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Talk 1 - Actual Causality: A Survey 

What does it mean that an event C "actually caused" event E? The problem of defining actual causation goes beyond mere philosophical speculation. For example, in many 

legal arguments, it is precisely what needs to be established in order to determine responsibility. (What exactly was the actual cause of the car accident or the medical 

problem?) The philosophy literature has been struggling with the problem of defining causality since the days of Hume, in the 1700s. Many of the definitions have been 

couched in terms of counterfactuals. (C is a cause of E if, had C not happened, then E would not have happened.) In 2001, Judea Pearl and I introduced a new definition of 

actual cause, using Pearl's notion of structural equations to model counterfactuals. The definition has been revised twice since then, extended to deal with notions like 

"responsibility" and "blame", and applied in databases and program verification. I survey the last 15 years of work here, including joint work with Judea Pearl, Hana 

Chockler, and Chris Hitchcock. The talk will be completely self-contained. 

 

Talk 2 - Moral Responsibility, Blameworthiness, and Intention: In Search of Formal Definitions 

The need for judging moral responsibility arises both in ethics and in law.  In an era of autonomous vehicles and, more generally, autonomous AI agents, the issue has now 

become relevant to AI as well. Although hundreds of books and thousands of papers have been written on moral responsibility, blameworthiness, and intention, there is 

surprisingly little work on defining these notions formally. But we will need formal definitions in order for AI agents to apply these notions. In this talk, I take some 

preliminary steps towards defining these notions. This is joint work with Max Kleiman-Weiner. 

 

Talk 3 - Combining Experts' Causal Judgments 

Consider a policymaker who wants to decide which intervention to perform in order to change a currently undesirable situation. The policymaker has at her disposal a team 

of experts, each with their own understanding of the causal dependencies between different factors contributing to the outcome. The policymaker has varying degrees of 

confidence in the experts' opinions. She wants to combine their opinions in order to decide on the most effective intervention. We formally define the notion of an 

effective intervention, and then consider how experts' causal judgements can be combined in order to determine the most effective intervention. We define a notion of two 

causal models being compatible, and show how compatible causal models can be combined. We then use it as the basis for combining experts causal judgments. We illustrate 

our approach on case studies. This is joint work with Dalal Alrajeh and Hana Chockler. 


