arXiv:2301.04709v1 [cs.AI] 11 Jan 2023

Causal Abstraction for Faithful Model Interpretation

Atticus Geiger atticusg@stanford.edu Department of Linguistics Stanford University

Christopher Potts cgpotts@stanford.edu Department of Linguistics Stanford University

Thomas Icard icard@stanford.edu Department of Philosophy Stanford University

Abstract

A faithful and interpretable explanation of an AI model’s behavior and internal structure is a high-level explanation that is human-intelligible but also consistent with the known, but often opaque low-level causal details of the model. We argue that the theory of causal abstraction provides the mathematical foundations for the desired kinds of model explanations. In causal abstraction analysis, we use interventions on model-internal states to rigorously assess whether an interpretable high-level causal model is a faithful description of an AI model. Our contributions in this area are: (1) We generalize causal abstraction to cyclic causal structures and typed high-level variables. (2) We show how multi-source interchange interventions can be used to conduct causal abstraction analyses. (3) We define a notion of approximate causal abstraction that allows us to assess the degree to which a high-level causal model is a causal abstraction of a lower-level one. (4) We prove constructive causal abstraction can be decomposed into three operations we refer to as marginalization, variable-merge, and value-merge. (5) We formalize the XAI methods of LIME, causal effect estimation, causal mediation analysis, iterated nullspace projection, and circuit-based explanations as special cases of causal abstraction analysis.

1. Introduction

We take the fundamental question in explainable artificial intelligence (XAI) to be why a deep learning model makes the predictions it does. The gold standard for explaining model behavior and the internal reasoning that underlies it should be a causal analysis (Woodward, 2003; Pearl, 2019).

However, not just any causal explanation will be a satisfying answer to this question. After all, the parameters of deep learning models give us perfect ground-truth knowledge of the causal relationships between all their components, so low-level causal explanations of behavior and internal reasoning can be easily provided in terms of neurons, activation functions, and weight tensors. Ironically, ‘black box’ models are in some sense easily explainable. The problem is that these explanations are not interpretable to humans—they fail to instill a sense of understanding (Lipton, 2018).

Interpretable causal explanations in terms of human-intelligible concepts are easy to come by, but difficult to trust. How do we know a high-level explanation isn’t a ‘just-so’ story that is unfaithful (Jacovi and Goldberg, 2020) to the known low-level details of the model? XAI needs a theory for when a high-level causal explanation is harmonious with a low-level causal explanation.

This need is not unique to XAI. Modern deep learning models are akin to the weather or a brain: they contain a large number of densely connected microvariables that have complex, nonlinear dynamics. In response to these challenges, Chalupka et al. (2017), Rubenstein et al. (2017), Beckers and Halpern (2019) and others pioneered the theory of causal abstraction. Causal abstraction provides a mathematical framework for analyzing a system at multiple levels of detail simultaneously by defining when a human-intelligible, high-level causal explanation is a faithful interpretation of opaque low-level details. Specifically, a high-level (possibly symbolic) model is a faithful proxy for a low-lever (in our setting, usually neural) model when we can align high-level variables with sets of low-level variables that play the same causal role. Causal abstraction has been applied to the study of deep learning AI models (Chalupka et al., 2015; Geiger et al., 2020, 2021), weather patterns (Chalupka et al., 2016), and human brains (Dubois et al., 2020a,b). Furthermore, approximate causal abstraction (Beckers et al., 2019) supports a graded notion of faithfulness appropriate for a wide range of settings in which a low-level model is unlikely to be perfectly aligned with a high-level one.

We are optimistic about the success of causal abstraction as a theoretical framework for XAI. In stark contrast to weather and brains, we can measure and manipulate the microvariables of deep learning models with perfect precision and accuracy, and thus empirical claims about their structure can be held to the highest standard of rigorous falsification through experimentation.

This Paper We develop the theory of causal abstraction as a mathematical framework for XAI.

1. We generalize a familiar notion of causal abstraction from the literature (Beckers and Halpern, 2019) to cyclic causal models and typed high-level variables.

2. We flesh out the full theory of interchange interventions, a method used to conduct causal abstraction analysis of deep learning models (Geiger et al., 2020, 2021). An interchange intervention sets the variables of a model to be the value they would take for a different input. The current theory only supports high-level causal explanations with a single intermediate variable and has no connection to approximate causal abstraction (Beckers et al., 2019). We define a general theory of interchange interventions for XAI in which high-level explanations can involve several variables (Section 5), and we define a notion of approximate causal abstraction that corresponds and this gives rise to a graded faithfulness metric of interchange intervention accuracy (Section 8).

3. We prove that the relation of constructive abstraction holds exactly when the high-level model can be constructed from the low-level model by marginalizing away variables, merging sets of variables, and merging values of variables (Section 6). This constructive characterization decomposes abstraction into constituent parts and makes explicit the relationship between marginalization and abstraction. Variable merge, value merge, and marginalization are basic and ubiquitous operations that demystify causal abstraction.

4. We show that LIME, causal effect estimation, causal mediation analysis, iterated nullspace projection, and circuit-based explanations are all special cases of causal abstraction analysis, and that integrated gradients (Sundararajan et al., 2017) can be used to compute interchange interventions and conduct causal abstraction analysis (Section 9). This lends further support to the thesis that causal abstraction provides a broad foundation for developing explanation methods that are faithful and human-interpretable.

2. Related Work

2.1 Causal Abstraction

Our approach to structural analysis invokes an important concept from the literature on causal models, namely causal abstraction. Much attention has been devoted to the concept in recent years, with a host of alternative approaches. All of this work attempts to specify exactly when a ‘high-level causal model’ can be seen as an abstract characterization of some ‘low-level causal model’.

Rubenstein et al. (2017) introduce the notion of an ‘exact transformation’ between models, which maps values of low-level variables to values of high-level variables. Building on this work,

Beckers and Halpern (2019) consider further restrictions on these maps, e.g., constraining the relationship between transformations of variable values and of interventions. The last definition they present is called constructive abstraction, and our work here focuses on this simple notion. Indeed, because we are working in a deterministic setting of neural network analysis, we can simplify the notation and definitions considerably (see Remark 12). Along the way, we also offer an alternative, constructive characterization of constructive abstraction (Section 5).

The basic idea of constructive abstraction is that low-level variables are partitioned into clusters, each cluster being associated with a high-level variable. This fundamental idea has been invoked numerous times in the literature, under different names (e.g., Iwasaki and Simon 1994; Chalupka et al. 2017). Finally, beyond perfect abstraction, several authors have explored notions of approximate causal abstraction (Beckers et al., 2019; Rischel and Weichwald, 2021). Another contribution in this paper is to connect interchange intervention analysis with this line of work. Indeed, we see that a natural definition of interchange intervention accuracy previously employed in the literature emerges as a minor variation on existing definitions of approximate abstraction (Theorem 31).

2.2 Faithful and Interpretable Causal Explanations of AI

Causal Explanation The philosophical literature on scientific explanation recognizes a variety of modes in which phenomena can be explained. In the specific instance that we are explaining how an artifact works, there is wide consensus that causal or mechanistic explanations enjoy a privileged status (Machamer et al., 2000). Particularly when the components of mechanisms are understood in counterfactual terms, such explanations have the virtue of providing (at least in principle) manipulation and control of the system or artifact in question (Woodward, 2002, 2003). In a similar vein, they allow a researcher to answer a range of ‘What if?’ questions about the topic.

A prominent theme in this literature is the idea that causal/mechanistic explanations should be pitched at an appropriate level of abstraction. As we shall see (in Section 6), the operative notion of abstraction adopted here relates closely to desiderata identified in this literature concerning what makes for an appropriate level of causal analysis (Woodward, 2021).

The fundamental operation underlying causal explanations is the intervention, which sets some number of variables in a causal model to fixed values. The nature of this intervention in the context of XAI is left open. The intervention may be on variables for model inputs, internal model components, real-world data generation processes (Feder et al., 2021; Abraham et al., 2022), or model training data statistics (Elazar et al., 2022). When intervention is on internal neural vector representations, the values of the intervention might be zero vectors, a perturbed or jittered version of the original vector, a learned binary mask applied to the original vector (Csordás et al., 2021; De Cao et al., 2021), the projection of the original vector onto the null space of a linear probe (Ravfogel et al., 2020; Elazar et al., 2020), a tensor product representation (Soulos et al., 2020), or values realized by the vector on some other actual input (Geiger et al., 2019, 2020; Vig et al., 2020; Meng et al., 2022).

Interpretability Adopting the vocabulary of Lipton (2018), causal abstraction supports interpretable explanations of AI by allowing black-box AI models to be explained by high-level causal models that are transparent in two senses. First, the high-level causal model has fewer variables and sparser causal connections, making it simulatable in the sense that a human could contemplate the entire model at once. Second, the high-level causal model is decomposable in the sense that each variable in the model admits an intuitive explanation with intelligible high-level concepts.

Faithfulness Informally, faithfulness has been defined as the degree to which an explanation accurately represents the ‘true reasoning process behind a model’s behavior’ (Jacovi and Goldberg, 2020; Lyu et al., 2022). We provide a technical definition for faithfulness by defining a high-level explanation to be faithful to the degree that the high-level explainer model is an approximate causal abstraction of the low-level model being explained. A shared technical definition of a graded notion of faithfulness will allow for apples-to-apples comparisons between different high-level explanations of model behavior and internal reasoning.

Often XAI methods are evaluated based on how plausible or useful a human finds them to be (Herman, 2017). There is, however, no guarantee that evaluations based on human judgments will be faithful to the true internal reasoning process of a model (Jacovi and Goldberg, 2020).

2.3 Methods for Explaining AI Behavior

The behavior of an AI model is simply the function from inputs to outputs that the model implements. Behavior is trivial to characterize in causal terms. Any input–output behavior can be represented by a two-variable causal model with an input variable that causes an output variable.

Training Interpretable Models to Approximate the Behavior of Black Boxes Among the most popular XAI methods are LIME (Ribeiro et al., 2016) and SHAP (Lundberg and Lee, 2017), which both learn interpretable models that approximate an uninterpretable model. These methods define an explanation to be faithful to the degree that the interpretable model agrees with local input–output behavior. While not advertised as causal explanation methods, when we interpret priming a model with an input as an intervention, it becomes obvious that two models having the same local input–output behavior is fundamentally a matter of causality.

Crucially, however, the interpretable model lacks any connection to the internal causal dynamics of the uninterpretable model. In fact, it is often presented as a benefit that these explanations are model-agnostic methods that provide the same explanations for models with identical behaviors, but different internal structures. Without further grounding in causal abstraction, methods like LIME and SHAP cannot be trusted to tell us anything meaningful about the abstract causal structure between input and output.

Estimating the Causal Effect of Real-World Concepts on Modal Behavior CausaLM (Feder et al., 2021) estimates the causal effect that real-world concepts have on the predictions of language models by training analysis models that remove a particular concept, while accounting for a set of confounding concepts. Elazar et al. (2022) develop a causal framework for understanding the impact of training data on model outputs, which they employ to demonstrate that several co-occurrence statistics have causal effects on the factual knowledge of language models.

Abraham et al. (2022) introduce an XAI benchmark where the task is to estimate the causal effect of food, service, noise, and ambiance on the sentiment label assigned by a deep learning model to a naturalistic restaurant review. Human generated interventional data is used to evaluate explainer methods, and they find a simple baseline is superior to all the methods they evaluated. Such starkly negative results highlight the need to ground notions of faithfulness in causality to support comparisons between explanation methods.

2.4 Methods for Explaining the Internal Structure of AI

The internal reasoning of an AI model is the intermediate computational process that underlies input–output behavior. Internal reasoning can be represented as a program or algorithm (Putnam, 1960), which in turn can be represented as a causal model (Icard, 2017).

There is a diverse body recent research with the common aim of illuminating the causal mechanisms inside black box models by understanding the human-intelligible concepts represented by neural activations. Causal abstraction provides a mathematical foundation for understanding the high-level semantics of neural representations. In Section 9, we return to the methods of LIME, causal effect estimation, causal mediation analysis, iterated nullspace projection, and circuit-based explanations to formally characterize how these methods can be understood as special cases of causal abstraction. We also show how integrated gradients can be used to compute interchange interventions.

Interchange Interventions An interchange intervention is a method where a model is provided some input and has an internal representation h fixed to be the value that h would have realized if a different input were provided. Such interventions are central to a strand of research that proposes that symbolic algorithms and neural networks can be related through causal abstraction. We briefly review that strand of research here.

Geiger et al. (2020) initially used interchange interventions to show that a BERT-based natural language inference model creates a neural representation of lexical entailment, arguing that the ability to create modular representations underlies the capacity for systematic generalization. Li et al. (2021) use interchange interventions to show that neural representations represent propositional content that systematically alters text generated by a neural language model. Geiger et al. (2021) explicitly ground interchange intervention analysis in a theory of causal abstraction.

Finally, Geiger et al. (2022b) use interchange interventions to define differentiable training objectives that incentivize neural models to implement high-level algorithms that enable the networks to solve systematic generalization tasks. Wu et al. (2022b) use interchange intervention training during language model distillation, defining a training objective that incentivizes a small ‘student’ model to be abstracted by a large ‘teacher’ model. Wu et al. (2022a) use interchange intervention training to train causal proxy models that can be queried to predict the causal effects of real-world concepts on a separate original model, achieving state-of-the-art performance on the CEBaB dataset (Abraham et al., 2022). Additionally, causal proxy models explain themselves and retain performance on the original task, so they can simply replace original models entirely.

Iterative Nullspace Projection Ravfogel et al. (2020) intervene on a neural representation to remove information about a concept by projecting the representation onto the nullspaces of linear probes trained to predict the given concept. Elazar et al. (2020) apply iterative nullspace projection to the analysis of pretrained language models, finding that probing techniques do not correlate with the causal presence of a concept. Lovering and Pavlick (2022) use iterative nullspace projection to evaluate whether neural representations encode concepts with ‘mental’ causes and effects.

Causal Mediation Analysis Vig et al. (2020) conduct a causal mediation analysis to analyze gender bias in pretrained language models with transformer architectures (Vaswani et al., 2017; Devlin et al., 2019). They found that gender bias was mediated by a small set of neurons whose total effect on the output could be linearly decomposed into their direct and indirect effects. Meng et al. (2022) introduce the technique of causal tracing for mediation analysis. Perturbations are made to input neurons and then intermediate neurons are restored to determine the flow of causation from input to output. This technique was used to locate and edit the factual knowledge stored in large language models. Csordás et al. (2021) and De Cao et al. (2021) use differentiable binary masking to identify modular structure in neural networks by performing causal mediation analysis.

Circuit-Based Explanations A recent research program aims to provide explanations of neural networks by reverse engineering the mechanisms of a networks at the level of individual neurons. Two fundamental claims made by Olah et al. (2020) are that (1) the direction of a neural vector representation encodes high-level concept(s) (e.g., curved lines or object orientation) and (2) the ‘circuits’ defined by the model weights connecting neural representations encode meaningful algorithms. An extensive study of a deep convolutional network (Cammarata et al., 2020) support these core claims with a variety of qualitative and quantitative experiments.

Elhage et al. (2021) extend this circuit framework to attention-only transformers, discovering ‘induction heads’ that search for previous occurrences of the present token and copy the token directly after the previous occurence. In follow-up work, Olsson et al. (2022) provides indirect evidence that induction heads underlie the ability of standard transformers to achieve in-context learning. Finally, Elhage et al. (2022) propose softmax linear units as an activation function that can be used in transformers to incentivize the creation of interpretable neurons.

Other Intervention-Based Research Giulianelli et al. (2018) intervene on an LSTM language model at prediction time to encourage better performance on English subject–verb agreement; probes help them home in on the most productive intervention points, but it is the intervention itself that positively affects model behavior.

Soulos et al. (2020) use interventions on encoder output representations to support claims about the compositional structure of recurrent neural networks being explained by a tensor product representation (McCoy et al., 2019).

Bau et al. (2019) and Besserve et al. (2020) search clusters of neurons that perform modular functions in generative adversarial vision networks. They use intervention experiments to illuminate the purpose of the neural modules, discovering that they encode intuitive high-level concepts such as the presence of trees in the generated image.

Probes Probing is the technique of using a supervised or unsupervised model to determine whether a concept is present in a neural representation of a separate model. Probes are a popular tool for analyzing deep learning models, especially pretrained language models (Hupkes et al., 2018; Conneau et al., 2018; Peters et al., 2018; Tenney et al., 2019; Clark et al., 2019).

