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Abstract. Medical imaging cohorts are often confounded by factors
such as acquisition devices, hospital sites, patient backgrounds, and many
more. As a result, deep learning models tend to learn spurious correla-
tions instead of causally related features, limiting their generalizability to
new and unseen data. This problem can be addressed by minimizing de-
pendence measures between intermediate representations of task-related
and non-task-related variables. These measures include mutual informa-
tion, distance correlation, and the performance of adversarial classifiers.
Here, we benchmark such dependence measures for the task of preventing
shortcut learning. We study a simplified setting using Morpho-MNIST
and a medical imaging task with CheXpert chest radiographs. Our re-
sults provide insights into how to mitigate confounding factors in medical
imaging. The project’s code is publicly available1.
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1 Introduction

Medical imaging cohorts are typically heterogeneous and can be confounded by
technical factors, including acquisition devices, hospital sites, different patient
backgrounds, or study selection bias. These factors may be correlated, and deep
learning models run the risk of learning shortcuts based on spurious correlations
rather than features causally related to the downstream task [7,17] (Fig. 1a). This
means that the models may perform well only within the same data distribution
as the training data, but will have reduced performance on a dataset with a
different distribution [14] (Fig. 1c). For example, the task of disease prediction
may be correlated with patient sex for biological reasons or due to selection bias,
making it easier in some cases for a deep learning model to infer the disease via

1 https://github.com/berenslab/dependence-measures-medical-imaging

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

18
79

2v
2 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 2

9 
Ju

l 2
02

4

https://github.com/berenslab/dependence-measures-medical-imaging


2 S. Müller et al.

image characteristics specific to a patient’s sex rather than understanding the
hidden causal relationship between the disease and the image features [3].

This problem can be addressed as a representation learning problem with
intermediate representations of the data that are independent of known con-
founding factors. To this end, one can minimize the dependency between the
primary task y1 and a spuriously correlated factor y2, which are learned by
the classifiers Cψ1

and Cψ2
, respectively, from an image encoder latent space z

(Fig. 1b). Subspace disentanglement solves this task by minimizing dependence
measures dm such as mutual information (MI) [1] or distance correlation (dCor)
[18,20] between latent subspaces (Fig. 1b1). Adversarial classifiers [6] (Fig. 1b2),
on the other hand, maximize for primary task y1 performance and at the same
time minimize the performance of the correlated factor y2 from a shared latent
space, e.g., with a gradient reversal layer (GRL) [6]. Both method categories have
been applied to medical imaging problems [5,19,11,16,15], with adversarial clas-
sifiers being well-known for domain adaptation tasks [13,10]. However, existing
studies mostly use one individual method, leaving the comparative advantages
and disadvantages of different approaches unclear. In our work, we compared dif-
ferent methods regarding their potential to prevent shortcut learning. We first
analyzed a toy example using data from Morpho-MNIST [2], and later extended
our analysis to a medical task using chest radiographs from CheXpert [12].

Fig. 1. Overview of the causal graph (a) and how the compared methods address the
shortcut connection (b). Robust inference performance of task y1 on a shifted data
distribution is only possible if the latent space is independent of the confounder y2 (c).

2 Methods

We addressed the problem of shortcut learning by disentangling two highly cor-
related attributes. We implemented and evaluated three different methods to
learn representations invariant to a spuriously correlated factor.
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2.1 Learning Invariant Latent Spaces

The methods compared in this study differ in how they disentangle the spu-
riously correlated factor from the task-related variable. However, they can be
categorized into two groups: (1) subspace disentanglement, which minimizes a
dependence measures between latent subspaces, and (2) adversarial classifiers,
which maximize the classification performance of the primary task and minimize
the classification performance of the confounding factor on a shared latent space.

