
SelectionBias: An R Package for Bounding Selection
Bias

Stina Zetterstrom
Uppsala University

Ingeborg Waernbaum
Uppsala University

Abstract

Selection bias can occur when subjects are included or excluded in the analysis based
upon some selection criteria for the study population. The bias can jeopardize the validity
of the study and sensitivity analyses for assessing the effect of the selection are desired.
One method of sensitivity analysis is to construct bounds for the bias. In this work,
we present an R package that can be used to calculate two previously proposed bounds
for selection bias for the causal relative risk and causal risk difference for both the total
and the selected population. The first bound, derived by Smith and VanderWeele (SV), is
based on values of sensitivity parameters that describe parts of the joint distribution of the
outcome, treatment, selection indicator and unobserved variables. The second bound is
based solely on the observed data, and is therefore referred to as an assumption free (AF)
bound. In addition to a tutorial for the bounds and the R package, we derive additional
properties for the SV bound. We show that the sensitivity parameters are variation
independent and derive feasible regions for them. Furthermore, a bound is sharp if it is a
priori known that the bias can be equal to the value of the bound, given the values of the
selected sensitivity parameters. Conditions for the SV bound to be sharp in the selected
subpopulation are provided based on the observed data. We illustrate both the R package
and the properties of the bound with a simulated dataset that emulates a study where
the effect of the zika virus on microcephaly in Brazil is investigated.

Keywords: assumption free bound, sensitivity analysis, sharp bound.

1. Introduction
Selecting a study population from a larger source population is a common procedure, for
example in an observational study with data from a population register. Based on the re-
search question, the study population is commonly constructed from one or several inclu-
sion/exclusion criteria. Subjects who fulfill all the criteria are included in the study pop-
ulation, and subjects who do not fulfill at least one criterion are excluded from the study
population. The construction of the study population from these selection criteria might
alter the causal effect between an exposure and outcome of interest (Hernán et al. 2004).
This systematic error is commonly referred to as selection bias and can occur even for causal
estimands in the selected study population. Selection bias can also arise if the selections are
involuntary, for example, if there are dropouts or other missing values for some individuals in
the study (Lu et al. 2022).
In an applied study, it is often of interest to assess the magnitude of potential biases using a
sensitivity analysis. One type of sensitivity analysis is bounding the selection bias, see for ex-
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ample Huang and Lee (2015). When constructing bias bounds, there are two main strategies.
The first strategy is to make additional assumptions of the causal structure and strengths
of the dependencies, and then make educated guesses on sensitivity parameters describing
parts of the causal structure. Several bounds using this approach has been suggested (Huang
and Lee 2015; Greenland 2003; Flanders and Ye 2019; Smith and VanderWeele 2019). The
other strategy is to calculate bounds based on the data, without any additional assumptions.
Thus, these bounds can be referred to as assumption free (AF) bounds (Robins 1989; Sjölan-
der 2020). In Zetterstrom and Waernbaum (2022), a proposal of assumption free bounds for
selection bias is derived.
The bounds in Smith and VanderWeele (2019), hereafter referred to as the SV bounds, can be
calculated using the R package EValue and an online calculator (Smith and VanderWeele 2019;
Smith et al. 2021), where the user inputs the assumed sensitivity parameters. The sensitivity
parameters are summary measures of a joint distribution, and can thus be difficult to specify,
especially in the presence of many selection variables. As an alternative, or complement, we
present the R package SelectionBias, where the practicing data-analyst can implement both
the SV and AF bounds. As opposed to EValue, the user can input the entire assumed model,
which might be easier to specify than the sensitivity parameters. In short, the package
includes functions that can calculate the sensitivity parameters for the SV bound, the SV
bound and the AF bound. The content in SelectionBias is:

• zika_learner: a simulated dataset inspired by the study in de Araújo et al. (2018)
and the zika example in Smith and VanderWeele (2019). The dataset includes seven
variables: zika virus, microcephaly, the selection variables birth and public hospital, the
selection indicator variable and the two unmeasured variables living area and socioeco-
nomic status.

• SVboundparametersM(): a function that calculates the sensitivity parameters that com-
prise the SV bound for a generalization of the M-structure (Figure 1) defined by the
user.

• SVbound(): a function that calculates the SV bound for sensitivity parameters given
by the user, either inserted directly or as output from SVboundparametersM(). The SV
bound can be calculated for the relative risk and risk difference in either the total or
subpopulation.

• AFbound(): a function that calculates the AF bound for a dataset supplied by the user.
The dataset must include an outcome, a treatment and either a selection variable or a
selection probability.

• SVboundsharp(): a function that evaluates if the SV bound for the subpopulation is
sharp for data supplied by the user.

Additionally, we further investigate and present new properties of the SV bound. Specifically,
we derive feasible regions for the sensitivity parameters, and we show that the sensitivity
parameters are variation independent, i.e. that they are not restricted by each other or the
observed data distribution. Sjölander (2020) presents similar properties for bounds of bias
due to unmeasured confounding. Furthermore, we define a sharp bound as a bound where it
is a priori known that the bias can be equal to the bound, given the values of the selected
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sensitivity parameters, and derive sufficient conditions for a region where the SV bounds
in the subpopulation are sharp. Here, sharpness serves as an indicator if the calculated SV
bounds are feasible. We also show that the SV bounds for the total population cannot usually
be sharp.
The paper is outlined as follows. In Section 2, we present the causal framework, estimands
and corresponding selection biases together with an introduction of the SV and AF bounds.
In Section 3, the simulated example dataset zika_learner is described. In Section 4, we
derive the feasible regions and sharpness results of the SV bounds. In Section 5, the R
package SelectionBias is demonstrated using the zika_learner data. Finally, the results are
summarized in Section 6.

2. Causal framework and selection bias
In this section, we provide a theoretical background for the bounds calculated in the R package
SelectionBias. First, we introduce the notation and causal framework, and second, we describe
the SV and AF bounds.

