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ABSTRACT

We introduce a novel framework for causal explanations of stochas-
tic, sequential decision-making systems built on the well-studied
structural causal model paradigm for causal reasoning. This single
framework can identify multiple, semantically distinct explanations
for agent actions — something not previously possible. In this paper,
we establish exact methods and several approximation techniques
for causal inference on Markov decision processes using this frame-
work, followed by results on the applicability of the exact methods
and some run time bounds. We discuss several scenarios that il-
lustrate the framework’s flexibility and the results of experiments
with human subjects that confirm the benefits of this approach.

1 INTRODUCTION

As autonomous decision making becomes ubiquitous, researchers
agree that developing trust is required for adoption and proficient
use of Al systems [31, 49, 54], and it is widely accepted that au-
tonomous agents that can explain their decisions help promote
trust [8, 18, 40]. However, there are many challenges in generating
such explanations. Consider, for example, an autonomous vehicle
(AV) stopping behind a truck for a long duration. The passenger may
wonder whether the AV is waiting for the truck to move, waiting
for an opportunity to pass the truck, or dealing with some technical
problem. Generating suitable explanations of such a system is hard
due to the complexity of planning, which may involve large state
spaces, stochastic actions, imperfect observations, and complicated
objectives. Furthermore, useful explanations must somehow reduce
the internal reasoning process to a form understandable by a user
who likely does not know all of the algorithmic details.

Another challenging aspect is the heterogeneity of possible oper-
ational contexts and interaction with different types of users with
different expectations. For example, in the above AV scenario, the
explanation furnished to a passenger may differ from that given a
driver evaluating whether or not to intervene and take control of
the vehicle. Moreover, different planning, learning, and decision-
making algorithms may not afford universal mechanisms for expla-
nation due to fundamental differences in available information.

Debate on the definition, taxonomy, and purpose of explanations
has been well-represented in the cognitive science, psychology, and
philosophy literature for a long time. While still active, there are
several insights for which there is broad consensus [41, 42], and we
use this knowledge to motivate our approach. Scholars studying
explanations mostly agree that requests for explanations are often
motivated by a mismatch between the mental model of the requester
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and a logical conclusion based on observation [19, 20, 22, 23, 33, 52],
which creates a form of generalized model reconciliation prob-
lem [7]. Researchers also agree that explanations often require
counterfactual analysis [21, 32, 35, 37], which in turn requires
causal determination [34, 48, 53]. There are several computational
paradigms for causal analysis, including those based on conditional
logic [14, 30], and statistics [13]. Among the most well-studied
paradigms is the structural causal model (SCM) [16].

The primary contribution of this paper is a framework, based on
SCM:s, for applying causal analysis to sequential decision-making
agents. We create an SCM representing the computation needed
to derive a policy for a Markov decision process (MDP) and apply
causal inference to identify variables that cause certain agent behav-
ior. These variables can then be used to generate explanations, for
example by completing natural language templates. This framework
provides two main benefits. First, it is theoretically sound, based
on concepts and formalisms from the causality literature, while
most existing approaches use heuristics. Second, it is more flexi-
ble, allowing us to identify multiple types of explanans, whereas
existing approaches often explain events in terms of a single set of
variables in the decision-making model. For example, they may use
only state factors or only reward variables, whereas we may use any
set, increasing our framework’s applicability. Furthermore, we offer
several approximate techniques for large problems or problems
where the topology of the causal graph prevents exact inference.

Theoretically, we determine the domain of problems for which
this method is exact and provide some worst-case run time bounds
for the algorithms presented. Empirically, we discuss several quali-
tative scenarios that illustrate how our approach not only produces
sensible causes of agent behavior, but also uses a single framework
to identify causal variables from a variety of MDP components.
This case study is presented along with results from a user study
in which users compare the proposed method to existing, heuristic
methods and we find statistically significant preferences in favor
of explanations generated via causal reasoning.

2 RELATED WORK

Automatically generating explanations is a growing field of Al
research. One focus area aims to explain the decisions of black-box
machine learning algorithms [27, 36, 43]. These works often use
the terms explainable or interpretable machine learning (XML).
Another focus area, more aligned with this work, aims to explain
the outputs of planning algorithms, or modify planning algorithms
so that they produce plans that are inherently more explainable.



These works typically use the term explainable planning (XAIP). A
large portion of XAIP research has been devoted to deterministic
planners, or analyzing plans after they have been executed [5, 6,
12]. However, many applications operate in stochastic domains or
require explanations in real time.

Research on explanations of stochastic planners, such as MDPs,
is relatively sparse, but there are several notable existing efforts.
Elizalde et al. (2009) identify important state factors by looking at
how the value function would change were they to perturb that
state factor’s value, and Khan et al. (2009) present a technique to
explain policies for factored MDPs by analyzing the expected occu-
pancy frequency of states with extreme reward values. Similarly,
Juozapaitis et al. (2019) analyze how extreme reward values impact
action selection in decomposed-reward RL agents, and Bertram and
Peng (2018) look at reward sources in deterministic MDPs. Wang
et al. (2016) try to explain policies of partially observable MDPs by
communicating the relative likelihoods of different events or levels
of belief. However, research clearly indicates that humans are not
good at using this kind of numerical information [41].

While these approaches have limited scope in the explanations
they provide, they are also computationally cheap and easy to im-
plement. More complex methods have been developed that attempt
explanation via summarization. Pouget et al. (2020) identify key
state-action pairs via spectrum-based fault localization, and Russell
et al. (2019) use decision trees to approximate a given policy and
analyze the decision nodes to determine which state factors are
most influential for immediate reward. Panigutti et al. (2020) used
similar methods to explain classifiers.

