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Recent critiques of Physics Education Research (PER) studies [ [2] have revoiced the critical
issues when drawing causal inferences from observational data where no intervention is present.
In response to a call for a “causal reasoning primer” in PER [, this paper discusses some of the
fundamental issues underlying statistical causal inference. In reviewing these issues, we discuss well-
established causal inference methods commonly applied in other fields and discuss their application
to PER. Using simulated data sets, we illustrate (i) why analysis for causal inference should control
for confounders but not control for mediators and colliders and (ii) that multiple proposed causal
models can fit a highly correlated data set. Finally, we discuss how these causal inference methods
can be used to represent and explain existing issues in quantitative PER. Throughout, we discuss a
central issue: quantitative results from observational studies cannot support a researcher’s proposed
causal model over other alternative models. To address this issue, we propose an explicit role for
observational studies in PER that draw statistical causal inferences: proposing future intervention
studies and predicting their outcomes. Mirroring a broader connection between theoretical motivat-
ing experiments in physics, observational studies in PER can make quantitative predictions of the
causal effects of interventions, and future intervention studies can test those predictions directly.

I. INTRODUCTION

and Y are independent variables (an analysis denoted as

Recent critiques of Physics Education Research (PER)
studies [T}, 2] have revoiced the critical issues when draw-
ing causal inferences from observational data where no
intervention is present. In response to a call for a
“causal reasoning primer” in PER [I], this paper dis-
cusses some of the fundamental issues underlying statisti-
cal causal inference. In reviewing these issues, we discuss
well-established causal inference methods commonly ap-
plied in other fields [BHI5] and discuss their application
to PER. We suspect that many Physics Education re-
searchers engaged in quantitative analysis will be famil-
iar with these methods. At the same time, we propose
that more widespread knowledge of these causal inference
methods can help establish greater consensus among the
PER community on how to establish causal relationships
from quantitative data. The causal inference methods we
present provide a powerful set of conceptual and math-
ematical tools for analysis and make clear the potential
causal misinterpretations and biases that can be intro-
duced during analysis. For readers interested in a more
in-depth discussion of the causal methods discussed here,
there are both more popular [I6] and technical references
[I7H24] available.

II. CAUSAL VS. PREDICTIVE MODELING

In this paper, we will use path analysis [25H27] us-
ing multiple linear regression on standardized variables
to illustrate causal inference methods, though the causal
issues we illustrate extend to other analytic methods as
well (e.g., structural equation modeling [28]).

Consider the case where three standardized variables,
X, Y, and Z, are measured, and a multiple regression
is performed with Z as the dependent variable and X

Z ~ X +Y). This best-fit linear model produced by
this analysis is Z = BxzX + fyzY (note: there will be
a non-zero constant term [y if the variables are not all
standardized). Conceptually, this analysis is commonly
interpreted as finding the variance explained by one inde-
pendent variable while controlling for another (i.e. find-
ing the regression coefficient of X on Z, Sxz, when con-
trolling for Y'). For this regression analysis, Ox 7 is:

TXZ —TXYTYZ
Bxz = B E— (1)
—Txy

A conceptually important limiting case is that when
rxy = 0, 8xz = rxz. This indicates that controlling
for the independent variable Y has no effect on the asso-
ciation between independent variable X and dependent
variable Z if the two independent variables are not cor-
related.

The interpretation and appropriateness of the analy-
sis Z ~ X 4+ Y will depend on whether the goal of this
regression model is predictive or causal [29]. For a pre-
dictive model [30], the goal would be to explain the most
variance in Z with other measured variables - that is, to
reduce the error in predicting Z. One example would be
using early pre- and in-course measures to predict stu-
dents’ final physics course grade [3IH45]. Establishing
this predictive model using data from previous semesters
may allow instructors and researchers to identify which
students are at-risk of failing a course early enough to
provide additional support. In a predictive model, it is
sensible to include as many variables as available to im-
prove R? of the model - it does not matter what X or
Y represents. The (’s indicate which variables explain
the most variance in Z that is not explained by other
variables in the model - that is, the variance explained
by one independent variable controlling for all others.



By contrast, the goal of a causal model [16] is to esti-
mate the causal impact of how intervening on X and
Y should affect Z. That is, if X is changed by one
standard deviation, how would Z change? A common
pitfall is assuming that Sxz is an accurate estimate of
this causal impact when, in actuality, this depends on
the proposed causal model of how X, Y, Z, and other
unmeasured variables are related. To illustrate how the
predictive and causal inference goals of statistical mod-
eling can be misaligned, consider the case where X is
a student’s mid-semester score in their math course. In
this case, although mid-semester calculus grade may help
predict final physics course grade, interventions to im-
prove mid-semester calculus grade may not improve final
course grade. For instance, an intervention that increases
time spent on calculus study might actually reduce the
time available for studying physics, causing no improve-
ment or even decreasing students’ physics final grade.
In reality, mid-semester calculus grade could serve as a
proxy indicator of the causal role of students’ more gen-
eral math preparation or general study practices rather
than on calculus-specific performance. Although a pre-
dictive model does not necessarily care why variance in
outcomes is explained, the causal details of why variance
is explained are critical for making accurate causal esti-
mates. The rest of this paper elaborates on causal infer-
ence techniques for determining the appropriate analysis
for estimating the causal impacts of one variable on an-
other when many variables are correlated together. Cen-
tral to these methods are diagrams that embody a the-
oretical model of the cause-effect relationships between
variables.

III. THREE FUNDAMENTAL CAUSAL
STRUCTURES: CHAIN, FORK, COLLIDER

Relations between quantitative variables can be repre-
sented through directed acyclic graphs (DAGs) [21], 46
A7), which represent the variables as nodes connected
by directed arrows. DAG-like diagrams are commonly
used to represent the results of path analysis or struc-
tural equation modeling. When the DAG is constructed
to reflect a proposed causal model, then the arrows in-
dicate the direction of causality between variables, and
coefficients associated with each arrow reflect the direct
causal impact of changing one variable on another.

For instance, X — Y is a causal model where X has
a causal impact on Y — that is, intervening to change X
will produce a change in Y and that intervening to change
Y directly (i.e., through a method besides changing X)
will not change X. The analysis Y ~ X would produce
the coefficients of the linear equation ¥ = Sxy X, and
the coefficient SxY would be associated with the path
connecting X to Y. This equation (and diagram) also
represents a quantitative causal prediction: that chang-
ing X by AX will change Y by SBxy (AX).

There are three fundamental causal structures — chain,

2

NN

()

FIG. 1: Fundamental causal structures: (a) Chain -
where Y acts as a mediator, (b) Fork - where Y acts as
a confounder, and (c) Collider - where Y acts as a
collider.

fork, and collider [I6] — through which more complicated
causal models can be constructed. These three structures
illustrate the ways in which correlation may or may not
reflect causation and also the different rules for how con-
trolling for variables impacts analysis.

A. Chain

A causal chain is represented as X — Y — Z (Fig.
1a). This chain represents a causal mediation where X
causes Z through the mediator Y: X causes Y and Y
causes Z, so therefore X causes Z. An everyday example
of a causal chain is Fire — Smoke — Alarm. Here,
smoke is the mediator caused by fire and causes the smoke
alarm to sound. In principle, any single causal link can
be modeled as a chain by explicitly breaking down the
causal mechanism into mediators. In practice, mediators
are commonly omitted from causal diagrams if they are
not measured and/or are not of theoretical interest.