Although probes are quite simple, our theoretical understanding of probes has greatly improved since their recent introduction into the field. From an information-theoretic point of view, we can observe that using arbitrarily powerful probes is equivalent to measuring the mutual information between the concept and the neural representation (Hewitt and Liang, 2019; Pimentel et al., 2020). If we restrict the class of probing models based on their complexity, we can measure how usable the information is (Xu et al., 2020; Hewitt et al., 2021). Regardless of what probe models are used, successfully probing a neural representation does not guarantee that the representation plays a causal role in model behavior (Ravichander et al., 2020; Elazar et al., 2020; Geiger et al., 2020, 2021).

Feature Attribution Feature attribution methods ascribe scores to neural representations that capture the ‘impact’ of the representation on model behavior. Gradient-based feature attribution methods (Zeiler and Fergus, 2014; Springenberg et al., 2014; Shrikumar et al., 2016; Binder et al., 2016) measure causal properties when they satisfy some basic axioms (Sundararajan et al., 2017). Chattopadhyay et al. (2019) argue for a direct measurement of a neuron’s individual causal effect, and Geiger et al. (2021) provide a natural causal interpretation of the integrated gradients method.

3. Causal Models

We start with some basic notation. Throughout we use V to denote a fixed set of variables, each X ∈ V coming with a range Val(X) of possible values.

Definition 1 (Partial and Total Settings). We assume Val(X) ∩ Val(Y ) = ∅ whenever X ≠ Y , meaning no two variables can take on the same value.^1 This assumption allows representing the values of a set of variables X ⊆ V as sets x of values, with exactly one value x ∈ Val(X) in x for each X ∈ X. We refer to the values x ∈ Val(X) as partial settings. In the special case where v ∈ Val(V), we call v a total setting.

Remark 2 (Notation throughout the paper). Capital letters (e.g., X) are used for variables and lower case letters (e.g., x) are used for values. Bold faced letters (e.g. X or x) are used for sets of variables and sets of values. When a variable (or set of variables) and a value (or set of values) have the same letter, the values correspond to the variables (e.g., x ∈ Val(X) or x ∈ Val(X)). We use Domain(f) to denote the domain of a function f, Uniform(X ) to be a uniform distribution on (a finite set) X , and 1[φ] to be an indicator function that takes in a proposition φ and outputs 1 if φ is true, 0 otherwise.

1. This is akin to representing partial and total settings as vectors where a value can occur multiple times. For instance, we can simply take any causal model where variables share values, and then ‘tag’ the shared values with variable names to make them unique.

Another useful construct in this connection is the projection of a partial setting:

Definition 3 (Projection). Given a partial setting u for a set of variables U ⊇ X, we define Proj(u, X) to be the restriction of u to the variables in X. Given a partial setting x and a set U ⊇ X:

Proj^{−1}(x, U) = {u ∈ Val(U) : Proj(u, X) = x}.

Definition 4. A (deterministic) causal model is a pair M = (V, F), such that V is a set of variables and F = {f_V }_{V ∈V} is a set of structural functions, with f_V : Val(V) → Val(V ) assigning a value to V as a function of the values of all the variables.

Remark 5 (Inducing Graphical Structure). Observe that our definition of causal model makes no explicit reference to a graphical structure defining a causal ordering on the variables. While the structural function for a variable takes in total settings, it might be the case that the output of a structural function depends only on a subset of values. We can use the structural functions to induce a causal ordering among the variables by saying that Y ≺ X—or Y is a parent of X—just in case there is a setting w of all the variables W = V \ {X, Y } other than X and Y , and two settings y, y^′ of Y such that f_X (w, y) ≠ f_X (w, y^′) (see, e.g., Woodward 2003). The resulting order ≺ captures a general type of causal dependence. Throughout the paper, we will define structural functions to take in partial settings of parent variables, though technically they take in total settings and ignore all values other than those of the parent variables.

When ≺ is irreflexive, we say the causal model is acyclic. Most of our examples of causal models will have this property. However, it is often also possible to give causal interpretations of cyclic models (see, e.g., Bongers et al. 2021). Indeed, the abstraction operations to be introduced generally create cycles among variables, even from initially acyclic models (see Rubenstein et al. 2017, §5.3 for an example). In Section 10, we provide an example where we abstract a causal model representing the bubble sort algorithm into a cyclic model where any sorted list is a solution satisfying the equations.

Remark 6 (Acyclic Model Notation). Our running example will be causal abstraction holding between two finite, acyclic causal models. We will call variables that depend on no other variable input variables (X^{In}_M), and variables on which no other variables depend output variables (X^{Out}_M ). The remaining variables are intermediate variables. We can intervene on input variables X^{In}_M to “prime” the model with a particular input. As such, we will define the functions for input variables in our examples to be constant functions that will be overwritten.

As M can also be interpreted simply as a set of equations, we can define the set of solutions, which may be empty.

Definition 7 (Solution Sets). Given M = (V, F), the set of solutions, called Solve(M), is the set of all v ∈ Val(V) such that all the equations v = f_V (v) are satisfied for each v ∈ v. When M is acyclic, each intervention results in a model with a single solution and we use Solve(M_i) to refer interchangeably to a singleton set of solutions and its sole member, relying on context to disambiguate.

We can also give a general definition of intervention on a model (see, e.g., Spirtes et al. 2000; Woodward 2003; Pearl 2009).

Definition 8 (Intervention). Let M be a model. We define an intervention to be a partial setting i ∈ Val(I) for I ⊆ V. We define M_i to be just like M, except that we replace f_X with the constant function v → Proj(i, X) for each X ∈ I.

Due to our focus on fully observable, deterministic systems, we forego the opportunity to incorporate probability into our causal models. However, we discuss extensions of the present work to the probabilistic setting in Section 11.

4. Example of Causal Models: A Symbolic Algorithm and Neural Network

For our running example, we define two basic examples of causal models that demonstrate a potential to model a diverse array of computational processes; the first causal model represents a tree-structured algorithm and the second causal model represents a fully-connected feed-forward neural network. Both the network and the algorithm solve the same ‘hierarchical equality’ task.

4.1 Hierarchical Equality Task

A basic equality task is to determine whether a pair of objects are identical. A hierarchical equality task is to determine whether a pair of pairs of objects have identical relations.

The input to the hierarchical task is two pairs of objects, and the output is True if both pairs are equal or both pairs are unequal, and False otherwise. For illustrative purposes, we define the domain of objects to consist of a triangle, square, and pentagon. For example, the input (�, �, △, □) is assigned the output False and the inputs (�, �, △, △) and (�, □, △, □) are both labeled True.

We chose this task for two reasons. First, there is an obvious tree-structured symbolic algorithm that solves the task: compute whether the first pair is equal, compute whether the second is equal, then compute whether those two outputs are equal. We will encode this algorithm as a causal model. Second, equality reasoning is ubiquitous and has served as a case study for broader questions about the representations underlying relational reasoning in biological organisms Marcus et al. (1999); Alhama and Zuidema (2019); Geiger et al. (2022a).

For present purposes, hierarchical equality will serve as a case study for explaining how abstract tree-structured composition can be implemented by a fully-connected neural network. We will define a causal model of the symbolic algorithm and a causal model of a neural network that labels hierarchical equality inputs. The neural network implements the hierarchical equality task because we trained it to (Geiger et al., 2022b).

4.2 A Tree-Structured Algorithm for Hierarchical Equality

We define a tree structured algorithm A consisting of four ‘input’ variables X^{In}_A = {X_1, X_2, X_3, X_4} each with possible values^2 {�, △, □}, two ‘intermediate’ variables V_1, V_2 with values {True, False}, and one ‘output’ variable X^{Out}_A = {O} with values {True, False}. The acyclic causal graph is depicted in Figure 1a, where each f_{Xi} (with no arguments) is a constant function to � (which will be overwritten, per Remark 6), and f_{V1} , f_{V2} , f_O are all identity over their respective domains, e.g., f_{V1} (x_1, x_2) = 1 [ x_1 = x_2 ] . A total setting can be captured by a vector [x_1, x_2, x_3, v_1, v_2, o] of values for each of the variables.

The default total setting that results from no intervention is [�, �, �, �, True, True, True]. We can also ask what would have occurred had we intervened to fix X_3,X_4, and V_2 to be △, □, and

True, for example. The counterfactual result is [�, �, △, □, True, True, True].

4.3 A Fully Connected Neural Network for Hierarchical Equality

Define a neural network N , consisting of eight ‘input’ neurons X^{Out}_N = {R_1, . . . , R_8}, twenty-four ‘intermediate’ neurons H_{(i,j)} for 1 ≤ i ≤ 3 and 1 ≤ i ≤ 8, and two ‘output’ neurons X^{Out}_N = {O_{True}, O_{False}}. The values for each of these variables are the real numbers R. We depict the causal graph in Figure 2.

Define R, H_1, H_2, H_3 to be the sets of variables for the first four layers, respectively. We define f_{Rk} (with no arguments) to be a constant function to 0, for 1 ≤ k ≤ 8. The intermediate and output neurons are determined by the network weights W_1, W_2, W_3 ∈ R^{8×8} , W_4 ∈ R^{8×2} , and bias terms b_1, b_2, b_3 ∈ R^8 , b_4 ∈ R. For 1 ≤ j ≤ 8, we define

2. Strictly speaking, these variable values are indexed by their variables. We omit the indices for readability.

{}{}{}{}_{I1I2I3I4V1 V2OId1(i1, i2)Id1(i3, i4)} Id_2(v_1, v_2) Id_1

T F F
F T F
F F T

Id_2 T F

T T F
F F T

(a) The algorithm.

TrueTrue
 True

(b) The total setting of A determined by the empty intervention.

TrueTrue
 True

(c) The total setting of A determined by the intervention fixing X3, X4, and V2 to be △, □, and True.

Figure 1: A tree-structured algorithm that perfectly solves the hierarchical equality task with a compositional solution.

f_{H(1,j)} (r) = ReLU((rW_1 + b_1)_j ) f_{H(2,j)} (h_1) = ReLU((h_1W_2 + b_2)_j )

f_{H(3,j)} (h_2) = ReLU((h_2W_3 + b_3)_j )

f_{OTrue} (h_3) = ReLU((h_3W_4 + b_4)_0) f_{OFalse} (h_3) = ReLU((h_3W_4 + b_4)_1)

The four shapes that are the input for the hierarchical equality task are represented in r�, r_□, r_△ ∈ R^2 by a pair of neurons with randomized activation values. The network outputs True if the value of the output logit O_{True} is larger than the value of O_{False}, and False otherwise. We can simulate a network operating on the input (□, �, □, △) by performing an intervention setting (R_1, R_2) and (R_5, R_6) to r_□, (R_3, R_4) to r�, and (R_7, R_8) to r_△.

In Figure 2, we define neural representations for the shapes and the weights of a network N trained to implement our tree-structured algorithm A (Geiger et al., 2022b). While the network N was trained to implement A, looking at the network weights provides no insight into this relationship; the theoretical tool of causal abstraction is needed to illuminate ‘black-box’ neural networks with intervention experiments.

5. Causal Abstraction and Interchange Intervention Analysis

Suppose we have a ‘low-level model’ L = (V_L, F_L) built from ‘low-level variables’ V_L and a ‘highlevel model’ H = (V_H, F_H) built from ‘high level variables’ V_H. (For instance, these might be N and A, respectively, from the previous section.) What structural conditions must be in place for H to be a high-level abstraction of the low-level model L?

5.1 Alignments Between Causal Models

A prominent intuition about abstraction is that it may involve associating specific high-level variables with clusters of low-level variables. To systematize this, we introduce a notion of an alignment between a low-level and high-level causal model:

Definition 9 (Alignment). An alignment between L and H is given by a pair ⟨Π, τ⟩ of a partition Π = {Π_{XH} }_{XH∈VH∪{⊥}} and a family τ = {τ_{XH} }_{XH∈VH} of maps, such that:

1. The partition Π of V_L consists of non-overlapping, non-empty cells Π_{XH} ⊆ V_L for each X_H ∈ V_H, in addition to a (possibly empty) cell Π_⊥,

{}{}{}{} O_{True}O_{False}

R_1R_2R_3R_4R_5R_6R_7R_8 H_{(1,1)}H_{(1,2)}H_{(1,3)}H_{(1,4)}H_{(1,5)}H_{(1,6)}H_{(1,7)}H_{(1,8)} H_{(2,1)}H_{(2,2)}H_{(2,3)}H_{(2,4)}H_{(2,5)}H_{(2,6)}H_{(2,7)}H_{(2,8)} H_{(3,1)}H_{(3,2)}H_{(3,3)}H_{(3,4)}H_{(3,5)}H_{(3,6)}H_{(3,7)}H_{(3,8)}

r�^{= [0.012, −0.301] r□ = [−0.812, 0.456] r△ = [0.682, 0.333]}

W_1 =

2.1754e + 00 −7.1769e − 01 −2.1649e + 00 6.8584e − 01 −3.5393e − 02 6.8148e − 03 −3.1675e − 02 −2.9090e − 02 7.3452e − 03 −7.1636e − 03 −3.2291e − 04 −3.0044e − 03 2.2651e + 00 −1.9941e + 00 −2.2740e + 00 2.0176e + 00 −2.1238e + 00 −1.6024e + 00 2.1323e + 00 1.5860e + 00 8.2233e − 04 5.6526e − 03 3.6328e − 02 2.9736e − 03 1.4659e − 02 8.5846e − 03 −7.3199e − 03 6.3861e − 03 −2.5226e + 00 −1.2776e + 00 2.5292e + 00 1.2696e + 00 3.9916e + 00 −1.3048e + 00 −3.9189e + 00 1.2616e + 00 −3.4642e − 02 −1.4530e − 02 7.7398e − 03 −5.3017e − 02 −3.6872e + 00 4.1371e − 01 3.7053e + 00 −4.0671e − 01 1.3940e − 02 −1.1155e − 03 −1.0047e − 03 6.5350e − 03 −2.5656e − 01 8.9275e − 01 2.4427e − 01 −8.2323e − 01 −3.2437e − 02 3.5100e − 02 3.6350e − 04 −5.6254e − 02 −8.2522e − 03 3.7633e − 03 −7.6974e − 03 6.7534e − 03 −4.2970e − 01 3.0961e + 00 4.1024e − 01 −3.1124e + 00

b_1 = [ −0.0475 −0.0151 0.0692 −0.0451 −0.0777 0.0627 −0.0591 −0.0196 ]

W_2 =

−4.9015e − 01 −4.9981e − 03 −1.0025e + 01 −1.7210e − 02 −7.1630e − 01 −4.7900e − 01 −1.0036e − 01 1.1562e − 02 9.6085e + 00 −1.5522e − 02 2.9515e + 00 −4.7480e − 03 1.3156e + 01 1.2285e + 01 3.3859e − 01 1.7905e − 02 1.0056e + 00 −5.7124e + 00 2.5843e − 02 −3.5200e + 00 −5.1716e − 01 5.0762e − 02 −6.9766e − 02 −3.6073e + 00 −1.0586e + 00 9.8556e + 00 −2.9570e − 02 8.4745e + 00 5.6010e − 01 2.2497e − 02 −3.9709e − 02 8.3327e + 00 1.2459e + 00 −3.9747e + 00 −2.7281e − 01 −2.1867e + 00 −1.0082e + 00 2.6007e − 01 −1.2949e + 00 −9.1204e − 01 −7.8904e − 01 −1.1877e − 01 1.9272e − 01 −2.1950e − 02 1.1614e − 02 −4.2569e + 00 −1.8045e − 01 −4.6835e − 02 −1.5830e + 00 −1.3206e + 00 −1.2504e − 01 −5.1255e − 01 −3.0161e + 00 −1.5335e + 00 −6.2201e − 02 −8.8656e − 01 −1.0493e + 00 9.5044e − 02 −3.9964e − 01 9.0716e − 02 −2.4861e + 00 −7.6741e − 02 −2.2552e − 01 5.3066e − 02

b_2 = [ 0.2746 −0.1292 0.2347 0.2833 −0.3366 −0.1478 0.0980 0.1673 ]

W_3 =

4.2248e − 01 2.7740e + 00 1.0335e + 00 −4.5362e + 00 8.7838e − 01 −3.1472e − 01 −4.0193e − 01 −3.6744e − 01 −2.8812e − 01 −3.1679e − 01 1.5999e − 02 −1.9106e − 01 7.9891e − 03 6.2744e − 02 −3.2715e − 01 −2.8038e − 01 3.1208e + 00 1.4330e + 00 −5.8909e + 00 3.6747e − 02 −1.7160e + 00 2.0737e + 00 −1.1598e + 01 2.9503e − 01 2.9027e + 00 −3.8384e + 00 −1.2183e + 01 4.0099e − 02 −6.1718e − 01 9.6990e − 01 −1.2437e + 01 1.9529e − 01 −4.8936e + 00 1.7727e + 00 3.4905e + 00 −2.3871e + 00 6.8049e − 01 −2.7405e + 00 2.5876e + 00 1.1965e + 00 −2.6034e − 01 −2.5041e − 01 −1.7218e − 01 −3.5845e − 03 1.1953e − 01 −6.4683e − 02 2.8834e − 02 5.3538e − 02 4.8684e − 01 −3.9053e − 03 −1.3724e − 01 −9.7928e + 00 7.0597e − 02 1.4577e − 01 −1.0602e + 00 −5.7370e − 02 1.7658e + 00 1.9812e + 00 9.3662e − 01 −1.6880e − 02 1.0065e + 00 −9.9469e − 01 2.9824e + 00 −1.3896e + 00

b_3 = [ −0.8259 −0.1688 −2.4404 1.8469 0.9255 −0.3003 −0.0837 −0.2753 ]

W_4 = [ 3.8760 −0.1366 −3.1693 −2.7446 −1.8302 −0.1413 −12.2571 −1.7698 −3.8155 −0.0268 2.9001 2.4848 1.8365 −0.0793 12.3972 1.2339 ]

b_4 = [ 3.2679 −3.5912 ] Figure 2: A fully-connected feed-forward neural network that labels inputs for the hierarchical equality task. We define weights for a network that was created with interchange intervention training to implement the tree-structured solution to the task.