2.1. Potential outcomes and causal estimands

We consider an i.i.d. sample of size i = 1, . . . , n units from a population, but henceforth
suppress the index i representing units in the sample. Throughout the presentation, sam-
pling variability is ignored and we describe the corresponding population level versions of the
quantities under study. We assume a binary treatment, T = 1 if the unit is treated and T = 0
if the unit is not treated, and two corresponding binary potential outcomes, Y (1) and Y (0)
(Rubin 1974). We assume consistency, meaning that the observed outcome is the potential
outcome under the actual treatment, Y = TY (1) + (1− T )Y (0). For every unit in the study
we define K binary selection variables, S1, . . . , Sk, . . . , SK , where Sk indicates if the subject
passes the k:th selection criterion. From S1, . . . , SK , we define a selection indicator function
IS such that

IS =

 1 if
K∏

k=1
Sk = 1

0 otherwise.
For a subject to be included in the study, the corresponding IS must be equal to 1. We
assume a vector of observed pre-treatment covariates, denoted by X, such that conditional
exchangeability holds in the total population: Y (t) ⊥⊥ T | X, t = 0, 1. However, similar as
to the previous literature, we suppress X throughout and assume that all calculations are
performed within strata of the pre-treatment covariates. Additionally, we define a vector of
unobserved pre-treatment covariates, U, which is part of the assumptions in the sensitivity
analysis with the SV bounds. It is illustrated in a generalized M-structure (Figure 1), where
U is a predictor of the outcome. It is worth noting that the unobserved covariates U are not
needed in the AF bounds, which simplifies the analysis as the dependencies with U need not
be provided by the researcher.
In this paper, the causal estimands of interest are the relative risk and risk difference in the
total population, βR = P(Y (1) = 1)/P(Y (0) = 1) and βD = P(Y (1) = 1)− P(Y (0) = 1), and
in the subpopulation, βRS = P(Y (1) = 1|IS = 1)/P(Y (0) = 1|IS = 1) and βDS

= P(Y (1) =
1|IS = 1)−P(Y (0) = 1|IS = 1). Corresponding to the causal estimands, we define estimands
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Figure 1: The generalized M-structure.

Estimand Causal Observed Bias
Relative risk,
tot. population βR = P(Y (1)=1)

P(Y (0)=1) βobsR = P(Y=1|T=1,IS=1)
P(Y=1|T=0,IS=1) bias(βR) = βobs

R
βR

Risk difference,
tot. population

βD = P(Y (1) = 1)
−P(Y (0) = 1)

βobsD = P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
−P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) bias(βD) = βobsD − βD

Relative risk,
subpopulation βRS = P(Y (1)=1|IS=1)

P(Y (0)=1|IS=1) βobsR = P(Y=1|T=1,IS=1)
P(Y=1|T=0,IS=1) bias(βRS ) = βobs

R
βRS

Risk difference,
subpopulation

βDS = P(Y (1) = 1|IS = 1)
−P(Y (0) = 1|IS = 1)

βobsD = P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
−P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) bias(βDS ) = βobsD −βDS

Table 1: Definition and selection bias for βR, βD, βRS and βDS
.

based on the observed outcome, Y , under selection, IS = 1, βobs
R and βobs

D . These are referred
to as the observed estimands, even though they are unknown population quantities. More
precisely, they are the limiting values of the corresponding observed data summary statistics
(Zetterstrom and Waernbaum 2022). The definitions of the causal estimands, the observed
estimands and the selection bias are given in Table 1. We perform sensitivity analysis for the
largest possible selection bias for the four estimands through the proposed bounds described
in the next sections.

2.2. Bounds for selection bias

In this section, we describe the SV and AF bounds, denoted by B(·) and B̃(·), respectively.
The bounds are constructed as upper bounds given that the biases in Table 1 are positive,
meaning that the observed estimands are overestimating their causal counterpart. The condi-
tion is technical since the bias can be reversed by simply recoding the treatment. For the SV
bounds, two versions of conditional independence assumptions involving the outcome, selec-
tion indicator, treatment and unmeasured variable are additionally made (see Appendix A).
The assumptions differ depending on the estimand of interest. If total population estimands
βR and βD are of interest conditioning on U and T must be sufficient for the independence of
the observed outcome Y and the selection indicator IS . For the case when subpopulation es-
timands βRS and βDS

are considered, an assumption requiring exchangeability conditional on
U and IS is instead made. An example where both assumptions are fulfilled is the M-structure
in Figure 1. Note that, in the presence of multiple selections, the unmeasured variable can
be a vector. The purpose of the different assumptions is to ensure the theoretical possibility
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Total population estimands: βR, βD Subpopulation estimands: βRS , βDS

RRUY |T =1=
maxu P(Y =1|T =1,U=u)
minu P(Y =1|T =1,U=u)

RRUY |S=1=max
t

maxu P(Y =1|T =t,U=u,IS=1)
minu P(Y =1|T =t,U=u,IS=1)

RRUY |T =0=
maxu P(Y =1|T =0,U=u)
minu P(Y =1|T =0,U=u)

RRSU |T =1=max
u

P(U=u|T =1,IS=1)
P(U=u|T =1,IS=0)

RRT U |S=1=max
u

P(U=u|T =1,IS=1)
P(U=u|T =0,IS=1)

RRSU |T =0=max
u

P(U=u|T =0,IS=0)
P(U=u|T =0,IS=1)

Table 2: Definitions for the sensitivity parameters used in the SV bounds for the total popu-
lation estimands, βR, βD, and the subpopulation estimands, βRS and βDS

.

to get unbiased estimates, if the unmeasured variable was observed.

SV bounds

The SV bounds are defined by sensitivity parameters that are constructed as relative risks
formed by the joint distribution of the outcome, treatment, selection indicator variable and
unmeasured variables, (Y, T, IS , U). The definitions are given in Table 2.
The SV bound for the relative risk in the total population, B(βR), is defined as

B(βR) = BF1 ·BF0 (1)

where
BF1 =

RRUY |T =1 ·RRSU |T =1
RRUY |T =1 +RRSU |T =1 − 1 ,

BF0 =
RRUY |T =0 ·RRSU |T =0

RRUY |T =0 +RRSU |T =0 − 1 .

The SV bound for the risk difference in the total population, B(βD), additionally includes the
observed probability of success for each treatment group, as well as the previously defined
BF0 and BF1. It is defined as

B(βD) = BF1 − P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)/BF1 + P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) ·BF0. (2)

The SV bounds have simpler expressions for the subpopulation. The bounds B(βRS ) and
B(βDS

) are defined as

B(βRS ) = BFU =
RRUY |S=1 ·RRT U |S=1

RRUY |S=1 +RRT U |S=1 − 1 (3)

and

B(βDS
) = max [P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) · (BFU − 1),

P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) · (1− 1/BFU )] .
(4)

The sensitivity parameters describe the strength of associations in the joint distribution. For
the total population, RRUY |T =t is the maximum relative risk of Y = 1 comparing two values
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Estimand Assumption-free bound
βR
∗ B̃(βR) = P(Y (0) = 1)max

/
(P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)P(T = 1|IS = 1)P(IS = 1))

βD
∗ B̃(βD) = P(Y (0) = 1)max + P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) · [1− P(T = 1|IS = 1)P(IS = 1)]

−P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)
βRS

∗∗ B̃(βRS ) = P(Y (0) = 1|IS = 1)max
/

(P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)P(T = 1|IS = 1))

βDS
∗∗ B̃(βDS ) = P(Y (0) = 1|IS = 1)max + P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)[1− P(T = 1|IS = 1)]

−P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)
∗P(Y (0) = 1)max = min[P(T = 1|IS = 1)P(IS = 1) + 2P(IS = 0)

+P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)P(T = 0|IS = 1)P(IS = 1), 1]
∗∗P(Y (0) = 1|IS = 1)max = min[P(T = 1|IS = 1) + P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)P(T = 0|IS = 1), 1]

Table 3: The assumption free bounds for βR, βD, βRS and βDS
.

of U, for each treatment group, and RRSU |T =t is the maximum factor by which selection
is associated with an increased prevalence of U = u within each treatment group. Similar
interpretations can be formulated for the sensitivity parameters defining the bound for the
subpopulation estimands βRS and βDS

. It is worth noting that it can be difficult to interpret
and specify the sensitivity parameters, especially in the presence of multiple selection variables
and multiple unmeasured variables. Instead, it may be easier to break down the bound into
smaller pieces, and calculate it for a specified data generating process (DGP). We facilitate
such calculations for the user by having both approaches in the R package SelectionBias.

