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Abstract

Halpern and Pearl introduced a definition of actual causal-
ity; Eiter and Lukasiewicz showed that computing whether
X = zisacause of = yis NP-complete in binary models
(where all variables can take on only two values) &t
complete in general models. In the final version of their pa-
per, Halpern and Pearl slightly modified the definition of ac-
tual cause, in order to deal with problems pointed by Hopkins
and Pearl. As we show, this modification has a nontrivial im-
pact on the complexity of computing actual cause. To charac-
terize the complexity, a new familpy, k = 1,2,3,..., of
complexity classes is introduced, which generalizes thgscl
D? introduced by Papadimitriou and Yannakaki3 is just
D). We show that the complexity of computing causality
under the updated definition i3Z -complete.

Chockler and Halpern extended the definition of causality by
introducing notions ofesponsibilityand blame The com-
plexity of determining the degree of responsibility andhinéa
using the original definition of causality was completelach
acterized. Again, we show that changing the definition of
causality affects the complexity, and completely charazse

it using the updated definition.

1 Introduction

There have been many attempts to defiagsalitygoing
back to Hume[(1739), and continuing to the present (see, for
example,|(Collins, Hall, & Paul 2004; Pearl 2000) for some
recent work). The standard definitions of causality are dase
on counterfactual reasoning. In this paper, we focus on one
such definition, due to Halpern and Pearl, that has proved
quite influential recently.

The definition was originally introduced in 2001
(Halpern & Pearl 2001), but then modified in the final jour-
nal version |(Halpern & Pearl 2005) to deal with problems
pointed out by Hopkins and Pearl (2003). (For ease of refer-
ence, we call these definitions “the original HP definition”
and “the updated HP definition” in the sequel.) In gen-
eral, what can be a cause in both the original HP defini-
tion and the updated definition is a conjunction of the form
X1 i Ao N X — ap, abbreviated{ « 7: what is
caused can be an arbitrary Boolean combinatiofiformu-
las of the formY” = y. This should be thought of as saying
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that settingX; to 2y and... and settingX to z; results

in ¢ being true. As shown by Eiter and Lukasiewicz (2002)
and Hopkins[(2001), under the original HP definition, we
can always take causes to be single conjuncts. However, as
shown by Halperri (2008), this is not the case for the updated
HP definition.

Using the fact that causes can be taken to be single con-
juncts, Eiter and Lukasiewic¢z(2002) showed that deciding
causality (that is, deciding wheth&r = «x is a cause op) is
NP-complete in binary models (where all variables can take
on only two values) and’-complete in general models. As
we show here, this is no longer the case for the updated HP
definition. Indeed, we completely characterize the complex
ity of causality for the updated HP definition. To do so, we
introduce a new family of complexity classes that may be of
independent interest. Papadimitriou and Yannakakis (1984
introduced the complexity clas®”, which consists of all
languaged.; such that there exists a languagein NP and
a languagd., in coNP such thatl.s = L; N L,. We gen-
eralize this by definingD!" to consist of all languages;
such that there exists a languabe € X1 and a language
Ly € Hkp such thatLs = L; N Ls.

SinceX? is NP andIl{ is coNP, D{ is Papadimitriou
and Yannakakis'®”. We then show that deciding causal-
ity under the updated HP definition i85 complete. Pa-
padimitriou and Yannakakis (1984) showed that a number
of problems of interest wer®” complete, both for binary
and general causal models. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first time that a natural problem has been shown
to be complete foD?Z’.

Although, in general, causes may not be single conjuncts,
as observed by Halpern (2008), in many cases (in particular,
in all the standard examples studied in the literature)y the
are. In an effort to understand the extent to which the dif-
ficulty in deciding causality stems from the fact that causes
may require several conjuncts, we consider what we call the
singleton caus@roblem; that is, the problem of deciding if
X = x is a cause ofp (i.e., where there is only a single
conjunct in the cause). We show that the singleton cause
problem is simpler than the general causality problem (un-
less the polynomial hierarchy collapses): iti§ complete
for both binary and general causal models. Thus, if we re-
strict to singleton causes (which we can do without loss of
generality under the original HP definition), the complexit
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of deciding causality in general models is the same under the is largely taken from[ (Halpern & Pearl 2005), to which we

original and the updated HP definition, but in binary models,
it is still simpler under the original HP definition.
Causality isa “0-1" concepff = & is either a cause aof

or it is not. Now consider two voting scenarios: in the first,

Mr. G beats Mr. B by a vote of 11-0. In the second, Mr. G

beats Mr. B by a vote of 6-5. According to both the original

and the updated HP definition, all the people who voted for
Mr. G are causes of him winning. While this does not seem

refer the reader for further details.

2.1 Causal models

A signatureis a tupleS = (U, V, R), wherel{ is a finite

set ofexogenouwariables,V is a finite set ofendogenous
variables, an®R associates with every variable € 4/ UV

a finite nonempty seR(Y") of possible values fo¥". Intu-
itively, the exogenous variables are ones whose values are

so unreasonable, it does not capture the intuition that each determined by factors outside the model, while the endoge-

voter for Mr. G is more critical to the victory in the case
of the 6-5 vote than in the case of the 11-0 vote. The no-
tion of degree of responsibilityntroduced by Chockler and

Halpern [(2004), does so. The idea is that the degree of re-

sponsibility of X = z for pis1/(k+1), wherek is the least

nous variables are ones whose values are ultimately deter-
mined by the exogenous variablescAusal modebver sig-
natureS is a tupleM = (S, F), whereF associates with
every endogenous variahl¢ € V a functionF'x such that

Fx + (xueuR(U) x (xyenx}R(Y))) = R(X). That

number of changes that have to be made in order to make is, F'x describes how the value of the endogenous variable

X = x critical. In the case of the 6-5 vote, no changes have
to be made to make each voter for Mr. G critical for Mr. G’s
victory; if he had not voted for Mr. G, Mr. G would not have
won. Thus, each voter has degree of responsibility 1 (i.e.,
k = 0). On the other hand, in the case of the 11-0 vote, for a
particular voter to be critical, five other voters have totstvi
their votes; thusk = 5, and each voter’s degree of respon-
sibility is 1/6. This notion of degree of responsibility has
been shown to capture (at a qualitative level) the way peo-
ple allocate responsibility] (Gerstenberg & Lagnado 2010;
Lagnado, Gerstenberg, & Zultan 2013).

