to querfl on E whenIl U F = Ans(a). Here,
We consider relational database schemas of the ®rm  entailment =) means that the RHS belongs to the minimal
(U,P), whereU is the possibly infinite database domain model of the LHS. A Datalog query is boolean if the top
and?P is a finite set otlatabase predicatd®f fixed arities. ~ answer-predicate is propositional, says. In the case of
A database instancB compatible withS can be seen as Datalog, we sometimes use the notatiGmuses(E, I1(a))
a finite set of ground atomic formulas (in databases akaQr Causes(F, 1), depending on whethéi has aAns(z)
atoms or tuples), of the form®(cy, ..., ¢,,), whereP € P or ans as answer predicate, resp.

has arityn, and the constants, ... ,c, € U. Given at € Causes(D,Q(a)), we collect all subset-

A conjunctive querfCQ) is a formulaQ(z) of the first- minimal contingency sets associated with

order (FO) language.(S) associated taS of the form  Cont(D,Q(a),7) := {A C D" | D~ A E Q(a),
Jy(Py(51) A --- A Pp(5,)), where theP;(s;) are atomic D~ (Au{r}) I~ Q(a), and
formulas, i.e. P, € P, and thes; are sequences of terms, VA'C A, D~ (AN Uu{r}) E Q@a)}.
i.e. variables or constants 6f. Thez in Q(z) shows all
the free variables in the formula, i.e. those not appearing i
y. A sequence of constants is an answer to quepyz) if

Theresponsibilityof actual cause for answera, denoted

Poa(T), IS Wlﬂ) where|T'| is the size of the smallest
o . contingency set for. Responsibility can be extend to all
D [= Qlel, i.e. the query becomes true inwhen the vari tuples inD™ by setting their value t®, and they are not

ables are replaced by the corresponding constamtswe

. ; actual causes fa®.
denote the set of all answers to an open conjunctive query
Q(z) with Q(D). Example 1.1. Consider a databas® with relations

. . : . . Author(Name,Journgdl and Journa(JNameTopic,#Pape), and
A conjunctive query i9oolean(a BCQ), if z is empty, i.e. _contents as below:

the query is a sentence, in which case, it is true or false in

Author Name | JName

D, denoted byD = Q andD = Q, respectively. Whei® e —TROE Jourmal | Narme | Tote |_fPaper
is a BCQ, or contains no free variabl&(D) = {yes} if Jonn | TKDE TKDE | CUBE | 31
Qs true, andQ(D) = (), otherwise. John | TODS TODS | XML 32

A query Q is monotondf for every two instanced); C Consider the conjunctive query:

Dy, Q(D1) C Q(D»), i.e. the set of answers grows mono- Q(Name Topic) : 3Journal IName #PapéAuthor{Name,JName
tonically with the instance. For example, CQs and unions A Journall JName, Topic,#Papgr (1)
of CQ (UCQs) are monotone queries. Datalog queries

(Ceri et al.[ 1989; Abiteboul et Al., 1895), although not FO,Which has the following answers:am) Naime | _Topic
are also monotone (cf. Sectiobnll.1 for more details). Joe | cuBE

“4As opposed to built-in predicates (e:g) that we assume do Tom | CUBE
not appear, unless explicitly stated otherwise. 3 o | X




Assume(John, XML is an unexpected answer @, and  present some problems and results that we use throughout
we want to compute its causes assuming that all tuples arhis paper. The first is the causality problem, about decid-

endogenous. ing whether a tuple is an actual cause for a query answer.
It turns out thatAuthor(John, TODS)s an actual cause, Definition 1.2. For a boolean monotone queg, the
with contingency setsI’; = {Author(John, TKDE)  causality decision problefCDP) is (deciding about mem-
and I'>={Journal(TKDE, XML, 32), because bership of):

Author(John, TODS)is a counterfactual cause for an- CDP(Q) := {(D,7) | 7 € D" andr €
swer (John, XML in both of D ~ I’y and D ~ Ts. Causes(D, Q)}. O

Therefore, the responsibility @futhor(John, TODSIis %

This problem is tractable for UCQ$ (Salimi & Bertossi,
2015). The next is the responsibility problem, about de-
ciding responsibility (above a given bound) of a tuple for a
query result.

Likewise, Journal(TKDE, XML, 32) Author(John, TKDE)
Journal(TODS, XML, 32)are actual causes fgohn, XML
with responsibility.