AF bounds

The AF bounds are constructed from the data assuming that the selection bias is positive but
without the conditional independence assumptions implied by the M-structure. The idea is to
find the minimum possible value of the causal estimand, βmin, from the data. The maximum
possible bias is then found by inserting βmin into the expression for the bias instead of the
actual causal estimand, β. The definitions of the AF bounds are found in Table 3.
The AF bounds have the advantage that they do not require any assumptions about the causal
model and that they are based on the maximum selection bias. This means that any other
bound that takes a greater value than the AF bound is not useful. However, if the treatment
or outcome is rare, i.e., the probability P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) or P(T = 1|IS = 1) is small,
the AF bounds for the relative risks can be very large, and non-informative in practice. When
this is the case, and extra knowledge is available, it is instead advisable to use the SV bounds
or other bounds taking the knowledge into account.

3. The simulated data set
For the purpose of illustration of the bounds we construct the simulated dataset zika_learner
inspired by a numerical zika example used in Smith and VanderWeele (2019) together with a
case-control study that investigates the effect of zika virus on microcephaly (de Araújo et al.
2018). In Section 4, the data is used to present properties of the SV bounds and is therefore
introduced before the rest of the R package. The data can be loaded by

R> data("zika_learner", package = "SelectionBias")

The zika example in Smith and VanderWeele (2019) covers the case of a single selection.
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When constructing the dataset zika_learner, a natural extension is to include a second
selection variable. The two selections are the binary variables birth and public hospital, and
the selection process is described in Figure 2a. Note that, in the original study pre-treatment
covariates for both the mother and the infant were included in order to control for confounding
(de Araújo et al. 2018). However, we only consider one stratum of the covariates and thus
exclude all observed pre-treatment covariates in the simulated dataset. Furthermore, all
variables are binary and generated from the binomial distribution. The causal model of the
dataset is given in Figure 2b. The prevalences of the variables, and strengths of dependencies
between them, are chosen to mimic real data and the assumed values for the sensitivity
parameters in Smith and VanderWeele (2019). Even though the dataset is inspired by a
case-control study, the simulated dataset in the R package emulates a register with 5000
observations, similar to a prototypical observational study (Lebov et al. 2019). The variables
included are:

• Living area (V ). A binary, unobserved variable indicating whether the subject lives in
an urban area (V = 1) or not (V = 0). The probability of living in an urban area is set
to 0.85 following numbers from the World Bank.

• Socioeconomic status, SES (U). A binary variable indicating socioeconomic status (high
vs low), with probability set to 0.5.

• Zika (T ). In 2016 there was approximately 34000 cases of zika virus during pregnancy
(de Oliveira et al. 2017), and there is approximately 2.9 million births per year in Brazil
(Malta et al. 2019). The risk of getting zika was higher in urban areas (Ali et al. 2017).
Thus, the prevalence of zika in the simulated dataset is around 1% with a positive
impact of V, see Table 4 for details.

• Microcephaly (Y ). The estimated prevalence of microcephaly was 74 cases per 10000
births and the controlled odds ratio of zika virus on microcephaly was estimated to 73.1
(de Araújo et al. 2018). We mimic these values with an overall prevalence of 0.8% and
a relative risk of 74.5 among the selected subpopulation after two selections, see Table 4
for details.

• Birth (S1). Pregnancies that ended in a live or still birth were included in the study, and
pregnancies that ended in a miscarriage or an abortion were excluded. The probability
of a pregnancy ending in birth is assumed to be affected both by zika virus infection
and socioeconomic status. The number of births per year in Brazil is approximately
2.9 million and the number of unregulated abortions per year are estimated to 500000
(Malta et al. 2019). The prevalence of birth in the simulated dataset is 0.86, with a
strong negative impact of zika virus, and a positive impact of socioeconomic status, see
Table 4 for details.

• Public hospital (S2). Births that occurred in public hospitals were included in the
study, and births that occurred in private hospitals were excluded. A majority of the
population in Brazil visits public hospitals, and here it is assumed that it is strongly
affected by socioeconomic status and weakly affected by living area, see Table 4 for
details.

The unobserved variables, living area (V ) and SES (U ) are constructed such that the as-
sumed values for the sensitivity parameters in Smith and VanderWeele (2019) approximately
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Total
population

Exclude
terminations

Exclude
private hospitals

Subpopulation
with IS = 1

(a) Flow chart illustrating the se-
lections.

𝑉: Living
area

𝑇: Zika 𝑌:Microcephaly

𝑆1: Birth

𝑆2: Public
hospital

𝑈: SES

(b) Causal model.

Figure 2: Flow chart (A) and causal model (B) for the zika_learner dataset.

Model Coefficients (θ)/
Proportions

Function
argument

P(V = 1) 0.85 Vval
P(U = 1) 0.50 Uval
P(T = 1|V ) = g(V ′θT ) (−6.20, 1.75) Tcoef
P(Y = 1|T,U) = g[(T,U)′θY ] (−5.20, 5.00,−1.00) Ycoef
P(S1 = 1|T,U) = g[(V,U, T )′θS1] (1.20, 0.00, 2.00,−4.00)

ScoefP(S2 = 1|V,U) = g[(V,U, T )′θS2] (2.20, 0.50,−2.75, 0.00)

Table 4: Data generating process for the dataset zika_learner. Models generating causal
dependencies are logistic, g(X ′θ), for predictor variable X and model parameter θ.

describes the true sensitivity parameters in our DGP. The causal dependencies are generated
by the logistic models described in Table 4. For the simulated dataset, the proportions for
the variables are presented in Table 5. The proportions are calculated both by treatment
status (zika virus infection) and overall, for the total dataset, the subset with S1 = 1 and
the subset with S1 = 1 and S2 = 1. For the DGP, the causal estimand is βR = 90.7 in the
total population, βRS = 92.3 in the subset of S1 = 1, and βRS = 88.1 in the subset of S1 = 1
and S2 = 1. The observed estimands for the dataset are βobs

R = 89.5 (after one selection),
and βobs

R = 74.5 (after two selections). Since the observed estimands are smaller than the
causal estimands, the coding of the treatment must be reversed in order to bound the bias
from above, and the resulting causal estimands are βR = 1/90.7, βRS = 1/92.3 (after one
selection) and βRS = 1/88.1 (after two selections). The observed estimands after the recoding
are βobs

R = 1/89.5 and βobs
R = 1/74.5 after one and two selections, respectively.