The path coefficients of the chain X — Y — Z are
associated with two linear regressions, ¥ = Sxy X and
Z = By zY. Because we have assumed X, Y, and Z are
standardized variables and the regressions only have a
single independent variable, Sxy = rxy and fyz = ryz.
There are two ways to determine the (indirect) causal im-
pact of X on Z. The first is the chain rule: changes in X
cause changes in Y, and these changes in Y cause changes
in Z, so the total effect of X on Z is rxyryz. The second
is the analysis Z ~ X. In this analysis, the coefficient
for X will indicate the same causal impact rxyryz, and
because there are no other pathways between X and Z
except mediation through Y, this value is equivalent to
rxz.

The overall causal impact of X on Z can be found
by eliminating the Y from the two previous regression
equations, yielding: Z = (Bxyfyz)X = (rxyryz)X.
The coefficient rxyryz represents the causal impact of



X on Z. Therefore, the analysis Z ~ X will produce the
correct causal coefficient.

In the idealized chain X — Y — Z, controlling for Y
will block the causal relationship between X and Z. An-
alyzing the relationship of X on Z while controlling for
Y can be accomplished through the analysis Z ~ X +Y,
which would yield a coefficient for Y of ryz and a co-
efficient for X of zero. This can be intuitively under-
stood through the fire alarm example: controlling for the
mediator “smoke” blocks the relationship between fire
and alarm. We could do so by very efficiently remov-
ing smoke from a room with a fume hood. In this case,
there will be no smoke in the room, whether or not a
fire is present, and the alarm will not sound. We could
also hold smoke constant by filling the room with smoke
using a fog machine. In this case, the alarm will sound
whether or not fire is present. By holding the presence or
absence of smoke constant, the causal link between fire
and the alarm sounding is broken. Therefore, controlling
for the mediator Y will screen off information about the
actual, indirect causal relationship of X on Z.

Note that, even in this relatively simple case, the cor-
rect causal interpretation depends critically on having
the correct causal diagram. If the causal chain were ac-
tually X + Y < Z, then the causal coefficient rxyryz
would actually represent how changing Z would impact
X, not how changing X would change Z. Though it is
often theoretically clear which factor is the cause and
which is the effect, there are systems where determining
causes and effects is non-trivial.

B. Fork

A fork is represented as X «+ Y — Z (Fig. [1b)]).
Here, Y is a common cause of both X and Z. There-
fore, X and Z are correlated because changes in Y
will lead to changes in both X and Z, but this cor-
relation does not reflect a causal relationship between
X and Z. An everyday example of a causal fork is
Shoe Size < Age of Child — Reading Ability [11].
Children with larger shoes tend to read at a higher level
because they are older, but the relationship is not one
of cause and effect. Giving a child larger shoes will not
cause their reading ability to increase, nor will improving
a child’s reading ability cause their shoe size to increase.

Here, the causal diagram indicates that the causal im-
pact of Y on X is represented through the equation
X = fByxY =ryxY and the causal impact of Y on Z is
represented through Z = By zY = ryzY. The analysis
Z ~ X will produce a coefficient for X of rxyryz, but
this indicates a non-causal association between X and
Z. rxyryyz reflects how X and Z are correlated through
Y but directly changing X (through a method that does
not change Y') will produce no effect on Z.

To determine the correct causal coefficients, one can
control for Y. For instance, analyzing subsets of same-
aged children, the remaining variations in shoe size and

reading ability should be uncorrelated, reflecting that
there is no association after the common cause is con-
trolled for. For the fork X < Y — Z, controlling for Y
through the analysis Z ~ X 4+ Y will produce a coeffi-
cient for Y of ryz and a coefficient for X of zero. These
coefficients reflect the causal impact of Y and X, respec-
tively, on Z. In causal analysis, a common cause of two
variables (here, Y is a common cause of X and Z) is
called a confounder since, if uncontrolled, it confounds
our ability to estimate the causal relationship between
those two variables by contributing a non-causal associ-
ation. In the causal diagram representation, non-causal
pathways, such as the one from X to Z through a fork,
X <Y — Z, are called backdoor paths, and controlling
for confounders closes these backdoor paths.

Note that the interpretation of which regression analy-
sis yields an accurate estimate of causal impacts depends
on the proposed causal structure. For both the chain and
the fork discussed, Z ~ X will yield Z = (rxyryz)X,
and Z ~ X +Y will yield Z = (0)X + (ryz)Y. Which
coefficient is the causal coefficient, describing how inter-
vening directly on X can change Z: rxyryz or zero?
For the chain, the correct causal coefficient is rxyryz.
The appropriate causal analysis does not control for the
mediator Y since this will mask the actual causal rela-
tionship between X and Z. For the fork, the correct
causal coefficient is zero. The appropriate causal analy-
sis does control for the confounder Y since this will block
the backdoor path that contributes a non-causal asso-
ciation between X and Z. This highlights the critical
importance of constructing the correct causal diagram
when estimating the causal impacts of one variable on
another.

C. Collider

A collider is represented as X — Y « Z (Fig. [Ld).
Here, Y is a common effect of both X and Z. In the ide-
alized case depicted, X and Z are uncorrelated (rxz = 0)
because there are no direct or backdoor paths connecting
them.

Here, the causal diagram indicates that the causal im-
pact of X on Y and Z on Y is represented through the
equation Y = (Bxy )X + (Bzy)Z. Because X and Z are
uncorrelated in this idealized diagram, Sxy = rxy and
Bzy =rzy (if X and Z were correlated, the 5’s could be
computed with Eq. . These (’s are the correct causal
coefficients and indicate how changing X and Z will af-
fect Y. X and Z do not become correlated through a
collider, so the analyses Z ~ X and X ~ Z would both
yield coefficients equal to zero, which correctly indicates
the lack of causal association between them.

Here, controlling for Y will produce a unique non-
causal association: the analysis Z ~ X + Y will produce
a non-causal coefficient for X of % That is, in

the case that X and Z have positive causal impacts on
Y, controlling for Y will produce a negative non-causal



association between X and Z. To see why this would
be the case, consider an example of Academic GPA —
College Scholarship < Athletic Talent (Fig. |2)). This
causal diagram reflects that students can receive college
scholarships based on either academic achievement or
athletic talent (which, for the purposes of this example,
we are imagining is largely uncorrelated with academic
achievement). When we consider the subset of students
who have been awarded a college scholarship (controlling
for the collider), academic GPA will be anti-correlated
with athletic talent. For example, if a student receives
a scholarship but they did not have a high GPA, it is
more likely that they received a scholarship for playing
sports. Similarly, students without athletic talent are
likely to have received a scholarship through a high aca-
demic GPA. Here, controlling for the outcome opens a
back-door path through the collider, revealing an associ-
ation between causes that is present when considering a
same-outcome subgroup but is not present when consid-

ering the entire population.
Athletic
Talent

FIG. 2: Causal diagram illustrating the relationship
between academic GPA, college scholarship, and
athletic talent.