Now, under the assumption that the tuples Journal  pefinition 1.3. For a boolean monotone que@; the re-
are the endogenous tuples, the only actual causegonsibility decision problenRDP) is (deciding about
for answer (John, XML are Author(John, TKDE) and membership of):
Author(John, TODS) ] RDP(Q) = {(D,r,v) | 7€ D",v € {0} U

{# ke NT}, D Q and py(7) > v}. O
A Datalog queryQ(z) is a whole progranil consisting
of positive rules that accesses an underlying extensiondlhis___problem is  NP-complete for  UCQs
databaseE that is not part of the query. Prograf (Salimi & Bertossi,| 2015), but tractable fdinear CQs
contains a rule that defines a top answer-collecting preditMeliou et al., 201Ca). Roughly speaking, a CQ is linear
cate Ans(z), by means of a rule of the formns(z) <«  if its atoms can be ordered in a way that every variable
Pi(51),...,Pn(5m). Now,a is an answer to quersl on appears in a continuous sequence of atoms that does not
E whenIlU E = Ans(a). Here, entailment) means contain a self-join (i.e. ajoin involving the same predéat
that the RHS belongs to the minimal model of the LHS.€.9.3zvyu(A(z) AS1(z,v) AS2 (v, y) AR(y, u) AS3(y, 2))
So, the extensiodns(D) of Ans in the minimal model of  is linear, but noBzyz(A(z) A B(y) A C(2) AW (2, y, 2)),

the program contains the answers to the query. for which RDP isNP-complete. The class of CQs for

) ) . - which RDP is tractable can be extendedveakly linead
A Datalog query is boolean if the top answer-predicate is

propositional, sayns, i.e. defined by a rule of the form The functional, non-decision version of RDP, about com-
ans < Py(51), ..., Pm(5,). Inthis case, the query is true puting the responsibility, i.e. an optimization problem, i
if [IUD = ans, equivalently, ifans belongs to the minimal  complete forrPNP(e9() for UCQs (Salimi & Bertossi,
model oflIU E (Ceri et al.| 1989; Abiteboul et al., 1995). 2015).

CQs can be expressed as Datalog queries[d.g. (1) becomé&i#nally, we have the problem of deciding weather a tuple is
a most responsible cause:

Ansg(NameTopic) <— AuthorName,JNamg Definition 1.4. For a boolean monotone que® themost
JournalJName, Topic,#Papgr responsible cause decision probl¢siRDP) is:
MRCD(Q)={(D,7)| € D" and

The definition of query-answer causality can be ap- 0 < pg(r) is a maximum foD}. [

plied without any conceptual changes to Datalog queriesr_.Or UCQs this problem is complete faPNP(iea(m)
In the case of Datalog, we sometimes use the nOta('SaIimi&Bertoss;i 2015)

tion Causes(E,Il(a)) or Causes(FE,II), depending on ' '
whetherlI has aAns(z) or ans as answer predicate, resp. 1.2 VIEW-CONDITIONED CAUSALITY

In (Meliou et al./ 2010a), causality for non-query answersA form of conditional causalityas informally introduced

is defined on basis of sets pbtentially missing tuplethat  in (Meliou et al.; 2010b), to characterize causes for a query
account for the missing answer. Computing actual causesnswer that are conditioned by the other answers to the
and their responsibilities for non-answers becomes arathguery. The notion was made precise in_(Meliou et al.,
simple variation of causes for answers. In this work we2011), in a more general, non-relational setting that in par
focus on causality for query answers. ticular includes the case of several queries. In them the no-

The complexity of the computational and decision prob-tlon of view-conditioned causality was usexhd we adapt

lems that arise in query causality have been investigated in  5computing sizes of minimum contingency sets is reduced to
(Meliou et al. | 2010a; Salimi & Bertossi, 2015). Here V\élle the max-flow/min-cut problem in a network.



it in the following to the case of a single query, possibly Under the abductive approach to diagnosis (Console et al.,

with several answers. 1991 Eiter & Gottlob, 199%; Poole, 1992, 1994), itis com-

mon that the system specification rather explicitly dessib

causality information, specially in action theories whidwe

ax € Q(D), while the other answers will be used as a Con_leffects of acti_oqs are directly represented by Horn formu-
as. By restricting the explanation formulas to the pred-

dition onay's causality. Intuitively,a; is somehow unex- . . . . .
. icates describing primitive causes (action executions), a
pected, and we look for causes, by considering the other ; . ; . .
w N . . explanation formula which entails an observation gives als
answers as “correct”. The latter assumption has, in tech: :
. ; . a cause for the observation (Denecker & Kakas, 2002). In
nical terms, the effect of reducing the spectrum of contin- )

ency sets, by keeping(D)’s extension fixed, as a view this case, and is some sense, causality information is im-
?no dglo the’ ar):sweftp at hand ' ' posed by the system specifier_(Poole, 1992).
k .