4. Investigations of the SV bound
In this section, we provide new results of variation independence and sharpness of the SV
bounds inspired by and similar to previous results for bounds for unmeasured confounding
derived by Sjölander (2020). First, we give the feasible regions for the sensitivity parameters
defined in Table 2. Secondly, we derive a criterion for when the SV bounds in the subpopula-
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Variable Not zika infected
T = 0

Zika infected
T = 1

Overall

No selection,
Microcephaly 0.003 0.361 0.008
Urban 0.849 0.951 0.850
SES 0.499 0.426 0.498
First selection, S1 = 1
Microcephaly 0.003 0.273 0.004
Urban 0.845 1.000 0.846
SES 0.556 0.818 0.557
First and second selection, S1 = 1, S2 = 1
Microcephaly 0.004 0.286 0.005
Urban 0.858 1.000 0.858
SES 0.382 0.714 0.382

Table 5: Proportions for the variables in the zika_learner dataset, by treatment status and
overall.

tion are sharp, and discuss why the SV bounds in the total population usually are not sharp.
All proofs are provided in Appendix B.

4.1. Variation independence
For the bounds to give meaningful values, the sensitivity parameters must be chosen to be
within their feasible region, i.e. the sensitivity parameters must be set to values they can
take. In Theorems 1 and 2, we establish such feasible regions for the sensitivity parameters
for the SV bounds:

Theorem 1 {RRUY |T =1, RRUY |T =0, RRSU |T =1, RRSU |T =0} are restricted by their definitions
to values equal to or above 1. Furthermore, for the distribution P(Y, T, U, IS), there exists a
U such that {RRUY |T =1, RRUY |T =0, RRSU |T =1, RRSU |T =0} are not restricted by each other
or by the observed data distribution, P(Y, T, IS).

Theorem 2 {RRUY |S=1, RRT U |S=1} are restricted by their definitions to values equal to or
above 1. Furthermore, for the distribution P(Y, T, U |IS = 1), there exists a U such that
{RRUY |S=1, RRT U |S=1} are not restricted by each other or by the observed data distribution,
P(Y, T |IS = 1).

The key implication of the theorems are that the sensitivity parameters are variation inde-
pendent, meaning that they can be considered freely with the only restriction that they must
be larger than or equal to one. For our results, variation independence means that the SV
bounds are valid for any values of the sensitivity parameters greater than one. However, it
is worth noting that sensitivity parameters within their feasible regions does not guarantee
informative bounds.

4.2. Sharp bounds
Below, we address if a bound is informative by evaluating sharpness of the bound.

Definition 3 A bound is sharp if the bias can be equal to the value of the bound, for an
observed distribution and correctly specified sensitivity parameters.
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Non-sharp 
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Inconclusive 
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SV sharp limit AF bound

Figure 3: Illustration of sharpness for the SV bound.

In Zetterstrom and Waernbaum (2022), we show that if the SV bound take values that are
larger than the AF bound, it is not sharp. Since the AF bound is the maximum value the
selection bias can possibly take, any value of the SV bound greater than this is unattainable
for the bias. However, just because the SV bound is smaller than the AF bound does not
guarantee that it is sharp, given the assumed sensitivity parameters. There is a region between
the sharpness limit and the AF bound where the SV bound can be either sharp or not, as
illustrated in Figure 3. In Theorem 4, we present a sufficient condition for when the SV
bounds in the subpopulation are sharp.

Theorem 4 Assume {RRUY |S=1, RRT U |S=1} and P(Y, T, U |IS = 1) such that BFU ≤ 1/P(Y =
1|T = 0, IS = 1), then the bounds for βRS and βDS

are sharp.

Given that the sensitivity parameters are correct, we have from Theorem 4 that the SV
bounds for the subpopulation are sharp if BFU ≤ 1/P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1). Furthermore,
the SV bounds are not sharp if they are larger than the AF bounds. If the SV bound falls
between the two boundaries, its sharpness is inconclusive.
Theorem 4 is illustrated using the dataset zika_learner, with only the first selection variable
(birth) included. Figure 4 presents the SV bound for the relative risk in the subpopulation
for different values of the sensitivity parameters, RRUY |S=1 and RRT U |S=1. The dotted dark
blue curves in Figures 4a and 4b indicates where the SV bound is equal to the AF bound,
B(βRS ) = B̃(βRS ) = 3.669. The solid dark blue curve in Figure 4b is where the SV bound
is equal to the sharp limit, 1/P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) = 3.667. Any SV bound below this
curve is sharp, meaning that the bias can take the value of the bound. In this case, the
sharp limit is almost identical to the AF bound. This is because P(T = 1|IS = 1) ≈ 1 and
thus, the numerator in the AF bound is very close to 1, the denominator is very close to
P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) and the AF bound is almost identical to the limit for sharpness. Note
that the treatment has been recoded in order to bound the bias from above.
There is no corresponding result for sharp bounds for the total population. A property of the
bias for the relative risk (see Table 1) is

bias(βR) = βobs
R

βR
≤ P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)

P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)
/mins P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s)

maxs P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s)
≤ BF1 ·BF0,

and if P(Y = 1|T = t, IS = 1) 6= P(Y = 1|T = t, IS = 0), t = 0, 1, the first inequality
is strict, which implies that the bias cannot be as large as the bound. It is interesting to
note that if P(Y = 1|T = t, IS = 1) = P(Y = 1|T = t, IS = 0) for both t = 0, 1, then
mins P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s) = P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) and maxs P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s) =
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Figure 4: (a) B(βRS ) for different RRUY |S=1 and RRT U |S=1 (b) Close-up view indicating the
sharp, inconclusive and non-sharp regions.

P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1), which results in βobs
R /βR = 1, i.e. no selection bias. Corresponding

results hold for the risk difference, see Appendix B. However, given assumed values of the
sensitivity parameters, the SV bounds can be smaller than the AF bounds and therefore still
be informative.

5. R package SelectionBias
In this section, we describe the R package SelectionBias. The different functions in the
R package are illustrated using either the simulated dataset zika_learner, or the model
structure that the dataset is simulated from, see Table 4.