Recently, the use of structural causal models for explaining MDPs
has been proposed by Madumal et al. (2020), who used SCMs to en-
code the influence of particular actions available to the agent. This
approach was used in a model-free, reinforcement learning setting
to learn the structural equations as multivariate regression models
during training. However, it requires several strong assumptions
including the prior availability of a graph representing causal direc-
tion between variables, discrete actions, and the existence of sink
states. In contrast, our proposed framework allows causal analysis
of all the components of MDPs using a single set of algorithms.
Moreover, it is theoretically well-justified as it rests on a concrete
theory of causality and can be easily extended for cases where
approximate reasoning is required, including model-free planners.

3 BACKGROUND

Here, we provide an overview of concepts and notation for struc-
tural causal models and Markov decision processes.

3.1 Structural Causal Models

Structural causal models (SCMs) [16, 17] are defined as tuple S =
(U, V, M), describing a causal reasoning problem. The set U,
called the context, is a set of exogenous variables that describe some
condition of the world. These variables, while possibly causally
relevant, are assumed to be fixed for a given analysis. The set V is
a set of endogenous variables considered possible causes of some
event. In our case, these variables are internal to the reasoning
process of the agent. All variables in the world are either elements
of U or elements of V, and U NV = 0. The final component, M,
is a set of equations that specify the causal effects of variables in
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Figure 1: A layered causal graph.

U and V on other variables in V. The decision of which variables
to put into each set is a design choice that we revisit later.

A causal graph is a DAG where nodes are variables and edges
denote cause-effect relations. A layered causal graph (Fig. 1) is de-
fined given an event ¢, for which we want to determine causes,
and a set of variables X C V, which we would like to evaluate as
causal or not. A layered causal graph (LCG) is a DAG whose nodes
are partitioned into non-intersecting layers (sk,...,89), where for
every edge A — B there exists some i € {1,...,k} suchthat A € St
and B € S©™1. Further, X C Sk, and ¢ € S0,

3.2 Markov Decision Processes

A Markov decision process (MDP) is a model for reasoning in fully ob-
servable, stochastic environments [1], defined as a tuple (S, A, T, R, d).
S is a finite set of states, where s € S may be expressed in terms of
a set of state factors, (f1, f2, ..., fnr), such that s indexes a unique
assignment of values to the factors f; A is a finite set of actions;
T:SxAXS — [0,1] represents the probability of reaching a
state s’ € S after performing an action a € A in a state s € S;
R : S X AXS — Rrepresents the expected immediate reward of
reaching a state s’ € S after performing an action a € A in a state
s € S;andd : S — [0,1] represents the probability of starting
in a state s € S. A solution to an MDP is a policy 7 : S — A
indicating that an action 7(s) € A should be performed in a state
s € S. A policy 7 induces a value function V" : § — R repre-
senting the expected discounted cumulative reward V7 (s) € R for
each state s € S given a discount factor 0 < y < 1. An optimal
policy 7* maximizes the expected discounted cumulative reward
for every state s € S by satisfying the Bellman optimality equation
V*(5) = maxgea Syes T(s.a,5) [R(s,a,5") + yV* ()],

4 STRUCTURAL CAUSAL MODELS FOR MDPS

At a high level, we construct a causal model of the computation
that solves for the policy of an MDP and then use this model to
determine causes for agent actions, which can later be used for
explanation. In the general case, this process follows four steps. (1)
A causal graph is generated from the relevant MDP components.
(2) The resulting graph is converted into a layered causal graph.
(3) The layered graph is pruned to remove any irrelevant nodes
and edges, given X and ¢. (4) A recursive algorithm identifies sets
of causal variables in the pruned graph. This approach provides a
principled, general framework for causal inference on MDPs while
simultaneously supporting several types of explanations.

In our layered graphical representation of MDPs we call layer S°
the policy layer. This layer contains Boolean variables of the form
7sq = [7(s) = a] that collectively represent the policy of the MDP.
Thus, SY has |S||A| variables, one for each state-action combination.



Causal Explanations for Sequential Decision Making
Under Uncertainty

Figure 2: A layered causal graph generated from an MDP rep-
resenting the influence of state factors on the action.

Depending on the definition of V, layers S 1_gk represent different
parts of the MDP. In all definitions for V below we can derive the
agent’s action for some state s, given the layered causal graph for
its MDP and the values of all nodes without incoming edges, by
passing values along edges and computing variables in subsequent
layers of the graph until we reach layer S°. We will first detail this
process in layered MDPs (§4) and then discuss general MDPs and
approximate methods (§5).

4.1 Causal Models for Layered MDPs

We begin with the special case of layered MDPs, which contain
both tree-structured MDPs and finite-horizon MDPs, and for which
our methods are exact (up to discretization). Although it is possible
to create a single, monolithic causal graph that simultaneously
represents all components of the MDP tuple, this is not helpful since
it does not afford any additional types of inference, is much less
computationally efficient, and requires substantial bookkeeping to
maintain the layered property. Thus, we analyze two causal models
that, together, can answer causal queries about all parts of MDPs
considered in previous literature.

DEFINITION 1. A layered Markov decision process is an MDP
where, for all states s € S, the successor graph of depth h representing
state s is a layered graph Vh € N.

State Factors. The first model is for queries about the causality
of state factors. Here, we let U = 0, and

V=nqUsUf; VseS,Yae AVie{l,...,n}

where f; denotes the ith state factor. Finally, M is composed of the
following three sets.