Definition 1.5. (a) A tupler € D" is called aview- ndatabase causality we do not have, at least not initilly,

conditioned counterfactual caugéCC-cause) for an- System descriptiobut just a set of tuples. It is when we

swera, to Q if D~ {r} £ O(ay) andD ~ {7} =  POSe a query that we create something like a description,
Q(a;), for i € {1,...,n} ~ {k}. and the causal relationships between tuples are captured by

the combination of atoms in the query. If the query is a

(b) Atupler € D" is anview-conditioned actual cause Datalog query (in particular, a CQ), then we have a Horn
(VC-cause) foiy, if there exists a contingency sét,C specification too.

D", suchr is a VCC-cause fofi, in D . T.

Consider an instanc® = D™ U D%, and a monotone
query Q with 9(D) = {as,...a,}. Fix an answer, say

In this section we will establish connections between ab-
(c) ve-Causes(D, Q(ax)) denotes the set of all VC causes ductive diagnosis and database causélfgr that, we have
for ay. O to be more precise about the kind of abduction problems we

Intuitively, a tupler is a VC-cause fotiy, if there is a con- will consider.

tingent st.ate of the database that en:tails all the answers t?.l BACKGROUND ON DATALOG ABDUCTIVE

Q andr is a counterfactual cause fay,, but not for the DIAGNOSIS

rest of the answers. Obviously, VC-causesdprare also

actual causes, but not necessarily the other way aroundt Datalog abduction problen(Eiter et al., 1997) is of the
ve-Causes(D, Q(ag)) € Causes(D, Q(ax)). form AP = (IL E, Hyp, Obs), where: (a)ll is a set of
Example 1.2. (ex.[1.0 cont.) Consider the same instanceD.";‘talog rules, (b’ is a set of.ground atoms (the exten-

D, queryQ, and the answefJohn, XML, which does not sional detabase), whose predicates QO not appear in heads
have any VC-cause. To see this, take for example, thetuplg]c rules in 1L, (c) Hyp, the hypotheS|_s, |s_a:‘é;1|te set of
Author(John, TODS}hat is an actual cause f@fohn, XML, ground atoms, the_ abdgmble_ atoms in th's. aed (d)

with two contingency setd;; andT';. It is easy to verify Obs, the ebeervaﬂon, IS a f|r_1|te conjl_mctlon of grou_nd
that none of these contingency sets satisfies the conditiofloms- As itis common, we will start with the assumption
in Definition[1.5, e.g. the original answélohn, CUBE is thatllU £'U Hyp [= Obs.

not such anymore frond \ I';. The same argument can Theabduction problenis about computing a minima\ C

be applied to all actual causes fdphn, XML). O Hyp (under certain minimality criterion), such tHaty FuU

, ) A E Obs. More specifically:
This example shows that it makes sense to study the com-

plexity of deciding whether a query answer has a VC-actuaPefinition 2.1.- Consider aDatalog abduction problem

cause or not. AP = (II, E, Hyp, Obs)
Definition 1.6. For a monotone quen, the view- (a) Anabductive diagnosigr simply,a solutior) for AP
conditioned cause probleis (deciding about membership is a subset-minimah C Hyp, suchthallU FUA =
of): Obs. This requires that no proper subset®has this
VCP(Q)={(D,a)|aec Q(D) and
. - ®Having integrity constraints would go in that direction,t bu

ve-Causes(D, Qa)) #0 3. L we are not considering their presence in this work. Howeses,

2 CAUSALITY AND ABDUCTION (Salimi & Bertossi| 2015, sec. 5) for a consistency-basead -

) ) _ sis connection.
In general logical terms, an abductive explanation of an ob-  7In (Salimi & Bertossi/ 2015) we established such a connec-
servation is a formula that, together with the backgroundion between another form of model-based diagnosis (Struss
logical theory, entails the observation. So, one could se€008), namely consistency-based diagncsis (Reiter.| 1988)
an abductive explanation as a cause for the observatio elationships and comparisons between consistency-laaskab-

it has b d th d abducti uctive diagnosis see (Console etlal., 1991).
However, it has been argued that causes and abductive 8]t is common to accept as hypothesis all the possible ground

explanations are not necessarily the same (Pslllos.| 199;stantiations ofabducible predicates We assume abducible
Denecker & Kakas, 2002). 5 predicates do not appear in rule heads.



property. Sol(AP) denotes the set of abductive diag- e« ovs
noses for problem{P. TN —

John, TODS, TKDE, XML, 30, 32 ‘

(b) A hypothesish € Hyp is relevantfor AP if h con-
tained in at least one diagnosis.df?. Rel(AP) col-
lects all relevant hypothesis fotP. O

32 ‘ Joe, TKDE ‘ ‘ Tom, TKDE ‘ ‘ TKDE, CUBE, 31 ‘

Tom

We are interested in deciding, for a fixed Datalog program, @
if an hypothesis is relevant or not, with all the data as inputrigyre 1: (a)(D). (b) A tree decomposition &(D).