College
Scholarship

Academic

GPA

IV. ANALYZING A SIMULATED DATA SET I:
WHEN YOU SHOULD AND SHOULD NOT
CONTROL FOR VARIABLES IN CAUSAL
INFERENCE

Although one may be tempted to “control for every-
thing” in quantitative analyses involving multiple mea-
sured variables, this approach does not necessarily pro-
duce the correct causal coefficients. For a chain, one
should not control for mediators because this blocks the
causal mechanisms that relates two variables. For a fork,
one should control for confounders (common causes) to
block non-causal associations between variables. One
should not control for a collider (a common effect) be-
cause it conditions on an outcome that produces a non-
causal association between the causes of that outcome.
In sum, when seeking to produce an accurate estimate
for the causal impact of X on Z, one should control for
confounders but not mediators or colliders.

Though simply stated, the application of these rules
can become more complex as the causal diagram be-
comes more complex. To demonstrate these applications,
we created a simulated data set based on the causal
diagram shown in Fig. The simulations were con-
ducted using RStudio [48]. First, a standardized, nor-
mal variable X (mean = 0, standard deviation = 1)
with NV = 10,000,000 counts was simulated. Then, N

counts for a new variable Z were computed from X such
that Z would be a standardized variable where the re-
gression analysis Z ~ X would yield the best-fit line
Z = (0.20) * X. Finally, N counts for ¥ were computed
from X and Z such that Y would be a standardized vari-
able where the regression analysis Y ~ X 4 Z would yield
the line Y = (0.35) * X + (0.65) * Z. This step-wise simu-
lation procedure followed the causal pathways in Fig.
X determines Z, and then X and Z together determine
Y. Simulating the data in this way created a data set X,
Y, Z where the correct causal diagram and the causal co-
efficients associated with each directed arrow are known
(Fig. 3).

Next, we demonstrate correct (and incorrect) analyses
for determining the magnitude of causal effects between
variables depending on the causal structure. We show
how the results determined from analyzing the simulated
data match the causal structure depicted in Fig. 3] This
will also illustrate how the path coeflicients in Fig. [3| can
be used to determine the magnitudes of various causal
and non-causal associations.

0.2

0.35 0.65

FIG. 3: Causal diagram depicting the relationships
among variables X, Y, and Z, where X causes Z, and
X and Z jointly cause Y with corresponding causal
coeflicients indicated on the arrows.

1. Rule: do not control for mediators

Consider an analysis aiming to determine the causal
impact of X on Y. Fig. [3| shows that this total causal
effect is the sum of the direct path X — Y and the
indirect path X — Z — Y. This means that the total
causal effect is 0.48: the sum of the direct effect 0.35 and
the indirect effect (0.2)(0.65) = 0.13. This indicates that
changing X by +1 SD would produce a change in Y of
+0.48 SD.

Conceptually, the relationship between total, direct,
and indirect causal effects can be understood as be-
ing akin to how total and partial derivatives are con-
nected through the chain rule. Consider the function
y = f(z,z(z)), where z,y,z € R. This function is anal-
ogous to the causal diagram in Fig. [3] since y depends
on x and z, while z itself also depends on x. The total

y

. . d .
derivative 7o can be written as:

dy Oy

dr ~ Ox

0y 0z
92 90 (2)



Analogously, Z—Z represents the total effect of x on y,

% represents the direct effect of y on x when keeping z

constant, and g—g% represents the indirect effect of y on
x that is mediated through z. The correct analysis for
determining the total causal effect is Y ~ X. Because Z
is a mediator in the indirect causal path, it should not be
controlled for, as doing so will block this causal path. The
linear regression analysis of the simulated data results in
the equation:

Y = (0.48) * X (3)

This yields the total causal effect of X on Y. Control-
ling for Z means performing the analysis ¥ ~ X 4 Z|
which yields:

Y = (0.35) « X + (0.65) « Z (4)

Controlling for the mediator blocks the indirect causal
effect, leaving only the direct causal effect, 0.35, as the
coefficient for X.

2. Rule: control for confounders

How would one determine the causal impact of Z on
Y? Now, X is a confounder (common cause) of Z and
Y, so it should be controlled in the analysis. The total
causal effect of Z on Y is only the direct effect, 0.65. The
confounder creates a non-causal association of (0.2)(0.35)
= 0.07 through the backdoor path 7 —+ X — Y.

The correct analysis for determining the total causal
effect of Z on Y is Y ~ Z + X. When applied to the
simulated data, this analysis yields:

Y = (0.65) % Z + (0.35) X (5)

Here, controlling for X in the analysis means that the
coeflicient for Z will be the causal coeflicient, represent-
ing the total causal effect 0.65. However, if one does not
control for X by performing the analysis Y ~ Z, this
yields an incorrect causal coefficient:

Y = (0.72)  Z (6)

Note that for linear regression with one standardized
independent variable Z and one standardized dependent
variable Y| the regression coefficient equals ry z = 0.72.
Because X was not controlled for, the backdoor path
added the non-causal association 0.07 to the causal ef-
fect 0.65 to produce the regression coefficient 0.72. This
example illustrates the problem with unmeasured con-
founders. Because the confounders must be controlled
for in the analysis to produce the correct causal coeffi-
cients, the existence of unmeasured confounders makes

accurate causal analysis impossible. This is why obser-
vational study design should seek to measure all con-
founders or proxies for these confounders so that they
can be controlled for to block the non-causal associations
from backdoor paths.

3. Rule: do not control for colliders

For X and Z, Y is a collider. Because colliders should
not be controlled in causal analysis, the analysis for de-
termining the causal impact of X on Z should not con-
trol for Y. Controlling for variable Y creates a bias by
establishing a negative correlation between independent
variables X and Z. This bias is called collider bias. To
find the causal coefficient of X on Z (0.2), one should not
control for Y. Doing so will condition on a collider, open-
ing a non-causal association between X and Z through
Y. To demonstrate this, first, we perform the regression
analysis without controlling for Y, Z ~ X, which yields:

Z =(0.20) x X (7)

This analysis gives the correct causal coefficient for X,
0.2. On the other hand, controlling for the collider Y
through the analysis Z ~ X + Y, yields:

Z = (~0.19) x X + (0.81) x Y’ (8)

The coefficient for X becomes negative, reflecting the
fact that controlling for Y in this analysis has opened
an additional negative, non-causal association between
X and Z. This is an extreme example showing how con-
trolling for a collider can even flip the sign of a regres-
sion coefficient, and naive interpretation of these analyses
could produce different conclusions about the causal im-
pact of X on Z.

4.  Omitted Variable Bias

Omitted variable bias [49H52] is one term used to de-
scribe the change in regression coefficients when the anal-
ysis does not control for other variables [53], an effect
just demonstrated three times using simulated data. The
general conditions for omitted variable bias are that (i)
the omitted variable has a non-zero regression coefficient
when predicting the dependent variable and (ii) the omit-
ted variable is correlated with other independent vari-
ables used in the regression analysis.

