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§1 Tampering

Tampering cases are a variant of early preemption cases:
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• Assumptions: (1) neurons can fre with different intensities: 5 or 10; (2) E needs to receive signals of combined
intensity of at least 10 to fre. 

• C and A are joint causes of E because they both contribute to E fring with its actual intensity.
• If C had not occurred, then B would have fred with greater intensity, and so E still would have occurred. 
• What explains why C is a cause of E? 

Example. “Billy and Suzy need to move a piece of furniture. It is heavy, but not so heavy that either of them is incapable 
of moving it alone. However, they move it together. Because of Billy’s help, Suzy does not exert as much effort as she 
would have, were she moving the furniture alone; Billy likewise scales back his efforts. Nevertheless, Billy and Suzy 
jointly cause the furniture to be moved.” (Paul & Hall 2013, p. 94) 

§2 Gap strategy

• A set of events S is an M-set for E just in case, had none of the events in S occurred, E would not have 
occurred, whereas the same is not true of any proper subset of S.

• C is a cause of E iff there is some M-set for E of which C is the sole actually occurring member.
• It is very diffcult to fnd any M-set of which C is a part.

§3 Other lessons from tampering 

• Transitivity strategy: No problem—can explain why C is a cause of E. 
• De facto dependence: not problematic for Hitchcock's account; more problematic for Yablo's account. 

§4 Late preemption
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Example. Suzy and Billy both throw rocks at a bottle. Suzy is slightly quicker, and consequently it is her rock, and not 
Billy’s, that breaks the bottle. But Billy, though not as fast, is just as accurate: had Suzy not thrown, or had her rock 
somehow been interrupted mid-fight, Billy’s rock would have broken the bottle moments later.

• Different from early preemption in that “at no point in the sequence of events leading from cause to effect does 
there fail to be a backup process suffcient to bring about that effect.” (Paul & Hall 2013, p. 99)

• Example: Suzy's rock hits a bell and Billy's rock hits the same bell just milli-seconds later. 
• No special problem for transference account: (signifcant) energy transfer from C to E but not from A to E.
• The transitivity strategy does not work because there is also a chain of dependence from A to E. 
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§5 Sensitivity strategy

Modally Fragile Events

• Suppose that events are modally fragile: If the timing or manner of an event had been even slightly different, it 
no longer would have been the same event. 

• It might then be that if C had not occurred, A would not have occurred. 
• Don't say that if C had not occurred, then E would have occurred because it would then have been caused by 

A! This answer already presupposes causal information. 

Event Alterations

• Don't say that events are modally fragile. Say that it is suffcient for causation that if C had not occurred, then 
the timing or manner of E would have been different

• Hence a different “event alteration” would have occurred (regardless of whether this would mean that E itself
had not occurred). 

§6 Problems with the sensitivity strategy

Problem 1

• Threatens to erase the distinction between causing an event and making a difference to the manner in which 
an event occurs.

• If events are modally fragile, then almost any earlier event will make some kind of difference to the exact 
manner in which the shattering of a window occurs.  

• Similarly, many non-causes (including preempted events) make a difference to which alteration of an effect 
occurs. 

• Radical response: Say that in late preemption cases, the preempted event (Billy's throw) is a cause of the 
bottle shattering. 

Problem 2

• There are conceivable late preemption cases where if the actual cause had not occurred, the effect still would
have occurred at the exact same time in the exact same way. 

• Example: Goosen's case (Paul & Hall 2013, p. 108)
• Do we have to take such hypothetical cases seriously? 
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