More precisely, we consider the following decision prob-

lem. with b C A(n). (c) For everyv € V, the set of nodes

Definition 2.2. Given a Datalog prograi, therelevance {7 | v € A(n)} induces a connected subtreeof

decision problem(RLDP) for IT is (deciding about the Thewidth of a tree decompositiof, A) of # = (V, H),

membership of): _ with 7 = (N, E), is defined asnaz{|A\(n)|—1 : n € N}.

RLDP(II) = {(E, Hyp, Obs, h) | h € Rel(AP), with The tree-widtht,, (H) of # is the minimum width over all
AP = (I, E, Hyp, Obs) andh € Hyp}. O its tree decompositions.

(b)

Intuitively, the tree-width of a hypergrapK is a mea-
,sSure of the “tree-likeness” oH. A set of vertices that
form a cycle inH are put into a same bag, which be-
comes (the bag of a) node in the corresponding tree-
decomposition. If the tree-width of the hypergraph un-
Definition[2.2 suggests that we are interested indat  der consideration is bounded by a fixed constant, then
complexityof the relevance problem for Datalog abduction.many otherwise intractable problems become tractable
That is, the Datalog program is fixed and hypotheses an(Gottlob et al., 2010a).

input structure may change and maybe regarded as data. _ . -

In contrast, underombined complexithe program is also It is possible to associate an hypergraph to any finite struc-

part of the input, and the complexity is measured also ifure D (think of a relational database): If its universe
terms of the program size (the active domain in the case of a relational database) is

V, define the hypergrap® (D) = (V,H), with H =
The following result is obtained by showing that thé- {{a1,...,a,} | D contains a ground ator?(a; . ..ay)
complete combined complexity of the relevance problenfor some predicate symbat}.
for Propositional Datalog Abduction (PDA) (established in
(Eriedrich et al/, 1990)), coincides with the data compiexi Example 2.1. Consider instanceD in Example[L1.
of the relevance problem for (non-propositional) DatalogThe hypergraph# (D) associated toD is shown in

Abduction. For this, techniques developed|in (Eiter ét al. Figurell(a). Its vertices are the elementsudbm (D) =
1997) can be used. {John, Jone, Tom, TODS, TKDE, XML, Cube, 30, 51,

32}, the active domain ofD. For example, since
Journal(TKDE, XML, 30) € D, { TKDE, XML, 30} is
one of the hyperedges.

As itis common, we will assume thg@bs|, i.e. the number
of atoms in the conjunction, is bounded above by a nume
ical parametep. Itis common thap = 1 (a single atomic
observation).

Proposition 2.1. For every Datalog programil,
RLDP(II) € NP, and there are programH’ for
whichRLDP(II') is NP-hard. O
The dashed ovals show four sets of vertices, i.e. hyper-
It is clear from this result that the combined complexity edges, that together form a cycle. Their elements are put
of deciding relevance for Datalog abduction is also in-into the same bag of the tree-decomposition. Figlire 1(b)
tractable. However, a tractable case of combined complexshows a possible tree-decomposition?6fD). In it, the
ity is identified in (Gottlob et all, 2010b), on the basis of maximum|\(n)| —1is 6 — 1, corresponding to the top box
the notions ofree-decomposition and bounded tree-wjdth bag of the tree. Sa,,(H (D)) < 5. O

which we now briefly present. S -
The following is afixed-parameter tractabilityesult for

Let 7 = (V, H) be a hypergraphl” is the set of vertices, the relevance decision problem for Datalog abduction prob-
and H the set of hyperedges, i.e. of subsetd/ofA tree-  |emgs with a progranil that isguarded which means that

decompositiorV” of # is a pair(7, A), whereT = (N, E)  in every rule body there is an atom that contains (guards)
is a tree and\ is a labeling function that assigns to each 5| the variables appearing in that body.

noden € N, a subsef\(n) of V (A\(n) is aka. bag), i.e.