Although mathematically accurate, labeling this effect
a “bias” may suggest that no measured variables should
be omitted in analyses where causal inference is the goal.
This is incorrect. Although mediators, confounders, and
colliders all satisfy the two general conditions for omit-
ted variable bias, only confounders should be controlled
for in causal inference; mediators and colliders should be



FIG. 4: (a) Causal diagram illustrating the relationship
between X and Y, where X causes Y. Cp,C5, and Cs
are common causes of both X and Y. The labels on the
edges represent the causal coefficients. (b) A
randomized experiment (or intervention) on X breaks
the causal dependence of confounders on X.

omitted in analysis. Controlling for mediators and collid-
ers in analysis biases coeflicients away from total causal
effects.

V. THE IMPORTANCE OF RANDOMIZATION
IN CAUSAL INFERENCE

One benefit of using DAGs to create causal diagrams
is that the diagrams can concretely represent familiar is-
sues in causal inference. For example, causal diagrams
can illustrate why randomized controlled trials (RCTs)
[16], [54H56], where research participants are randomly as-
signed to a control or intervention group, are considered
a “gold standard” for accurately determining the causal
impact of one factor on another. Consider the case in Fig.
where X has a direct causal impact on Y, X — Y,
and multiple confounds Cy, C5, and C3 — common causes
of X and Y — exist.

If we observe these variables in situ, the regression
analysis that will produce the correct causal coeflicient
of XonY,d isY ~ X 4 C; + Cs + C5. The regression
analysis Y ~ X will produce a coefficient for X that is
the sum of the direct causal effect of X — Y, d, and the
non-causal associations due to the three backdoor paths
X+ C, =Y, X+ Cy—>Y and X « C3 = Y.
Using the coefficients in Fig. this coefficient will be
d + a1by 4+ asbs + agbs. This is another example of why
controlling for confounders in causal analysis matters.

Randomization is another way to deal with con-
founders without explicit measurement and control. If
experimenters can randomly assign participants to X
(such as if it is an instructional approach or learning ac-

tivity that either be given or not given to students), this
will break the causal dependence on confounders since
the presence of X will no longer depend on C, Cs, or
Cs5. In this new diagram (Fig. , both the analysis
Y ~Xand Y ~ X 4+ Cy + Cy + C3 produce the same
coefficient for X, d. Therefore, randomization theoreti-
cally removes the need to control for, measure, or even
be aware of confounders.

VI. ANALYZING A SIMULATED DATA SET II:
HOW MULTIPLE CAUSAL MODELS CAN
INTERPRET THE SAME DATA SET

In section[[V] because we were privy to the exact causal
process through which the data were simulated, we were
certain of how the variables were causally related. How-
ever, this is rarely (if never) the case. Although there
may be cases where common-sense and theoretically-
motivated causal models are not contentious, there are
also instances where the exact causal model is uncertain
or multiple causal models may be theoretically plausi-
ble. An important point is that quantitative statistics
of model fit, though good at quantifying the predictive
value of a statistical model, cannot be used to determine
the correct causal model. That is because the model
fit is about explaining variance, but it does not specify
whether that explanation indicates cause, effect, or non-
causal association.

As a clear example of why model fit does not equal
causal validity, consider the simulated data set repre-
sented by Fig. 3l As explained previously, in determining
the causal impact of X on Y, Z should not be controlled
because Z is a mediator of this causal impact. There-
fore, the correct causal analysis is Y ~ X. However,
if we make the choice of whether or not to control for
Z based on which regression model produces the high-
est R? fit, we will reach the wrong answer. The correct
causal analysis Y ~ X has an R? = 0.23, and the incor-
rect causal analysis Y ~ X + Z has an R? = 0.63. The
reason is that including the mediator Z in the predic-
tion of Y explains additional variance compared to when
only X is used to predict Y, even though controlling for
that mediator obscures the causal coefficient of X on Y.
Although including mediators and colliders in regression
models can provide a greater predictive fit by explaining
a greater proportion of variance in the dependent vari-
able, it can also bias regression coefficients away from
estimates of the total causal effect.

Likewise, the existence of non-zero coefficients associ-
ated with an arrow in the causal diagram does not prove
the validity of the model. To illustrate this, we simulated
a data set of standardized variables A, B, C' that followed
the correlations in table[ll As with observational studies,
the underlying causal model relating the different vari-
ables is not explicitly known (unlike the previously dis-
cussed simulated data set). We analyzed the data using
six different causal models (Fig. [5]). These six models are



all the ones allowed when considering models where all
pairwise direct links exist and omitting the cyclic models
which are disallowed. For each model, the diagram rep-
resents the analyses required to find the path coefficients
by considering which independent variables have direct
arrows going into dependent variables. For instance, in
Model 1, B only has a direct arrow pointing into it com-
ing from A, so the path coefficient for A — B can be
determined through the analysis B ~ A, which will yield
the regression line B = (0.5)A. C has direct arrows
pointing into it from both A and B, so these path coeffi-
cients are determined by the analysis C ~ A + B, which
will yield the regression line C' = (—0.27)A + (0.93)B.
Because A has no incoming arrows, it is not the depen-
dent variable in any analysis.

Although all models find non-zero path coefficients,
they make different predictions about how changing one
variable will change another. For example, consider the
question, “what is the causal effect of changing A on
C?” Model 1 gives a direct effect of -0.27, an indirect
effect of (0.50)(0.93) = 0.47, and a total causal effect of
(—0.27) + (0.47) = 0.2. Model 2 gives a total effect of
-0.27, which is solely attributed to a direct effect. Model
3 gives a total effect of 0.20, which is solely attributed to
a direct effect. Models 4, 5, and 6 give an effect of zero
since C' is the cause and A is the effect, and changing A
directly will not change C.

Although Models 1 and 3 give the same total causal
effect, this degeneracy is broken when considering how
holding B fixed will change this causal effect. In model
1, holding B fixed will block the indirect effect, changing
the total effect to -0.27. In model 3, holding B fixed will
not affect the causal relationship between A and C, so
the total effect will remain 0.20. Note that holding B
fixed is different than controlling for B in analysis. An
intervention that holds B fixed while changing A would
break the causal paths A — B and C' — B, while con-
trolling for B in the analysis would open a non-causal
association between A and C.

Another issue is how the different models have differ-
ent causal implications, even if the path coefficients are
numerically identical. For example, consider Models 1
and 2, which have the same numerical path coeflicients
and differ only in how the link between A and B is mod-
eled: either A — B or A < B. Both models give a
direct effect for A — C of —0.27. In model 1, the path
through B is causal. B is a partial mediator through
the path A — B — (', which represents an indirect,
causal effect of (0.5)(0.93) = 0.47. In model 2, the path
through B is non-causal. B is a confounder, so the path
A + B — C represents a non-causal association of mag-
nitude (0.5)(0.93) = 0.47. Therefore, although the choice
of A — B or A < B has no impact on the direct path co-
efficients computed, it does have an impact on the causal
implications of the model.

