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§1 De facto dependence
                   
De facto dependence:  C causes E iff for some suitable fact F: if C had not occurred and F had still obtained, then E 
would not have occurred. 

Can the de facto dependence account cope with cases of 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. 

Questions: 
1. What principles determine the selection of the fact F to be held fxed? 
2. How is the counterfactual—“if event C had not occurred, but it had still been the case that F, then E would 

not have occurred”—to be evaluated? 

§2 Yablo and Hitchcock on de facto dependence

Hitchcock:

• Draw up a causal model of the situation.
• C is a cause of E just in case there is at least one path from the C-variable to the E-variable, such that, given 

some fact about the values of off-path variables, E depends on C contingent on holding that fact fxed.
• A variable is on a path from C-to-E iff you can trace out dependency from C to E.

Yablo:

• C is a cause of E just in case (i) there is some good F such that E F-depends on C; and (ii) this F is more 
natural than any bad G. 

• An F (that is, a fact such that if we hold it fxed, E depends on C) is “good” just in case the events that E 
depends on if C had not occurred (holding nothing fxed) are not a subset of the events on which E depends 
holding F fxed; and “bad” otherwise.

§3 Applying the accounts to late preemption

What F to hold fxed?

Hitchcock
• You can only hold fxed the values of variables that are not on the path from C to E.
• So what should we hold fxed in late preemption cases?

Yablo
• You can hold fxed any fact F (though it needs to pass the test that it is a good F that is more natural than any 

bad F).
• But then it seems really simple to make the theory falsely predict that Billy’s throw is a cause of the bottle 

shattering. For example, hold fxed that Suzy’s stone is never more than a feet in front of Billy’s stone. 
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How to evaluated the counterfactuals?

• Suppose we hold fxed the fact that Billy’s stone never touches the bottle. Is the counterfactual—If Suzy had 
not thrown her rock, and if Billy’s rock never touches the bottle, then the bottle would not have broken—
true?

• Problem: There are many ways in which this counterfactual could be true such that the shattering of the 
bottle did still occur.  For example, the reason why Billy's stone never touches the bottle might be that it was 
already shattered.

• It is not obvious that things become clearer if we represent things in a causal model. 

§4 The blueprint strategy

Blueprint strategy:
1. Find a reductive condition for causation that identifes all of the causes in simple cases and that says nothing 

wrong about any cases. These cases are our “blueprints.”
2. We then extend the verdict of the account to other, intrinsically similar structures: C is a cause of E iff the 

two events belong to a structure of events that intrinsically matches a blueprint.

Intrinsicness Thesis: Let S be a structure of events consisting of event E, together with all of its causes back to some 
earlier time t. Let S’ be a structure of events whose intrinsic character matches the intrinsic character of S and exists 
in a world with the same laws. Let E’ be the event in S’ that corresponds to E in S. Let C be some event in S distinct 
from E, and let C’ be the event in S’ that corresponds to C. Then C’ is a cause of E’. (Paul & Hall 2013, p. 127)
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