Chockler and Halpern further extended the notion of de-
gree of responsibility talegree of blameFormally, the de-
gree of blame is the expected degree of responsibility. This

X is determined by the values of all other variable&inV .
If R(Y") contains only two values for eadh € ¢/ U V, then
we say thatV/ is abinary causal model

We can describe (some salient features of) a causal model
M using acausal network A causal network is a graph
with nodes corresponding to the random variable® &nd
an edge from a node labeléd to one labeled” if Fy de-
pends on the value oX. Intuitively, variables can have a
causal effect only on their descendants in the causal net-
work; if Y is not a descendant of, then a change in the
value of X has no affect on the value &f. For ease of
exposition, we restrict attention to what are caltedursive
models. These are ones whose associated causal network
is a directed acyclic graph (that is, a graph that has no cy-

is perhaps best understood by considering a firing squad with cle of edges). Actually, it suffices for our purposes that, fo

ten excellent marksmen. Only one of them has live bul-
lets in his rifle; the rest have blanks. The marksmen do
not know which of them has the live bullets. The marks-

men shoot at the prisoner and he dies. The only marks-

each settingi for the variables iti/, there is no cycle among
the edges of the causal network. We call a setfirfgr the
variables iri/ a context It should be clear that if/ is a re-
cursive causal model, then there is always a unigue solution

man that is the cause of the prisoner’s death is the one with to the equations ii/, given a context.

the live bullets. That marksman has degree of responsibil-
ity 1 for the death; all the rest have degree of responsibil-

The equations determined K’y : X € V} can be
thought of as representing processes (or mechanisms) by

ity 0. However, each of the marksmen has degree of blame which values are assigned to variables. For example, if

1/10.The complexity of determining the degree of respon-
sibility and blame using the original definition of causalit
was completely characterized (Chockler & Halpern 2004;
Chockler, Halpern, & Kupferman 2008). Again, we show
that changing the definition of causality affects the comple
ity, and completely characterize the complexity of determi
ing the degree of responsibility and blame with the updated
definition.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion[2, we review the relevant definitions of causality. In
Section[B, we briefly review the relevant definitions from
complexity theory and define the complexity clasggs In
Section 4 we prove our results on complexity of causality.
Some proofs are deferred to the appendix.

2 Causal Models and Causality: A Review

In this section, we review the details of Halpern and Pearl’s
definition of causal models and causality, describing buogh t
original definition and the updated definition. This materia

Fx(Y,Z,U) =Y + U (which we usually write as\' =

Y + U), thenifY = 3andU = 2, thenX = 5, regardless

of how Z is set. This equation also gives counterfactual in-
formation. It says that, in the contelt = 4, if Y were4,
thenX would bes, regardless of what valu¥ andZ actu-
ally take in the real world. Thatis, i = 4 and the value of

Y were forced to be 4 (regardless of its actual value), then
the value ofX would be 8.

While the equations for a given problem are typically ob-
vious, the choice of variables may not be. Consider the
following example (due to Hall (2004)), showing that the
choice of variables influences the causal analysis. Suppose
that Suzy and Billy both pick up rocks and throw them at
a bottle. Suzy’s rock gets there first, shattering the hottle
Since both throws are perfectly accurate, Billy’s woulddav
shattered the bottle had Suzy not thrown.

In this case, a naive model might have an exogenous vari-
ableU that encapsulates whatever background factors cause
Suzy and Billy to decide to throw the rock (the details of
U do not matter, since we are interested only in the context



whereU’s value is such that both Suzy and Billy throw), a
variable ST for Suzy throws §T = 1 if Suzy throws, and
ST = 0 if she doesn't), a variabIBT for Billy throws, and

a variableBSfor bottle shatters. In the naive model, whose
graphis given in Figurg] 135S is 1 if one ofSTandBTis 1.

U
BT
S

Figure 1: A naive model for the rock-throwing example.

This causal model does not distinguish between Suzy and
Billy’s rocks hitting the bottle simultaneously and Suzy’s
rock hitting first. A more sophisticated model might also
include variablesSH andBH, for Suzy’s rock hits the bot-
tle and Billy’s rock hits the bottle. ClearlgSis 1 iff one
of SHandBH is 1. However, nowSHis 1 if STis 1, and
BH = 1if BT = 1 andSH = 0. Thus, Billy’s throw hits if
Billy throws and Suzy’s rock doesn't hit. This model is de-
scribed by the following graph, where we implicitly assume
a context where Suzy throws first, so there is an edge from
SHto BH, but not one in the other direction (and omit the
exogenous variable).

ST BT

S BH

S

Figure 2: A better model for the rock-throwing example.

Given a causal mode¥/ = (S, F), a (possibly empty)
vector X of variables inY, and a vector? of values for

the variables inX, we define a new causal model, denoted
Mg, -, which is identical toM, except that the equation

X<+
for the variablesY in F is replaced byX = Z. Intuitively,
this is the causal model that results when the variables in
X are set tor by some external action that affects only the
variables inX (and overrides the effects of the causal equa-
tions). For example, if\/ is the more sophisticated model
for the rock-throwing example, thelW s, o is the model
where Suzy doesn’t throw.

Given a signaturé = (U4, V, R), a formula of the form
X =z, for X € Vandz € R(X), is called aprim-
itive event A basic causal formuldhas the formlY; «+
Y1,- .-, Yi < yi|p, where

e ¢ is a Boolean combination of primitive events;

e Y1,...,Y; are distinct variables iw; and

o y; € R(Y;).

Such a formula is abbreviated 88 « §]¢. The special
case wheré: = 0 is abbreviated ag. Intuitively, [Y; +

Y1, ..., Yy < yir|e says thato holds in the counterfactual
world that would arise ifY; is set toy;, fori = 1,... k.

A causal formulds a Boolean combination of basic causal
formulas.