A(n) C V, such that, for every node € N, the following  Theorem 2.2. (Gottlob et al., 2010b) Let be an integer.
hold: (a) For everyw € V , there existsu € N with For Datalog abduction problem&P = (II, E, Hyp, Obs)

v € A(n). (b) Foreveryh € H, there exists a node € N 5 where II is guarded, andi,(H(E)) < k, rele-



vance can be decided in polynomial time |m7>|19 In order to represent Datalog abduction in terms of query-

More precisely, the decision problem: RLDP = answer causality, we show that abductive diagnoses from
{({I1, E, Hyp, Obs), h) | h € Rel({II, E, Hyp, Obs)),h €  Datalog programs are formed essentially by actual causes
Hyp, 11 is guarded, and,,(H(F)) < k} istractable. O  for the observation.

Thisis a case of tractable combined complexity with a fixedMore precisely, consider a Datalog abduction problem
parameter that is the tree-width of the extensional datbas AP = (I, E, Hyp, Obs), whereE is the underlying exten-

sional database, ar@bs is a conjunction of ground atoms.
2.2 QUERY CAUSALITY FROM ABDUCTIVE Now we construct a query-causality setting: := D* U

DIAGNOSIS D™ D* := FE, and D" := Hyp. Consider the program
In this section we first show that, for the class of DatalogIl’ := IT U {ans <+ Obs} (with ansa fresh propositional
theories (system specifications), abductive inferenceeeor atom). SoJI’ is seen as a monotone query.bn
sponds to actual causation for monotone queries. That i%,
abductive diagnoses for an observation essentially aontai
actual causes for the observation.

roposition 2.5. A hypothesish is relevant forAP, i.e.
h € Rel(AP), iff his an actual cause fanswrt. IT', D.
O

Assume thafll is a boolean, possibly recursive Datalog oy we will use the results obtained so far in this section to

query. Consider the relational instanfe = D” U D"™.  yptain new complexity results for Datalog query causality.
Also assume thdl U D |= ans. So, the decision problem - acyq]ly, the following result is obtained from Proposit®
in Definition[1.2 takes the forldDP(I1) := {(D,7) | T € 21 and 2B:
D", andr € Causes(D,II)}. N .
Proposition 2.6. For boolean Datalog queri€s CDP(I1)
We now show that actual causes fofs can be obtained g NP-complete (in data). O

from abductive diagnoses of the associatadsal Datalog Thi it should b trasted with the tractability of
abduction problen{CDAP): AP := (II, D*, D", ans), IS Tesuft should be contrasied wi € tractabllity 0

whereD? is the extensional database fdr(and thenl U same problem for UCQz (Salimi & Bertassi, 2015).

D* becomes théackground theofy D™ becomes the set We now introduce a fixed-parameter tractable case of this

of hypothesisand atonuns is the observation. problem. For this we take advantage of the tractable case of
Proposition 2.3. ¢ € D" is an actual cause forns iff Datalog abduction presented in Secfiod 2.1. The following
t € Rel(AP). ] isaconsequence of Theoréml2.2 and Propositidn 2.3.

Example 2.2. Consider the instanc® with relationsR ~ Proposition 2.7. For guarded Datalog queriésand a ex-

andS as below, and the quely: ans + R(z,y),S(y), tensional instance® = D* U D™, with D* of bounded

which is true inD. Assume all tuples are endogenous. tree-width, CDP is fixed-parameter tractable in combined
complexity, with the parameter being the tree-width bound.

R| X |Y S| X 0

ay | aq a

22 Zl 22 3 VIEW-UPDATES AND QUERY

L : CAUSALITY
AP¢ = (IL,0, D, ans) has two (subset-minimal) abduc- There is a close relationship between query causality
tive diagnoses:A; = {S(a1),R(az,a1)} and A, =  and the view-update problem in the form of delete-
{S(a3),R(as,a3)}.  Then, Rel(AP°) = {S(a3), propagation, which was first suggested in_(Kimelfeld,
R(as,a3), S(a1), R(az,a1)}. Itis easy to see that the rel- 2012; | Kimelfeld et al., 2012) (see also_(Buneman ét al.,
evant hypothesis are actual causesdfios. O 2002)). We start by formalizing some specific computa-
We are interested in obtainingsponsibilitiesof actual ~ tional problems related to the general delete-propagation
causes fonns. problem.

with Sol(AP€) # 6, N C D™ is anecessary-hypothesis

setif NV is subset-minimal such th&bl(APS,) = 0, with ~ Given a monotone quer®, we can think of it as defin-
APS, == (I, D*, D" ~. N, ans). O ing a view with V|_rtual content (D). If a € Q(D),
which may not be intended, we may try to delete some tu-
ples fromD, so thata disappears fron@(D). This is a
common case of the problem of database updates through
views (Abiteboul et al., 1995). In this work we consider
some variations of this problem, in both their functional

This is Theorem 7.9 irl (Gottlob etlel., 2010b). 7 and the decision versions.