This simulated example shows the importance of jus-
tifying the a prior: causal model and its underlying as-
sumptions about cause and effect. Researchers have the

A B C

A 1.00 0.50 0.20
B 0.50 1.00 0.80
C 0.20 0.80 1.00

TABLE I: Correlation matrix for variables A, B, and C.

freedom to choose any causal model and apply it to the
data, and the choice of model changes the conclusions
that will be reached. The choice of model can even
change the sign of a causal effect, as demonstrated in
the simulated example, flipping its conceptual contribu-
tion to an effect. Just like an ansatz, the causal model
is a guess — however theoretically or empirically justified
— about the causal relationships among a system of vari-
ables. However, finding a model that fits the data is not
proof that the ansatz was correct in this case. In fact,
neither statistical goodness-of-fit nor non-zero path co-
efficients offer evidence supporting the causal validity of
one model over another. The results are only as valid
as the researchers’ original causal assumptions embodied
in the proposed causal diagram. As the number of rele-
vant and collected variables grows, the number of possible
causal models also grows, increasing the possibility that
researchers have chosen the wrong model and reached the
wrong causal conclusions.

Since the results of causal analysis under a proposed
model cannot support the likelihood of that proposed
model over others, how can observational research pro-
ceed in fields like PER? One way forward is to bridge
observational and intervention studies, just as bridg-
ing theory and experiment has advanced knowledge in
physics. Like theoretical models in physics, fitting obser-
vational data with theoretical causal models can make
clear predictions of the outcomes of future interventions,
motivating future intervention studies. Like experiments
in physics, intervention studies that directly manipulate
causes and measure changes to effects can provide empir-
ical data about which associations are causal and which
are not that help support or falsify proposed theoretical
models.

Next, we will apply these causal inference methods to
interpret prior work in PER. In doing so, we will pro-
vide an example of how observational studies can propose
quantitative theoretical models that can be investigated
through future intervention studies.

VII. APPLYING CAUSAL INFERENCE
PRINCIPLES TO PRIOR PER STUDIES

Although PER often uses quantitative analysis to draw
conclusions about causal impacts, the causal diagrams,
assumptions, and analytic techniques discussed in this
paper are rarely explicitly employed to justify and struc-
ture the analysis. Here, we apply these causal inference
methods to make sense of prior work in PER, demon-
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FIG. 5: Six acyclic causal models that fit the same set of correlations between the variables in Table

strating how these methods can provide a unified lan-
guage for understanding various issues in quantitative
PER.

A. Example: Omitted Variable Bias in PER

Walsh et al. [53] explored the effects of omitted vari-
able bias through data from a quasi-experimental study.
The study investigated students’ attitudes towards ex-
perimental physics using pre and post E-CLASS survey
measurements. Sampled physics students experienced ei-
ther “transformed” or “highly traditional” physics labo-
ratory instruction and were coded as either intending to
major in physics or intending to major in another sci-
ence/engineering field. Additionally, students’ underrep-
resented minority (URM) status was collected. The focus
of their analysis was the magnitude of the omitted vari-
able bias from omitting instruction type from the analy-
sis. They create three regression models using different
combinations of pre E-CLASS score, major (physics = 1),
instruction (transformed = 1), and URM status (URM
= 1) to predict post E-CLASS score. Using the correla-
tion and regression results given in the paper, we propose
a causal diagram for these variables (Fig. @ Because
the addition of URM status and instruction has a very
small effect on the regression coefficients for the pretest
and major, we approximate the direct effects between
these two groups as zero.

The key question is, “what is the causal relationship
between major and instruction type?” Without more
knowledge of how instruction type is assigned to students,
it is impossible to know what the most plausible causal
relationship is. In our diagram, we represent this connec-
tion as a non-causal association: Major < Instruction.
It is conceptually equivalent to the notation: Major
U — Instruction, where U is the unmeasured common
cause of major and instruction. For instance, different

types of instruction may be randomly assigned to differ-
ent lab sections, and students may be blind to which sec-
tions are associated with each type of instruction. In this
case, the association would be purely non-causal since
there would be no causal mechanism for students’ major
to influence which lab instruction they receive. A sec-
ond plausible causal relationship is that students’ major
may influence the type of lab instruction they receive:
Major — Instruction. For instance, the transformed
lab instruction may be officially associated with lab sec-
tions for majors such that students are officially advised
to enroll in different lab sections by major. The trans-
formed lab may also be messaged as “more advanced”
or “for physics majors” in other ways that preferentially
attract physics majors. The causal interpretation of this
alternative model will be explored later.

Table I in [53] describes the results from the different
regression models used. Model 1 performs the analy-
sis Post E — CLASS ~ Major + Pre E — CLASS.
Using our diagram, we can see that controlling for
Pre E — CLASS blocks the backdoor path Major <
Pre E—CLASS — Post E—CLASS, but because this
analysis does not control for Instruction, the backdoor
path from Major <> Instruction — Post E — CLASS
is open. Using this diagram, we can determine that the
regression coefficient for major will not be the correct
causal coefficient. This regression coefficient, 0.405, will
be the sum of the causal direct effect, 0.115, and the non-
causal backdoor association Major < Instruction —
Post E — CLASS, (0.574)(0.505) = 0.290. This is ap-
proximately equal to the regression coefficient for Major
computed in [53], given for Model 1 in Table I.

Model 2 is the regression analysis Post E—CLASS ~
Major + Instruction + Pre E — CLASS. This analy-
sis controls for Instruction, blocking the previously open
non-causal backdoor path Major < Instruction —
Post E — CLASS. Now, the regression coefficients in
this analysis will match the direct, causal effects in Fig.



0.115 for major, 0.505 for instruction, and 0.56 for
pre E-CLASS. These values match those given in Table
I of [53] (though not exactly for pre E-CLASS since we
made the approximation that there is no correlation be-
tween pre E-CLASS and instruction that is unexplained
by major). This illustrates how causal diagrams can pro-
vide one model that explains the results of multiple pos-
sible regression analyses while also encoding the causal
assumptions of the researchers. Model 3 in Table I of
[53] describes the regression analysis Post E—CLASS ~
Major+URM status+Pre E—CLASS. With the back-
door path between Major and Instruction open again, the
coeflicient for Major will become similar to that in model
1. Because the pre E-CLASS and major coefficients re-
main similar to the model 1 values, model 3 shows that
URM status has a very small correlation with pre E-
CLASS or major, which we approximate as zero.

What causal inferences can we make from the causal
diagram in Fig. [ Under the theoretical assumption
that there is no causal association between major and
instruction (Major <> Instruction), the type of instruc-
tion that students receive should not affect or be affected
by their intended major. Therefore, one causal infer-
ence represented by this causal model is that experienc-
ing the transformed lab instruction would increase stu-
dents’ average post E-CLASS by an amount correspond-
ing to a standardized coefficient of 0.505 over the tradi-
tional lab instruction. Here, major is a confounder, so
it must be controlled for to close a non-causal pathway
between instruction and post-E-Class. If major was not
controlled for, such as through the regression analysis
Post E — CLASS ~ Instruction + Pre E — CLASS,
the instruction coefficient would be 0.571 = 0.505 +
(0.574)(0.115), overestimating the causal coefficient by
(0.574)(0.115) = 0.066 through the non-causal backdoor
path Instruction <> Major — Post E — CLASS.