{} {} {} {} O_{True}O_{False}

X_1X_2X_3X_4X_5X_6X_7X_8 H_{(1,1)}H_{(1,2)}H_{(1,3)}H_{(1,4)}H_{(1,5)}H_{(1,6)}H_{(1,7)}H_{(1,8)} H_{(2,1)}H_{(2,2)}H_{(2,3)}H_{(2,4)}H_{(2,5)}H_{(2,6)}H_{(2,7)}H_{(2,8)} H_{(3,1)}H_{(3,2)}H_{(3,3)}H_{(3,4)}H_{(3,5)}H_{(3,6)}H_{(3,7)}H_{(3,8)} {}{}{}{} I_1I_2I_3I_4 V_1 V_2O

Figure 3: An alignment between the causal graphs of a low-level fully-connected neural network (bottom) and a high-level tree structured algorithm (top).

2. There is a partial surjective map τ_{XH} : Val(Π_{XH} ) → Val(X_H) for each X_H ∈ V_H.

In words, the set Π_{XH} consists of those low-level variables that are ‘aligned’ with the high-level variable X_H, and τ_{XH} tells us how a given setting of the low-level cluster Π_{XH} corresponds to a setting of the high-level variable X_H. The remaining set Π_⊥ consists of those low-level variables that are ‘forgotten’, not mapped to any high-level variable.

Fact 1. An alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ induces a unique translation, viz. a (partial) function τ : Val(V_L) → Val(V_H). To wit, for any v_L ∈ Val(V_L):

τ(v_L)^{def}= ⋃ X_H∈V_H τ_{XH} ( Proj(v_L, Π_{XH} ) ) . (1)

The notion of an alignment (or of a translation) by itself does not tell us anything about how the causal laws, as specified by F_L and F_H, relate. We also want these to be in harmony, in the sense that (counterfactually) intervening on one produces ‘the same’ result in the other, where ‘the same’ means that the resulting states remain aligned.

In that direction, note that τ extends naturally from a partial function Val(V_L) → Val(V_H), defined just on total settings, to a partial function τ : ⋃ X_L⊆V_L Val(XL) → ⋃ X_H⊆V_H Val(XH),

defined on the larger domain of interventions (viz. partial settings). We only define τ on low-level interventions that correspond to high-level interventions. We set τ(x_L) = x_H if and only if τ ( Proj^{−1}(x_L, V_L) ) = Proj^{−1}(x_H, V_H). (2)

Thus, the cell-wise maps τ_{XH} canonically give us this partial function τ. Note that we are overloading the notation τ, letting it refer to both the function on total settings in Eq. (1) and the function on partial settings specified by Eq. (2).

5.2 Causal Consistency and Constructive Abstraction

Definition 10 (Causal Consistency). An alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ between L and H is consistent if for all i ∈ Domain(τ) such that Solve(L_i) is non-empty, the following diagram commutes:

i τ(i) τ Solve ( L_i ) Solve ( H_{τ (i)} ) τ

That is, the high-level intervention τ(i) corresponding to low-level intervention i results in the same high-level total settings as the result of first determining a low-level setting from i and then applying the translation to obtain a high-level setting. In a single equation: τ ( Solve ( L_i )) = Solve ( H_{τ (i)} ) . (3)

We thus arrive at a definition of causal abstraction:

Definition 11 (Constructive Abstraction). H is a constructive abstraction of L under an alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ if the causal consistency condition is satisfied.

Remark 12. Though the idea was implicit in much earlier work, Beckers and Halpern (2019) and Beckers et al. (2019) explicitly introduced the notion of a constructive abstraction in the setting of probabilistic causal models. The definition here is considerably simplified and streamlined, in part because we are not concerned with probability (though see Section 11 below).

Remark 13. In the field of program analysis, abstract interpretation is a framework that can be understood as a special case of causal abstraction where models are acyclic and high-level variables are aligned with individual low-level variables rather than sets of low-level variables (Cousot and Cousot, 1977). The functions τ and τ^{−1} are the abstraction and concretization operators that form a Galois connection, and causal consistency guarantees that abstract transfer functions are consistent with concrete transfer functions.

While we assumed in Section 3 that variables have non-overlapping spaces of values, it is often useful to assume that variable do share values, and we may want to consider more restrictive varieties of causal abstraction that ensure a kind of type consistency. In that direction, define:

Definition 14. Fix a causal model (V, F) and a set T of types. A typing is a function T : V → T , together with an equivalence relation ∼, such that for each X, Y of the same type—i.e., T (X) = T (Y )—and each x ∈ Val(X), there is exactly one y ∈ Val(Y ) such that x ∼ y.

In other words, there is a bijective correspondence ∼ between values of variables of the same type, where intuitively x ∼ y means that values x and y should behave the same way. For instance, if X and Y are both Boolean variables with values {0_X , 1_X } and {0_Y , 1_Y }, respectively, then we would naturally have 0_X ∼ 0_Y and 1_X ∼ 1_Y . This relation ∼ lifts to sets of values in the obvious way: for disjoint sets of variables, Z and W, we say z ∼ w if, for each z ∈ z there is exactly one w ∈ w such that z ∼ w, and vice versa. With this much can introduce:

Definition 15 (Typed Causal Abstraction). Fix causal models L = (V_L, F_L) and H = (V_H, F_H) with typing relations ∼_L and ∼_H, respectively. H is a typed causal abstraction of L if there is an alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ that is causally consistent (Def. 10) and also type consistent: whenever X and Y have the same type in H, then for any z ∈ Val(Π_X ) and w ∈ Val(Π_Y ), we have,

z ∼_L w ⇔ τ(z) ∼_H τ(w).

We mention Definition 15 because typed abstraction played a crucial role in the ability of Geiger et al. (2022b) to use interchange intervention training to solve a vision-based systematic generalization task. Typing assumptions have also been useful in causal discovery (Brouillard et al., 2022). In Section 10, we provide an example involving a typing where variables are split into Booleans and natural numbers to define a causal model representing the bubble sort algorithm.

5.3 Interchange Intervention Analysis

Equipped with the general notion of (constructive) causal abstraction, we now turn to one concrete means of operationalizing claims of causal abstraction. Interchange intervention analysis is one such method. Geiger et al. (2022b) provides a specialized theory of interchange interventions that only covers cases where the high-level causal model has a single intermediate variable. Furthermore, they formulate the metric of interchange intervention accuracy to capture partially successful modelinternal explanations. Here, we expand on this work, presenting a general theory of interchange interventions for high-level causal models with multiple intermediate variables.

When applying causal abstraction to explain neural networks, the central question is how to find an alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ between the algorithm and network. The alignment between the input and output variables in the network and algorithm is simply stipulated by the researcher who knows how they will interpret the inputs and outputs of the network. In contrast, the researcher must search for the best alignment between intermediate variables.

In this search, we partition the low-level intermediate variables, then with τ already stipulated for input and output, we determine the value of τ for remaining low-level cells.

Definition 16 (Constructing an Alignment for Interchange Intervention Analysis). Consider some neural network N and high-level algorithm A with input and output variables X^{In}_L , X^{Out}_L ⊆ V_L and X^{In}_H , X^{Out}_H ⊆ V_H. Suppose we have {Π_X }_{X∈VH∪⊥}, which is a partition of V_L where input, output, and intermediate variables are aligned across the two levels:

X ∈ X^{Out}_H ⇔ Π_X ⊆ X^{Out}_L X ∈ X^{In}_H ⇔ Π_X ⊆ X^{In}_L

X ∈ V_H \ (X^{Out}_H ∪ X^{In}_H ) ⇔ Π_X ⊆ V_L \ (X^{Out}_L ∪ X^{In}_L ).

with predefined input and output alignment τ_X for X ∈ V^{In}_H ∪V^{Out}_H . We can induce the intermediate semantics from the input semantics, output semantics, aligned partitions, and the two causal models. For X_H ∈ V_H and z_L ∈ Π_{XH} , if there exists x_L ∈ X^{In}_L such that z_L = Proj(Solve(N_{xL} ), Π_{XH} ), then we define the intermediate semantics as follows

τ_{XH} (z_L) = Proj(Solve(A_{τ (xL)}), X_H)

and otherwise, we leave τ_{XH} undefined for z_L.^3

Once an alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ is constructed, aligned interventions must be performed to experimentally verify the alignment is a witness to the algorithm being an abstraction of the network. Observe that τ will be only be defined for values of intermediate partition cells that are realized when some input is provided to the network. This greatly constrains the space of low-level interventions to intermediate partitions that will correspond with high-level interventions.

However, we will still be able to interpret certain low-level interchange interventions (Geiger et al., 2020). Originally, an interchange intervention was relative to a base input and source input. The network is run with the base input, while a set of neurons is fixed to be the value they would have taken if the source input were provided instead. However, having a single source input restricts analyses to high-level causal models with a single intermediate variable. To support arbitrary high-level models, we extend the definition to multiple source inputs.

Because neural networks involve vectors of real numbers, there are in principle many possible interventions one could perform on neural variables. Most of these settings, however, need not have any intuitive significance when it comes to explaining model behavior on a range of possible inputs. For this reason, we restrict our causal abstraction relation to multi-source interchange interventions that are realized for some possible input.

3. This is a subtle point, but, in general, this construction is not well defined because two different input can produce the same intermediate representation with different high-level interpretations. If this were to happen, the causal abstraction relationship simply wouldn’t hold for the alignment.

False

O_{True}O_{False} x_1x_2x_3x_4x_5x_6x_7x_8 h_{(1,0)}h_{(1,1)}h_{(1,2)}h_{(1,3)}h_{(1,4)}h_{(1,5)}h_{(1,6)}h_{(1,7)} h_{(2,0)}h_{(2,1)}h_{(2,2)}h_{(2,3)}h_{(2,4)}h_{(2,5)}h_{(2,6)}h_{(2,7)} h_{(3,0)}h_{(3,1)}h_{(3,2)}h_{(3,3)}h_{(3,4)}h_{(3,5)}h_{(3,6)}h_{(3,7)}

TrueFalse
 False

       True

O_{True}O_{True} r_1r_2r_3r_4r_5r_6r_7r_8 h_{(1,0)}h_{(1,1)}h_{(1,2)}h_{(1,3)}h_{(1,4)}h_{(1,5)}h_{(1,6)}h_{(1,7)} h_{(2,0)} h_{(2,3)}h_{(2,4)}h_{(2,5)}h_{(2,6)}h_{(2,7)} h_{(2,1)}h_{(2,2)} h_{(3,0)}h_{(3,1)}h_{(3,2)}h_{(3,3)}h_{(3,4)}h_{(3,5)}h_{(3,6)}h_{(3,7)}

FalseTrue
 True

Figure 4: The result of aligned interchange intervention on the low-level fully-connected neural network and a high-level tree structured algorithm under the alignment in Figure 3. Observe the equivalent counterfactual behavior across the two levels.

Definition 17 (Interchange Interventions). Consider a neural network N , with input and output variables X^{In}_L , X^{Out}_L ⊆ V_L, disjoint subsets of intermediate variables X^1_L, . . . , X^k_L ⊆ V_L\(X^{In}_L ∪X^{Out}_L ), and base input b and source inputs s_1, . . . , s_k ∈ X^{In}_L . We define an interchange intervention to be the partial setting that sets the input variables to the base input b and the intermediate variables X^i_L to the values they would take on if the source input s_i were provided to N

IntInv(N , b, ⟨s_1, . . . , s_k⟩, ⟨X^1_L, . . . , X^k_L⟩)^{def}= b ∪ Proj((Solve(N_{s1} ), X^1_L) ∪ · · · ∪ Proj(Solve(N_{sk} ), X^k_L)

The interchange interventions used by Geiger et al. (2021) are limited in a second way: they consider only interventions that, for each low-level partition cell, either fix the entirety of the cell or fix none of the cell. The resulting set of interventions will verify that every actually realized value of a low-level partition cell can be used in every actually realized context. Formally, the restricted set of interchange interventions can be represented as

IntInv(N , b, ⟨s_1, . . . , s_k⟩, ⟨Π_X1_H , . . . , Π_Xk_H ⟩)

where b and s_1, . . . , s_k are base and source inputs and X^1_H, . . . , X^k_H are high level variables.

5.4 Explanation and Generalization

Interchange interventions set variables to values they actually realize on an input. Crucially, this input can come from training data, testing data, or be a theoretical input from some implicitly defined space of well-formed inputs (e.g., the space of all English questions and answers). Definition 10 requires a commuting diagram hold for all interventions in the range of the partial function τ. So, if a high-level causal model is an abstraction of a deep learning model where τ is only defined on training data, the abstraction may not hold when τ is expanded to be defined on testing data.

If we want to develop interpretable explanation methods that are faithful when applied to unseen real-world input, we should seek explanations that generalize to test examples. This problem of generalizations is in no way unique to XAI methods; generalizing from training to testing data is a central question of machine learning as a field (Hinton, 1989).

6. Decomposing Constructive Causal Abstraction

Given the importance and prevalence of this relatively simple notion of abstraction, it is worth understanding the notion from different angles. Constructive causal abstractions can be fully characterized in terms of three fundamental operations on a causal model.

Marginalization removes a set of variables from a causal model. Variable merge collapses a partition of variables from a causal model, each partition cell becoming a single variable. Value merge collapses a partition of values for each variable from a causal model, each partition cell becoming a single value. The first and third operations relate closely to concepts identified in the philosophy of science literature as being critical to addressing the problem of variable choice (Woodward, 2021).

Remark 18. For the following definitions, we will need a choice function Choose that takes in a set and outputs an element of that set. We also employ a function Filter that takes a variable Y and a value y ∈ Val(Y ), and returns any value in Val(Y ) not equal to y.

Marginalization removes a set of variables from a causal model, directly linking the parents and children of each variable.

Definition 19 (Marginalization). Choose some X ⊂ V and define ϵ_X(M) as follows. The variables are W = V \ X, with unaltered value spaces. For each variable Y ∈ W, define a new function ϵ_X(f_Y ) on Val(W) as follows:

ϵ_X(f_Y )(w) = { Proj(w, Y ) if Proj^{−1}(w, V) ∩ Solve(M) ≠ ∅, Filter(Y, Proj(w, Y )) otherwise.

Marginalization is essentially a matter of ignoring a subset X of variables. Philosophers of science have been concerned with scenarios in which a cause of some effect is relatively insensitive to, or stable under, changes in ‘background variables’ (Lewis, 1986; Woodward, 2006). That is, if we simply ignored other variables that also make a difference for some effect, how reliably would a given factor cause the effect? The definition of marginalization we give here essentially guarantees perfect insensitivity/stability in this sense. Specifically:

Lemma 20. The model ϵ_x(M) is a constructive causal abstraction of M with translation map τ(v) = Proj(v, V \ X). Equivalently, for all i ∈ Domain(τ),

Proj(Solve(M_i), V \ X) = Solve(ϵ_X(M)_{Proj(i,V\X)}),

i.e., solution sets are preserved under marginalization, for all interventions. (Proof in Appendix A.)