5.1. SVboundparametersM()

The sensitivity parameters for the SV bound are calculated for the M-structure using the
function SVboundparametersM(). Note that neither the SV bound or the sensitivity pa-
rameters are available for observed data, since they depend on the unobserved variables, U.
However, the observed probabilities P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) and P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) are
needed in order to check if the causal estimand for the assumed model structure is smaller or
larger than the observed estimand. The input in the code is the causal estimand of interest,
the assumed model structure and the observed probabilities of success. In this example, the
assumed model strucuture is the DGP in Table 4, and the observed probabilities are found
in Table 5. The code and the output are:

R> SVboundparametersM(whichEst = "RR_sub",
+ Vval = matrix(c(1, 0, 0.85, 0.15), ncol = 2),
+ Uval = matrix(c(1, 0, 0.5, 0.5), ncol = 2),
+ Tcoef = c(-6.2, 1.75),
+ Ycoef = c(-5.2, 5.0, -1.0),
+ Scoef = matrix(c(1.2, 2.2, 0.0, 0.5, 2.0, -2.75, -4.0, 0.0), ncol = 4),
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+ Mmodel = "L",
+ pY1_T1_S1 = 0.286,
+ pY1_T0_S1 = 0.004)

"BF_U" 1.5625
"RR_UY|S=1" 2.7089
"RR_TU|S=1" 2.3293
"Reverse treatment" TRUE

First, the causal estimand of interest, "RR_tot", "RD_tot", "RR_sub" or "RD_sub", is indi-
cated. Second, the matrix for V is given, where the first column contains the values that
V can take, and the second column contains the probabilities for the corresponding values.
In the zika example, we have a binary random variable so that the first two elements in the
matrix are 1 and 0, although any discrete V can be used. A continuous V must be discretized,
and the probabilities for all categories must sum to 1. Third, and similar to V, the matrix
for U is given, where the first column contains the values that U can take, and the second
column contains the probabilities for the corresponding values. U can also be discretized
to approximate a continuous variable. Fourth, the coefficients used in the model for T are
provided, where the first entry is the intercept and the second the slope describing its depen-
dencies on V. The fifth input is the coefficient vector for the outcome model, where the first
entry is the intercept, the second and third entries are the slope coefficients describing the
dependence on T and U. The sixth input is the coefficient matrix for the selection variables.
The number of rows correspond to the number of selection variables. The input matrix has
four columns that represent the intercept, and slope coefficients for V, U and T, respectively.
A summary of the code notation is seen in the last column of Table 4. The seventh argument
indicates whether the models are probit (Mmodel = "P") or logistic (Mmodel = "L"). Lastly,
the observed probabilities of success within each treatment group, P(Y = 1|T = t, IS = 1),
t = 0, 1, are given. These are used to check if the selection bias for the assumed DGP is
positive or negative. In this example, the estimand of interest is the relative risk in the sub-
population, whichEst = "RR_sub", the DGP is given in Table 4, logistic models are used
in the DGP and the observed probabilities after two selections are found in Table 5. The
output is the sensitivity parameters for SV bound, rounded to four decimals, and an indicator
stating if the bias is negative and the coding for the treatment has been reversed. Here, it is
the subpopulation that is of interest, and therefore, the sensitivity parameters in the second
column in Table 2 are presented. The obtained output in this example is, RRT U |S=1 = 2.33
and RRUY |S=1 = 2.71, which gives BFU = 1.56, and the treatment coding is reversed.

5.2. SVbound()

The SV bound is calculated using the function SVbound() in the package. The input is the
relevant causal estimand ("RR_tot", "RD_tot", "RR_sub" or "RD_sub") and the sensitivity
parameters provided by the user. These can either be inserted directly or as output from
SVboundparametersM(). If the user provide the sensitivity parameters directly, the SV bound
is not restricted to the M-structure, although the assumptions in Appendix A must still be
fulfilled. For the structure in Table 4, the code and the output are:

R> SVbound(whichEst = "RR_sub",



Stina Zetterstrom, Ingeborg Waernbaum 13

+ RR_UY_S1 = 2.71,
+ RR_TU_S1 = 2.33)

"SV bound" 1.56

The causal estimand is the relative risk in the subpopulation, whichEst = "RR_sub", and
the sensitivity parameters are RRUY |S=1 = 2.71 and RRT U |S=1 = 2.33, calculated from
SVboundparametersM(). The output is the SV bound, rounded to two decimals. In this
example, the SV bound is 1.56. Note that if the causal estimand is underestimated, the
recoding of the treatment has to be done by the user.

5.3. AFbound()

The function AFbound() takes data as input. Using the zika_learner data as input, the
code and output are:

R> AFbound(whichEst = "RR_sub",
+ outcome = mic_ceph,
+ treatment = 1 - zika,
+ selection = sel_ind)

"AF bound" 3.5

Four inputs are given to the code: the relevant causal estimand ("RR_tot", "RD_tot",
"RR_sub" or "RD_sub"), the outcome variable, the treatment variable and the selection indi-
cator. Here, the causal estimand of interest is the relative risk in the subpopulation, and the
outcome, treatment, and selection are the variables microcephaly, zika and the selection in-
dicator formed from the selection variables birth and public hospital. In this setting, the bias
is negative, and we have reversed the coding of the treatment, since the AF bound bounds
the bias from above. The recoding of the treatment has to be done by the user. The output
is the AF bound, rounded to two decimals, which is 3.50 in this example.
In this simulated dataset, data is available on all observations and we chose to only include
those with S1 = S2 = 1. However, if the data is not available for those subjects with IS = 0,
as could be the case with missing data, one can input the selection probability instead of the
selection indicator variable. Here, the selection probability is calculated as mean(sel_ind).
In this case, the code and output are:

R> AFbound(whichEst = "RR_sub",
+ outcome = mic_ceph[sel_ind == 1],
+ treatment = 1 - zika[sel_ind == 1],
+ selection = mean(sel_ind))

"AF bound" 3.5

This setting is supposed to mimic the case when there is no data available on the non-selected
subjects, and thus only the subjects with IS = 1 are included. The result is the same as the
previous example, since the selection probability is calculated from the complete dataset.
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5.4. SVboundsharp()

The function SVboundsharp() evaluates whether the SV bound in the subpopulation is sharp.
As input, it takes the value of BFU , the probability P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1), the SV
bound and the AF bound. The output is a string stating whether the SV bound is sharp,
inconclusive or not sharp. The last two arguments, SVbound and AFbound, are optional. They
are not necessary in order to check if the SV bound is sharp, or it is inconclusive. However,
they must be entered to check if the SV bound is not sharp. Therefore, if SVbound and
AFbound are not provided, the output is a string stating whether the bound is sharp, or if it
is inconclusive. Here, BFU = 1.56, the probability P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) = 0.27 (calculated
from zika_learner), the SV bound is 1.56 and the AF bound is 3.5. The code and output
are:

R> SVboundsharp(BF_U = 1.56,
+ pY1_T0_S1 = 0.27,
+ SVbound = 1.56,
+ AFbound = 3.5)

"SV bound is sharp."