What causal inference can be drawn about major? In-
tended major is a proxy measure for factors that at-
tract students to physics over engineering and other
sciences, including academic preparation, interest, etc.
These factors are hidden in the diagram as the com-
mon causes of pre E-CLASS and major, represented by
Pre E—CLASS + Major. For students with the same
pre E-CLASS score and experiencing the same lab in-
struction intending to major in physics will increase stu-
dents’ average post E-CLASS score by an amount corre-
sponding to a standardized coefficient of 0.115 over those
intending to major in other science/engineering fields. A
causally ridiculous conclusion would be that universities
should change all physics students’ intended majors to
physics in the university registration system because this
would improve their experimental physics attitudes af-
ter instruction. To explain why this is a formally incor-
rect conclusion from the causal diagram, doing so would
not make major a good proxy for the relevant underly-
ing student factors, diminishing its association with the
other variables. In the extreme case where the university
makes all students become physics majors, major would

have zero association with any other variable.

In contrast to this interpretation of major, we now
consider the alternative causal model where instruction
partially mediates the causal effect of major: Major —
Instruction — Post E — CLASS. If being a major
increases the chances that one is enrolled in the trans-
formed lab instruction course, then the transformed lab
instruction can be considered part of the ways that major
effects post E-CLASS score. Now, the total causal effect
of intending to major in physics would be 0.40, which in-
cludes the direct effect of major of 0.115, associated with
the unmeasured student factors related to major choice
(like academic preparation, interest, etc.) and the indi-
rect effect of physics majors being preferentially guided
into the transformed lab instruction and this lab instruc-
tion impacting students’ experimental physics attitudes.

Although Walsh et al. [53] do not explicitly propose
a causal interpretation of the 0.560 correlation between
major and instruction, the causal diagram and associated
rules for causal inference make it clear why this specifi-
cation is important. While a general focus on omitted
variable bias highlights how including or omitting vari-
ables from the analysis can affect regression coefficients,
these causal techniques highlight additional issues around
how those coefficients should be interpreted for accurate
causal inference.

B. Example: Collider Stratification Bias through
sampling in PER

The issue of non-causal coefficients arising from con-
trolling for colliders — commonly called collider stratifica-
tion bias — has been explicitly discussed in many contexts
[E7HTT). Weissman [72] explicitly discusses this issue in
the context of education research, explaining how collider
stratification bias can arise when controlling for educa-
tional outcomes in analysis. We elaborate on another
way that collider stratification bias can arise: through
sampling.

A study in the 1960s investigating the mortality of
babies born with a low birth weight counterintuitively
found that babies whose mothers were smokers had bet-
ter survival rates than babies of non-smoking mothers
[73]. Collider stratification bias was eventually used
to explain why mothers should not be recommended
to take up smoking while pregnant. In this example,
birth weight is a collider with multiple alternative causes.
Smoking is one, but others also exist (such as birth
defects). Since the study only investigated low birth
weight babies, the sampling conditioned on the collider,
birth weight. The result is that smoking and alternative
low birth weight causes have a non-causal association in
the collected data set since low birthweight babies are
likely to experience at least one of the causes, a smok-
ing mother or an alternative low birthweight cause. Ba-
bies who do not have a smoking mother are more likely
to have alternative low birth weight causes, which may
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FIG. 6: A proposed causal diagram representing the causal structure of how pre E-CLASS scores, major,
instruction, and URM status predicts the post E-CLASS scores.

have even greater mortality rates than smoking. Fig.
shows a causal model of these variables. For the anal-
ysis, Mortality ~ Smoking + Birth Weight, the co-
efficient on smoking will be the sum of the effects of
the direct path Smoking — Mortality and the non-
causal backdoor path Smoking — Birth Weight <+
Alternative Low Birth Weight Causes — Mortality.
If the non-causal backdoor path has a negative contri-
bution greater in magnitude than the direct path, then
the overall regression coefficient will be negative. This
explains how a smoking mother could predict a lower
mortality rate than a non-smoking mother: because
non-smoking becomes associated with other alternative
causes of low birth weight with a higher mortality rate.

Alternative low birth
weight causes

FIG. 7: Causal diagram illustrating the relationships
between smoking, birth weight, alternative low birth
weight causes, and mortality as seen in the study [73].

There are two potential ways one could address this
collider stratification leading to non-causal coefficients of
smoking on mortality. One would be to expand sam-
pling to capture a representative distribution of birth
weights. This would change the data set to not con-
dition on the collider, closing this non-causal backdoor
path through the collider. In this case, the analysis
Mortality ~ Smoking will produce a regression coeffi-
cient that represents the total causal effect (the direct
effect of Smoking — Mortality plus the indirect ef-
fect of Smoking — Birth Weight — Mortality. An-
other way to address the collider stratification would

be to measure and control for alternative causes of
low birth weight, like birth defects.  Although re-
stricted sampling would still open the backdoor path
through the collider (birth weight), controlling for birth
defects and other alternative causes (which are com-
mon causes of birth weight and mortality) will close
the non-causal confounding paths Birth Weight <+
Alternative Low Birth Weight Causes — Mortality.
In this case, the analysis Mortality ~ Smoking +
Alternative Low Birth Weight Causes (and con-
ditioning on birth weight through restricted sam-
pling) will produce coefficients that estimate the di-
rect causal effects of Smoking — Mortality and
Alternative Low Birth Weight Causes — Mortality.
Although this removes contributions of non-causal back-
door associations from the regression coefficients, it also
does not estimate the total causal impacts on mortal-
ity. This is because birth weight is a partial mediator
of the effects of smoking and alternative causes of low
birth weight on mortality, and controlling for birth weight
closes these mediation pathways.

Qualitative Physics
Understanding

Concept
Inventory (CI)

Learning
Attitudes
Attitude
Survey (AS)

Final Course
Grade (G)

FIG. 8: A proposed causal diagram illustrating the
causal structure of how concept inventory (CI) and
attitude survey (AS) predict final course grade (G).



In PER, one data collection procedure where sam-
pling creates collider bias is the completion of low-stakes,
research-based surveys. Completion of these surveys,
such as concept inventories or attitude surveys, during
a physics course, is associated with final course grade:
specifically, students with higher grades are more likely
to complete these surveys [74]. For this reason, complete-
case analysis, which removes participants with missing
data from the analysis, will partially control for the fi-
nal course grade. Consider the proposed causal model
where a concept inventory (CI) and an attitude survey
(AS) each serve as proxies for the qualitative physics un-
derstanding and learning attitudes that improve physics
learning and performance as measured by final course
grade (G) (Fig. . The partial control for the final grade
partially opens the non-causal backdoor path through the
collider CI — G <+ AS. Since we expect all causal co-
efficients to be positive, this backdoor path adds a non-
causal negative contribution to the correlation between
CI and AS. The expected impact is that measured cor-
relations between CI and AS that do not address this
collider stratification bias underestimate the strength of
this correlation. Biases associated with missing data have
led to increased attention on data imputation techniques,
like multiple imputation, for estimating the contributions
of missing data in PER [75]. Yet, just as with these
causal inference methods, the accuracy of these methods
depends critically on often unverifiable assumptions, in
this case, about the nature of the missingness of the data
and whether observed variables can adequately model the
missing data.