Variable merge collapses each cell of a partition into single variables that depend on the parents of their partition and determines the children of their partition. We define Π(M) to be the model where the variables merged according to a partition {Π_X }_{X∈W} with cells indexed by a new set of variables W.

Definition 21 (Variable Merge). Choose some partition {Π_X }_{X∈W} of V and define Π(M) as follows. The variables are W. Each variable X ∈ W is assigned the values Val(Π_X ). Let π^{−1} be the natural bijective function from ⋃ X⊆W Val(X) to ⋃ X⊆V Val(X) where the value assigned to each X ∈ W is decomposed into values for each variable in Π_X . This means π is a bijection from ⋃ X⊆V Val(X) to ⋃ X⊆W Val(X). Each X ∈ W is assigned the function

Π(f_X )(v) = π( ⋃ Y ∈Π_X f_Y (π^{−1}(v)))

Lemma 22. Π(M) is a constructive causal abstraction of M with τ = π. Equivalently, for all i ∈ Domain(τ), π(Solve(M_i)) = Solve(Π(M)_{π(i)}) i.e., solution sets are preserved under variable merge, for all interventions. (Proof in Appendix A.)

Value merge alters the value space of each variable, potentially collapsing values. Crucially, value merges are valid only if the partition cells respect the causal dynamics of M.

Definition 23 (Viable δ for Value Merge). Consider some family δ = {δ_X }_{X∈V} of functions δ_X : Val(X) → B_X ; thus, δ is a function Val(V) → ⋃ X∈V B_X . We will say δ is viable for value merge when each δ_X fails to be injective only when the collapsed values play the same role in M. More formally, suppose i, i^′ ∈ Val(I) differ only in that x ∈ i and x^′ ∈ i^′. Then we require that,

δ_X (x) = δ_X (x^′) implies δ(Solve(M_i)) = δ(Solve(M_i′ )).

Definition 24 (Value Merge). Choose some viable family of functions δ_X : Val(X) → B_X . Define δ to be the natural function applying this family of functions to partial settings. Define Δ(M) of M as follows. Every variable X has new values B_X and a new function

Δ(f_X )(v) = δ_X (f_X (Choose(δ^{−1}(v))))

Observe that our viability condition on δ makes it so that the choice of the Choose function has no effect on the solutions of Δ(M)

Lemma 25. Δ(M) is a constructive causal abstraction of M with τ = δ. Equivalently, for all i ∈ Domain(τ), δ(Solve(M_i)) = Solve(Δ(M)_{δ(i)})

i.e., solution sets are preserved under value merge, for all interventions. (Proof in Appendix A.)

The notion of value merge also relates to an important concept in the philosophy of causation. The range of values Val(X) for a variable X can be more or less coarse-grained, and some levels of grain seem to be better causal-explanatory targets. For instance, to use a famous example from Yablo (1992), if a bird is trained to peck any target that is a shade of red, then it would be misleading, if not incorrect, to say that crimson causes the bird to peck. Roughly, the reason is that this suggests the wrong counterfactual contrasts: if the target were not crimson (but instead, say, scarlet), the bird would still peck. Thus, for a given explanatory purpose, the level of grain in a model should guarantee that cited causes can be proportional to their effects (Yablo, 1992; Woodward, 2021).

As the following result shows, a low-level model being a constructive causal abstraction of a highlevel model is simply a matter of being able to construct the high-level model from the low-level model with marginalization, variable merge, and value merge.

Theorem 26 (Decomposing Constructive Abstraction). H is a constructive abstraction of L if and only if H can be obtained from L by a variable merge, value merge, and marginalization. (Proof in Appendix A.)

7. Example of Causal Abstraction: Tree-Structure in Neural Computation

In Section 4, we introduced the hierarchical equality task, highlighting the crucial role that equality reasoning has played in our understanding of how artificial and biological neural networks relate to modular symbolic algorithms. We then defined a tree-structured algorithm that solves the task, and a neural network that was trained to implement the tree structured algorithm (Geiger et al., 2022b). Here, we show how causal abstraction theory can illuminate precisely what it means for this implementation relationship to hold between the network and algorithm.

{} {} {} {} O_{True}O_{False}

R_1R_2R_3R_4R_5R_6R_7R_8 H_{(1,1)}H_{(1,2)}H_{(1,3)}H_{(1,4)}H_{(1,5)}H_{(1,6)}H_{(1,7)}H_{(1,8)} H_{(2,1)}H_{(2,2)}H_{(2,3)}H_{(2,4)}H_{(2,5)}H_{(2,6)}H_{(2,7)}H_{(2,8)} H_{(3,1)}H_{(3,2)}H_{(3,3)}H_{(3,4)}H_{(3,5)}H_{(3,6)}H_{(3,7)}H_{(3,8)}

{} {} {} {} O_{True}O_{False}

R_1R_2R_3R_4R_5R_6R_7R_8

H_{(2,2)}H_{(2,3)} H_{(2,7)}H_{(2,8)}

{} {} {} {} O V1 V2 I1 I2 I3 I4 {}{}{}{}_{I1I2I3I4V1 V2O}

Figure 5: An illustration of a fully-connected neural network being transformed into a tree structured algorithm by (1) marginalizing away neurons aligned with no high-level variable, (2) merging sets of variables aligned with high level variables, and (3) merging the continuous values of neural activity into the symbolic values of the algorithm.

7.1 An Alignment Between the Algorithm and the Neural Network

Examining the neural network parameters in Figure 2 reveals no obvious relationship between the network N and the algorithm A. However, the network N was explicitly constructed to be abstracted by the algorithm A under the alignment written formally below and depicted visually in Figure 3.

Π_O = {O_{True}, O_{False}} Π_{Xk} = {R_{2k−1}, R_{2k}} Π_{V1} = {H_{(2,2)}, H_{(2,3)}} Π_{V2} = {H_{(2,7)}, H_{(2,8)}} Π_⊥ = V \ (Π_O ∪ Π_{V1} ∪ Π_{V2} ∪ Π_{X1} ∪ Π_{X2} ∪ Π_{X3} ∪ Π_{X4} )

τ_O (o_{True}, o_{False}) = { True o_{True} > o_{False} False otherwise τ_{Xk} (r_{2k−1}, r_{2k}) =

□ (r_{2k−1}, r_{2k} ) = r_□

� (r_{2k−1}, r_{2k} ) = r�

△ (r_{2k−1}, r_{2k} ) = r_△ Undefined otherwise

If there exists r ∈ {r�, r_□, r_△}^4 such that {h_{(2,2)}, h_{(2,3)}} = Proj(Solve(N_r), {H_{(2,2)}, H_{(2,3)}}), define

τ_{V1} (h_{(2,2)}, h_{(2,3)}) = Proj(Solve(A_{τ (r})), V_1)

If there exists r ∈ {r�, r_□, r_△}^4 such that {h_{(2,7)}, h_{(2,8)}} = Proj(Solve(N_r), {H_{(2,7)}, H_{(2,8)}}, define

τ_{V2} (h_{(2,7)}, h_{(2,8)}) = Proj(Solve(A_{τ (r})), V_2)

Otherwise leave τ_{V1} and τ_{V2} undefined.

Consider an intervention i in the domain of τ. We have a fixed alignment for the input and output neurons, where i can have output values from the real numbers and input values from

{r�, r^□, r^△}^4. The intermediate neurons are assigned high-level alignment by stipulation; i can only

have intermediate variables that are realized on some input intervention M_x for x ∈ {r�, r_□, r_△}^4. Constructive abstraction will hold only if these stipulative alignments to intermediate variables do not violate the causal laws of A.

7.2 The Algorithm Abstracts the Neural Network

For our running example, the inputs are a sequence of four shapes from the set {△, □, �}. Following Def. 17, the domain of τ is restricted to 3^4 input interventions, (3^4)^2 single-source interchange interventions for high-level interventions fixing either V_1 or V_2, and (3^4)^3 double-source interchange interventions for high-level interventions fixing both V_1 and V_2.

This neural network was created using interchange intervention training with the alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ and the high-level model A, which is why the relation of constructive causal abstraction holds between the high-level model A and the low-level model N . Equivalently, for all i ∈ Domain(τ) we have τ ( Solve ( N_i )) = Solve ( A_{τ (i)} ) (4) We provide code^4 for the interchange intervention training and verifying that the network N is abstracted by the algorithm A. In Figure 4, we depict an aligned interchange intervention performed on A and N with the base input (�, �, △, □) and a single source input (□, �, △, △). The central insight is that the network and algorithm have the same counterfactual behavior.

Crucially, while our example contains a neural network trained to implement a symbolic algorithm, in practice researchers use interchange intervention analysis to investigate whether a network implements an algorithm.

7.3 The Algorithm can be Constructed from the Neural Network

Our constructive characterization provides a new lens through which to view this result. The network N can be transformed into the algorithm A through a marginalization, variable merge, and value merge. We visually depict the algorithm A being constructed from the network N in Figure 5.

8. Approximate Abstraction and Interchange Intervention Accuracy

Constructive causal abstraction is an all-or-nothing notion. Either the network and algorithm have identical (counterfactual) behavior for all inputs and interchange interventions, or they do not. This binary concept prevents us from having a graded notion of faithful interpretation that is more useful in practice (Jacovi and Goldberg, 2020). Early applications of interchange interventions avoided this theoretical limitation by finding subsets of the input space on which the causal abstraction holds in full force (Geiger et al., 2020, 2021). Later Geiger et al. (2022b) proposed interchange intervention accuracy, which is simply the proportion of interchange interventions where the neural network and high-level algorithm have the same input–output behavior.

Definition 27 (Interchange Intervention Accuracy). Consider a neural network N aligned to a highlevel algorithm A with a partition Π and fixed input and output alignment τ. As in Def. 16, define the intermediate semantics of τ through stipulation and restrict the domain of τ to multi-source interchange interventions. We define the interchange intervention accuracy as follows:^5

IIA(N , A, τ) = E_{i∼Uniform(Domain(τ ))} [ 1[τ(Proj(N_i, X^{Out}_L )) = Proj(A_{τ (i)}, X^{Out}_H )] ] . Interchange intervention accuracy is equivalent to behavioral accuracy if we further restrict τ to be defined only on interchange interventions where base and sources are all the same single input.

Interchange intervention accuracy is an intuitive metric, but it cannot be analyzed in terms of any existing notion of approximate abstraction. We define a new notion of approximate abstraction, α-on-average constructive abstraction, that is tightly connected to interchange intervention accuracy:

4. https://github.com/atticusg/InterchangeInterventions 5. Depending on the application, it may be useful to consider distributions over interchange interventions other than the uniform distribution.

Definition 28 (α-On-Average Causal Consistency). Fix a metric Distance_H between high-level total settings. An alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ between L and H is α-on-average causally consistent if the following holds for all i ∈ Domain(τ) such that Solve(L_i) is non-empty:

E_{i∼Uniform(Domain(τ ))}[Distance_H ( τ(Solve(L_i)), Solve(H_{τ (i)}) ) ] ≤ α That is, on average, the high-level intervention τ(i) results in a high-level total setting that is within α of the high-level total setting mapped to from the low-level total setting resulting from the low-level intervention i.

We thus arrive at a definition of approximate causal abstraction:

Definition 29 (α-On-Average Constructive Abstraction). Fix a metric Distance_H on high-level total settings. H is a α-on-average constructive abstraction of L if there is an alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ between L and H satisfying the α-on-average causal consistency condition.

Note that causal consistency (Def. 10) arises as a special case of Def. 28 where α = 0, and thus constructive abstraction is likewise the limit case of 0-on-average constructive abstraction.

Remark 30. A different notion of approximate abstraction is explored in work by Beckers et al. (2019) where the maximum distance between high-level total settings is used rather than the average distance. Their notion of d_{max}-α-approximation amounts to a kind of ‘worst case’ analysis, which may be more appropriate in some contexts. The most general definition subsuming both d_{max}-αapproximation and α-on-average approximation would allow arbitrary distributions on interventions.

The notion of α-on-average abstraction theoretically grounds the metric of interchange intervention accuracy (as defined by Geiger et al. 2022b) in causal abstraction.

Theorem 31. If a neural network N is aligned with ⟨Π, τ⟩ to a high-level algorithm A and we have an interchange intervention accuracy of IIA(N , A, ⟨τ, Π⟩) = α, then A is a α-on-average constructive abstraction of N with Distance_H(v_H, v^′_H) being equal to 0 if v_H and v^′_H are equal and 1 otherwise.

9. XAI Methods Grounded in Causal Abstraction

To support the claim that causal abstraction can be taken as a general theoretical foundation for XAI, we will show that many popular XAI methods can be viewed as special cases of causal abstraction analysis.

Explanation methods purely grounded in the behavior of a model can be directly interpreted in causal terms when we interpret the act of providing an input to a model as an intervention to the input variable. Methods that learn interpretable models like LIME or SHAP only consider input–output behavior, so causal abstraction can accurately capture these simple methods using two-variable causal models. Causal mediation analysis and amnesiac probing intervene on a single intermediate neural representation, and can be captured with a three-variable high-level model. Only circuit-based explanations require a high-level model with more than three variables. Finally, integrated gradients is not a special case of causal abstraction analysis, but it can be used to compute interchange interventions and therefore can be used to conduct causal abstraction analysis.

Causal abstraction can easily capture a variety of popular XAI methods with high-level models containing no more than three variables. However, the general theory supports arbitrarily complex high-level causal models, highlighting exciting new directions for research. An one example, future XAI methods leveraging multi-source interchange interventions might be able to practically operationalize complex hypotheses such as whether a transformer model trained to sort numbers implements bubble sort (see Section 10).

9.1 LIME: Behavioral Fidelity as Approximate Abstraction by a Two-Variable Chain

LIME is a popular XAI method that learns an interpretable model A that locally approximates the behavior of an uninterpretable model N on a neighborhood of inputs ψ_x around a single input x. The fidelity of the explainer model A is a measure of how the input-output behavior of A differs from that of N on the neighborhood of inputs ψ_x.

Definition 32. LIME Fidelity of Interpretable Model

Let A and N be models with identical input and output spaces. Define Distance(·, ·) to be a function that computes the distance between outputs.

LIME(N , A, ψ_x) = 1 |ψ_x| ∑ x^′∈ψ_x

Distance(Proj(Solve(N_x), X^N_{Out}), Proj(Solve(A_x), X^A_{Out}))

The uninterpretable model N will often be a deep learning model with fully-connected causal structure as shown below.

X^N_{In}N_{11}N_{21} . .Nd1N_{12}N_{22} . .Nd2. . .. . .. . .N_{1l}N_{2l} . .NdlX^N_{Out}

The interpretable model A will often also have rich internal causal structure such as a decision tree model. For instance:

X^A_{In}A_1A_2A3A_4X^A_{Out}

However, LIME only guarantees a correspondence between the input–output behaviors of the interpretable and uninterpretable models. Therefore, representing both N and A as a two-variable causal models connecting inputs to outputs is sufficient to describe the fidelity measure in LIME.

Theorem 33. LIME Fidelity is Approximate Abstraction Between Two Variable Chains Let N and A each be causal models with variables X^A_{In}, X^A_{Out} and X^N_{In} , X^N_{Out}, respectively, such that Val(X^A_{In}) = Val(X^N_{In} ) = ψ_x and Val(X^A_{Out}) = Val(X^N_{Out}). The following two statements are equivalent:

1. LIME(N , A, ψ_x) ≤ α

2. A is an α-on-average abstraction of N with distance function Distance from LIME and an alignment where Π_X A_{In} = {X^N_{In} }, Π_X A_{Out} = {X^N_{Out}}, and τ is the identity function. X^A_{In} X^A_{Out}

X^N_{In} X^N_{Out}

9.2 Causal Effect Estimation as Abstraction by a Two-Variable Chain

What was the effect of some real-world concept on the prediction of deep learning model? The CEBaB benchmark (Abraham et al., 2022) presents the estimation of such causal effects as an XAI task. Specifically, CEBaB evaluates explainer models on their ability to estimate the causal effect of changing the quality of food, service, ambiance, and noise in a real-world dining experience on the prediction of a sentiment classifier given a restaurant review as input data. We represent the real-world data generating process and the neural network with a single causal model M_{CEBaB}. The real-world concepts C_{service}, C_{noise}, C_{food}, and C_{ambiance} can take on three values +, −, and Unknown, the input data X_{In}, prediction output X_{Out}, and neural representations N_{ij} can take on real-valued vectors, and the two exogenous variables U and V that represent the real world noise.^6

X_{In}N_{11}N_{21} . .Nd1N_{12}N_{22} . .Nd2. . .. . .. . .N_{1l}N_{2l} . .NdlX_{Out} VC^{noise}

C_{food} C_{service}

C_{ambiance} U

If we are interested in the causal effect of food quality on model output, then we can marginalize away every variable other than the real-world concept C_{food} and the neural network output X_{Out} to get a causal model with two endogenous variables. This marginalized causal model is a high-level abstraction of M_{CEBaB} that contains a single causal mechanism describing how food quality in a dining experience affects the neural network output.