Proposition 2.4. The responsibility of a tuplé for ans is
I_Jif\’ whereN is a necessary-hypothesis set with minimum
cardinality forAP¢ andt € N.



Definition 3.1. For an instancé), and a monotone query Proposition 3.1. Consider an instanc®, a view)’ defined

Q:

(a) Fora € Q(D), theminimal source-side-effect problem

is about computing a subset-minimalC D, such that
a ¢ Q(D~\A).

(b) The minimal source-side-effect decision probleésm
(deciding about the membership of):

MSSEPY(Q)={(D,D',a)|ac Q(D), D' CD,
a ¢ Q(D'), andD’ is subset-maximal
(The superscript stands for subset-minimal.)

(c) Fora € Q(D), theminimum source side-effect prob-

lem is about computing a minimum-cardinality C
D, suchthat ¢ Q(D ~\ A).
(d) The minimum source side-effect decision problem
(deciding about the membership of):
MSSEP(Q) ={(D,D',a) |a e Q(D),D' C D,
a ¢ Q(D’), andD’ has maximum cardinalily
(Herec stands for minimum cardinality.) O

Definition 3.2. (Buneman et all, 2002) For an instange
and a monotone querg:

(a) Fora € Q(D), theview side-effect-free probleis
about computing aA C D, such thatQ(D) \ {a} =
O(D N\ A).

(b) Theview side-effect-free decision problésr(deciding
about the membership of):

VSEFP(Q) ={(D,a)|ac Q(D), and exists
D' C Dwith Q(D) ~ {a} = Q(D")}. O

3.2 VIEW DELETIONS VS. CAUSES

by a monotone quer®, anda € V(D): D' C Dis
a solution to the minimal source-side-effect problem, i.e.
(D,D',a) € MSSEP(Q), iff thereisat € D~ D/,
such thatt € Causes(D, Q(a)) andD ~ (D' U {t}) €
Cont(D, Q(a),t). O

Now we show that, in order to minimize the side-effect on
the source (cf. Definitioh 311(c)), it is good enough to pick
a most responsible cause f@ewith any of its minimum-
cardinality contingency sets.

Proposition 3.2. Consider an instanc®, a view) defined

by a monotone quer®, anda € V(D): D' C Dis

a solution to the minimum source-side-effect problem, i.e.
(D,D';a) € MSSEPQ), iff thereisat € D~ D/,
such that € MRC(D,Q(a)), A := D ~ (D' U{t}) €
Cont(D, Q(a),t), and there is nd" € Cont(D, Q(a),t)
with [A'| < |A]. O
Next, we show that in order to check if there exists a so-
lution to the view side-effect-free problem farc V(D)

(cf. Definition[3.2), it is good enough to checkdfhas a
view-conditioned caud&l

Proposition 3.3. Consider an instancl, a view) defined
by a monotone querg, anda € V(D): Thereis a solution
to the view side-effect-free problem far i.e. (D,a) €
VSEFP(Q), iff ve-Causes(D, Q(a)) # 0. O

Example 3.1. (ex.[1.1 cont.) Consider the same instance
D, queryQ, and answef John, XML.

Consider the following sets of tuples:

S1={ Author(John, TKDE), Journal(TODS, XML, 32)

In this section we first establish mutual reductions betweerba={ Author(John, TODS), Journal(TKDE, XML, 3Q)

the different variants of the delete propagation proble
and both query and view-conditioned causality. On this

m

S3={ Journal(TODS, XML, 30), Journal(TKDE, XML, 3Q)

basis, we obtain next some complexity results for view-S,={ Author(John, TODS), Author(John, TKDE)

conditioned causality and the minimum source—side—effecEach of the subinstances ~. S

problem.

i =1,...,4,is a solu-
tion to both the minimum and minimal source-side-effect

In this section all tuples in the instances involved are as-problems. These solutions essentially contain the actual
sumed to be endogenousConsider a relational database causes for answetJohn, XML, as computed in Exam-

D, a viewV defined by a monotone qued. So, the vir-
tual view extension) (D), is Q(D).