C. Dealing with the cyclic nature of motivation
and beliefs with linear models

Because the causal models are created a priori, the re-
sults of the analysis with these models are only as good as
the assumptions that went into them. Therefore, clarity
about which variables are causes and which are effects de-
termines the believability of the results. One area where
the causal directions are manifestly bi-directional is be-
tween academic performance and motivation/beliefs.

To illustrate this, consider research on self-efficacy and
academic performance. Although self-efficacy and aca-
demic performance are correlated with each other, which
is the cause and which is the effect? Although many
researchers focus on one causal pathway over another
(SE — performance or performance — SE), from its
conception, self-efficacy has been theorized to affect and
be affected by behavior and performance [T6H85]. Self-
efficacy influences behaviors, such as whether or not peo-
ple engage and persist in challenging tasks, which cre-
ates opportunities to increase learning and performance.
Reciprocally, experiencing mastery and success in per-
formance is a strong predictor of future self-efficacy [86-
90]. A sensible causal model between self-efficacy and
academic performance would be cyclic [91, 92] (Fig. [9),
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representing the reciprocal relationship between the two
factors. However, these cyclic causal diagrams are disal-
lowed by formalism because the graphs must be acyclic.
In our own work on the relations between self-efficacy
and performance [03], we have grappled with how to
causally understand the quantitative relations between
self-efficacy and physics performance in the absence of
causal diagram methods.

Self-Efficacy
Time 1

Self-Efficacy
Time 2
(SE2)

Performance Performance
Time 1 Time 2
(P1) (P2)

FIG. 9: This is a reproduction of Fig. 2 of [94]. Causal
diagram of the cross-lagged path model between
self-efficacy and academic performance at time 1 and
time 2.

One way to conceptualize such reciprocal relation-
ships is through longitudinal measurement and cross-
lagged panel analysis. As an example, Talsma et al.
(2017) [94] conducted a meta-analysis of longitudinal self-
efficacy studies with a cross-lagged model where self-
efficacy and performance correlated with each other at
time 1, are both allowed to affect self-efficacy and per-
formance, which remain correlated with each other, at
time 2 (Fig. E[) The longitudinal repeated measurements
of performance and self-efficacy open up alternatives to
cyclic diagrams. The cross-lagged panel model also dis-
entangles the effects of prior self-efficacy and prior per-
formance, which are themselves correlated. This causal
diagram also clarifies the risks of simply associating self-
efficacy at time 1 with academic performance at time
2. Talsma et al. [94] report that this correlation is
rsg1 - p2 = 0.248. However, the analysis associated with
this diagram shows that the causal effect SE1 — P2 is
only 0.071 and that the rest of this correlation reflects
a non-causal backdoor association SE1 < P1 — P2 of
(0.316)(0.560) = 0.177. That is, the majority of this
correlation reflects the fact that self-efficacy and perfor-
mance at time 1 are correlated with each other and that
the direct effect of P1 — P2 is relatively large. Neglect-
ing this backdoor association in analysis overestimates
the causal impact of self-efficacy on performance. The
cross-lagged diagram also clarifies that the correlation be-
tween self-efficacy and performance is mostly explained
by the mechanism of their co-evolution over time. Al-
though rggo - p2 = 0.312, the direct non-causal associa-
tion SE2 < P2 only has a coefficient of 0.037. This in-



dicates that an association of 0.275 is explained through
the backdoor paths, including SE1 and P1. That is, most
of the correlation between self-efficacy and performance
is due to the fact that they both co-develop out of prior
self-efficacy and performance.

This example of self-efficacy shows how these causal
methods can potentially clarify the muddy, reciprocal re-
lations commonly theorized when considering relation-
ships between academic performance and behavior with
motivation, self-concept, and attitudes. Although cross-
lagged panel analysis illustrates the conceptual issues
regarding reciprocal influences between variables, new
methods have since been suggested that capture the same
conceptual issues while relaxing some of the underlying
assumptions required to produce accurate causal esti-
mates [95H97].

D. Proposing an explicit role for causal modeling
of observational data in PER: motivating future
intervention studies

The validity of the causal inferences drawn from quan-
titative analysis depends critically on the validity of the
underlying causal model guiding analysis and interpreta-
tion. This causal model, which can be represented explic-
itly with a DAG, is based on researchers’ (explicit and/or
implicit) theoretical understanding of the causal system.
The critical issue is that a researcher’s underlying causal
model cannot be “verified” by the quantitative results of
fitting observational data to that model. Intuitively, it
may be appealing to interpret non-zero regression coeffi-
cients or extremizing quantitative metrics of model fit as
evidence for a proposed causal model, and these quanti-
tative results indicate the predictive power of the model,
not the causal validity. Even a mon-causally correlated
set of variables can produce non-zero regression coeffi-
cients and provide a good fit for predicting outcomes.

In this journal, Weissman has called for explicit con-
sideration of multiple plausible causal models for obser-
vational studies drawing causal inferences [I], which is
especially relevant in cases with a large number of vari-
ables and possible causal connections between them and
in cases with plausibly reciprocally developing student
factors. We agree with Weissman that this is a sensible
call for considering alternative explanations in research.
As demonstrated previously, changing one’s assumptions
about whether a variable is a mediator, confounder, or
collider can change quantitative causal estimates, as well
as how the quantitative analysis should be conducted and
interpreted. At the same time, we note the continued risk
that researchers may incorrectly interpret explicit con-
sideration and rejection of these alternative models as
“verifying” their proposed causal model. However sensi-
ble or convincing the theoretical arguments favoring one
model over alternatives are, these theoretical arguments
do not constitute empirical support for a model’s causal
validity.
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Therefore, in addition to the consideration of alterna-
tive causal models, we propose an explicit goal for obser-
vational studies drawing causal inferences: proposing fu-
ture intervention studies and predicting their outcomes.
Just as physics theories motivate future experiments, any
proposed causal model embodies a set of theoretical as-
sumptions of how variables are causally related, and the
causal estimates produced by applying those theoretical
models to observational data are predictions of the effects
of future interventions. Framing causal inferences from
observational studies as theory clarifies that these infer-
ences are one set of proposed theoretical explanations for
observed correlations. Articulating these proposed causal
models can motivate intervention studies that will inves-
tigate the impacts of manipulating proposed causes on ef-
fects. Moreover, quantitative modeling provides quanti-
tative predictions for how an intervention will affect other
variables and relations between variables. A secondary
benefit of this explicit framing of “causal inference from
observational data as theory” is that it highlights and
promotes the value of intervention studies. When inter-
ventions act on causes, they can break associations with
confounders, eliminating non-causal backdoor paths and
providing strong tests of proposed causal models.