—f ot

Mp = fi=f},

Here fit is the value of state factor i at time t. A given set of state
factors (fi,..., fn) € f determines the state s € S.

Ms=TIs=sil = [fi=fil A AL = fal,
Last, we have equations representing action selection.

Vs € S,a € A.

Vie{l,...,n}.

Vs €S.

Mg :=[n(s)=al=rasqAs

Thus we define M := Mp U Mg U My.

Fig. 2 shows the causal graph represented by this SCM. In general,
this definition of SCMs for state factors creates layered graphs
with exactly three layers, and when the state space is discrete,
permit exact inference regardless of the underlying MDP topology.

Figure 3: A layered causal graph representing the effect of
rewards, transitions, and values on action selection. V4(s) is
the value of taking action q at state s.

Importantly, this graph represents a fixed policy. While we cannot
change state factors to produce a different policy, we can understand
how state factors affect action selection for a given policy.

Rewards, Transitions, and Values. The second causal model we
present is used to analyze how reward, transition, and value func-
tions causally influence action selection. Here, we let U = {y}
since it is essential for computing the effect of other variables in
the system, but we are unlikely to consider this a direct cause of
any behavior we want to explain. Further, we let V = T(s,a,s") U
R(s,a,s") UV (s) U g Vs, a,s’. Finally, we let M be the set of equa-
tions needed to solve for a policy, for instance by value iteration.
The first two sets do not depend on other endogenous variables.

Mg :=R(s,a,s") = Rffl, Vs,s’ € S,Va € A;
Mr :=T(s,a,s") = T;s’, Vs,s” € S,Va € A.
The set of equations for the value at each state s € S is

My =V (s) = max Y T3 [RE +yV(s)],

s’eS

Vs €S.

Last, we have the set of equations for action selection.

My = (n(s):ak):[ DIV = A;mx], Vs € 5.
s'eS
Here,
AS = mgx( Z TgflV(s’), e Z Tasfr:V(s')).
s’eS s’eS
Thus we define M := Mgr U M7 U My U Myu.

The resultant LCG, shown in Fig. 3, is built conditioned on the
agent’s current state. If the agent moves to a new state, a new
graph is built, since reward and transition variables associated with
successor states may change. Here, we also see that some layers
contain value variables conditioned on particular actions (V4(s;)),
allowing us to analyze arbitrary policies. If we want to answer
queries about a fixed policy, these variables can be collapsed into
the existing value variables (V (s;)) since we no longer perform a
max operation. Fig. 3 shows only 4 successor states in $2, but there
may be up to |S|. This graph thus reproduces either value iteration
or policy evaluation depending on whether V¢(s;) variables are ag-
gregated. It is also possible to move variables from V to the context



U, reducing complexity at the cost of eliminating variables from
causal analysis. For example, we could move all reward variables
to generate explanations using only transition variables.

Exactness Results. Layered MDPs are well-behaved since the
SCMs formed by our construction naturally form LCGs. Given M
and a state sp, we can construct an LCG using the layered structure
of the MDP. The following theorem and lemmas give a class of
MDPs for which LCGs may be constructed and analyzed exactly.

THEOREM 1. Let M be a finite-horizon MDP. If G is a layered
causal graph representing M at state s, then G preserves cause-effect
relationships in the reasoning process for action selection in M at s.

LeEmMmA 1.1. Given a finite-horizon MDP with horizon h and start
state so, there exists an equivalent layered MDP.

Proof of Lemma 1: We prove this by providing an algorithm for
constructing layered MDPs from finite-horizon MDPs. For any start
state sp, we create a successor graph H such that a directed edge
from node i to j exists if and only if 3a € A such that T (s;, a,s;) > 0.

Next, we run Breadth First Search without an explored list until
all paths of length < h have been explored and recorded. From these
recorded paths, we can create a tree with root node sg. We then
append “k" to state IDs at the kth level of the tree. Last, we aggregate
any duplicate nodes, preserving their edges. Such nodes will only
occur within the same layer of the tree. Thus, after aggregation, the
resulting successor graph may not be a tree, but will be layered. O

LEMMA 1.2. IfG and H are causal graphs of finite Bayesian net-
works, and there exists a homomorphism G — H, then G and H
preserve cause-effect relationships.

Proof of Lemma 2: This result follows from Jacobs et al. (2019)
and Otsuka and Saigo (2022).

Proof of Theorem 1: Since M is finite-horizon, then by Lemma 1
we can create an equivalent layered MDP and associated successor
graph H that represent action selection for any given state s. We can
construct a function ¢ that induces a homomorphism ¢ : G — H
in the following way: map all nodes for variables V (s;) or T(s, a, s;)
in G, to the node representing s; in H 1 Next, map all nodes for
variables R(s, a) to any node n € H such that ¢(T(s,a,s;)) = n.
Since the homomorphism ¢ : G — H exists, and since MDPs may
be represented as Bayesian networks, then by Lemma 2, G captures
all cause-effect relationships for action selection. O

4.2 Causal Inference for Layered MDPs

Given an LCG, we can perform causal inference to determine causal
variables with respect to an event ¢. In an MDP, a natural choice
for ¢ is a subset of the variables 7g,. For example, if action a is
taken in state s instead of a’, we have

¢ = ([n(s) = a], [x(s) = a’]) = (TRUE, FALSE).