A causal formulap is true or false in a causal model, given
acontext We write (M, @) = ¢ if ¢ is true in causal model
M given contexti. (M, @) = [Y « (X = z) if the
variable X has valuer in the unique (since we are dealing
with recursive models) solution to the equationngHj in

contexti (i.e., the unique vector of values for the exogenous
variables that simultaneously satisfies all equati5§§ v,

Z € V=Y, with the variables i/ set toi). We extend the
definition to arbitrary causal formulas in the obvious way.

2.2 Causality
We now review the updated HP definition of causality.

Definition 2.1 X = 7 is a causeof ¢ in (M, @) if the fol-
lowing three conditions hold:

—

ACL. (M, i) = (X = #) A g,
AC2. There exist a partitiorfZ, W) of V with X C Z and

—

some setting’, @) of the variables if X, W) such that
if (M,4) E Z=z*for Z € Z, then
@) (M, @) = [X « & W + @]-.
mMM@F@tiWemZT?mewb
setsZ’ of Z \ X and all subset$V’ of W, where we

abuse notation and writéV’ « @ to denote the as-
signmentwhere the variablesi#i’ get the same values

as they would in the assignmdﬁi’t « uf, and similarly

for Z' « z*. Thatis, setting any subs#t’ of W to
the values ini should have no effect gp as long as

X has the valuez, even if all the variables in an arbi-
trary subset ofZ are set to their original values in the
contextii. The tuple(W, @, ') is said to be awitness
to the fact thatX = 7 is a cause ob.

AC3. (X = 7) is minimal; no subset ok satisfies AC2.

If Xisa singleton, therX = x is said to be aingleton
causeof ¢ in (M, @).

AC1 just says thatl cannot be a cause @ unless both
AandB are true. The core of this definition lies in AC2. In-
formally, the variables it/ should be thought of as describ-
ing the “active causal process” froi to . These are the
variables that mediate betwe&handy. AC2(a) is reminis-
cent of the traditional counterfactual criterion, accagiio
which X = z is a cause o if changing the value oX re-
sults inp being false. However, AC2(a) is more permissive
than the traditional criterion; it allows the dependence of
on X to be tested under specgtructural contingenciesn
which the variable$V” are held constant at some settifig
AC2(b) is an attempt to counteract the “permissiveness” of
AC2(a) with regard to structural contingencies. Essdtial
it ensures thafX alone suffices to bring about the change
from ¢ to —y; settingW to w merely eliminates spurious
side effects that tend to mask the actiomof

To understand the role of AC2(b), consider the rock-
throwing example again. Let/ be the model in Figurel 1,



and leti be the context where both Suzy and Billy throw.
It is easy to see that both Suzy and Billy are causes of the
bottle shattering i(M, @): Let Z = {ST, BS}, and con-
sider the structural contingency where Billy doesn’t throw
(BT = 0). Clearly(M,U) = [ST+«+ 0,BT « 0](BS= 0)
and(M,u) = [ST+ 1,BT «+ 0](BS = 1), so Suzy is a
cause of the bottle shattering. A symmetric argument shows
that Billy is also a cause.

But now consider the model/’ described in Figurg]2;
again,u is the context where both Suzy and Billy throw. It
is still the case that Suzy is a cause of the bottle shattering
in (M’,u). We can takd? = {BT} and again consider the
contingency where Billy doesn’t throw. However, Billy is
nota cause of the bottle shattering(i?/’, v). For suppose

that we now takd? = {ST} and consider the contingency
where Suzy doesn't throw. Clearly AC2(a) holds, since if
Billy doesn’t throw (under this contingency), then the bot-
tle doesn’t shatter. However, AC2(b) does not hold. Since
BH € Z, if we setBH to 0 (its original value), then AC2(b)
would require tha{M’,u) = [BT < 1,ST «+ 0,BH «
0](BS = 1), but this is not the case. Similar arguments

show that no other choice ¢£, 1) makes Billy’s throw a
cause of the bottle shattering(#/’, u).

The original HP definition differs from the updated def-
inition in only one respect. Rather than requiring that
(M, @) = [X « &, W' « @,Z" + 7%y for all subsets
W’ of W, it was required to hold only fol. That is, the
following condition was used instead of AC2(b).

AC2() (M, %) E [X « W « @, 2 «+ 7] for all
subsetsZ’ of Z.

The requirement for AC2(b) to hold for all subsetslf
in the updated definition prevents situations whéfécon-
ceals other causes fgi'. The role of this requirement s per-
haps best understood by considering the following example,
due to Hopkins and Peall (2003) (the description is taken
from (Halpern & Pearl 2005)): Suppose that a prisoner dies
either if A loadsB’s gun andB shoots, or ifC loads and
shoots his gun. Takin@ to represent the prisoner’s death

B takes on its original value of 0, in which cage = 0.
AC2(b') does not consider this case.

Using AC2(b) rather than AC2(phas been shown to have
a significant benefit (and to lead to more intuitive results)
when causality is applied to program verification, with the
goal of understanding what in the code is the cause of a pro-
gram not satisfying its specification (Besfral. 2012).

3 Relevant Complexity Classes

In this section, we briefly recall the definitions of the com-
plexity classes that we need for our results, and define the
complexity classD5.

Recall that thepolynomial hierarchyis a hierarchy of
complexity classes that generalize the clagd$Psand co-
NP. Let ¥ = NP andIlY = coNP. Fori > 1, define
P = NP”1 andII” = (coNP)i1, where, in gen-
eral, XY denotes the class of problems solvable by a Tur-
ing machine in clasgl augmented with an oracle for a prob-
lem complete for clasB. (See|(Meyer & Stockmeyer 1972;
Stockmeyer 1977) for more details and intuition.)

We now define the classé®/” as follows.

Definition 3.1 Fork =1,2,...,
DE ={L:3L,Ly: L, € F Ly e TIE L = L1 N Ly}.

For k = 1, the classDY is the well-known complexity
classD”, defined by Papadimitriou and Yannakakis (1984).
It containsexact problems such as the language of pairs
(G, k), whereG is a graph that has a maximal clique of size
exactlyk. As usual, we say that a languagiés D’ com-
plete if it is in D’ and is the “hardest” language i’ in

the sense that there is a polynomial time reduction from any
languagel’ € D to L.