In this setting, the SV bound is sharp. As before, the bias is negative, and we have reversed
the coding of the treatment. Note that if the causal estimand is underestimated, the recoding
of the treatment has to be done manually.

6. Conclusion
To perform sensitivity analyses for selection bias we investigate two bounds for a binary out-
come. The first bound (SV) proposed by Smith and VanderWeele (2019) requires a conditional
independence assumption and values of strength of dependencies provided by the researcher.
The second bound, referred to as the AF bound, is based solely on the data without any
additional assumptions (Zetterstrom and Waernbaum 2022).
For practitioners, we present the R package SelectionBias. The package provides functions
for calculating sensitivity parameters of the SV bound under a user specified model together
with functions producing the bound itself and an associated check for if the bound is sharp.
The AF bound is calculated for a user provided dataset. For users to become familiar with
the functions, the R package also includes a simulated dataset, zika_learner, and the DGP
the dataset is simulated from. The simulated data emulates a register-based cohort study,
inspired by a case-control study investigating the effect of zika virus on microcephaly in Brazil
(de Araújo et al. 2018).
Moreover, we provide results concerning feasible and meaningful regions of the SV bounds.
We show that the sensitivity parameters the bounds are based upon are not restricted by
each other or the observed data distribution. Furthermore, we define a bound as sharp if it
is possible for the bias to be equal to the value of the bound, and derive regions when the SV
bounds in the subpopulation are sharp, given that the sensitivity parameters are correct. The
new contributions are illustrated with the simulated zika_learner dataset. In this example,
the limit for the sharp region is almost identical to the AF bound. The example demonstrates
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that the SV bound can take on values that are smaller than the AF bound, especially in the
case of a rare treatment and/or outcome. Thus, the extra information used in the SV bound
can give a tighter and more informative bound for the selection bias. However, with the R
package, the user can perform the calculations for many different designs, and thereby gain
a broader knowledge of the possible magnitude of the selection bias.
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A. Underlying assumptions for the SV bound

The SV bounds are valid under additional assumptions. First, the bounds are constructed
for a positive bias, i.e.

θobs > θ, (5)

where θ ∈ (βR, βD, βRS , βDS
) and θobs ∈ (βobs

R , βobs
D ). This is a technical assumption, since if

the causal estimand is underestimated, the coding of the treatment can be reversed. Secondly,
there are two different conditional independence assumptions for the causal model, depending
on whether the total or subpopulation estimands are of interest:

Assumption 5 (Total population estimands βR and βD) For some unmeasured variable(s)
U: Y ⊥⊥ IS |(T = t, U = u), for t = 0, 1.

Assumption 6 (Subpopulation estimands βRS and βDS
) For some unmeasured variable(s)

U: Y (t) ⊥⊥ T |(IS = 1, U = u), for t = 0, 1.

The assumptions differ since their purpose is to provide conditions for unbiased estimation of
the distinct estimands of interest under selection if the unmeasured variable was observed. The
difference arises from either i) a lack of generalization of a causal effect from a subpopulation
to the total population, or ii) a violation of conditional exchangeability in the subpopulation,
Y (t) ⊥⊥/ T |X, IS = 1. There are however structures in which both Assumptions 5 and 6 are
fulfilled, for example the DAG in Figure 1.

B. Proofs

B.1. Theorem 1

Since RRUY |T =t = maxu P(Y = 1|T = t, U = u)/minu P(Y = 1|T = t, U = u), t = 0, 1,
RRUY |T =t ≥ 1, t = 0, 1 by definition. Define g1(u) = P(U = u|T = 1, IS = 1)/P(U =
u|T = 1, IS = 0) and g0(u) = P(U = u|T = 0, IS = 0)/P(U = u|T = 0, IS = 1). Note that
E[g1(U)|T = 1, IS = 0] =

∑
u g1(u)P(U = u|T = 1, IS = 0) =

∑
u P(U = u|T = 1, IS = 1) =

1, which gives that RRSU |T =1 = maxu g1(u) ≥ 1. Similar arguments gives RRSU |T =0 ≥ 1.
To show that {RRUY |T =1, RRUY |T =0, RRSU |T =1, RRSU |T =0,P(Y, T, IS)} are variation inde-
pendent, we construct a distribution P(Y, T, U, IS) that marginalize to a given set
{RR∗UY |T =1, RR

∗
UY |T =0, RR

∗
SU |T =1, RR

∗
SU |T =0,P

∗(Y, T, IS)}. We do not consider boundary
points in order to avoid technicalities. We construct the distribution as:
1. Let

P(T ) = P∗(T ).
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2. Let U be categorical with three possible outcomes,

P(U = 0|T = 0, IS = 0) =
(1− ε)RR∗SU |T =0(RR∗SU |T =1 − 1)

RR∗SU |T =0RR
∗
SU |T =1 − 1

P(U = 1|T = 0, IS = 0) =
(1− ε)(RR∗SU |T =0 − 1)
RR∗SU |T =0RR

∗
SU |T =1 − 1

P(U = 2|T = 0, IS = 0) = ε

P(U = 0|T = 0, IS = 1) =
(1− ε)(RR∗SU |T =1 − 1)
RR∗SU |T =0RR

∗
SU |T =1 − 1

P(U = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) =
(1− ε)RR∗SU |T =1(RR∗SU |T =0 − 1)

RR∗SU |T =0RR
∗
SU |T =1 − 1

P(U = 2|T = 0, IS = 1) = ε,

where 0 < ε < 1 is defined below. We have

∑
u

P(U = u|T = 0, IS = s) =
(1− ε)RRSU |T =t(RRSU |T =1−t − 1)

RRSU |T =0RRSU |T =1 − 1

+
(1− ε)(RRSU |T =t − 1)
RRSU |T =0RRSU |T =1 − 1

+
ε(RRSU |T =0RRSU |T =1 − 1)
RRSU |T =0RRSU |T =1 − 1 = 1,

for t = 0, 1 and s = 0, 1. Furthermore,

RRSU |T =0 = max
u

P(U = u|T = 0, IS = 0)
P(U = u|T = 0, IS = 1) = P(U = 0|T = 0, IS = 0)

P(U = 0|T = 0, IS = 1) = RR∗SU |T =0.