However, it is less clear how to define potential explanans, denoted
by X. Intuitively, we often define X as being, for example, the set of
all state factors, the set of all reward variables, or the set of all values

!Fig. 3 is an expanded version of the graph G, where the odd layers (representing
max(+) operations) have been explicitly factored out to illustrate the possibility of
modeling different policies.
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for states h actions away. That is, we tend to define X according to
some semantic type.

Given X C V and ¢, such that ¢ N X = 0, we would like to
check if variables in X cause ¢. We now review definitions of weak
and actual cause from Halpern and Pearl (2005a) and conditions for

weak causality using LCGs.

DEFINITION 2. Let X C V be a subset of the endogenous variables,
and let x be a specific assignment of values for those variables. Given
an event ¢, defined as a logical expression, for instance ¢ = (—a A b),
a weak cause of ¢ satisfies the following conditions:

(1) Given the contextU = u and X = x, ¢ holds.

(2) SomeW C (V \ X) and some X and w exist such that:

A) using these values produces —¢.
B)forallW Cc W,Z C V\(XUW), wherew’ = w|W’ and
z =27 givenU = u, ¢ holds when X = x.

Essentially, item 2 b) is saying that, given context U = u, X = x
alone is sufficient to cause ¢, independent of some other endoge-
nous variables W.

DEFINITION 3. An actual cause is a weak cause X where no such
X'’ C X exists such that X’ is also a weak cause.

We now introduce two additional constructs from Eiter and
Lukasiewicz (2006), that they use to establish a theorem on identifi-
cation of weak causes. These constructs are general and do not have
particular meaning with respect to MDPs. First, however, some no-
tation. P (-) and D(-) denote power set and domain, respectively.
$xy(u) is the value of ¢ given context U = u and the assignments
of variables X = x and Y = y. w’ = w|W’ refers to the restriction
of wto W/, Last, [x(y] =x[(X \Y) Uy.

R’ ={(p.q.F)IF € S, p.q € D(F),
Iw e DS\ F)¥p,q € D(F) :
p € piff =dpw(u),
9 € 4 Prg(z0 1w @)
YW’ c SO\ F,w’ =w/W’,Z Cc F\ Sk,

and

R ={(p.q, F)IF € $',p,q € D(F),
3w e DO\ F3A(p’.q,F') € R71Vp, g e D(F) :
pED iffF;,W(u) ep,

9 €At i o ed

YW’ c SO\ F,w’ =w|W’,Z c F\ Sk, fori> 0.

TueEOREM 2. (From Eiter and Lukasiewicz (2006)) LetS = (U, V, M)
be a causal model. Let X C V,x € D(X),u € D(U), and let ¢ be
an event. Let (SO, ..., Sk) be a layering of G(S) relative to X and
¢, and let RK be defined as above. Then, X = x is a weak cause of ¢
underu in S iff (1) X (u) = x and ¢(u) in S, and (2) A(p,q, X) € RK
such thatp # 0 and x € q.

We now develop a naive, exact algorithm, Algorithm 1, that
computes R, ... R¥ and then applies Theorem 2 to determine
weak causality. At a high level, Algorithm 1 proceeds up the causal
chain in the LCG, recursively identifying causes one layer at a time.
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Algorithm 1 DETERMINE WEAK CAUSES

Algorithm 2 MEANRESP

1: Input: Layered causal graph G, variables X, event ¢
2: Output: Sets of weak causal variables Cyy C X of ¢.
3: RO — 0,589, Sk — layers of G containing ¢, X

4: for all F € P(5°) do

55 pqe—0

6 for all w € D (S0 \ F) do

7: for all p € D(F) do

8 if —¢ given p and w then
9: p«<pUp

10: for all g € D(F) do

11: b « TRUE

12: for all W’ € P(S° \ F) do
13: w o— w|W’

14: forall Z € P(F \ S¥) do
15: 72— Z(u)

16: if —¢ given g, Z, and w’ then
17: b < FALSE

18: break

19: if —b then

20: break

21: if b then

22: q<—qUq

23: RO« (p,q,F) UR®

24: R~ « RO

25: [« 1

26: while I < k do

27: R« RECURRENCESTEP(SI, Sk,R‘)
28: R «—RIl«1I1+1

29: Cw «— 0

30: for all (p,q,F) € R~ do

31:  if p# 0 and x € q then

32: Cw <« xUCw

33: return Cy

That is, sets of variables in S! are identified as causes of events in
SO Those variables then assume the role of the event(s) and their
causes are identified in $2. This process repeats until the algorithm
reaches layer Sk Lines 7-9 check condition 2A from Def. 2, while
lines 10-22 check condition 2B. Condition 1 is always satisfied since
¢ represents some part of the agent’s actual policy. The recurrence
step (pseudocode in Appendix A) applies the same reasoning to
the output of the initial step. The final result is a family of sets
of causal variables Cyy, where C";l, C X, that each satisfy Def. 2
w.r.t. the original event ¢. We direct interested readers to Eiter and
Lukasiewicz (2006) for a thorough treatment of Theorem 2 and
definitions of R? and RK.

One challenge is the continuous domain of variables representing
the transition and reward functions. Here, we assume a discretiza-
tion scheme. For example, reward variables could have discrete
domains bounded by the min and max of the original reward func-
tion. Furthermore, the variables in X must be located in the same
layer in the causal graph.