Recall that aguantified Boolean formula (QBF) is a gen-
eralization of a propositional formula, where some proposi
tional variables are quantified. Thus, for examgleyy (z v
y) is a QBF. AclosedQBF (CQBF) is one where there are
no free propositional variables. A CQBF is either true or
false, independent of the truth assignment. The “candhical
languages complete fotk andIT5 consist of the CQBFs

and making the obvious assumptions about the meaning of With % alternations of quantifiers starting with(resp.,v)

the variables, we have that = (A A B) v C. Suppose that
in the actual context, A loadsB’s gun, B does not shoot,
but C does load and shoot his gun, so that the prisoner dies.
Thatis,A =1, B =0,andC = 1. ClearlyC = 1 is a cause
of D = 1. We would not want to say that = 1 is a cause of
D =1, given thatB did not shoot (i.e., given tha® = 0).
However, with AC2(t), A = 1 is a cause oD = 1. For we
can takel = {B, C'} and consider the contingency where
B = 1andC = 0. Itis easy to check that AC2(a) and
AC2(b') hold for this contingency, so under the original HP
definition, A = 1 is a cause o) = 1. However, AC2(b)
fails in this case, sincéM,u) = [A < 1,C « 0](D = 0).
The key point is that AC2(b) says that far = 1 to be a
cause ofD = 1, it must be the case th& = 0 if only some

of the values N/ are set tas. That means that the other

variables get the same value as they do in the actual con-

text; in this case, by setting onlyto 1 and leaving3 unset,

that are true. In particular, let

P (SAT) =
{3XVY ¢y | IXVY pis a CQBFIXVY ¢ = true}
117 (SAT) =
{vX3¥p | VX3Y pis a CQBFYXIY ¢ = true}.

Ei(SAT) is complete for=f” andITf’ (SAT) is complete for
I1; (Wrathall 1976).

The following lemma provides a useful condition suffi-
cient for a language to bB; -complete.

Lemma 3.2 If L, is ©F-complete and., is IIf -complete,
thenL; = L, N Ly is DY’ -complete.

Proof: The fact thatLs is in Df is immediate from the
definition of DY, For hardness, let, be a language i’ .
Then there exisL} and L} such thatl; € 7 L}, € TIZ,



andL’ = L} N L). Let f be a polynomial-time reduction
from L] to Ly, and letg be a polynomial-time reduction
from L} to L, (the existence of such reductiorisand ¢
follows from the fact thatL; and L, areEkP-complete and
17 -complete, respectively). Thexf, g) is a polynomial-
time reduction fromL} to L3, as required. O

Essentially the same argument shows thadt,ifis 1 -hard

andL, is I} -hard, thenLs = L; N Ly is Df -hard.
Determining whetheX = & is a cause of in (M, u) is

a decision problem: we define a language and try to deter-

mine whether a particular tuple is in that language. (See

Section[4 for the formal definition.) Determining degree

of responsibility and blame is a different type of problem,

since we are determining which number represents the de-

gree of responsibility (resp., blame). Formally, these are
function problems For ease of exposition, we restrict at-
tention to functions from some strings over some fixed lan-
guage> to strings oved: (i.e., we are considering functions
from ¥* to 3*). For a complexity class! in the polyno-
mial hierarchy, FP!°e™] consists of all functions that can
be computed by a polynomial-time Turing machine with
an A-oracle which on input: asks a total ofO(log |x|)
queries|(Papadimitriou 1984). A functigifz) is FP o]
hard iff for every functiong(z) in FP*°8" there exist
polynomially computable function®, S : ¥* — X* such
thatg(z) = S(f(R(z))). A function f(x) is complete in
FPAlleenl jf it is in FPAle "] and is FP1°s "] hard.

Finally, for a complexity classd in polynomial hierar-
chy, FR/is the class of functions that can be computed
by a polynomial-time Turing machine with parallel (i.e.,
non-adaptive) queries to ad-oracle. (For background

on these complexity classes, see (Jenner & Toran|1995;

Johnson 1990).)

4 Complexity for the Updated HP Definition

In this section, we prove our results on the complexity of de-
ciding causality. We start by defining the problem formally.
In the definitions M stands for a causal modei,is a con-
text, X is a subset of variables df/, and7 is the set of
values ofX in (M, @):

{(M i, X,7): (X =)
isacause op in (M, )}

Lcause=

One of our goals is to understand the cause of the complex-

ity of computing causality. Towards this end, it is useful to
define two related languages:

Laco = {(M,i@,0,X, &) : (X = ) satisfies conditions
AC1 and AC2 of Defl 211 fop in (M, @)},
Lacz= {(M,i, ¢, X,%) : (X = &) satisfies conditions

AC1 and AC3 of Defl 211 fop in (M, u)}.

It is easy to see thdticause= Lac2 N Lacs:

Let Liausebe the subset oLcausewhereX' andZ are
singletons; this is the singleton causality problem. We can
similarly defineL  ~, andL~4. Again, we havel.¢ayse=

LiAcz N L}Afcs, but, i_n fact, we havez_éause: ]?Acz' _since
L_ACZ C LAC_3_; for singleton causality, the minimality con-
dition AC3 trivially holds.

We denote by, ;sethe language of causality for binary
causal models (i.e., where the mod#fsin the tuple are bi-
nary models), and by, X ~, and L3~ the language& o
andLpc3 restricted to binary causal models. Again we have
that Léause = Lacp N LAc3. And again, we can define

Lcause Lagp andL s34, and we havecause= Lago-

We start by considering singleton causality. As we ob-
served, Eiter and Lukasiewicz (2002) and Hopkins (2001)
showed that, with the original HP definition, singleton
causality and causality coincide. However, for the updated
definition, Halpern[(2008) showed that it is in fact possi-
ble to have minimal causes that are not singletons. Thus,
we consider singleton causality and general causality-sepa
rately. We can clarify where the complexity lies by consid-
ering Lac2 (and its sublanguages) atg\c3 (and its sub-
languages) separately.