For a tuplea € V(D), the delete-propagation problem, in
its most general form, is the task of deleting a set of tuple

from D, and so obtaining a subinstant® of D, such that
a ¢ V(D'). ltis natural to expect that the deletion @f
from the view can be achieved through deletions frbm

ple[I.1. Moreover, there is no solution to the view side-
effect-free problem associated to this answer, which coin-
cides with the result obtained in Example]1.2, and confirms

SPropositior’[[SZB. O

Now we show, the other way around, that actual causes,
most responsible causes, and VC causes can be ob-
tained from solutions to different variants of the delete-

of the causes foii to be in the view extension. However, Propagation problem.

to obtain solutions to the different variants of this prable rjrst we show that actual causes for a query answer can be
introduced in Sectiof 3.1, different sets of actual causegptained from the solutions to the corresponding minimal

must be considered.

First, we show that an actual cause foto be inV(D)

source-side-effect problem.

0since this proposition does not involve contingency sés, t

forms, with any of its contingency sets, a solution to theexistential problem in Definitioh 3.2(b) is the right one tone

minimal source-side-effect problem (cf. Definition13.1). 8

sider.



Proposition 3.4. Consider an instancl, a viewV defined  Proposition 3.8. Computing the size of a solution to
by a monotone quer®, anda € V(D): Tupletis an  the minimum source-side-effect problemag ¥ (les(m).
actual cause fof iff thereisaD’ C D witht € (D ~ hard. O

D) c D" and(D, D', a) € MSSEP(Q). ' As mentioned in Sectioh 1.1, responsibility computation
Similarly, most-responsible causes for a query answer cafmore precisely the RDP problem in Definition 11.3) is
be obtained from solutions to the corresponding minimumractable for weakly linear queries. We can take advan-
source-side-effect problem. tage of this result and obtain, via Propositlon] 3.2, a new
Proposition 3.5. Consider an instanc®, a view) defined  tractability result for the minimum source-side-effeatipr

by a monotone querg, anda € V(D): Tuplet is a most !em, which has been shown to b¥-hard for general CQs
responsible actual cause foriff there is aD’ C D with N (Buneman et al., 2002).
te(D~\D')CD"and(D,D',a) e MSSEP(Q). O  Proposition 3.9. For weakly linear queries, the minimum
Finally, VC-causes for an answer can be obtained from soSource-side-effect decision problem is tractable. [

lutions to the view side-effect-free problem. The class of weakly linear queries generalizes that of tinea
Proposition 3.6. Consider an instanc®, a view) defined ~ queries (cf. Section 11.1). So, Proposition/3.9 also holds fo
by a monotone quer@, anda € V(D): Tupletis a VC- linear queries.

cause fom iff thereisaD’ C Dwitht € (D~ D) C D"
and D’ is a solution to the view side-effect-free problem
associated ta.

In (Buneman et all, 2002) it has been shown that the min-
imum source-side-effect decision problem is tractable for
the class of project-join queries witthain joins Now, a

The partition of a database into endogenous and exoggein onk atoms with different predicates, s&y, ..., Ry, is
nous tuples used in causality may also be of interest in tha chain join if there are no attributes (variables) shared by
context of delete propagation. It makes sense to considemy two atomsR,; and R; with j > i + 1. That is, only
endogenous delete-propagatitmt are obtained through consecutive relations may share attributes. For example,
deletions on endogenous tuples only. Actually, given an indzvyu( A(z) A S1(x,v) AS2 (v, y) A R(y,u) AS3(y, 2)) is
stanceD = D™ U D*, a viewV defined by a monotone a project-join query with chain joins.

queryQ, anda € V(D), endogenous delete-propagations
for @ (in all of its flavors) can be obtained from actual
causes for from the partitioned instance.

We observe that project-join queries with chain joins cor-
respond linear queries. Actually, the tractability result
for these classes of queries are both obtained via a re-
Example 3.2. (ex. [3.1 cont) Consider again that guction to maximum flow problem (Meliou etlal., 2010a;
tuple (John, XML} must be deleted from the query re- Buneman etall, 2002). As a consequence, the result in
sult; and assume now the data Journal is reliable.  proposition[3.0 extends that ih_(Buneman étlal.. 2002),
Therefore, only deletions fromuthor make sense. This from linear queries to weakly-linear queries. For example,
can be captured by consideridgumattuples as exoge- Jyy .z (R(z,y)AS(y, 2)AT(z, z) AV (z)) is notlinear (then,

nous andAuthortuples as endogenous. With this parti- nor with chain joins), but it is weakly linedr (Meliou et al.,
tioning, only Author(John, TODS)aNd Author(John, TKDE)  [20104).