Thus, Algorithm 1 supports analysis of LCGs as in Figs. 2 and 3,
but is not efficient and does not exploit any structure in MDPs. If we
restrict X to the state factors in the MDP, we get LCGs as in Fig. 2.
Here, we can use a simpler algorithm, similar to that presented
by Bertossi et al. (2020), based on the concepts of responsibility
and blame from Chockler and Halpern (2004). Algorithm 2 iterates

1: Input: State factors F, states S, policy 7, start state sp

2: Output: Set of weak causes Cyy, responsibility scores R.
3: Cw, R« 0

4: forall F’ € P(F) do

5 forall $=0...|F\ F'| do

6: o,t«—0

7 for all W € P(F \ F’) such that [W| = f do
8 for all w € D(W) do

9 b < TRUE

10: te—t+1

11: for all W’ € P(W) do
12: wo— w|W’

13: s’ — [so(w']

14: if 7(s") # m(sp) then
15: b « FALSE

16: break

17: if —=b then

18: continue

19: for all f* € D(F’) such that so|F’ # f" do
20: s" e [so{(f Uw]
21: if 7(s’) # 7(sp) then
22: o— o+ m

23: p—o/(t(1+p))

24: if p > 0 then

25: Cw <« CwUF

26: R.APPEND(p)

27: break

28: return Cy

directly through possible weak causal sets (line 4), and then pro-
gressively checks larger sets W for assignments w that satisfy Def.
2. Lines 11-15 and 19-22 check conditions 2A and 2B, respectively.
Finally, lines 23-27 compute the responsibility score, p, used to
determine if F is weakly causal. In addition to finding weak causal
sets consistent with Def. 2, p provides a ranking over causal sets. Al-
gorithm 2, MEANRESP, has some properties that allow us to expand
its applicability later.

We can determine actual causes by checking the minimality
condition within the weak causes Cy (psuedocode in Appendix A).
Further, since causal queries are made with respect to an event ¢
and variables X, inference may be sped up by removing irrelevant
variables. Graphs absent such variables are called strongly reduced
(see the removal conditions and algorithm in Appendix A).

5 GENERALIZATION AND APPROXIMATION

Although layered MDPs encompass a large class of MDPs, Algo-
rithms 1 and 2 have three key limitations. (1) They cannot represent
infinite horizon problems. (2) While the graph itself is straightfor-
ward to build for finite horizon problems, very large problems or
problems with large horizons may still be prohibitively expensive
to analyze. (3) These algorithms cannot handle continuous state fac-
tors. In this section we propose several modifications to MEANRESP
and an additional pre-processing step that address these limitations,
either by constructing smaller, approximate causal models or by
approximating more expensive inference processes.



Algorithm 3 CoNsTRUCT LAYERED CAUSAL GRAPH

1: Input: Causal graph G, successor graph H, current state so, horizon h
2: Output: Layered causal graph G,
3: Ggo (E', V) « G(E, V)
4: for all Vi; C V where Vj; represents variables for state s; do
5. if s; is reachable on H in k < h actions from sg then
6: label all v € V; with k
7. else
8: label all v € V; with oo
9: forallv € V do
10:  if label(v) = co then
11: remove all incoming edges to v
12: continue
13:  foralld’ € V do
14: if label(v) > label(¢’) then
15: E’ « F’\ {directed edges from ¢’ to v }
16: return Gs,

5.1 Approximate Causal Models for MDPs

Here, we address limitation (1). There are many methods for build-
ing approximate causal graphs of arbitrary MDPs, depending on the
available information. We assume the original graph is built using
a generic, uninformed algorithm, such as the one we present in Ap-
pendix A based on Iwasaki et al. (1986). The resulting causal graph
may not be unique if M contains circular dependencies [24, 50].
Since the Bellman update equation is a recurrence relation between
MDP state values, non-layered structures are highly likely.

Thus, we develop Algorithm 3 which, given state sp and causal
graph G, removes these structures to produce an LCG Gg, for causal
analysis whenever the agent is in state sg. We consider a horizon
h and let variables associated with states not reachable within
h actions form causal ‘leaves’ by removing their incoming causal
edges. Remaining non-layered structures are corrected by removing
edges such that states farther from sy causally influence states
nearer to sp, forming a simplified, finite-horizon version of the
original MDP. These operations are executed simultaneously in
Algorithm 3. In a sense, the causal influence flows from the horizon
at time t + h back in time to the present time ¢.

5.2 Approximate Causal Inference for MDPs

Often, models are too large for exact inference. Moreover, we may
wish to apply more restrictive versions of Def. 2, or extend analysis
to real-valued state factors. We address these problems via tweaks
to MEANRESP. If state factors are real-valued or their domains are
simply too large, we can approximate inference by replacing lines
7 and 8 with a single for loop over vectors w of size f generated via
sampling. Input-output pairs are constructed and counted in the
same way and the responsibility score still indicates weak causality.
The challenge becomes determining sampling domains that cover
important counterfactual scenarios efficiently.

There are several techniques applicable to both discrete and
continuous domains. One class involves limiting the sizes of W and
Z, the benefit of which is reduction in problem complexity at the
cost of omitting potential weak causes. These restrictions of course
diverge from Def. 2, but can be made in a principled way that more
or less preserves an order over the possible results. In particular,
one may set Z = 0 and or [W| < p for some n << |V|. In the
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[ Method [ F [ R [ T [ |4 [ Causal? ]
Elizalde et al. (2009) Yes - - - No
Russell and Santos (2019) | Yes - - - No
Khan et al. (2009) - Yes - - No
Juozapaitis et al. (2019) - Yes - - No
Betram et al. (2018) - Yes - - No
Wang et al. (2016) - - Yes - No
Madumal et al. (2020) Yes | Yes - - Yes
Proposed Yes | Yes | Yes | Yes Yes

Table 1: Comparison of method applicability

state factor case, the latter restriction is equivalent to requiring
p = € > 0 rather than p > 0, for weak causality. Moreover, while
we use one Def. 2, Halpern and Pearl, and later Halpern [15], have
proposed several definitions.