Bl

AC2 and

Theorem 4.1 The languagesLacy Laco
Ljcpare ¥y -complete.

Proof outline: To show all these languages are 3,
given a tuple(M, i, p, X , Z), checking that AC1 holds, that
is, checking that)M, @) = X = # A ¢, can be done in time
polynomial in the size of\/, |X| and|p| (the length ofp as

a strlng of symbols). For AC2, we need only guess the set

W and the assignmerit. The check that assigning to W
andz’ to X indeed falsifiesp is polynomial, and we use an

NP oracle to check that for all subsets1af and all subsets
of Z, condition AC2(b) holds. (The argument is quite sim-
ilar to Eiter and Lukasiewicz's argument that causalitynis i
¥¥ for general models with the original HP definition.)

For hardness, it clearly suffices to show thﬁéz is »L-
hard. We do this by reducingZ (SAT) to Lﬁéz. Given
a CQBF formulad XVY o, we show that we can efficiently
construct a causal formula, model M, and context, such
that3XVY ¢ = true iff (M, u,1), A,0) € Lo, We leave
details to the appendix. ]

Since, as we have observed, AC3 is vacuous in the case
of singleton causality, it follows that singleton causali
yP-complete.

Corollary 4.2 Liauseand Lealseare So-complete.

We now show that things are harder if we do not restrict to
binary causal models (unless the polynomial hierarchy col-
lapses). As a first step, we consider the complexity g3
andLz-3.

Theorem 4.3 Laczand Lz~ are 15 -complete.

Proof outline: The fact thatlacz and L3~ are inIl3 is

straightforward. Again, given a tuple\/, @, ¢, X, 7), we
can check that AC1 holds in polynomial time. For AC3, we
need to check that for all strict subsefs of X, AC2 fails.



—

Since checking AC2 is iitZ’, checking that it fails is Al . Intuitively, dr((M, @), (X = &),¢) measures the mini-
Checking that it fails for all strict subsefé’ keeps it inlT% mal number of changes that have to be mad in order
(since it just adds one more universal quantifier). to makey counterfactually depend ok, provided the con-
To prove that these languages &tg-hard, we show that  ditions on the subsets &F andZ are satisfied (see also the
we can reducél} (SAT) to Li~,. The proofis similarin  voting example from the introduction). If there is no par-
spirit to the proof of Theorem 4.1; we leave details to the tition of V to (Z, W) that satisfies AC2, ofX = &) does

appendix. O not satisfy AC3 fory in (M, @), then the minimal number
We are now ready to prove our main result. of chaggis "ﬂrl]n I?jeflnmon[;_o:l is tak-ebr.ll-to rclgve czirdllnallty
Theorem 4.4 Leauseand L&y seare D5 -complete. ?;ﬁgﬂer:cg?ttisiofg::eaeuge)respony llity @ = &) is 0
Pr}gof: Membership ofLcause(and hence alsd &y s in In the original HP model, it was shown that com-
Dy foIIowifrom the fact thgthause: LACZBﬂ Lacss puting responsibility is FP’l°e"l.complete in binary
Lac2 € ¥, andLacg € 1I; . The fact thatlcyyse(and causal models [(Chockler, Halpern, & Kupferman 2008)
hence alsad.cause are D -hard follows from Lemma3]2 and F@ﬁ[logn]_commete in general causal models
and Theorenis 4.1 and 4.3. O (Chockler & Halpern 2004). We now characterize the

The fact that there may be more than one conjunct in a complexity of computing responsibility in the updated HP
cause using the updated HP definition means that checking definition.

AC3 becomes nontrivial, and causes the increase in com- Theorem 5.2 Computing the degree of responsibility is

plexity for 5’ to D;’. But why is there no dropoff with the Fpf loen]_complete for singleton causes in binary and
updated HP definition when we restrict to binary models, general causal models.

although there is a dropoff from{’ to NP for the original
HP definition? To prove theMP-completeness result, Eiter ~ Proof outline: The proof is quite similar to the proof in
and LukasiewicZ (2002) showed that for binary models, with (Chockler & Halpern 2004). We prove membership by de-
the original HP definition, the sef and its subsets can be  scribing an algorithmin F?’ﬁg[l"g”]forcomputingthe degree
omitted from the definition of cause. That is, we can replace of responsibility. Roughly speaking, the algorithm qusrie
AC2(M) by an oracle for the language = {(((M, @), (X = x), v, 1)

" ﬂ > o s such that((M, @), (X = x),¢) € Lequse and the degree
AC2(b7) (M, 1%) =X <__ :C_’_W « ulp of respon<s(ibility)01£(X = x)) fo>r pis at leasti}. It is easy
to get an gquwalent definition. The example that a cause g gee thaiR is in > by using Corollanf42. The algo-
may require more than one conjunct given by Halpern yithm for computing the degree of responsibility performs a
(2008) shows that removing and its subsets from AC2(b)  binary search on the value df((M, @), (X = x), ), each
does not result in an equivalent definition in binary models. time dividing the range of possible values for the degree of
But even if it did, the fact that we need to quantify over all  responsibility by2 according to the answer @&. The num-
subseti¥”’ of W in AC2(b) would be enough to ensure that  ber of possible candidates for the degree of responsilislity

there is no dropoff in complexity in binary models. bounded by the size of the input and thus the number of
queries is at mostlog n].
5 Responsibility and Blame For hardness in binary causal models (which im-

In this section, we review the definitions of responsibility Plies hardness in gerlleral causal models), we provide
and blame and characterize their complexity. See Chockler & reduction from thed; -complete problem MINQSAT

and Halpern(2004) for more intuition and details. (Chockler & Halpernq2094) to the degree of responsibility,
where MINQSATL(3X VY ) is the minimum number of's

5.1 Responsibility in the satisfying assignment 6 for 3XVY ¢ if such an as-

The definition of responsibility given by Chockler and  signment exists, an|d§?| 4 1 otherwise.