X_{Out} VC^{food} U

9.3 Causal Mediation As Abstraction by a Three-Variable Chain

Suppose that changing the value of a variable X from x to x^′ has an effect on a second variable Y . Causal mediation analysis determines how this causal effect is mediated by a third intermediate variable Z. The fundamental notions to mediation are total, direct, and indirect effects, which can be defined with interchange interventions.

Definition 34. Total, Direct, and Indirect Effects

Suppose we have a causal model M with sets of variables X, Y, Z ∈ M such that addition and subtraction are well-defined on values of Y. The total causal effect of changing the values of X from x to x^′ on Y is TotalEffect(M, x → x^′, Y) = Proj(M_x′ , Y) − Proj(M_x, Y) The direct causal effect of changing the value of X from x to x^′ on Y through mediator Z is

DirectEffect(M, x → x^′, Y, Z) = Proj(M_x′ , Y) − Proj(Solve(M_{IntInv(x,⟨x}′_{⟩,⟨Z⟩)}, Y)

The indirect causal effect of changing the value of X from x to x^′ on Y through mediator Z is

IndirectEffect(M, x → x^′, Y, Z) = Proj(M_x′ , Y) − Proj(Solve(M_{IntInv(x}′_{,⟨x⟩,⟨Z⟩)}, Y)

This method has been applied to the analysis of neural networks to characterize how the causal effect of inputs on outputs are mediated by intermediate neural representations. A central goal of such research is identifying sets of neurons that completely mediate the causal effect of an input value change on the output. This is equivalent to a simple causal abstraction analysis.

Theorem 35. Complete Mediation is Abstraction by a Three Variable Chain Consider a neural network M with inputs x and x^′ and a set of intermediate neurons H. Define Π_A = X^{In}, Π_C = X^{Out}, Π_B = H, and Π_∅ = V \ (X^{In} ∪ H ∪ X^{Out}). The following two statements are equivalent:

6. Crucially, the models in causal effect estimation are probabilistic models. See Section 11 for details.

1. The variables H completely mediate the causal effect of changing x to x^′ on the output:

IndirectEffect(M, x → x^′, X^{Out}, H) = TotalEffect(M, x → x^′, X^{Out})

2. The high-level causal model Π(ϵ_{Π∅} (N )) has a structure such that A is not a child of C ABC Theorem 36. Partial Mediation is Approximate Abstraction by a Three Variable Chain Consider a neural network H with inputs x and x^′ and a set of intermediate neurons H. Define Π_X = X^{In}, Π_Y = X^{Out}, Π_Z = H, and Π_∅ = V \ (X^{In} ∪ H ∪ X^{Out}). The following two statements are equivalent:

1. On average, the variables H mediate a changing x to x^′ by at least α:

E_{x,x}′_{∼Uniform(Vals(X}In_{))}[DirectEffect(M, x → x^′, X^{Out}, H)] ≤ α

2. If you edit the causal mechanism for the variable Y in Π(ϵ_{Π∅} (N )) to be

F^′_Y (z, x) = E_x′_{∈Vals(X)}[F_Y (z, x^′))]

the resulting model is an α-on-average abstraction of N where the distance function is

Distance(v, v^′) = Proj(v, Y ) − Proj(v^′, Y ).

9.4 Iterative Nullspace Projection As Abstraction by a Three Variable Chain

Iterative nullspace projection investigates how removing a concept C from a target hidden representation H of a neural network N affects the predictions of N . Specifically, the hidden representation is intervened upon to ‘remove’ a concept C by projecting the representation onto the nullspaces of linear probes L_1, . . . , L_k trained to predict the value of C. We define L(·) to be the function computing this iterated projection. The idea is to conclude that N makes use of the concept C if the performance of N on a task degrades under these interventions.

We can model iterative nullspace projection as abstraction by a three-variable causal model. Say there is a high-level model A with input variable X^A_{In}, output variable X^A_{Out}, and a binary variable L that indicates whether information has been removed. When l = 1, the causal mechanism f_X A_{Out} (x_{In}, l) defines the desired input–output behavior for a neural model. When l = 0, the causal mechanism f_X A_{Out} (x_{In}, l) defines degraded input-output behavior.

Define the alignment between the neural model as follows. Let Π^A_{XIn} = {X^N_{In} }, Π^A_{XOut} = {X^N_{Out}}, Π_L = H. Furthermore, let τ^A_{XIn} and τ^A_{XOut} be identify functions and define

τ_L(h) = { 0 ∃x_{In} h = L(Proj(N_{xIn} , H)) 1 ∃x_{In} h = Proj(N_{xIn} , {N_{12}, N_{22}})

The high-level causal model A is an abstraction of the low-level neural model N under alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ exactly when the iterative nullspace projection removing the concept C resulted in degraded performance defined by f_X A_{Out} . We depict an example of this below, where H = {N_{12}, N_{22}}.

X^A_{In}L X^A_{Out}

X^N_{In}N_{11}N_{21} . .Nd1N_{12}N_{22} . .Nd2. . .. . .. . .N_{1l}N_{2l} . .NdlX^N_{Out}

Observe that the high-level model A does not have a variable encoding the concept C and the values it might take on. Iterative nullspace projection attempts to determine whether a concept is used by a model, not characterize how that concept is used.

Furthermore, iterative nullspace projection is not guaranteed to be a minimal intervention that removes any and all information about C, and therefore cannot causally implicate C in model behavior without further assumptions. First, projecting onto the nullspace of probes trained to predict the value of the concept C is an intervention that removes information about the value C that is linearly accessible. Deep learning models are highly non-linear, and therefore can make decisions using information that is not linearly accessible. Second, linear probes trained on C may also target other concepts that are correlated with C.

These are not fatal flaws of the method. Elazar et al. (2022) present several control tasks that may mitigate these concerns, and Lovering and Pavlick (2022) work around the presence of nonlinear information about C by using a linear prediction function after the intervention site in the model they analyze.

9.5 Operationalizing Circuit-Based Explanations with Causal Abstraction

Two fundamental claims made by Olah et al. (2020) are that (1) linear combinations of neural activations encode high-level concept(s) (e.g., curved lines or object orientation), and (2) the ‘circuits’ defined by the model weights connecting neural representations encode meaningful algorithms over high-level concepts. Causal abstraction helps shed additional lighton these claims, where a low-level causal model encodes neural representations and circuits, and a high-level causal model encodes high-level concepts and meaningful algorithms.

Consider the following example of a circuit-based explanation with a neuron. Suppose we have a neural network N that takes in an image x_{In} and outputs three binary labels x_{cat}, x_{dog}, and x_{car} that indicate whether the image contain a cat, dog, or car.

X^N_{In}N_{11}N_{21} . .Nd1N_{12}N_{22} . .Nd2. . .. . .. . .N_{1l}N_{2l} . .NdlX N_{cat}X^N_{dog}X^Ncar

Further suppose that network was not trained on any images containing both dogs and cars. Because dogs and cars did not co-occur in training, we might expect N to contain a neuron that responds to both dogs and cars.

We can formalize this hypothesis as a high-level causal model A with a binary variable A that takes on value 1 only when the input image contains a cat and a second binary variable B that is 1 only when the input image contains a dog or a car or both. These binary variables in turn determine the correct output labels.

X^A_{In}ABX^A_{cat}X^A_{dog}X^Acar

If there is some alignment such that N is a constructive causal abstraction of A, then we know that the neurons aligned with the high-level variable B are respond to dogs and cars. This neuron is an efficient solution to training data where dogs and cars aren’t in the same image.

9.6 Interchange Interventions from Integrated Gradients

Integrated gradients (Sundararajan et al., 2017) is a neural network analysis method that attributes neurons values according to the impact they have on model predictions. We can easily translate the original integrated gradients equation into our causal model formalism.

Definition 37. Integrated Gradients

Given a causal model N of a neural network, we define the integrated gradient value of the ith neuron of an intermediate neural representation y when the network is provided x as an input as follows, where y^′ is the so-called baseline value of Y

IG_i(y, y^′) = (y_i − y^′_i) ·

∫_1 α=0 ∂Proj(N_{x∪(αy+(1−α)y}′_), X^{Out}) ∂y_i dα The completeness axiom of the integrated gradients method is formulated as follows: |Y|∑ i=1 IG_i(y, y^′) = Proj(N_{x∪y}, X^{Out}) − Proj(N_{x∪y}′ , X^{Out})

Integrated gradients was not initially conceived as a method for the causal analysis of neural networks. Therefore, it is perhaps surprising that integrated gradients can be used to compute interchange interventions. This hinges on a strategic use of the ‘baseline’ value of integrated gradients, which is typically set to be the zero vector.

Theorem 38. Integrated Gradients Can Compute Interchange Interventions

The following is an immediate consequence of the completeness axiom

Proj(N_{b∪IntInv(b,⟨s⟩,⟨Y⟩)}, X^{Out}) = Proj(N_b, X^{Out}) − |Y|∑ i=1 IG_i ( Proj(N_b, Y), IntInv(b, ⟨s⟩, ⟨Y⟩) )

In principle, we could perform causal abstraction analysis using the integrated gradients method, though computing integrals would be a highly inefficient way to compute interventions.

10. Future Applications: Types, Infinite Variables, and Cycles

Causal abstraction is a highly expressive, general purpose framework. However, our review of existing XAI methods and our examples thus far have been limited to abstraction between causal models that are both finite and acyclic. To demonstrate the expressive capacity of causal abstraction to support arbitrary symbolic algorithms, we will precisely articulate under what conditions a recursive deep learning model that sorts sequences of arbitrary lengths implements a bubble sort algorithm. Bubble sort is an iterative algorithm. On each iteration, the first two members of the sequence are compared and swapped if the left element is larger than the right element, then the second and third member of the resulting list are compared and possibly swapped, and so on until no more swaps are needed.

We define S to be a causal model as follows. Define the (countably) infinite variables and values

V = {X^j_i , Y^j_i , B^j_i : i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, . . . }} Val(X^j_i ) = Val(Y^j_i ) = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, . . . } ∪ {∅} Val(B^j_i ) = {True, False, ∅}

The causal structure of S is depicted in Figure 6a. The ∅ value will indicate that a variable is not being used in a computation, much like a blank square on a Turing machine. The (countably) infinite sequence of variables X^1_1 , X^1_2 , . . . contains the unsorted input sequence, where a input sequence of length k is represented as the following partial setting. Define X^1_1 , . . . , X^1_k encodes the input sequence and set the infinitely many remaining variables X_j where j > k to ∅.

For a given row of variables j, the variables B^j_i store the truth-valued output of the comparison of two elements, the variables Y^j_i contain the values being ‘bubbled up’ through the sequence, and the variables X^j_i are the result of j − 1 passes through the algorithm. When there are rows j and j + 1 such that X^j_i and X^{j−1}_i take on the same value for all i, the output of the computation is the sorted sequence found in both of these rows.

We define the structural equations as follows. The input variables X^1_i have constant functions to ∅. The variable B^1 is ∅ if either X^1_1 or X^1_2 are ∅, True if the value of X^1_1 is greater than X^1_2 , and False otherwise. The variable Y^1_1 is ∅ if B^1 is ∅, X^1_1 if B^1 is True, and X^1_2 if B^1 is False. The remaining intermediate variables can be uniformly defined for any natural numbers i, j where i > 0 or j > 0:

f_X j_i (y^{j−1}_{i−1} , b^{j−1}_i , x^{j−1}_{i+1} ) = x^{j−1}_{i+1} b^{j−1}_i = True y^{j−1}_{i−1} b^{j−1}_i = False ∅ b^{j−1}_i = ∅ f_Y j_i (y^j_{i−1}, b^j_i , x^j_{i+1}) = x^j_{i+1} b^j_i = True y^j_{i−1} b^j_i = False ∅ b^j_i = ∅

f_Bj_i (y^j_i , x^j_{i+1}) = { y^j_i < x^j_{i+1} y^j_i ≠ ∅ and x^j_{i+1} ≠ ∅ ∅ otherwise

This causal model is countably infinite, supporting both sequences of arbitrary length and an arbitrary number of sorting iterations. If a recursive deep learning model is abstracted by S, it is carrying out the described bubble sort algorithm. To conduct this analysis, one would compute the interchange intervention accuracy for each high-level variable aligned with a low-level neural representation. If we instead want to begin with coarser-grained XAI research questions, we can abstract this model to simplify our hypothesized high-level structure.

Perhaps we want to know whether the deep learning model computes iterative passes of the bubble sort algorithm, but we are not concerned with how each pass of bubble sort is implemented. To articulate this hypothesis, we can marginalize away the variables B = {B^j_i } and Y = {Y^j_i } and reason about the model ϵ_{B∪X}(S) instead (Figure 6b). Define the structured equations of this model recursively with base case f_X j_1 (x^{j−1}_1 , x^{j−1}_2 ) = Minimum(x^{j−1}_1 , x^{j−1}_2 ) for j > 1 and recursive case

f_X j_i (x^{j−1}_1 , x^{j−1}_2 , . . . , x^{j−1}_{i+1} ) = Minimum(x^{j−1}_{i+1} , Maximum(x^{j−1}_i , f_X j_{i−1} (x^{j−1}_1 , x^{j−1}_2 , . . . , x^{j−1}_i )))

for i, j where i > 0 or j > 0.

Suppose instead that we just want to know whether a deep learning model sorting an input sequence can be abstractly understood as the equilibrium point of a cyclic causal process. To articulate this hypothesis, we further abstract the causal model using variable merge with the partition Π_{Xi} = {X^j_i : i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3, . . . } ∧ j > 1}. The result is the model ϵ_{B∪X}(S) (Figure 6c), where each variable X_i takes on the value of an infinite sequence. There are causal connections to and from X_i and X_j for any i ≠ j because the infinite sequences stored in each variable must jointly be a valid run of the bubble sort algorithm.

X^1_1X^1_2X^1_3X^1_4. . . X^2_1X^2_2X^2_3X^2_4. . . X^3_1X^3_2X^3_3X^3_4. . .

. . . .^{. . .}

B^1B^1_2B^1_3. . . B^2_1B^2B^2_3. . .

Y^1_1Y^1_2Y^1_3. . . Y^2_1Y^2_2Y^2_3. . .

(a) The causal structure of S that represents the bubble sort algorithm.

X^1_1X^1_2X^1_3X^1_4. . . X^2_1X^2_2X^2_3X^2_4. . . X^3_1X^3_2X^3_3X^3_4. . .

. . . .

(b) The causal structure of ϵB∪Y (S) that is a marginalization of the bubble sort algorithm S.

X_1X_2X_3X_4. . .

X^1_1X^1_2X^1_3X^1_4. . .

(c) The cyclic causal structure of Π(ϵB∪Y(S)) representing the equilibrium state of bubble sort.

X_1X_2X_3X_4. . .

X^1_1X^1_2X^1_3X^1_4. . .

(d) The causal structure of Δ(Π(ϵB∪Y (S))) representing the input-output behavior of bubble sort.

Figure 6: A causal model representing the bubble sort algorithm (top) and abstractions of that model (bottom).

Maybe we simply want a deep learning model with the input–output behavior for the task of sorting sequences. We construct the needed high-level causal model by using value-merge with a family of functions δ where the input variable functions δ_X 1_i are identity functions and the other functions δ_X j_i for j > 1 output the constant value an infinite sequence converges to. The structural equations for the resulting model Δ(Π(ϵ_{B∪Y}(S))) (Figure 6d) simply map unsorted input sequences to sorted output sequences. Abstraction with this model can be verified through purely behavioral evaluation on the deep learning model, as abstraction will hold exactly when the deep learning model sorts all sequences correctly.