Often, reward or transition variables in MDPs are not indepen-
dent, but instead depend on a high-level rule. For example, reward
may be proportional to the value of a state factor, or the transition
function may encode identical slipping probabilities regardless of
location, as in classic grid-world domains. These rules constrain the
transition and reward function to manifolds, and we can discretize
these manifold to gain efficiency without sacrificing important pos-
sible worlds. Given such structure we can replace loops over, for
example, all possible values of T(s, a,s”), and instead loop over the
set of high-level rules, which is much smaller.

Finally, we may want to perform causal analysis on value func-
tion variables of future states. If we want to look far into the future,
or the branching factor of the successor graph is large, the resulting
LCG may be too large to analyze, even when limiting domains or
|W| and |Z|. In these cases, we can use a form of beam search to
limit the intermediate events represented at each layer of the LCG.
The idea is to measure the influence of variables on ¢ and then
keep only the m most influential variables as the search progresses.

6 RESULTS

We present three results: 1) a case study highlighting our frame-
work’s flexibility, 2) results of a user study showing strong user
preference for explanations generated via causal analysis, 3) asymp-
totic run time and memory use bounds, and a discussion on the
tightness of these bounds in practice and potential pre-computation.

6.1 Case Study: Explanation Diversity

The purpose of this study is to show how (1) our approach can
handle semantically different types of causal queries, corresponding
to different conceptions of MDP explanation in the literature, and
(2) formal definitions of causality identify sensible explanans. There
are many templates for inserting variables identified as explanans
into natural language, which is the predominant method. Here, we
first qualitatively examine the correctness of causal attribution.

We have identified 4 general types of explanation in the literature,
each focusing on one component of the MDP tuple: state factors
(F) (Elizalde et al. 2009; Russell et al. 2019), rewards (R) (Khan et
al. 2009; Juozapaitis et al. 2019; Bertram and Wei 2018), transitions
(T) (Wang et al. 2016), and future states and values (V) [46]. These
papers define metrics, algorithms, and definitions particular to their
type, and lead us to define the following.

DEFINITION 4. Y-type explanations use explanans x C Y. For
example, F-type explanations use the set of state factors.
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Figure 4: Example domain. The agent begins at (5, 1).

We now detail an example MDP domain. Consider a robot navi-
gating the environment depicted in Figure 4. The agent knows: its
(x,y) location, time to failure, ¢, and if its location is normal, ideal
for repairs, or hazardous, t. Thus, the state factors are x € {1,...,9},
ye{l,...,6},ce{0,...,5}, te{NormaL(N), REPAIR(R), DANGER(D)}.
The actions are A={Up, LEFT, RIGHT, REPAIR}. If the agent breaks
down and cannot be repaired or visits a hazardous state, it gets a re-
ward of —10. Repairing has a reward of Rc, and reaching the ith goal
state yields reward R;. All other state-actions have a reward of —1.
Last, transitions are deterministic except for actions LEFT and RIGHT
when taken at (5, 3), which result in agent locations of (4, 3) (with
probability 7;=0.6) or (4, 4), and (6, 3) (with probability Tg=0.01)
or (6,4), respectively. For all examples we considered event ¢=rs,,
and for explanation type Y we set X=Y and apply MEANRESP. Table
2 shows the value of all state factors sg, rewards, and actions for
each scenario. Below, we briefly contextualize MEANRESP’s output.

Scenario 1: The cause for action REpAIR is t = R (p = 0.64).
Since Rc > 0, it is optimal to repair as it prevents failure later and
is better than the default reward of —1.

Scenarios 2 and 3: There are two causes of action Up in scenario
2: t =N (p = 0.50) and (x,y) =(5,2) (p = 0.26). Scenario 3 has the
same causes, but 7(sg)=LEFT and (x, y) has p=0.60. This is due to
the topology at (5,3) compared to (5,2). In both cases, ¢ is a cause
since if t =R, 7(sg) =REPAIR.

Scenario 4: The causes for action LEFT are ¢ =2 (p = 0.85),
(x,y) =(4,3) (p = 0.68), and t =N (p = 0.60). Note that unlike
in previous scenarios, time to failure is both a cause and has the
highest responsibility score. If the agent were to go directly to goal
2, it will break down at (4,5).

Scenario 5: There are two causes of action LEFT: Ry (p=0.30)
and R3 (p = 0.55). Since we bound R = [-100, 100], no values
for Ry or R4 can change the outcome. Ry is already the maximum,
and R alone is not a cause due to its relatively weak effect on the
expected value of that subtree and transition variables were in U
and not V.

Scenario 6: Here, only R3 (p =0.55) is causal. Since R¢ > 0,
the agent exploits this by repeatedly taking service at (3,3). Thus,
R; alone cannot affect the agent’s policy since goals 1 and 4 will
never be visited. This is a good example of the proposed approach
identifying a possible poorly specified objective.

Scenarios 7 and 8: Since R1=Rg in scenario 7, the only cause
of the action LEFT is Tg (p=0.66). However, in scenario 8, both Tg
(p=0.66) and Ty (p=0.56) are causes.

Scenario 9: Using MEANRESP with beam search, we find that
the most influential set of trajectories lead to goal 1. That is, its
value contributes most to the expected value, even though the most
likely (p=0.6) outcome of taking action LEFT at (5,3) reaches goal 2.