Similarly, let

P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) =
(1− ε)RR∗SU |T =1(RR∗SU |T =0 − 1)

RR∗SU |T =0RR
∗
SU |T =1 − 1

P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) =
(1− ε)(RR∗SU |T =1 − 1)
RR∗SU |T =0RR

∗
SU |T =1 − 1

P(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1) = ε

P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 0) =
(1− ε)(RR∗SU |T =0 − 1)
RR∗SU |T =0RR

∗
SU |T =1 − 1

P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 0) =
(1− ε)RR∗SU |T =0(RR∗SU |T =1 − 1)

RR∗SU |T =0RR
∗
SU |T =1 − 1

P(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 0) = ε,

such that ∑
u

P(U = u|T = 1, IS = s) = 1
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and

RRSU |T =1 = max
u

P(U = u|T = 1, IS = 1)
P(U = u|T = 1, IS = 0) = P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1)

P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 0) = RR∗SU |T =1.

3. Let

P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 0) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)

P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |T =0[P(U = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) + ε]
RR∗UY |T =0P(U = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) + ε

P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 2) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) P(U = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) + ε

RR∗UY |T =0P(U = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) + ε

P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 0) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |T =1[P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε]
RR∗UY |T =1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)

P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 2) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

RR∗UY |T =1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε
.

Since

∂

∂ε
P(Y = 1|T = t, U = 1− t) =P∗(Y = 1|T = t, IS = 1)RR∗UY |T =t

·
P(U = 1− t|T = t, IS = 1)(RR∗UY |T =t − 1)
[RRUY |T =tP(U = 1− t|T = t, IS = 1) + ε]2 > 0

and

lim
ε→0

P(Y = 1|T = t, U = 1− t) = P∗(Y = 1|T = t, IS = 1),
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for t = 0, 1, we can choose ε such that all probabilities are between 0 and 1. We then get

P(Y = |T = 1, IS = 1) =
∑

u

P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = u)P(U = u|T = 1, IS = 1)

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |T =1[P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε]
RR∗UY |T =1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

· P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1)

+ P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) · P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)

+ P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

RR∗UY |T =1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε
· P(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1)

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |T =1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

·
[
RR∗UY |T =1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1)2 +RR∗UY |T =1εP(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1)

+RR∗UY |T =1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1)P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + εP(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
+ P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1)P(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1) + εP(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1)]

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |T =1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

·
[
RR∗UY |T =1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1){P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε}

+ ε{P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + P(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1)}]

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |T =1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

· [RR∗UY |T =1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε]

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1),

since P(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1) = ε. Similarly,

P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1).

Since

P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 1) > P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 0) > P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 2) (6)

and

P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 0) > P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 1) > P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 2), (7)

we get the equalities
RRUY |T =0 = RR∗UY |T =0 (8)

and
RRUY |T =1 = RR∗UY |T =1. (9)

Thus, {RRSU |T =1, RRSU |T =0, RRUY |T =1, RRUY |T =1,P(Y, T, IS)} are variation independent.

B.2. Theorem 2

Since
RRUY |S=1 = max

t

maxu P(Y = 1|T = t, U = u, IS = 1)
minu P(Y = 1|T = t, U = u, IS = 1) , t = 0, 1,
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RRUY |S=1 ≥ 1, t = 0, 1, by definition. Define g(u) = P(U = u|T = 1, IS = 1)/P(U = u|T =
0, IS = 1). Note that E[g(U)|T = 0, IS = 1] =

∑
u g(u)P(U = u|T = 0, IS = 1) =

∑
u P(U =

u|T = 1, IS = 1) = 1, which gives RRT U |S=1 = maxu g(u) ≥ 1.
To show the second part of Theorem 2, i.e. that {RRUY |S=1, RRT U |S=1,P(Y, T |IS = 1)} are
variation independent, we construct a distribution P(Y, T, U |IS = 1) that marginalize to a
given set {RR∗UY |S=1, RR

∗
T U |S=1,P

∗(Y, T |IS = 1)}. We do not consider boundary points in
order to avoid technicalities. We construct the distribution as:
1. Let

P(T |IS = 1) = P∗(T |IS = 1).

2. Let

P(U = 0|T = 0, IS = 1) =
(1− ε)RR∗T U |S=1
RR∗T U |S=1 + 1

P(U = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) = (1− ε)
RR∗T U |S=1 + 1

P(U = 2|T = 0, IS = 1) = ε

P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) = (1− ε)
RR∗T U |S=1 + 1

P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) =
(1− ε)RR∗T U |S=1
RR∗T U |S=1 + 1

P(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1) = ε.

We then have that

RRT U |S=1 = max
u

P(U = u|T = 1, IS = 1)
P(U = u|T = 0, IS = 1) = P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)

P(U = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) = RR∗T U |S=1.

3. Let

P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = u, IS = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1), u ∈ {0, 1, 2}
P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 0, IS = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)

P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 1, IS = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |S=1[P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε]
RR∗UY |S=1P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 2, IS = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

RR∗UY |S=1P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε
.

Since
∂

∂ε
P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1, U = 1) =P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)RR∗UY |S=1

·
P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)(RR∗UY |S=1 − 1)
[RRUY |S=1P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε]2 > 0

and
lim
ε→0

P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 1, IS = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1),
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we can choose ε such that all probabilities are between 0 and 1. We then get

P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) =
∑

u

P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = u, IS = 1)P(U = u|T = 1, IS = 1)

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1)

+ P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |S=1[P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε]
RR∗UY |S=1P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)

+ P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

RR∗UY |S=1P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε
P(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1)

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |S=1P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

·
[
RR∗UY |S=1P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1)P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + εP(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1)

+RR∗UY |S=1P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)2 +RR∗UY |S=1εP(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
+ P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)P(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1) + εP(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1)]

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |S=1P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

·
[
RR∗UY |S=1P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) {P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε}

+ ε {P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1) + P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + P(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1)} ]

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |S=1P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

[
RR∗UY |S=1P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) + ε

]
= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1),

since P(U = 2|T = 1, IS = 1) = ε, and that

P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1).

Since

P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 1, IS = 1) > P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 0, IS = 1) > P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 2, IS = 1)

we have that

RRUY |S=1 = P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 1, IS = 1)
P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 2, IS = 1) = RR∗UY |S=1.

Thus, {RRT U |S=1, RRUY |S=1,P(Y, T |IS = 1)} are variation independent.

B.3. Theorem 4

To show that the bounds for the relative risk and the risk difference in the subpopulation are
sharp when BFU ≤ 1/P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1), we construct a distribution that marginalizes
to any given set {RR∗T U |S=1, RR

∗
UY |S=1,P

∗(Y, T, U |IS = 1)} such that BF ∗U ≤ 1/P∗(Y =
1|T = 0, IS = 1) and β∗RS = βobs∗

R /BF ∗U .
1. Let

P(T |IS = 1) = P∗(T |IS = 1).
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2. Let

P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) = 1

P(U = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) = 1
RR∗T U |S=1

.