To propose a concrete example of using observational
data to predict the results of future interventions, we con-
sider a recent example from Li and Singh [98], who used
observational data to investigate the relations between
gender and four motivational constructs: self-efficacy, in-
terest, perceived recognition, and identity. This paper
provides a good case study of these issues for the follow-
ing reasons: it analyzes correlated motivational factors in
a non-intervention setting; the motivational variables are
highly correlated (r > 0.6 for all six pairwise correlations
between the four motivational factors); and it deals with
motivational variables which can plausibly be modeled
as reciprocally co-evolving. This paper also does the rare
work of explicitly comparing alternative causal models,
considering four causal models where self-efficacy, inter-
est, and perceived recognition mediate the relationship
between gender and identity. Model 1 (Fig. consid-
ers no causal association between self-efficacy, interest,
and perceived recognition. Models 2-4 (Fig. to
make one of these mediators a cause of the other two me-
diators. For instance, model 4 describes the total effect of
perceived recognition on identity as the sum of a direct ef-
fect Perceived Recognition — Identity and indirect ef-
fects of Perceived Recognition — Interest — Identity
and Perceived Recognition — SE — Identity. Be-
cause of the highly connected nature of these motiva-
tional constructs, all of these models could be viewed
as theoretically reasonable to some degree. For exam-
ple, because it is reasonable for people to be more in-
terested in topics that they believe they can successfully
learn, SE — Interest is plausible, but because interest
also likely increases engagement and learning in an area,
Interest — SE is also plausible. Similarly, although
identity is an effect caused by the three other factors,
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Perceived
Recognition
(PR)

Self-Efficacy
(SE)
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Recognition
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FIG. 10: Models, as shown in [98], represent theorized relationships between gender and physics identity mediated
through three motivational variables: self-efficacy (SE), interest (INT), and perceived recognition (PR). (a) In
Model 1, the three mediating variables are non-causally associated with one another. (b-d) In Models 2-4, there are
causal associations between the three motivational variables: one of the three motivational variables is a common
cause of the others, and another variable is a common effect of the others.

identity may also be a cause that can impact one’s self-
efficacy, interest, or perceived recognition. Although this
paper uses structural equation modeling rather than path
analysis with linear regression to find the coefficients on
the DAG, the conceptual issues underlying the causal
analysis remain the same.

The quantitative analysis of these four models does not
prove or disprove any one model over the others. Li and
Singh [98] recognize this and give two other reasons to
favor model 4 over the others: they argue that perceived
recognition should be seen as a parent cause since (1)
students self-report it as the causal antecedent of their
later motivation in interviews and (2) perceived recogni-
tion is the factor most closely associated with instructors’
actions so a model that places perceived recognition as a
parent cause is the best motivator of instructor change.
However, these arguments, though reasonable, do not
support the causal validity of model 4 over the others.
An individual’s perceptions of a phenomenon, even re-
garding their own motivation, may not reflect the actual
causal mechanisms of that phenomenon. Also, having de-
sirable implications does not make a model more causally
accurate than other models.

We propose that the best method to differentiate be-
tween these models is to compare how well they predict
future interventions. For instance, consider an interven-
tion that aims to increase students’ perceived recogni-
tion. Models 1, 2, and 3 predict that a +1 SD increase
in perceived recognition should produce a +0.59 SD in-
crease in identity and that SE and interest should not
change because they are not causally associated with per-
ceived recognition (model 1) or they are causes of per-
ceived recognition that should not be affected when per-
ceived recognition is directly intervened upon (models 2
and 3). However, model 4 predicts that a +1 SD change
to perceived recognition should cause a total effect of
(0.59)+(0.47)(0.23) 4 (0.67)(0.13+4(0.26x0.23)) = +0.83
SD on identity, a 4+.67 SD change on SE, and a +0.47
SD change on interest. Therefore, collecting data on the
effects of intervening on perceived recognition and com-
paring the results against the predictions made by each
theoretical model can potentially support or down-weight
model 4. Incorrect causal models conflate causal effects
with non-causal associations and can misestimate how in-
terventions on one factor will cascade through the causal
system.



In addition, the intervention should have upstream
consequences as well. Intervening on perceived recogni-
tion should also weaken or break associations with causes
in the model since direct intervention will change per-
ceived recognition so that it is no longer tied to its causes.
Importantly, these models suggest that perceived recog-
nition is a mediator of this effect of gender on identity, so
weakening the direct and indirect paths between gender
and perceived recognition should weaken the total causal
effect of gender and identity. However, the intervention
could have no impact on the total effect of gender on
identity, which could indicate that the proposed causal
model is incorrect and that perceived recognition, inter-
est, and/or self-efficacy do not mediate the causal impact
of gender on identity. In this way, the DAGs provide
an explicit, quantitative model for making quantitative
predictions about the cascading effects of hypothesized
interventions.

This use of observational results to motivate and pre-
dict the results of intervention studies is aligned with the
ultimate goal of improving educational experiences and
outcomes for students. Debates about which theoretical
model correctly describes the underlying causal relation-
ships are only useful as far as they inspire and suggest
future interventions. Proposing (and conducting) future
intervention studies motivated by these theories moves us
closer to the goal of designing, testing, and disseminating
instructional improvements.

VIII. SUMMARY

“Correlation does not imply causation” is a commonly
stated aphorism that reminds researchers to err on the
side of caution. However, it is equally true that “corre-
lations sometimes indicate causation” and that “correla-
tions can contain information about causation.” Causal
diagrams and associated rules for statistical causal in-
ference provide a framework for extracting causal infor-
mation from correlational data when appropriate (and
for cautioning researchers from doing so when it is not
appropriate). While we expect that many Physics Ed-
ucation researchers engaged in making statistical causal
inferences will be familiar with these methods, we hope
that this paper helps knowledge of these techniques be-
come more widespread in PER. This paper describes
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some of the well-known fundamental principles of sta-
tistical causal inference, illustrates some connections to
existing PER studies, and proposes a new explicit epis-
temological role for observational studies as theoretical
proposals for future intervention studies. We hope that
this paper provides a starting point for researchers to
learn more about the causal inference methods and anal-
ysis techniques well-established outside of PER.

We close by summarizing three main takeaway points
from this discussion of causal inference methods: (1) A
primary rule of causal inference is that analysis should
control for confounders and not control for mediators
and colliders. Making a researcher’s causal assumptions
about a system explicit through a DAG provides a di-
agrammatic method for differentiating confounders, me-
diators, and colliders. These causal inference techniques
are especially important in observational studies, where
observed correlations can represent both causal and non-
causal associations. The benefit of intervention studies
is that direct manipulation of causal factors can break or
weaken the non-causal backdoor associations opened by
confounders.

(2) The biggest weakness of these causal inference tech-
niques is that the validity of the causal inferences depends
entirely on the accuracy of the proposed causal diagram.
Quantitative metrics, such as path coefficient values or
goodness-of-fit statistics, can not support the causal va-
lidity of one proposed model over another. Therefore,
even seemingly reasonable causal estimates produced by
quantitative analysis can be incorrect. This highlights
the importance of model selection and avoiding (explicit
and implicit) claims that a causal analysis of observa-
tional data “proves,” “shows,” or “demonstrates” evi-
dence for any causal claim. Just as with theoretical re-
search in physics, finding a quantitative result should not
be taken as evidence supporting a postulated theory.

(3) We propose an explicit role for studies applying
path analysis, structural equation modeling, or other
analyses commonly used to draw causal inferences from
observational data: motivating future intervention stud-
ies. This role embraces the strengths of observational
studies while making explicit the theoretical nature of
the causal inferences drawn. It also promotes greater co-
ordination between observation and intervention studies
to forward the science of effective instructional interven-
tions.
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