Finally, suppose that we want to encode into our notion of abstraction that the variables X^j_i and Y^j_i all have the type of integer and the variables B^j_i have the type of Boolean. We might investigate whether a recursive deep learning model implements bubble sort with a uniform low-level encoding of integer typed variables X^j_i and Y^j_i and Boolean typed variables B^j_i .

11. Coda: Abstraction for Probabilistic Models

Due to our focus on (deterministic) neural models, we have not needed to go beyond deterministic causal models. However, in many domains where abstractions are of interest, both low-level and highlevel models may be probabilistic. How does the notion of abstraction, and specifically constructive abstraction, extend to the probabilistic setting?

Whereas a deterministic model (Def. 4) is a pair (V, F), a probabilistic model will be a quadruple (V, U, F, P). In the following definition we roughly follow earlier work (e.g., Bongers et al. 2021) in formulating probabilistic models that may be cyclic:

Definition 39. A probabilistic causal model is a quadruple M = (V, U, F, P), such that:

1. V is a set of ‘endogenous’ variables, with Val(V ) a measurable space for each V ∈ V;

2. U is a set of ‘exogenous’ variables, with Val(U) a measurable space for each U ∈ U;

3. Each f_V : Val(V) × Val(U) → Val(V ) is a measurable function;

4. P is a probability measure on Val(U).

A solution to a probabilistic model M is not a total setting, but a probability distribution on total settings. Specifically (again loosely following Bongers et al. 2021):

Definition 40 (Probabilistic Solution). A solution to M is a random variable V : Ω → Val(V), where Ω is some probability space, if there is a random variable U : Ω → Val(U) with the same distribution as P, such that the equation

V = f(V, U)

holds almost-surely (in Ω). Here we are writing f for ⋃ V ∈V fV . As in the deterministic case, solutions need not exist, and there may in general be multiple distributions associated with a given cyclic model (see, e.g., Bongers et al. 2021, Ex. 2.4). For the purpose of this discussion, we restrict attention to the so-called simple causal models as defined by Bongers et al. (2021). In addition to guaranteeing the existence and uniqueness of solutions (essentially by definition), these models are closed under (probabilistic) marginalization. Let us write P^M for the unique solution distribution corresponding to M.

Also as in the deterministic case, probabilistic models are closed under interventions i ∈ Val(I).^7 For simple models the solution to M_i is also always guaranteed to be unique; P^{Mi} is often called

7. Recall (Def. 8) that an intervention is a partial settings for some I ⊆ V, such that M_i is the same as M except that f_X is replaced with v, u → Proj(i, X) for each X ∈ I.

the interventional distribution (as opposed to the observational distribution P^M corresponding to the unintervened model M).

Most existing treatments of causal abstraction for probabilistic models either ensure or explicitly require that the low-level model and the high-level model agree with respect to their interventional distributions. That is, suppose we define an alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ between (the endogenous variables of) a low-level model L and (the endogenous variables of) a high-level model H, just as in Def. 10, now requiring that τ be a measurable function. Then, analogous to Def. 10, we could require the same diagram to commute for every intervention i in Domain(τ):

i τ(i) τ P^{Li}P^{Hτ (i)} τ_∗

where τ_∗(P^{Li} ) is the pushforward distribution through τ. Such a requirement would define a natural extension of abstraction to the probabilistic setting; see, e.g., Beckers et al. (2019); Rischel and Weichwald (2021); Otsuka and Saigo (2022), among others.

Moreover, the probabilistic extension permits other approximation notions involving not a distance metric on the high-level settings, but rather a distance metric on probability distributions on high-level settings. For instance, Rischel and Weichwald (2021) advocate the use of Jensen-Shannon divergence JSD for this purpose.^8 Thus, we could define the degree to which H is a causal abstraction of L in terms of the maximum divergence over all interventions i: JSD ( τ_∗(P^{Li} ), P^{Hτ (i)} ) , with commutativity the special case when this is equal to 0. As in Section 8, we could of course replace the maximum here with another function such as average (recall Remark 30); likewise, we could invoke distance metrics other than Jensen-Shannon.

However, there is a sense in which (approximate) preservation of interventional distributions may be too weak a requirement (cf. Gresele et al. 2022). Probabilistic causal models also give so called counterfactual distributions, which we can define in the following way.

Definition 41 (Counterfactual Solution). Let I be a list of interventions and M a probabilistic causal model. A (counterfactual) solution to M under interventions I is a sequence of random variables V_i : Ω → Val(V), for a fixed probability space Ω across each i ∈ I, such that there is a random variable U : Ω → Val(U) with the same distribution as P, with all of the equations

V_i = f_i(V_i, U)

simultaneously holding, almost-surely. Here f_i is again the union over individual functions (as in Definition 40), but with the appropriate replacements as dictated by the intervention i.

This gives us a counterfactual distribution P^{MI} defined on the product space ∏ i∈I Val(V), where each component corresponds to the values of V under a different intervention i (see, e.g., Ibeling and Icard 2021). When all variables are assumed to be discrete, the counterfactual distribution can be defined more simply (see, e.g., Pearl 2009; Bareinboim et al. 2022).

Counterfactual distributions include many important quantities. For instance, we might want to know for a given patient in an experimental trial who was given a treatment and survived, what is the probability that they would not have survived had the experimenters withheld the treatment?

8. In addition, Rischel and Weichwald (2021) introduce distributions on low-level interventions corresponding to each high-level intervention. This idea was also explored by Beckers et al. (2019). Such elaborations would be straightforward to incorporate in the present setting.

Questions like this relate directly to questions about explanation. Indeed, we may want to know if the patient survived because of, in spite of, or irrespective of the treatment.

It is well known that this so called ‘probability of necessity’—in addition to all the other probabilities of causation (Pearl, 1999)—may be underdetermined by observational and interventional probabilities. In fact, this is true ‘almost-always’ in both a topological (Ibeling and Icard, 2021) and a measure-theoretic (Bareinboim et al., 2022) sense. Thus, insofar as we want causal abstractions to preserve causal explanations, we need to go beyond preservation of interventional probabilities. The following concrete example, inspired by examples from Pearl (2009) and Bareinboim et al. (2022), shows why preservation of interventional probabilities is not enough:

Example 1. Suppose we have a treatment X with two possible values (1 is treatment, 0 is no treatment), and outcome Y also with two possible values (1 is survival, 0 the opposite). Consider a ‘high-level’ probabilistic model H with these two endogenous variables, and two exogenous variables U_1 and U_2 both uniformly distributed on {0, 1}. Suppose that in H we have f_X (u_1) = u_1 and f_Y (u_2) = u_2; in other words, X simply takes on the value of U_1 and Y takes on the value of U_2, so there is no causal connection between X and Y . In other words, in H taking the treatment has no effect whatsoever on survival.

Consider next a ‘low-level’ model L with the same endogenous variables X and Y , but now another endogenous variable Z for the presence of a certain gene (1 for present, 0 for absent). Suppose the exogenous variables are U_1 and U_3, again both uniformly distributed on {0, 1}. In L we have f_X (u_1) = u_1 and f_Z (u_3) = u_3, but the structural function for Y now depends deterministically on X and Z. In fact, a patient survives just in case either they do not have the gene (Z = 0) and they take the treatment (X = 1), or they do have the gene (Z = 1) and they do not take the treatment (X = 0). In other words, f_Y (x, z) = xz + (1 − x)(1 − z).

First, note that H would be a probabilistic abstraction of L if we only required the commuting diagram to hold for each intervention individually. For instance, letting Π_X = {X}, Π_Y = {Y } and Π_⊥ = {Z} and defining τ(i) = i to be the identity function for interventions i on (one or both of) X and Y , the diagram commutes. We essentially just ignore the low-level variable Z.

However, this is an undesirable result because the two models imply different explanations for possible outcomes. For instance, suppose that a patient takes the treatment and survives. Model H implies that they would have survived even without the treatment—so they did not survive because of the treatment—while L implies that they would not have survived had the treatment been withheld—that is, they survived precisely because of the treatment.

To avoid such discrepancies, we propose:

Definition 42 (Constructive Probabilistic Abstraction). H is a constructive probabilistic abstraction of L under an alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩ if for all sets of interventions I ⊆ Domain(τ), the following commutes: I τ(I) τ P^{LI}P^{Hτ (I)} τ_∗

This ensures that pairs of models like those in Example 1 do not stand in the relation of abstraction. For instance, considering the joint probability of Y under the two contrasting interventions on X (i.e., X = 1 and X = 0) distinguishes the two models.

As above, the same relaxations of this strict notion would be natural, viz. approximation, etc..

Remark 43. The crucial feature of the the commuting diagram in Definition 42 is that it involves sets of interventions, in contrast to Definition 10, which dealt only with single interventions. Because counterfactual quantities do in fact reduce to interventional quantities in the purely deterministic setting (see, e.g., Ibeling and Icard 2021), Definition 11 is indeed a special case of Definition 42.

Naturally, as in the deterministic case one might consider alternative characterizations of this relation, e.g., closing under probabilistic versions of basic operations like marginalization, variable merge, etc. We leave such exploration for future work.

12. Conclusion

Causal abstraction is a theoretical framework for XAI that formalizes interpretable explanations with a graded notion of faithfulness. Constructive causal abstraction can be decomposed into the operations of marginalizing variables, merging variables, and merging values. Interchange interventions are an experimental technique grounded in causal abstraction that provides high-level interpretations for neural representations that possibly occur on some training or testing input. A variety of popular XAI methods can be seen as special cases of causal abstraction analysis with simple high-level causal models. Causal abstraction lays useful groundwork for the future development of XAI methods that investigate complex algorithmic hypotheses about the internal reasoning of AI models.

References

Eldar David Abraham, Karel D’Oosterlinck, Amir Feder, Yair Ori Gat, Atticus Geiger, Christopher Potts, Roi Reichart, and Zhengxuan Wu. CEBaB: Estimating the causal effects of real-world concepts on NLP model behavior. arXiv:2205.14140, 2022. URL

https://arxiv.org/abs/2205.14140.

Raquel G Alhama and Willem Zuidema. A review of computational models of basic rule learning:

The neural-symbolic debate and beyond. Psychonomic bulletin & review, 26(4):1174–1194, 2019.

Elias Bareinboim, Juan Correa, Duligur Ibeling, and Thomas Icard. On Pearl’s hierarchy and the foundations of causal inference. In Hector Geffner, Rina Dechter, and Joseph Y. Halpern, editors, Probabilistic and Causal Inference: The Works of Judea Pearl, pages 509–556. ACM Books, 2022.

David Bau, Jun-Yan Zhu, Hendrik Strobelt, Bolei Zhou, Joshua B. Tenenbaum, William T. Freeman, and Antonio Torralba. Visualizing and understanding gans. In Deep Generative Models for Highly Structured Data, ICLR 2019 Workshop, New Orleans, Louisiana, United States, May 6, 2019. OpenReview.net, 2019. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=rJgON8ItOV.

Sander Beckers and Joseph Halpern. Abstracting causal models. In AAAI Conference on Artificial Intelligence, 2019.

Sander Beckers, Frederick Eberhardt, and Joseph Y. Halpern. Approximate causal abstractions. In Proceedings of The 35th Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence Conference, 2019.

Michel Besserve, Arash Mehrjou, Rémy Sun, and Bernhard Schölkopf. Counterfactuals uncover the modular structure of deep generative models. In 8th International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2020, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, April 26-30, 2020. OpenReview.net, 2020. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=SJxDDpEKvH.

Alexander Binder, Grégoire Montavon, Sebastian Bach, Klaus-Robert Müller, and Wojciech Samek.

Layer-wise relevance propagation for neural networks with local renormalization layers. CoRR, abs/1604.00825, 2016. URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1604.00825.

Stephan Bongers, Patrick Forré, Jonas Peters, and Joris M. Mooij. Foundations of structural causal models with cycles and latent variables. The Annals of Statistics, 49(5):2885–2915, 2021.

Philippe Brouillard, Perouz Taslakian, Alexandre Lacoste, Sebastien Lachapelle, and Alexandre Drouin. Typing assumptions improve identification in causal discovery. In First Conference on Causal Learning and Reasoning, 2022. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=bwmG6Xp2vD0.

Nick Cammarata, Shan Carter, Gabriel Goh, Chris Olah, Michael Petrov, Ludwig Schubert, Chelsea Voss, Ben Egan, and Swee Kiat Lim. Thread: Circuits. Distill, 2020. doi: 10.23915/distill.00024. https://distill.pub/2020/circuits.

Krzysztof Chalupka, Pietro Perona, and Frederick Eberhardt. Visual causal feature learning. In Marina Meila and Tom Heskes, editors, Proceedings of the Thirty-First Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, UAI 2015, July 12-16, 2015, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, pages 181– 190. AUAI Press, 2015. URL http://auai.org/uai2015/proceedings/papers/109.pdf.

Krzysztof Chalupka, Tobias Bischoff, Frederick Eberhardt, and Pietro Perona. Unsupervised discovery of el nino using causal feature learning on microlevel climate data. In Alexander T. Ihler and Dominik Janzing, editors, Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence, UAI 2016, June 25-29, 2016, New York City, NY, USA. AUAI Press, 2016. URL http://auai.org/uai2016/proceedings/papers/11.pdf.

Krzysztof Chalupka, Frederick Eberhardt, and Pietro Perona. Causal feature learning: an overview.

Behaviormetrika, 44:137–164, 2017.

Aditya Chattopadhyay, Piyushi Manupriya, Anirban Sarkar, and Vineeth N Balasubramanian. Neural network attributions: A causal perspective. In Proceedings of the 36th International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), pages 981–990, 2019.

Kevin Clark, Urvashi Khandelwal, Omer Levy, and Christopher D. Manning. What does BERT look at? An analysis of BERT’s attention. In Proceedings of the 2019 ACL Workshop BlackboxNLP: Analyzing and Interpreting Neural Networks for NLP, pages 276– 286, Florence, Italy, August 2019. Association for Computational Linguistics. URL

https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/W19-4828.

Alexis Conneau, German Kruszewski, Guillaume Lample, Loïc Barrault, and Marco Baroni. What you can cram into a single $&!#* vector: Probing sentence embeddings for linguistic properties. In Proceedings of the 56th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), pages 2126–2136, Melbourne, Australia, July 2018. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/P18-1198. URL https://aclanthology.org/P18-1198.

P. Cousot and R. Cousot. Abstract interpretation: a unified lattice model for static analysis of programs by construction or approximation of fixpoints. In Conference Record of the Fourth Annual ACM SIGPLAN-SIGACT Symposium on Principles of Programming Languages, pages 238–252, Los Angeles, California, 1977. ACM Press, New York, NY.

Róbert Csordás, Sjoerd van Steenkiste, and Jürgen Schmidhuber. Are neural nets modular? inspecting functional modularity through differentiable weight masks. In 9th International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2021, Virtual Event, Austria, May 3-7, 2021. OpenReview.net, 2021. URL https://openreview.net/forum?id=7uVcpu-gMD.

Nicola De Cao, Leon Schmid, Dieuwke Hupkes, and Ivan Titov. Sparse interventions in language models with differentiable masking. arXiv:2112.06837, 2021. URL

https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.06837.

Jacob Devlin, Ming-Wei Chang, Kenton Lee, and Kristina Toutanova. BERT: Pre-training of deep bidirectional transformers for language understanding. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, Volume 1 (Long and Short Papers), pages 4171–4186, Minneapolis, Minnesota, June 2019. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/N19-1423. URL

https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/N19-1423.

Julien Dubois, Frederick Eberhardt, Lynn K. Paul, and Ralph Adolphs. Personality beyond taxonomy. Nature human behaviour, 4 11:1110–1117, 2020a.

Julien Dubois, Hiroyuki Oya, Julian Michael Tyszka, Matthew A. Howard, Frederick Eberhardt, and Ralph Adolphs. Causal mapping of emotion networks in the human brain: Framework and initial findings. Neuropsychologia, 145, 2020b.

Yanai Elazar, Shauli Ravfogel, Alon Jacovi, and Yoav Goldberg. Amnesic probing: Behavioral explanation with amnesic counterfactuals. In Proceedings of the 2020 EMNLP Workshop BlackboxNLP: Analyzing and Interpreting Neural Networks for NLP. Association for Computational Linguistics, November 2020. doi: 10.18653/v1/W18-5426.

Yanai Elazar, Nora Kassner, Shauli Ravfogel, Amir Feder, Abhilasha Ravichander, Marius Mosbach, Yonatan Belinkov, Hinrich Schütze, and Yoav Goldberg. Measuring causal effects of data statistics on language model’s ’factual’ predictions. CoRR, abs/2207.14251, 2022. doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2207. 14251. URL https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2207.14251.