Halpern [(2004) was given based on the original HP defini- O

tion of causality, and thus assumed that causes were always _ o
single conjuncts. It is straightforward to extend it to mllo ~ Theorem 5.3 Computing the degree of responsibility is

causes to have arbitrarily many conjuncts. FPP:zll°gnl_complete in binary and general causal models.
Definition 5.1 Thedegree of responsibility ok = Zfore Proof outline:  Membership in FB2[°8"lis shown in quite

in (M, ), denoteddr((M, @), (X = &),¢),is0if X =& a similar way to Theorein 3.2. For hardness, as there are no
is not a cause op in (M, @); itis 1/(k+1)if X = Zisa known natural problems complete in BP°s™), the proof
cause ofp in (M, i) and there exists a partitiofZ, 1) and proceeds by constructing a generic reduction from a problem
setting(z”, ) for which AC2 holds such that (#)variables in FPP2[°e "] 10 the degree of responsibility. O

in W have different values i than they do in the context

@ and (b) there is no partitioriZ’, W) and setting( ", ') 5.2 Blame

satisfying AC2 such that onky < k variables have different The definition of blame addresses the situation where there
values i’ than they do the context is uncertainty about the true situation or “how the world



works”. Blame, introduced i (Chockler & Halpern 2004),
considers the “true situation” to be determined by the con-
text, and “how the world works” to be determined by the
structural equations. An agent’s uncertainty is modeled by
pair (K, Pr), wherek is a set of pairs of the forraM, @),
where M is a causal model and is a context, andr is a
probability distribution ovefC. A pair (M, ) is called asit-
uation We think of IC as describing the situations that the
agent considers possible befoXeis set to#. The degree
of blame that settin@f to & has fory is then the expected
degree of responsibility o = Z for ¢ in (Mg, ),
taken over the situation&\/, @) € K. Note that the situ-
ation (Mg, ., %) for (M, ) € K are those that the agent

Xz i
considers possible aftéf is set toZ.

Definition 5.4 Thedegree of blame of setting to 7 for ¢
relative to epistemic statgC, Pr), denoteddb(/C, Pr, X «+
Z, ), is

Y di((Mg, @), X = &,¢) Pr((M, ).
(M, @)eK

For the original HP definition of cause, Chockler and

Halpern (2004) show that computing the degree of blame is

complete in Flﬁ'g’ for general and in Fﬁﬂ)for binary causal

models. Again, with the updated HP definition, the com-
plexity changes.

Theorem 5.5 The problem of computing blame in recursive
P
causal models is FFF -complete for singleton causes and

FPﬁ’z-complete for (general) causes, in binary and general
causal models.

A Proof of Theorem[4.1

As we oberved in the main part of the paper, membership
is straightforward, so we focus here on hardness. For hard-

ness, we describe a reduction from the languageSAT)
to Liéz. In the process, we work with both propositional
formulas with propositional variables, and causal forrula
that use formulas lik& = 1 andX = 0. We can think ofX
as a propositional variable here, whefe= 1 denotes that
X istrue, andX = 0 denotes that is false. Ify is a propo-
sitional formula, letz be the causal formula that results by
replacing each occurrence of a propositional variablby
X =1

Given a CQBF 3XVYy,
(M,u,v,A,0) where M =
causal model and

o U={U}

eV ={X'|X e X}U{X'|X e X}U{Y|Y €
Y }U{A}, whereA is a fresh variable that does not appear
in X orY;

o for all variablesV’ € V, the structural equationis = U
(i.e. all the variables iV are set to the value @f);

consider the tuple
U, V,R) is a binary

o u=0;

o 1 =11 V (2 A1p3) Whereys, 1o, 103 are the following
causal formulas:

~ 1= (Axex (X" # X))

— P =—(A=1AY =1);

— 3 = A=1Vp[X /X, wherep[X /X] is the result
of replacing each occurrence of a variablec X by
X1).

We prove thaEI)?Vﬁ;a = true iff A = 0is a cause of) in
(M, u) (which is the case iffM, u, 1, A,0) € L, since
AC3 is vacuous for binary models).

First suppose tha])?Vﬁ;a = true. To show thatd = 0
is a cause ofy in (M, u), we prove that AC1 and AC2 hold.
Clearly AC1 holds:(M,u) E A = 0 by the definition
of Fa, and(M,u) = ¢ since(M,u) | 1, again by the

definition of 7.
For AC2, letW =V — {A}. and define? as follows. Let

7 be an assignment to the variablesXnfor which vﬁp =
true. Usingw(X) to denote the value oX according tod,
we require that

o WX =1,

e W(X'~7(X)) = 0; and

o W(Y)=1.

For AC2(a), note thatM,u) = [A « 1,W «+ @]-y
(since «w assigns different values t&® and X! for all
X e X) and, sinces(Y) = 1forall Y € Y, we have
that (M,u) = [A « 1,W <« @]-s, so (M,u) =
[A < 1,W « @]—). Thus, AC2(a) holds.

It now remains to show that AC2(b) holds. R’ C WW’.
We must show thatM, u) = [A < 0, W’ « @Jy. (The
condition “for all Z/ C Z — {A}" is vacuous in this case,
sinceZ = {A}.) Since the definition of\/ guarantees that
(M,u) |= [A 0, W' « @] iff (M,u) = [W «— @],
we focus on the |atter from here on in.

If (M,u) = [W’ < @)y , we are done. So suppose that

(M,u) = [W' « @]—py; that s,

AM%Xﬁ. 1)

xXeX

(MMFW%M%

It follows that, for each variableX € X, we have that
(M,u) = [W + @](X* = 7(X)). To see this, note that
if 7(X) = 1, then we must hav&’® € W’; otherwise, we
would have(M,u) = [W' + @](X! = 0 A X0 = 0),
contradicting[(lL). And if-(X) = 0, then sincei(X!) = 0,
we must haveé M, u) = [W’ « @](X! = 0), whether or
notX! e W', so(M,u) = [W’ « @]ys. It follows that
(M,u) = [W' « @y, showing that AC2(b) holds.

Finally, we must show that iff = 0 is a cause of) in
(M, u) then3XVY o = true.

1As usual, we takeX® # X! to be an abbreviation for the
causal formulgd X° = 1A X' =0)v (X°=0A X' =1).