Then RRT U |S=1 = RR∗T U |S=1.
3. Let

P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 0, IS = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) ·BF ∗U/RR∗UY |S=1

P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 1, IS = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) ·BF ∗U
P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 0, IS = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)/RR∗UY |S=1

P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 1, IS = 1) = P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1).

Provided that
BF ∗U ≤

1
P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) ,

RRUY |S=1 = RR∗UY |S=1. Furthermore,

P(U = 0|IS = 1) = P(U = 0|T = 0, IS = 1)P(T = 0|IS = 1)
+ P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1)P(T = 1|IS = 1)

=
(

1− 1
RR∗T U |S=1

)
P(T = 0|IS = 1),

P(U = 1|IS = 1) = P(U = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)P(T = 0|IS = 1)
+ P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)P(T = 1|IS = 1)

= 1
RR∗T U |S=1

P(T = 0|IS = 1) + P(T = 1|IS = 1),

P(Y (1) = 1|IS = 1) = P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 0, IS = 1)P(U = 0|IS = 1)
+ P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 1, IS = 1)P(U = 1|IS = 1)

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |S=1

·
(

1− 1
RR∗T U |S=1

)
· P(T = 0|IS = 1)

+ P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) ·
(

P(T = 1|IS = 1) + P(T = 0|IS = 1) · 1
RR∗T U |S=1

)
= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) · [P(T = 1|IS = 1) + P(T = 0|IS = 1)

·
(

1
RR∗UY |S=1

− 1
RR∗T U |S=1RR

∗
UY |S=1

+ 1
RR∗T U |S=1

)]

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) ·
(

P(T = 1|IS = 1) + P(T = 0|IS = 1) · 1
BF ∗U

)
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and

P(Y (0) = 1|IS = 1) = P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 0, IS = 1)P(U = 0|IS = 1)
+ P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 1, IS = 1)P(U = 1|IS = 1)

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) ·BF ∗U
RR∗UY |S=1

·
(

1− 1
RR∗T U |S=1

)
· P(T = 0|IS = 1)

+ P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) ·BF ∗U ·
(

P(T = 1|IS = 1) + P(T = 0|IS = 1) · 1
RR∗T U |S=1

)
= P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) ·BF ∗U · [P(T = 1|IS = 1) + P(T = 0|IS = 1)

·
(

1
RR∗UY |S=1

− 1
RR∗T U |S=1RR

∗
UY |S=1

+ 1
RR∗T U |S=1

)]

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) ·BF ∗U ·
(

P(T = 1|IS = 1) + P(T = 0|IS = 1) · 1
BF ∗U

)
.

Thus, we get

βRS = P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)BF ∗U

.

Lastly, we have

P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) = P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 0, IS = 1)P(U = 0|T = 1, IS = 1)
+ P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = 1, IS = 1)P(U = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)

and

P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) = P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 0, IS = 1)P(U = 0|T = 0, IS = 1)
+ P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = 1, IS = 1)P(U = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)BF ∗U
RR∗UY |S=1

·
(

1− 1
RR∗T U |S=1

)

+ P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)BF ∗U ·
1

RR∗T U |S=1

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)BF ∗U ·
1

BF ∗U
= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1).

Thus, the bound for the relative risk in the subpopulation is sharp.
We use the same distribution as for the relative risk to show that the bound for the risk
difference is sharp when BFU ≤ 1/P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1). Furthermore, from the eAppendix
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2e in Smith and VanderWeele (2019), we have that

β+
DS

= P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)−
∑

u

P(Y = 1|T = 0, U = u, IS = 1)P(U = u|T = 1, IS = 1)

= P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)− P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)BF ∗U
RR∗UY |S=1

· 0

− P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)BF ∗U · 1
= P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)− P∗(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)BF ∗U
= P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)− P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)BFU

and

β−DS
=
∑

u

P(Y = 1|T = 1, U = u, IS = 1)P(U = u|T = 0, IS = 1)− P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
RR∗UY |S=1

·
(

1− 1
RRT U |S=1

)

+ P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) · 1
RR∗T U |S=1

− P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)

= P∗(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
BF ∗U

− P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)

= P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
BFU

− P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1).

We thus get
β+

DS
− βobs

DS
= P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) · (BFU − 1)

and
β−DS
− βobs

DS
= P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1) · (1− 1/BFU )

and since bias(βDS
) ≤ max

(
βobs

DS
− β+

DS
, βobs

DS
− β−DS

)
(Smith and VanderWeele 2019, eAp-

pendix 2e), we get that the bound for the risk difference in the subpopulation is sharp.

B.4. Non-sharp for the total population

We have that the bias for the relative risk (Smith and VanderWeele 2019, eAppendix 1a)

bias(βR) = βobs
R

βR
≤ P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)

P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)
/mins P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s)

maxs P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s) ≤ BF1 ·BF0.

(10)
Thus, if

βR = P(Y = 1|T = 1)
P(Y = 1|T = 0) >

mins P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s)
maxs P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s) , (11)

the first inequality in (10) is strict.
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The relative risk is

βR = P(Y = 1|T = 1)
P(Y = 1|T = 0)

=

P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 0)P(IS = 0|T = 1)
+ P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)P(IS = 1|T = 1)

P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 0)P(IS = 0|T = 0)
+ P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)P(IS = 1|T = 0)

=

maxs P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s)P(IS = s|T = 1)
+ mins′ P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s′)P(IS = s′|T = 1)

mins P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s)P(IS = s|T = 0)
+ maxs′ P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s′)P(IS = s′|T = 0)

=

mins′ P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s′)
+ P(IS = s|T = 1)[maxs P(Y = 1|T = t, IS = s)−mins′ P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s′)]

maxs′ P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s′)
+ P(IS = s|T = 0)[mins P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s′)−maxs′ P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s′)]

≥ mins′ P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s′)
maxs′ P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s′) .

If P(Y = 1|T = t, IS = 1) 6= P(Y = 1|T = t, IS = 0) for t = 0, 1, the inequality is strict and
the bias is

bias(βR) = βobs
R

βR
<

P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)
P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)

/mins P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s)
maxs P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s) ≤ BF1 ·BF0,

i.e. the bound is not sharp.
For the risk difference, the bias is defined as

bias(βD) = βobs
D − βD.

Using the same kind of reasoning as above,
βD ≥ min

s
P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s)−max

s
P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s),

where the inequality is strict if P(Y = 1|T = t, IS = 1) 6= P(Y = 1|T = t, IS = 0) for t = 0, 1.
The bias then is
bias(βD) = βobs

D − βD < [P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)− P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1)]
− [min

s
P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = s)−max

s
P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = s)]

≤ BF1 − P(Y = 1|T = 1, IS = 1)/BF1 + P(Y = 1|T = 0, IS = 1) ·BF0,

i.e. the bound is not sharp.
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