[ID]Y [so(xytc) [Ri [Re [R3 [ Ra [ Rc [ Action |

1 F (5,1),R, 5 80 -50 -40 100 2 REPAIR

2 F (5.2), N, 4 80 -50 -40 100 2 Ur

3 F | (3.N3 80 | 50 | 40 | 100 | 2 Terr

4 F (4,3),N, 2 80 90 -40 100 -1 LEFT

5 R (5,3),N, 3 80 -50 -40 100 -1 LEFT

6 R (5,3),N, 3 80 -50 -40 100 2 LEFT

7 T (5,3),N, 3 80 80 70 100 -1 LEFT

8 T (5,3),N, 3 80 -50 -40 100 -1 LEFT

9 Vv (5.3),N, 3 80 -50 -40 100 -1 LEFT

Table 2: List of scenarios

Summary: These scenarios show how different sets of explanans
provide semantically distinct insights into variables’ effects on ac-
tions. This underscores the utility of flexibility in generating expla-
nations since the ‘best’ explanans may be unknown pre-deployment.
Because existing methods only analyze one component of the MDP,
they cannot produce most of these explanations (Table 1).

6.2 User Study

There is no definitive, automated metric for the quality of an expla-
nation. Therefore, the gold standard for assessing the effectiveness
of an explanation is a user study. Here, we describe the results of
such a study, investigating the following three hypotheses.

e H1: Users tend to prefer explanations generated using causal
reasoning over explanations generated using heuristics.

e H2: Users tend to prefer explanations supported by explanans
representing specific types of information.

e H3: User preferences for explanation methods or explanan
types correlate with demographic or lifestyle indicators.

6.2.1 Study Description and Administration. In total, 189 partic-
ipants from the United States and Canada were recruited via the
crowd-sourcing platform Prolific (www.prolific.co). Participants
were fluent in English, were aged between 18 and 65, and 49%
identified as male, 46% as female, and 5% as non-binary.

Participants were shown three short clips of simulated driving
scenarios in a randomized order, where a car drives on a highway
[29] and changes speeds and lanes based on a policy from an MDP.
After each particular action, such as the left lane change shown in
Fig. 5, participants were shown 7 different explanations in a ran-
domized order, each generated by a different method for automatic
explanation, and asked to rank them relative to each other to pro-
duce a strict preference ordering. The explanations shown included
three baselines: [11] (F-type), [28] (R-type), and [51] T-type as well
as all four types of explanation generated by our proposed method.

To present as little bias towards different explanations as possible,
every explanation was presented using the same basic template:
"The car <took action> because <explanan 1>, ..., <explanan N>"
Each explanan in the MDP had a custom phrase, signifying both
what the explanan represented and its value.

6.2.2 Study Results. We find remarkably strong evidence in sup-
port of H1 and H2, and surprisingly, strong evidence in favor of
the null hypothesis w.r.t. H3. Below we review the results in detail.

Preferences for Causal Explanations. Figure 6 summarizes our
findings on user preferences for explanation methods. The most
important observation is that, for every explanation type, users
prefer the explanations generated via causal reasoning over those
generated via heuristic methods. We applied the Mann-Whitney



Figure 5: An example scene from the simulator where the
ego car (green) makes a left lane change.

U-test [39] to each pair of generation methods (21 in total), using
an initial a-value of 0.5, and a Bonferonni corrected [4] a-value

of 0.0024. We detected the following preference ordering with
p-values below 0.0001.

1) Prop-F ~ Prop-V > Elizalde > Prop-R ~ Prop-T > Khan > Wang

Here, A > B denotes a strict preference for A over B, and ~ denotes
preference equality.

-0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4

0.3

Figure 6: Preference likelihoods for MDP explanation meth-
ods. The color of cell (row, col) indicates the probability that
explanations generated using method row are preferred to
explanations generated from method col.

We believe the overall preference for causal explanations is due
to their consistent relevance across all scenarios. For example, al-
though both heuristic and causal F-type methods have access to
the same potential explanans, and occasionally produce the same
explanations, there are some cases where the heuristic methods do
not produce sensible explanations, such as the following:
Heuristic Example: The car changed lanes to the right because
the car was in the left lane.

Casual Reasoning Example: The car changed lanes to the right
because the car was in the left lane, the estimated time to collision
in the left lane was 2 seconds, and the right lane was empty.

Clearly, the heuristic method fails to provide both relevant and
complete information to explain the event in this case.

Preferences for Explanan Types. Figure 7 shows a similar analysis
for the different types of explanation (F,R,T,V), where we can see
that F-type explanations are, on average, preferred over R-type
and T-type. For this analysis if there were multiple explanations
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Figure 7: Preference likellhoods for MDP explanations
based on explanan type.
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based on the same explanans we used the most preferred rank.
For example, if a user preferred A > B > C, where A and C were
F-type and B was R-type, then we would record F-type as being
ranked highest, followed by R-type. We apply the same pair-wise
Mann-Whitney analysis as in H1, now with a total of 6 pairs and
a Bonferonni corrected a-value of 0.0083. Following this analysis,
we obtain the following preference ordering: F-type > V-type >
R-type ~ T-type with p-value 0.00001.

Demographic and Lifestyle Non-Impact. We found these results
to be consistent across genders, age groups, and rates of technol-
ogy use. We also, somewhat surprisingly, found these results to
be consistent regardless of the frequency with which participants
operated motor vehicles. We also tried several unsupervised cluster-
ing methods to check for more complex correlations between user
demographics and preferences for different types of explanations,
but did not find anything significant. This should give practitioners
confidence that these results will hold in many settings.