are actual causes fofJohn, XML, and each of them

forms a singleton and unique contingency set of the otheg CONCLUSIONS

as a cause (See Exampleex:cfexl). Therefdpex

{Author(John, TODS), Author(John, TKDE)s a solution to ~ We have related query causality to abductive diagnosis and

the associated minimal- and minimum endogenous deletdhe view-update problem. Some connections between the
propagation of John, XML. g lasttwo have been established before. More precisely, the

W . tioate th lexity of the vi dit dview-update problem has been treated from the point of
¢ howinvestgate the compiexity oTthe view-conditioned, ..., ¢ ahquctive reasoning (Kakas & Mancarella, 1990;

causality problem (cf. Definition 1.6). For this, we take ad'ConsoIe etdll 1995). The idea is to “abduce” the pres-

vantage of the connection between VC-causality and the ; ;
) 4 . énce of tuples in the base tables that explain the presence
view side-effect-free problem. Actually, the following-re

sult is obtained from théyP-completeness of view side- of those tuples in the view extension that one would like,

effect-free problem (Buneman et al., 2002) and Propositione'g' to getrid of.

B3. In  combination with the results reported in
(Salimi & Bertossi, | 2015), we can see that there are
decision problemyCP, is NP-complete. = deeper and multiple connections between the areas of
. . query causality, abductive and consistency-based diagno-
Actually, this result also holds for UCQs. The next result ISsis, view updates, and database repairs. Results for any of

obtained from the’_?_PNP(“’g("))—completene_ss of COMpUt- {hese areas can be profitably applied to the offers.
ing the responsibility of the most responsible causes (ob-

tained in (Salimi & Bertossi, 2015)) and Proposition] 3.2.9 HConnections between consistency-based and abductive diag

Proposition 3.7. For CQs, the view-conditioned causality



We point out that database repairs are related to the viewEonsole, L., and Torasso, P.,. A Spectrum of Logical Defingi
update problem. Actuallyanswer set programgASPs) of Model-Based DiagnosisComput. Intell, 1991, 7:133-141.
(Brewka et al., 2011) for database repairs (Bertossi, |2011§onsole, L., Theseider-Dupre, D. and Torasso, P. On the-Rela
implicity repair the database by updating conjunctive com- tionship between Abduction and Deductidh.Log. Comput.
binations of intentional, annotated predicates. Those log 1991, 1(5):661.'690' )

cal combinations -views after all- capture violations of in €onsole, L., Sapino M. L., Theseider-Dupre, D. The Role of Ab
tegrity constraints in the original database or along the (i g?%t:'ozne'ﬂz?gabase View Updating. Intell. Inf. Syst. 1995,
plicitly iterative) repair process (a reason for the usernf a

; Denecker, M., and Kakas A. C. Abduction in Logic Program-
notations).

ming. In Computational Logic: Logic Programming and Be-
Even more, in[(Bertossi & Li. 2013), in order to protect Yond 2002, LNCS 2407, pp. 402-436.

sensitive information, databases are explicitly and witju Eiter, T. and Gottlob, G. The Complexity of Logic-Based Abdu
“repaired” through secrecy views that specify the informa- 100 J- ACM, 1995, 42(1): 3-42.

tion that has to be kept secret. In order to protect infor-Eiter, T., Gottlob, G. and Leone, N. Abduction from Logic Pro

mation, a user is allowed to interact only with the virtually %g%r?ls_:zﬁrzngaﬂtﬁs and Complexiiheor. Comput. SGiL997,

repaired versions of the original database that result from.;. 4. ' Gottiob. G. and Nejdl, W. Hypothesis Classifi
m"’_‘k'ng those Y!ews empty or contall_’l only null values. R?'. tion, Abductive Diagnosis and Therapy. Proc. Internat. KAlor
pairs are specified and computed using ASP, and an explicit shop on Expert Systems in Engineering, 1990, LNCS 462, pp.
connection to prioritized attribute-based repairs (B&sto 69-78.

2011) is made (Bertossi & ILii, 201.3). Gottlob, G., Pichler, R. and Wei, F. Bounded Treewidth as ya Ke

. . . to Tractability of Knowledge Representation And Reasonin
Finally, we should note that abduction has also been explic- aificial Intemgence 20102’ 174?1):105132_ g

!tly app"eF’ to, dataE)ase reealrs (A”e“ et al," 2004). TheGottlob, G., Pichler, R. and Wei, F. Tractable Database gvesi
idea, again, is to “abduce” possible repair updates that and Datalog Abduction through Bounded Treewidti. Syst,
bring the database to a consistent state. 2010b, 35(3):278-298.
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