Nelson Elhage, Neel Nanda, Catherine Olsson, Tom Henighan, Nicholas Joseph, Ben Mann, Amanda Askell, Yuntao Bai, Anna Chen, Tom Conerly, Nova DasSarma, Dawn Drain, Deep Ganguli, Zac Hatfield-Dodds, Danny Hernandez, Andy Jones, Jackson Kernion, Liane Lovitt, Kamal Ndousse, Dario Amodei, Tom Brown, Jack Clark, Jared Kaplan, Sam McCandlish, and Chris Olah. A mathematical framework for transformer circuits. Transformer Circuits Thread, 2021. https://transformer-circuits.pub/2021/framework/index.html.

Nelson Elhage, Tristan Hume, Catherine Olsson, Neel Nanda, Tom Henighan, Scott Johnston, Sheer ElShowk, Nicholas Joseph, Nova DasSarma, Ben Mann, Danny Hernandez, Amanda Askell, Kamal Ndousse, Andy Jones, Dawn Drain, Anna Chen, Yuntao Bai, Deep Ganguli, Liane Lovitt, Zac Hatfield-Dodds, Jackson Kernion, Tom Conerly, Shauna Kravec, Stanislav Fort, Saurav Kadavath, Josh Jacobson, Eli Tran-Johnson, Jared Kaplan, Jack Clark, Tom Brown, Sam McCandlish, Dario Amodei, and Christopher Olah. Softmax linear units. Transformer Circuits Thread, 2022. https://transformer-circuits.pub/2022/solu/index.html.

Amir Feder, Nadav Oved, Uri Shalit, and Roi Reichart. CausaLM: Causal Model Explanation Through Counterfactual Language Models. Computational Linguistics, pages 1–54, 05 2021. ISSN 0891-2017. doi: 10.1162/coli a 00404. URL https://doi.org/10.1162/coli_a_00404.

Atticus Geiger, Ignacio Cases, Lauri Karttunen, and Christopher Potts. Posing fair generalization tasks for natural language inference. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing and the 9th International Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing (EMNLP-IJCNLP), pages 4475–4485, Stroudsburg, PA, November 2019. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/D19-1456. URL

https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/D19-1456.

Atticus Geiger, Kyle Richardson, and Christopher Potts. Neural natural language inference models partially embed theories of lexical entailment and negation. In Proceedings of the Third BlackboxNLP Workshop on Analyzing and Interpreting Neural Networks for NLP, pages 163– 173, Online, November 2020. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2020. blackboxnlp-1.16. URL https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/2020.blackboxnlp-1.16.

Atticus Geiger, Hanson Lu, Thomas F Icard, and Christopher Potts. Causal abstractions of neural networks. In A. Beygelzimer, Y. Dauphin, P. Liang, and J. Wortman Vaughan, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 2021. URL

https://openreview.net/forum?id=RmuXDtjDhG.

Atticus Geiger, Alexandra Carstensen, Michael C. Frank, and Christopher Potts. Relational reasoning and generalization using nonsymbolic neural networks. Psychological Review, 2022a. doi: 10.1037/rev0000371.

Atticus Geiger, Zhengxuan Wu, Hanson Lu, Josh Rozner, Elisa Kreiss, Thomas Icard, Noah Goodman, and Christopher Potts. Inducing causal structure for interpretable neural networks. In Kamalika Chaudhuri, Stefanie Jegelka, Le Song, Csaba Szepesvari, Gang Niu, and Sivan Sabato, editors, Proceedings of the 39th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 162 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 7324–7338. PMLR, 17–23 Jul 2022b. URL

https://proceedings.mlr.press/v162/geiger22a.html.

Mario Giulianelli, Jack Harding, Florian Mohnert, Dieuwke Hupkes, and Willem H. Zuidema. Under the hood: Using diagnostic classifiers to investigate and improve how language models track agreement information. In Tal Linzen, Grzegorz Chrupala, and Afra Alishahi, editors, Proceedings of the Workshop: Analyzing and Interpreting Neural Networks for NLP, BlackboxNLP@EMNLP 2018, Brussels, Belgium, November 1, 2018, pages 240–248. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2018. doi: 10.18653/v1/w18-5426. URL https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/w18-5426.

Luigi Gresele, Julius Von Kügelgen, Jonas Kübler, Elke Kirschbaum, Bernhard Schölkopf, and Dominik Janzing. Causal inference through the structural causal marginal problem. In Kamalika Chaudhuri, Stefanie Jegelka, Le Song, Csaba Szepesvari, Gang Niu, and Sivan Sabato, editors, Proceedings of the 39th International Conference on Machine Learning, volume 162 of Proceedings of Machine Learning Research, pages 7793–7824, 2022.

Bernease Herman. The Promise and Peril of Human Evaluation for Model Interpretability. arXiv e-prints, art. arXiv:1711.07414, November 2017.

John Hewitt and Percy Liang. Designing and interpreting probes with control tasks. In Proceedings of the 2019 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing and the 9th International Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing (EMNLP-IJCNLP), pages 2733–2743, Hong Kong, China, November 2019. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/D19-1275. URL https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/D19-1275.

John Hewitt, Kawin Ethayarajh, Percy Liang, and Christopher D. Manning. Conditional probing:

measuring usable information beyond a baseline. In Marie-Francine Moens, Xuanjing Huang, Lucia Specia, and Scott Wen-tau Yih, editors, Proceedings of the 2021 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, EMNLP 2021, Virtual Event / Punta Cana, Dominican Republic, 7-11 November, 2021, pages 1626–1639. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2021. doi: 10. 18653/v1/2021.emnlp-main.122. URL https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.emnlp-main.122.

Geoffrey E. Hinton. Connectionist learning procedures. Artificial Intelligence, 40(1):185– 234, 1989. ISSN 0004-3702. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/0004-3702(89)90049-0. URL

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0004370289900490.

Dieuwke Hupkes, Sara Veldhoen, and Willem H. Zuidema. Visualisation and ’diagnostic classifiers’ reveal how recurrent and recursive neural networks process hierarchical structure. J. Artif. Intell. Res., 61:907–926, 2018. doi: 10.1613/jair.1.11196. URL

https://doi.org/10.1613/jair.1.11196.

Duligur Ibeling and Thomas Icard. A topological perspective on causal inference. In Proceedings of the Thirty-fifth Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS), 2021.

Thomas F. Icard. From programs to causal models. In Proceedings of the 21st Amsterdam Colloquium, 2017.

Yumi Iwasaki and Herbert A. Simon. Causality and model abstraction. Artificial Intelligence, 67 (1):143–194, 1994.

Alon Jacovi and Yoav Goldberg. Towards faithfully interpretable NLP systems: How should we define and evaluate faithfulness? In Dan Jurafsky, Joyce Chai, Natalie Schluter, and Joel R. Tetreault, editors, Proceedings of the 58th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, ACL 2020, Online, July 5-10, 2020, pages 4198–4205. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2020. doi: 10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.386. URL

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.386.

David Lewis. Postscript C to ‘Causation’: (Insensitive causation). In Philosophical Papers, volume 2.

Oxford University Press, Oxford, 1986.

Belinda Z. Li, Maxwell I. Nye, and Jacob Andreas. Implicit representations of meaning in neural language models. In Chengqing Zong, Fei Xia, Wenjie Li, and Roberto Navigli, editors, Proceedings of the 59th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics and the 11th International Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing, ACL/IJC- NLP 2021, (Volume 1: Long Papers), Virtual Event, August 1-6, 2021, pages 1813–1827. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2021. doi: 10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.143. URL

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2021.acl-long.143.

Zachary C. Lipton. The mythos of model interpretability. Commun. ACM, 61(10):36–43, 2018. doi:

10.1145/3233231. URL https://doi.org/10.1145/3233231.

Charles Lovering and Ellie Pavlick. Unit testing for concepts in neural networks. CoRR, abs/2208.10244, 2022. doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2208.10244. URL

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2208.10244.

Scott M Lundberg and Su-In Lee. A unified approach to interpreting model predictions. In I. Guyon, U. Von Luxburg, S. Bengio, H. Wallach, R. Fergus, S. Vishwanathan, and R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 30. Curran Associates, Inc., 2017. URL

https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2017/file/8a20a8621978632d76c43dfd28b67767-Paper.pdf.

Qing Lyu, Marianna Apidianaki, and Chris Callison-Burch. Towards faithful model explanation in NLP: A survey. CoRR, abs/2209.11326, 2022. doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2209.11326. URL

https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2209.11326.

Peter Machamer, Lindley Darden, and Carl F. Craver. Thinking about mechanisms. Philosophy of Science, 67(1):1, mar 2000.

Gary F Marcus, Sugumaran Vijayan, S Bandi Rao, and Peter M Vishton. Rule learning by sevenmonth-old infants. Science, 283(5398):77–80, 1999.

R. Thomas McCoy, Tal Linzen, Ewan Dunbar, and Paul Smolensky. Rnns implicitly implement tensor product representations. In In Proceedings of the 7th International Conference on Learning Representations, New Orleans, USA, May 2019.

Kevin Meng, David Bau, Alex Andonian, and Yonatan Belinkov. Locating and editing factual associations in gpt, 2022. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.05262.

Chris Olah, Nick Cammarata, Ludwig Schubert, Gabriel Goh, Michael Petrov, and Shan Carter. Zoom in: An introduction to circuits. Distill, 2020. doi: 10.23915/distill.00024.001. https://distill.pub/2020/circuits/zoom-in.

Catherine Olsson, Nelson Elhage, Neel Nanda, Nicholas Joseph, Nova DasSarma, Tom Henighan, Ben Mann, Amanda Askell, Yuntao Bai, Anna Chen, Tom Conerly, Dawn Drain, Deep Ganguli, Zac Hatfield-Dodds, Danny Hernandez, Scott Johnston, Andy Jones, Jackson Kernion, Liane Lovitt, Kamal Ndousse, Dario Amodei, Tom Brown, Jack Clark, Jared Kaplan, Sam McCandlish, and Chris Olah. In-context learning and induction heads. Transformer Circuits Thread, 2022. https://transformer-circuits.pub/2022/in-context-learning-and-induction-heads/index.html.

Jun Otsuka and Hayato Saigo. On the equivalence of causal models: A category-theoretic approach.

CoRR, abs/2201.06981, 2022. URL https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.06981.

Judea Pearl. Probabilities of causation: Three counterfactual interpretations and their identification.

Synthese, 121(1):93–149, 1999.

Judea Pearl. Causality. Cambridge University Press, 2009.

Judea Pearl. The limitations of opaque learning machines. Possible minds: twenty-five ways of looking at AI, pages 13–19, 2019.

Matthew E. Peters, Mark Neumann, Luke Zettlemoyer, and Wen-tau Yih. Dissecting contextual word embeddings: Architecture and representation. In Ellen Riloff, David Chiang, Julia Hockenmaier, and Jun’ichi Tsujii, editors, Proceedings of the 2018 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language Processing, Brussels, Belgium, October 31 - November 4, 2018, pages 1499–1509. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2018. doi: 10.18653/v1/d18-1179. URL

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/d18-1179.

Tiago Pimentel, Josef Valvoda, Rowan Hall Maudslay, Ran Zmigrod, Adina Williams, and Ryan Cotterell. Information-theoretic probing for linguistic structure. In Dan Jurafsky, Joyce Chai, Natalie Schluter, and Joel R. Tetreault, editors, Proceedings of the 58th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, ACL 2020, Online, July 5-10, 2020, pages 4609–4622. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2020. doi: 10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.420. URL

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.420.

Hilary Putnam. Minds and machines. In Sidney Hook, editor, Dimensions of Minds, pages 138–164.

New York, USA: New York University Press, 1960.

Shauli Ravfogel, Yanai Elazar, Hila Gonen, Michael Twiton, and Yoav Goldberg. Null it out: Guarding protected attributes by iterative nullspace projection. In Dan Jurafsky, Joyce Chai, Natalie Schluter, and Joel R. Tetreault, editors, Proceedings of the 58th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, ACL 2020, Online, July 5-10, 2020, pages 7237–7256. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2020. doi: 10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.647. URL

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.acl-main.647.

Abhilasha Ravichander, Yonatan Belinkov, and Eduard Hovy. Probing the probing paradigm: Does probing accuracy entail task relevance?, 2020.

Marco Tulio Ribeiro, Sameer Singh, and Carlos Guestrin. ”why should i trust you?”: Explaining the predictions of any classifier. In Proceedings of the 22nd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, KDD ’16, page 1135–1144, New York, NY, USA, 2016. Association for Computing Machinery. ISBN 9781450342322. doi: 10.1145/2939672.2939778. URL

https://doi.org/10.1145/2939672.2939778.

Eigil F. Rischel and Sebastian Weichwald. Compositional abstraction error and a category of causal models. In Proceedings of the 37th Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence (UAI), 2021.

Paul K. Rubenstein, Sebastian Weichwald, Stephan Bongers, Joris M. Mooij, Dominik Janzing, Moritz Grosse-Wentrup, and Bernhard Schölkopf. Causal consistency of structural equation models. In Proceedings of the 33rd Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial Intelligence (UAI), 2017.

Avanti Shrikumar, Peyton Greenside, Anna Shcherbina, and Anshul Kundaje. Not just a black box:

Learning important features through propagating activation differences. CoRR, abs/1605.01713, 2016. URL http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.01713.

Paul Soulos, R. Thomas McCoy, Tal Linzen, and Paul Smolensky. Discovering the compositional structure of vector representations with role learning networks. In Afra Alishahi, Yonatan Belinkov, Grzegorz Chrupala, Dieuwke Hupkes, Yuval Pinter, and Hassan Sajjad, editors, Proceedings of the Third BlackboxNLP Workshop on Analyzing and Interpreting Neural Networks for NLP, BlackboxNLP@EMNLP 2020, Online, November 2020, pages 238–254. Association for Computational Linguistics, 2020. doi: 10.18653/v1/2020.blackboxnlp-1.23. URL

https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2020.blackboxnlp-1.23.

Peter Spirtes, Clark Glymour, and Richard Scheines. Causation, Prediction, and Search. MIT Press, 2000.

Jost Springenberg, Alexey Dosovitskiy, Thomas Brox, and Martin Riedmiller. Striving for simplicity:

The all convolutional net. CoRR, 12 2014.

Mukund Sundararajan, Ankur Taly, and Qiqi Yan. Axiomatic attribution for deep networks. In Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning-Volume 70, pages 3319– 3328. JMLR. org, 2017.

Ian Tenney, Dipanjan Das, and Ellie Pavlick. BERT rediscovers the classical NLP pipeline.

In Proceedings of the 57th Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, pages 4593–4601, Florence, Italy, July 2019. Association for Computational Linguistics. URL

https://www.aclweb.org/anthology/P19-1452.

Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob Uszkoreit, Llion Jones, Aidan N Gomez, Łukasz Kaiser, and Illia Polosukhin. Attention is all you need. In Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, pages 5998–6008, 2017.

Jesse Vig, Sebastian Gehrmann, Yonatan Belinkov, Sharon Qian, Daniel Nevo, Yaron Singer, and Stuart Shieber. Causal mediation analysis for interpreting neural nlp: The case of gender bias, 2020.

James Woodward. What is a mechanism? a counterfactual account. Philosophy of Science, 69(S3):

S366–S377, 2002.

James Woodward. Making Things Happen: A Theory of Causal Explanation. Oxford university press, 2003.

James Woodward. Sensitive and insensitive causation. The Philosophical Review, 115(1):1–50, 2006.

James Woodward. Explanatory autonomy: the role of proportionality, stability, and conditional irrelevance. Synthese, 198:237–265, 2021.

Zhengxuan Wu, Karel D’Oosterlinck, Atticus Geiger, Amir Zur, and Christopher Potts. Causal Proxy Models for concept-based model explanations. arXiv:2209.14279, 2022a. URL

https://arxiv.org/abs/2209.14279.

Zhengxuan Wu, Atticus Geiger, Josh Rozner, Elisa Kreiss, Hanson Lu, Thomas Icard, Christopher Potts, and Noah D. Goodman. Causal distillation for language models. In Proceedings of the 2022 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, pages 4288–4295, Seattle, United States, July 2022b. Association for Computational Linguistics. doi: 10.18653/v1/2022.naacl-main.318. URL

https://aclanthology.org/2022.naacl-main.318.