6.3 Resource Use and Practical Application

Table 3 shows some preliminary bounds on resource use. Here, |S|
is the size of the state space, |F| is the number of state factors, and
|V| is the number of endogenous variables.

In practice, worst-case bounds are loose. In Algorithm 1, we
check all assignments of X, and X € V. However, usually |X| <<
|V|, especially after reducing the LCG. Bounds for Algorithm 2 are
also poor estimates of in-practice cost, since it uses short-circuiting.
Some bounds’ tightness depends on the connectivity of the MDP.
For Algorithm 3, the bounds assume fully-connected MDPs, but
most MDPs are sparse and thus the number of edges E << |S|2.
Moreover, if h is small compared to the width of the MDP, run time
will decrease since nodes labeled oo are handled in linear time.

There are other possible improvements since theoretically every
explanation can be pre-computed, but this is impractical due to the
number of possible explanations. Notably, constructing LCGs for
each state, regardless of how ¢ and X are specified, and computing
connectivity and reachability allows reductions and causal model
approximations to be applied quickly online, given X and ¢.

[ Alg. [ Res. [ Complexity [ Bottleneck ]
1 | time 2lV1 |D(V)|?k | Enumerating causal sets
space 4]V| 2lVI Storing R, R~
2 | time 22[F] |D(F)| Enumerating causal sets
space 2lFl |F| Storing weak causes
3 | time IS2(h+1) Connectivity checks + Label comparisons
space NE Reachability matrix

Table 3: Worst-case resource bounds for algorithms 1-3.



Causal Explanations for Sequential Decision Making
Under Uncertainty

7 CONCLUSION

We present a novel framework for causal analysis of MDPs using
SCMs, motivated by generating explanations of MDP agent behav-
ior. Principally, this framework provides (1) a theoretical foundation
for explainable sequential decision making, and (2) simultaneous
support for causal queries using different decision problem com-
ponents, which has previously not been possible. Future work will
empirically investigate user preferences for explanations gener-
ated using causal models compared to heuristics and how different
contexts affect user preferences for types of explanation.

APPENDIX A
7.1 Producing Causal Graphs

Algorithm 4 generates a causal graph given a structural causal
model by first constructing a bipartite graph, where variables (V)
and equations (M) are nodes, and edges exist between variable
nodes and equation nodes if that equation contains that variable.
Given the bipartite graph, Hopcroft-Karp is run to produce a perfect
matching. This perfect matching is used to build a directed (causal)
graph containing only variables.

Algorithm 4 CoNsTRUCT CAUSAL GRAPH

1: Input: Set of variables V, set of equations M
2: Output: Causal graph G

3: B « CoNSTRUCTBIPARTITE(V, M)

4: Eppr < HorcrorT-Kare(8B)

5 Ve V,E—0

6: forallv € V do

7 // Q is a node in B representing an equation.
8 for all e(0v, Q) € EpGes(v) do

9 if e € Epys then

10: /I Vg is the set of variables in equation Q.
11: for all v’ € Vp,o' # v do

12: E « EUEDGE(?/,v)

13: else

14: forall o’ € Vp,v" # vdo

15: E « EUEDGE(0,?)

16: G « {E,V}

17: return G

7.2 Reducing Causal Graphs
Eiter and Lukasiewicz (2006) provide the following conditions for
removing a variable v from a causal graph.

(1) v € X is not connected via variables in V' \ X to ¢.

(2) v is neither a direct parent of a variable in ¢ nor part of a
chain connecting X to ¢.

Given an LCG G, Algorithm 5 produces a strongly reduced LCG

X
cfx.

7.3 Recurrence Step for DETERMINE WEAK
CAUSES

The outer loop (line 4) looks at all possible subsets of variables, F, in

the ith layer. Variables not in F are assigned values w one at a time,

eventually looping over all possible sets of values (line 6). Then, for

every tuple R~ from layer i — 1 (line 7), we check the conditions for

Algorithm 5 REDUCE CAUSAL GRAPH

1: Input: Layered causal graph Gs,, explanans X, event ¢
: Output: Strongly reduced layered causal graph GZZ)X
H GZZ)X — Gso
: for all x € X do
if 7 path from x to some y € ¢ then
remove x and its edges from G;{)X
if V paths from x to ¢, 3x” € X along the path then
remove x and its edges from G?BX
: forallo e V\ (X U ¢) do
if By € ¢ such that v is a direct parent and Ax € X,y € ¢ such
that v € x — y then

=TSN B LI~ T )

-
4

. X
11: remove v and its edges from Gg:

X
12: return G;}i)

p € p (lines 8-10) and g € q (lines 11-23). Finally, for a given set F,
we add all the qualifying p, q to the tuple R (line 24).

Algorithm 6 RECURRENCE STEP

1: Input: Layers S, S, tuples R~
2: Output: Set of tuples R.

3: R0

4: forall F € P(S%) do

55 pe0;q—0

6 for all w € D(S*\ F) do

7: for all (p/,q’,F’) e R™ do

8 for all p € D(F) do

9 if F/, given p and w, is in p’ then
10: p«<pUp

11: for all g € D(F) do

12: b <« TRUE

13: for all W’ € P (S \ F) do
14: w o— w|W’

15: forall Z € P(F \ S¥) do
16: 72— Z(u)

17: if F/, given q, z’, and W/, is not in ¢’ then
18: b < FALSE

19: break

20: if =b then

21: break

22: if b then

23: qeqUq

240 Re (p,q,F)UR
25: return R
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