So suppose thal = 0 is a cause ofy in (M, u). Then

there exists a witnesdV, w, a). Since we are considering
binary models, we must have= 1, so we have

(M,u) £ [A 1, W « @] )

This implies that{ M, u)[A « 1, W « @] = —1, SO

N (X0 # Xl)) .

XeX

(M, u) = [A+ 1, W + ] (

Definer so thatr(X) = b, whereb € {0,1} is the unique
value for which(M, u)[A < 1, W <+ ] | Xb = 1.
It also follows from [(2) that

(Mvu) ': [A A 13W — w]_‘(¢2 /\¢3)-

Since clearly(M, u) = [A < 1, W < @]t,, we must have
(M,u) E [A + 1,W + @]—3. Indeed, we must have

1).
It follows thatY € W and@(Y) = 1forally € Y.

Now let be an assignment t& andY’ such thav| ¢ =
7. It cleary suffices to show that is true under assignment
7. LetW’ = W—{Y € Y | v(Y) = 0}; thatis,W’ contains
all the variablesY? that are ini¥’, and all the variable¥
Y forwhichy(Y) = 1. By AC2(b), it follows that( M, u) =
[W’ « &]+p. SinceW’ contains all the variableX? in W/,
we have thatM,u) = [W’' « @]-¢;. Thus, we must
have tha{ M, u) = [W' « @]is. Since(M,u) = [W «+
@)(A = 0), it follows that(M, u) |= [W' « @]p[X /X1).

Note that, fory € Y @(Y) = 1iff v(Y) = 1; moreover,
W(X1) = 1iff 7(X) = 1iff »(X) = 1. Thus, the fact that
(M,u) = [W' « @]tps implies thaty is satisfied by, so
we are done.

This completes the proof of the theorem.

B Proof of Theorem[4.3

Again, as we oberved in the main part of the paper, mem-
bership is straightforward, so we focus on hardness. We
describe a reduction from the languddg(SAT) to Lﬁcs,
which suffices to prove the result. The argument is similar
in spirit to that for Theorem 411.

Given a CQBF VY3Xyp, consider the tuple
(M, u,, (A1, A2),(0,0)) where M = (U,V,R) is a
binary causal model and

o U={U}
e V=XU{Y?|Y eY}U{Y!|Y e Y}U{A,, A3, 5},
whereA;, A,, andS are fresh variables;

o the structural equations fot; and A, areA; = S and
Ao = S, and, for all other variableg € V, the equation
isV =U;

o u=0;

o =1

(M,u) £ [A—1,W « @)Y =

V (2 Ap3) V(S

= 0) where

-1 = (/\y@/(yo #Y1);
— ity =—(A=1AX =1);
- 3 = (A1 = 4Ao) v —p[Y /Y],
We prove thatyY3X¢ = true iff (M, u, v, A,0) is in
Lics

First suppose that'y 3X ¢ true. To show that

(M, u,, A,0) is in LAC3, we must prove that AC1 and
AC3 hold. . . .

For AC1, sincg M,u) = Y° = Y! = (), we clearly have
(M, u) = 1, 50(M, u) |= (A= 0) Ay

To show that AC3 holds, we need to show that neither
A; = 0norA; = 0is acause ofy in (M,u). We prove
thatA; = 0is not a cause op in (M, u); the argument for
A5 = 0 not being a cause is identical.

It suffices to prove that AC2 does not hold. So suppose
by way of contradiction thatiV’, @, 1) is a witness forA;
being a cause af in (M, ). Since AC2(a) holds, we must
have

(M, u) | [A1 + 1, W < @] (=1 A(=tha Vb3 )A(S

=1)).
3
Thus, S € W and@(S) = 1 (for otherwise(M,u)
[A; « 1,W « @](S = 0)). Moreover, sincg M, u) E
[A] « 1, W + w]ﬁz/Jl, forallY € Y, eitherY® € W and
@(Y°) = 1ory! e Wandw(Y') = 1, and it is not the
case that both® andY'* are ini/ andw(Y°) = @(Y'?).
Now considerd,. There are three possibilities:

(a) Ay € W and@(As) = 0;
(b) Ay € W andw(4y) = 1;
c) Ay ¢ W.

We show that we get a contradiction in each case.
If () holds, note that since

(M, u) = [Ay + 1, W « @] (Ay = 0),

it follows that (M, u) |= [A; « 1,W <« @]y, S0 by
@), (M,u) E [A; « 1,W « @]—s. Moreover, since
(M,u) = [Ay + 1, W « @](A; # Ay) A —bs, it follows

that(M, u) |= [A; « 1, W « @]p[Y /Y1)

Let Z/ = () and letW’ = W — {A,}. We show that
(M,u) = [A; + 0,W’ « @]—, so that AC2(b) does not
hold. First observe thatVl, u) = [W' «+ @](A; # A»).
SinceS and all the variables i&X, Y, andY! are in both
W' andW, it follows from (3) that

(M, u) £ [A1 < 0, W' < @] (-1 AB[Y /Y A(S = 1)).

Thus,(M,u) = [A; « 0,W' «+ @], and AC2(b) does
not hold.

If (b) or (c) hold, define an assignmemnto the variables
in Y by takingr(Y) = 1if Y! € W and@(Y!) = 1 and
v(Y) = 0if YO € W and@(Y?) = 1. (As we observed
above, exactly one of these two cases occurs; sowell



defined.) By assumptiowY3X ¢ = true, so there exists References

an assignmentto)? that makesp true if the assignment to [2012] Beer, I.; Ben-David, S.; Chockler, H.; Omi, A.; and

Yis determined by. Trefler, R. J. 2012. Explaining counterexamples using
We again show that AC2(b) does not hold. L&t = () causality.Formal Methods in System Desigf(1):20—40.

and letW’ = W — {X : 7(X) = 0}. SinceS € W’ and [2004] Chockler, H., and Hal -
~ RS . , H., pern, J. 2004. Responsibility
w(S) = 1, itis easy to see tha}t n bf)th case (b) and (c), and blame: a structural-model approadournal of Artifi-
we have(M,u) | [A1 < 0,W’ «+ u](A1 # Az). (In cial Intelligence Research (JAIRR:93-115.