Yilun Xu, Shengjia Zhao, Jiaming Song, Russell Stewart, and Stefano Ermon. A theory of usable information under computational constraints. In 8th International Conference on Learning Representations, ICLR 2020, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, April 26-30, 2020. OpenReview.net, 2020. URL

https://openreview.net/forum?id=r1eBeyHFDH.

Stephen Yablo. Mental causation. Philosophical Review, 101:245–280, 1992.

Matthew D. Zeiler and Rob Fergus. Visualizing and understanding convolutional networks. In David Fleet, Tomas Pajdla, Bernt Schiele, and Tinne Tuytelaars, editors, Computer Vision – ECCV 2014, pages 818–833, Cham, 2014. Springer International Publishing. ISBN 978-3-319-10590-1.

A. Proofs

A.1 Marginalization

Lemma 44. ϵ_x(M) is a constructive causal abstraction of M with τ(v) = proj(v, V \ X). Equivalently, for all i ∈ Domain(τ)

Proj(Solve(M_i), V \ X) = Solve(ϵ_X(M)_{Proj(i,V\X)})

Proof

Suppose we marginalize away a set of variables X. We define the following alignment between M and ϵ_X(M). Define Π_⊥ = X. For each Y ∈ V \ X, let τ_Y be the identity function and define Π_Y = {Y }. Observe that τ(v) = Proj(v, V \ X).

We prove that that ϵ_x(M) is a constructive causal abstraction of M by showing that for any low-level intervention i in the domain of τ

Proj(Solve(M_i), V \ X) = Solve(ϵ_X(M)_{Proj(i,V\X)})

Forward direction. We first show that

Proj(Solve(M_i), V \ X) ⊆ Solve(ϵ_X(M)_{Proj(i,V\X)})

Choose a solution v_L ∈ Solve(M_i). We aim to show that Proj(v_L, V\X) is a solution to ϵ_X(M)_{Proj(i,V\X)} by showing that for all Y ∈ V \ X

(ϵ_X(f_Y ))_{Proj(i,V\X)}(Proj(v_L, V \ X))) = Proj(Proj(v_L, V \ X), Y )

Choose some Y ∈ V \ X.

In the case where Y ∈ Proj(i, V \ X), we immediately get

(ϵ_X(f_Y ))_{Proj(i,V\X)}(Proj(v_L, V \ X)) = Proj(Proj(i, V \ X), Y ) = Proj(Proj(v_L, V \ X), Y )

by the definition of intervention (Def. 8) and because v_L is a solution to M_i (Def. 7).

In this case Y ∉ Proj(i, V \ X), we immediately get

(ϵ_X(f_Y ))_{Proj(i,V\X)}(Proj(v_L, V \ X)) = ϵ_X(f_Y )(Proj(v_L, V \ X)) = Proj(Proj(v_L, V \ X), Y )

by the definition of intervention (Def. 8) and the definition of marginalization (Def. 19). We know we are in the first case of the marginalization definition from the fact that v_L is a solution of M_i. In all cases, we get that

(ϵ_X(f_Y ))_{Proj(i,V\X)}(Proj(v_L, V \ X))) = Proj(Proj(v_L, V \ X), Y )

Thus Proj(v_L, V \ X) is a solution to (ϵ_X(M))_{Proj(i,V\X)} and

Proj(Solve(M_i), V \ X) ⊆ Solve(ϵ_X(M)_{Proj(i,V\X)})

Backward direction. Now, we show the reverse

Proj(Solve(M_i), V \ X) ⊇ Solve(ϵ_X(M)_{Proj(i,V\X)})

Choose a solution v_H ∈ Solve(ϵ_X(M)_{Proj(i,V\X)}).

Because v_H is a solution to Solve(ϵ_X(M)_{Proj(i,V\X)}), we know that Proj^{−1}(v_H, V)∩Solve(M) ≠ ∅ by the definition of marginalization (Def. 19). Pick v_L ∈ Proj^{−1}(v_H, V) ∩ Solve(M).

Observe that v_L agrees with v_H and therefore agrees with i. Also observe that i does not intervene on Π_⊥ = X by the definition Domain(τ). Put these two facts together, and we get that v_L is a solution to M_i.

Then, because Proj(v_L, V \ X) = v_H, we have shown that

Proj(Solve(M_i), V \ X) ⊇ Solve(ϵ_X(M)_{Proj(i,V\X)})

Thus, we know that ϵ_X(M) is a constructive causal abstraction of M.

A.2 Variable Merge Lemma 45. Π(M) is a constructive causal abstraction of M with τ = π. Equivalently, for all i ∈ Domain(τ) π(Solve(M_i)) = Solve(Π(M)_{π(i)})

Proof

Let Π_{X∈W} be a partition of V. We define the following alignment between M and Π(M). We use Π for alignment with Π_⊥ = ∅. Let τ_{XH} (v_L) = ⋃ X_L∈π_{XH} {Proj(vL, XL)}. Observe that τ = π

from the definition of variable merge (Def. 21). We will prove that

π(Solve(M_i)) = Solve(Π(M)_{π(i)}) Consider an arbitrary low-level intervention i_L in the domain of τ.

Forward direction. We first show that π(Solve(M_i)) ⊆ Solve(Π(M)_{π(i)})

Choose a solution v_L ∈ Solve(M_i). We aim to show that π(v_L) is a solution to Π(M)_{π(i)} by showing that for all Y ∈ W Π(f_Y )_{π(i)}(π(v_L)) = Proj(π(v_L), Y )

Choose some Y ∈ W. In the case where Y ∈ π(i)

(Π(f_Y ))_{π(i)}(π(v_L)) = Proj(π(i), Y ) the definition of intervention (Def. 8) and Y ∈ π(i) = π(Proj(i, Π_Y )) by the definition of π (Def. 21) = π(Proj(v_L, Π_Y )) v_L is a solution to M_i (Def. 7) = Proj(π(v_L), Y ) by the definition of π (Def. 21) In the case where Y ∉ π(i) (Π(f_Y ))_{π(i)}(π(v_L)) = Π(f_Y )(π(v_L)) the definition of intervention (Def. 8) and Y ∉ i = π( ⋃ X∈Π_Y fX (π −1(π(v_L)))) by the definition of variable merge (Def. 21).

= π( ⋃ X∈Π_Y fX (vL)) inverses

= π( ⋃ X∈Π_Y Proj(vL, X)) vL is a solution to Mi (Def. 7) and Y ∉ i

= Proj(π(v_L), Y ) by the definition of π (Def. 21) In all cases, we get Π(f_Y )_{π(i)}(π(v_L)) = Proj(π(v_L), Y )

Thus, π(v_L) is a solution to Π(M)_{π(i)} and

π(Solve(M_i)) ⊆ Solve(Π(M)_{π(i)})

Backward direction. Now, we show the reverse

π(Solve(M_i)) ⊇ Solve(Π(M)_{π(i)})

Choose a solution v_H ∈ Solve(Π(M)_{π(i)}). We aim to prove that π^{−1}(v_H) is a solution to M_i by showing that for all Y ∈ V (f_Y )_i(π^{−1}(v_H)) = Proj(π^{−1}(v_H), Y )

Choose some Y ∈ V and let Π_Z be the partition Y belongs to.

In the case where Y ∈ i (f_Y )_i(π^{−1}(v_H)) = Proj(i, Y ) by the definition of intervention (Def. 8) and Y ∈ i = Proj(π^{−1}(Proj(π(i), Z)), Y ) by the definition of π (Def. 21) = Proj(π^{−1}(Proj(v_H, Z)), Y ) v_H is a solution to Π(M)_{π(i)} (Def. 7) = Proj(π^{−1}(v_H), Y ) the definition of π (Def. 21) In the case where Y ∉ i (f_Y )_i(π^{−1}(v_H))) = f_Y (π^{−1}(v_H)) by the definition of intervention (Def. 8) and Π_Z ∩ i = ∅ = Proj(π^{−1}(Π(f_Z )(v_H)), Y ) by the definition of variable merge (Def. 21) = Proj(π^{−1}(Proj(v_H, Z)), Y ) v_H is a solution to Π(M)_{π(i)} (Def. 7) = Proj(π^{−1}(v_H), Y ) the definition of π (Def. 21) In both cases, we get (f_Y )_i(π^{−1}(v_H)) = Proj(π^{−1}(v_H), Y )

We conclude that π^{−1}(v_H) is a solution to M_i and

π(Solve(M_i)) ⊇ Solve(Π(M)_{π(i)})

Thus, Π(M) is a constructive abstraction of M.

A.3 Value Merge

Lemma 46. Δ(M) is a constructive causal abstraction of M with τ = δ. Equivalently, for all i ∈ Domain(τ) δ(Solve(M_i)) = Solve(Δ(M)_{δ(i)})

Proof

Let δ_{X∈V} be a family of functions that are viable for value merge. We define the following alignment between M and Δ(M). Let Π_⊥ = ∅ and for each X ∈ X define Π_Y = {Y } and τ_X = δ_X . We will prove that

δ(Solve(M_i)) = Solve(Δ(M)_{δ(i)})

Consider an arbitrary low-level intervention i in the domain of δ. Forward direction. We first show that δ(Solve(M_i)) ⊆ Solve(Δ(M)_{δ(i)})

Choose a solution v_L ∈ Solve(M_i). We aim to show that δ(v_L) is a solution to (Δ(M))_{δ(i)} by showing that for all Y ∈ V Δ(f_Y )_{δ(i)}(δ(v_L)) = Proj(δ(v_L), Y )

Choose some Y ∈ V. In the case where Y ∈ δ(i) (Δ(f_Y ))_{δ(i)}(δ(v)) = Proj(δ(i), Y ) by the definition of intervention (Def. 8) = δ(Proj(i, Y )) by the definition of δ (Def. 24) = δ(Proj(v_L, Y )) v_L is a solution to M_i (Def. 7) = Proj(δ(v_L), Y ) by the definition of δ (Def. 24) In the case where Y ∉ δ(i) (Δ(f_Y ))_{δ(i)}(δ(v_L)) = Δ(f_Y )(δ(v_L)) Y ∉ δ(i) = δ(f_Y (Choose(δ^{−1}(δ(v_L))))) by the definition of value merge (Def. 24) = δ(f_Y (v_L)) δ is viable for value-merge (Def. 23) and inverses = δ(Proj(v_L, Y ))) v_L is a solution to M_i (Def. 7) = Proj(δ(v_L), Y ) by the definition of δ (Def. 24) In all cases, we get Δ(f_Y )_{δ(i)}(δ(v_L)) = Proj(δ(v_L), Y )

Thus, δ(v_L) is a solution to (Δ(M))_{δ(i)} and

δ(Solve((M)_i)) ⊆ Solve((Δ(M))_{δ(i)})

Backward direction. Now, we show the reverse

δ(Solve(M_i)) ⊇ Solve(Δ(M)_{δ(i)})

Choose a solution v_H ∈ Solve(Δ(M)_{δ(i)}). Pick some v_L ∈ δ^{−1}(v_H) that agrees with i, which must exist because v_H agrees with δ(i). Pick some v^∗_L ∈ Solve(M_i) which must exist due to the definition of constructive causal abstraction (Def. 11). Observe that by the viability condition on δ (Def. 23) we know that δ(Solve(M_v∗_L )) = δ(Solve(M_{vL} ))

which immediately gives us δ(v^∗_L) = δ(v_L) = v_H

Observe that v^∗_L is a solution to M_i and δ(v^∗_L) = v_H, so, because v_H was chosen arbitrarily, we conclude δ(Solve(M_i)) ⊇ Solve(Δ(M)_{δ(i)})

Thus, Δ(M) is a constructive abstraction of M.

A.4 Constructive Characterization

Theorem 47. H is a constructive abstraction of L if and only if H can be obtained from L from a marginalization, variable merge, and value merge.

Proof

Forward direction.

We first prove that if H is a constructive abstraction of L, then H can be obtained from L by a sequence of variable merges, value merges, and marginalizations.

Suppose that H is a constructive abstraction of L under an alignment ⟨Π, τ⟩. We will prove that Δ(Π(ϵ_{Π⊥} (L))) = H by showing the two models have equivalent variables, value sets, and solutions.

Valid value change. Define the family of functions δ_{XH ∈VH} such that τ = δ ∘ π ∘ Proj(·, V_L \ Π_⊥).

We now need to prove that this δ meets the requirements laid out in the definition of value merge (Def. 24). Specifically, we aim to prove the requirement that for all i, i^′ ∈ I where x ∈ i, x^′ ∈ i^′, and i agrees with i^′ on all other values, we write formally

δ_X (x) = δ_X (x^′) ⇒ δ(Solve(Π(ϵ_{Π⊥} (M_i)))) = δ(Solve(Π(ϵ_{Π⊥} (M_i′ ))))

So, suppose that δ_X (x) = δ_X (x^′). Choose some w ∈ Solve(Π(ϵ_{Π⊥} (M_i))). We immediately get from Lemmas 20 and 25 there is a solution v_L ∈ Proj^{−1}(π^{−1}(w), V_L) to the model (L)_i. Because H is a constructive causal abstraction of L, we know that τ(v_L) is a solution to (H))_{τ (i)}.

Let v^′_L be equivalent to v_L, except the variable X is set to x^′ instead of x. Observe that τ(v^′_L) = τ(v_L) and τ(i^′) = τ(i) by the supposition that δ_X (x) = δ_X (x^′). Then τ(v^′_L) is a solution to (H)_{τ (i}′_), so because H is a constructive causal abstraction of L we know that v^′_L is a solution to M_i′ .

By Lemmas 20 and 25, we know that π(Proj(v^′_L, V \ Π_⊥)) is a solution of Π(ϵ_{Π⊥} (M_i′ )). Finally, observe that δ(π(Proj(v^′_L, V \ Π_⊥))) = δ(π(Proj(v_L, V \ Π_⊥))) = δ(w)

and therefore δ(Solve(Π(ϵ_{Π⊥} (M_i)))) = δ(Solve(Π(ϵ_{Π⊥} (M_i′ ))))

Thus, the condition is met for δ being a valid value change.

Same variables. The value merge does not change the variables (Def.24)

Δ(Π(ϵ_{Π⊥} (V_L))) = Π(ϵ_{Π⊥} (V_L))

The variable merge changes the variables to the set indexing the partition (Def.21)

Π(ϵ_{Π⊥} (V_L)) = V_H

Observe that the marginalization removes the variables Π_⊥, but Π still partitions V \ Π_⊥ (Def.19).

Same values. For each X_H ∈ V_H, the marginalization does not affect the values (Def.19, 21), and variable merge unions together the values of merged variables, and value merge sets the values of X_H to the range of τ_{XH} (Def.24)

Δ(Π(ϵ_{Π⊥} (Val_L)))(X_H) = Δ(Π(Val_L))(X_H) = Δ(Val_L)( ⋃ X_L ∈Π_{XH} X_L) = Range(τ_{XH} ) = Val_H(X_H)

Same solutions. Finally, the functions. By the definition of constructive abstraction (Def. 11) and Lemmas 25, 22, and 20

Solve((H)_{iH} )) = τ(Solve((L)_{Choose(τ} −1_{(iH))})) = τ(δ^{−1}(Solve((Δ(L))_{δ(Choose(τ} −1_{(iH)))})))

= τ(δ^{−1}(π^{−1}(Solve((Π(Δ(L)))_{π(δ(Choose(τ} −1_{(iH))))}))))

= τ(δ^{−1}(π^{−1}(Proj^{−1}(Solve((ϵ_{Π⊥} (Π(Δ(L))))_{Proj(π(δ(Choose(τ} −1_{(iH)))),V\Π⊥)}), V_L))))

= τ(δ^{−1}(π^{−1}(Proj^{−1}(Solve((ϵ_{Π⊥} (Π(Δ(L))))_{iH} ), V_L)))) = Solve((ϵ_{Π⊥} (Π(Δ(L))))_{iH} )

Backward direction.

Next, we prove that if H can be obtained from L by a sequence of variable merges, value merges, and marginalizations, then H is a constructive abstraction of L.

Consider some causal model M. We will prove that an arbitrary variable merge, value merge, or marginalization will result in a model that is a constructive abstraction of M.

By Lemmas 20, 22, 25, we know that marginalization, variable merge, and value merge, all result in a model that is a constructive abstraction of the original model. Because constructive abstraction is plainly transitive from the commuting diagram, we can conclude that any sequence of variable merges, value merges, and marginalizations will produce a model that is a constructive abstraction of the original.