case (b), this is becaausf A;) = 1; in case (c), this is ) )
because we have the equatidn = S and@(S) = 1). The ~ [2008] Chockler, H.; Halpern, J. Y.. and Kupferman, O.
definition of i ensures that 2008. What causes a system to satisfy a specificathaivl
e . o Transactions on Computational Log¥¢3).
(M, u) = [Ay 0, a@lfplY /Y], [2004] Collins, J.; Hall, N.; and Paul, L. A., eds. 20@au-
so that(M, u) = [A; « O, W o @], and hence also sation and Counterfactual€€ambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

(M,u) = [A; « 0, « |-, again showing that [2002] Eiter, T., and Lukasiewicz, T. 2002. Complexity

AC2(b) does not hold. We conclude that AC3 holds for results for structure-based causalitrtificial Intelligence
Now suppose thatM, u, v, A, 0) is in LE~5. We must 142(1):53-89. |

show thatv?g)z’@()? 37) — true [2010] Gerstenberg, T., and Lagnado, D. 2010. Spreading

: ” . . the blame: the allocation of responsibility amongst mistip
Let v be some assignment 1. LetW = {S} U X U agents Cognition115:166-171.

0Vl inan .

YPUY" and defined as follows: [2004] Hall, N. 2004. Two concepts of causation. In Collins,
o W(S)=1; J.; Hall, N.; and Paul, L. A., edsCausation and Counter-
o G(X)=1forall X e X factuals Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

P _ 1w B - [2001] Halpern, J. Y., and Pearl, J. 2001. Causes and ex-
° w_(Y @) = Tandw(y' ) = oforall Y € Y. _ planations: A structural-model approach. Part I: Causes. |

Since AC3 hoIds,A1#<— 0 cannot be a cause of in Proc. Seventeenth Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial
(M, ) with witness (W, w,1). It is straightforward to Intelligence (UAI 2001)194—-202.

check that(M,u) = [A; < 1,W < @], using the  [2005] Halpern, J. Y., and Pearl, J. 2005. Causes and expla-
fact thatw(S) = 1. Hence, AC2(a) holds fod; + 0. AC3 nations: A structural-model approach. Part I: CauBeisish
holds trivially, and we have already observed that Al holds. Journal for Philosophy of Sciené(4):843—-887.

Thus, AC2(b) cannot hold fod; « 0, that is, there ex- [2008] Halpern, J. Y. 2008. Defaults and normality in causal

istW’ C W andZz’' C {A,} such that(M,u) |= [A; « structures. IrPrinciples of Knowledge Representation and
0, W' =, Z' = Z*]~¢). It follows that Reasoning: Proc. Eleventh International Conference (KR
e S €W andw(S) = 1; and 08). 198-208.

[2003] Hopkins, M., and Pearl, J. 2003. Clarifying the usage
of structural models for commonsense causal reasoning. In
Proc. AAAI Spring Symposium on Logical Formalizations of

e eitherY? ¢ W’ and@(Y°) = 1orY! € W’ and
wW(Y!) = 1, and it is not the case that boif andY!

are ini’ andui(Y°) = w(Y'?). Commonsense Reasoning

Since (M,u) | [A1 «+ O,W' « @,Z" « 2o, [2001] Hopkins, M. 2001. A proof of the conjunctive cause
it must be the case thdtM,u) = [A; <+ ()J/f/’ — conjecture. Unpublished manuscript.
@, 7 « Z|-s. This, in turn, implies thatM,u) = [1739] Hume, D. 1739A Treatise of Human NatureLon-
[Ay « 0,.W' « W, Z' + 28]V /Y], Now (M,u) = don: John Noon.
(A"« @ W' « @,Z" < Z*i,. Thus, we must have [1995] Jenner, B., and Toran, J. 1995. Computing functions
(Myu) = [A « @ W « @7 « z*]-s; thus, with parallel queries to NPTheoretical Computer Science

(M) | (A @ W @, 2" « 2]V /7). Now  141:175-193.
definer(X) = 1iff X € W'. Itis immediate that sat- [1990] Johnson, D. S. 1990. A catalog of complexity classes.
isfies ¢ if the values ofY” are assigned according to It In Leeuwen, J. v., edHandbook of Theoretical Computer
follows thatv¥3X o (X, Y) = true, as desired Sciencevolume A. Elsevier Science. chapter 2.

[2013] Lagnado, D.; Gerstenberg, T.; and Zultan, R. 2013.
Acknowledgements: Joseph Halpern was supported in Causal responsibility and counterfactussgnitive Science
part by NSF grants [1S-0911036 and CCF-1214844, AFOSR 37:1036-1073.
grant FA9550-08-1-0438, ARO grant W911NF-14-1-0017, [1972] Meyer, A., and Stockmeyer, L. 1972. The equiva-
and by the DoD Multidisciplinary University Research Ini- lence problem for regular expressions with squaring reguir
tiative (MURI) program administered by AFOSR under exponential time. IrProc. 13th IEEE Symp. on Switching
grant FA9550-12-1-0040. and Automata Theory1 25-129.



[1984] Papadimitriou, C. H., and Yannakakis, M. 1984. The [1977] Stockmeyer, L. J. 1977. The polynomial-time hierar-

complexity of facets (and some facets of complexity). chy. Theoretical Computer Scien8el-22.

Comput. Syst. S28(2):244-259. [1976] Wrathall, C. 1976. Complete sets and the
[1984] Papadimitriou, C. H. 1984. The complexity of unique polynomial-time hierarchy.Theoretical Computer Science

solutions.Journal of ACM31:492-500. 3(1):23-33.

[2000] Pearl, J. 2000Causality: Models, Reasoning, and
Inference New York: Cambridge University Press.



	1 Introduction
	2 Causal Models and Causality: A Review
	2.1 Causal models
	2.2 Causality

	3 Relevant Complexity Classes
	4 Complexity for the Updated HP Definition
	5 Responsibility and Blame
	5.1 Responsibility
	5.2 Blame

	A Proof of Theorem ??
	B Proof of Theorem ??