Subspace disentanglement requires a divided latent space into subspaces, where
z1 encodes the primary task y1 and z2 the spuriously correlated variable y2.
Hence, the objective is to find a mapping fθ(x) = z = (z1, z2) such that each task
can be recovered from the corresponding latent subspaces by a linear mapping
ŷi = Cψi

zi, but not from the other latent subspaces zj for j ̸= i. Optimizing
the encoder to map to attribute subspaces is thus equivalent to optimizing the
cross-entropy loss for each subspace:

(θ∗, ψ∗) = argmin
θ,ψ

LCE,sub(θ, ψ), (1)

LCE,sub(θ, ψ) =
1

2

(
yT1 logCψ1(z1) + yT2 logCψ2(z2)

)
. (2)

To make the subspaces statistically independent, the optimization problem is
additionally penalized by minimizing a dependence measure dm between the
latent subspaces:

(θ∗, ψ∗) = argmin
θ,ψ

LCE,sub(θ, ψ) + λ · dm(z1, z2). (3)

Here, we worked with Mutual Information Neural Estimator (MINE) and the
empirical distance correlation (dCor) as dependence measure estimates.

Mutual Information Neural Estimator (MINE) [1] is a lower bound estimator for
mutual information. Mutual information (MI) measures the dependence between
two variables

MI(z1, z2) = DKL(Pz1,z2∥Pz1Pz2) (4)

with Pz1,z2 as the joint probability mass function and Pz1Pz2 the product of the
marginals. z1 and z2 are independent iff MI(z1, z2) = 0. [1] lower bounds MI

DKL(P∥Q) ≤ sup
T∈F

EP[T ]− logEQ[e
T ] (5)

where F is a family of functions Tθ : Z1 × Z2 → R, parameterized by a deep
neural network with parameters θ ∈ Θ. Hence, the dependence measure for
MINE is defined as

dm,MI(z1, z2) = sup
θ∈Θ

EPz1,z2
[Tθ]− logEPz1Pz2

[eTθ ]. (6)
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Distance correlation (dCor) [18] measures the linear and nonlinear dependence
between two random vectors of arbitrary dimension and is bounded in the range
[0, 1], where a value of zero means that vectors are independent. In practice,
the empirical distance correlation can be estimated from batch samples. Con-
sider N samples of subspace vectors z1 ∈ RN×d1 and z2 ∈ RN×d2 , the distance
correlation is defined as

dm,dCor(z1, z2) =
dCov(z1, z2)√

dCov(z1, z1) dCov(z2, z2)
, dCov(z1, z2) =

√√√√ N∑
i=1

N∑
j=1

Ai,jBi,j
N2

(7)

where A and B are the distance matrices. In particular, each element ai,j of the
distance matrix A is the Euclidean distance between two samples ∥z(i)1 − z

(j)
1 ∥2,

after subtracting the mean of row i and column j, as well as the matrix mean.

Adversarial (Adv.) Classifiers address the dependence problem between two
variables with a minimax problem: maximizing the primary task performance
y1 and minimizing the performance of the spuriously correlated factor y2. In
[6], they employ two classifiers on a shared latent space z (Fig. 1b2) and enforce
invariance of y2 by optimizing

L(θ, ψ1, ψ2) = LCE(θ, ψ1)− λLCE(θ, ψ2) (8)

LCE(θ, ψi) = −yTi logCψi(ŷi) (9)

as an adversarial game

(θ∗, ψ∗
1) = argmin

θ,ψ1

L(θ, ψ1, ψ
∗
2) (10)

ψ∗
2 = argmax

ψ2

L(θ∗, ψ∗
1 , ψ2). (11)

In practice, this adversarial game cannot be implemented directly with stochastic
gradient descent, but it can be optimized with two different optimizers for Eq. 10
and Eq. 11 like for generative adversarial networks [8]. In [6], however, they
propose a gradient reversal layer (GRL) for optimizing the minimax problem
(Fig. 1b2). The GRL has no parameters, acts as an identity function in the
forward pass and inverts the gradient ∂LCE(θ,ψ2)

∂θ during backpropagation.

2.2 Datasets

We worked with two datasets: (1) the publicly available 28 × 28 grayscale im-
ages from Morpho-MNIST2 [2], where we selected the thinned and thickened
digits of the “global” dataset with 39,980 as training and 6,693 test samples. As
the primary task y1, we predicted binary digit classes (0-4 versus 5-9) and as
2 https://github.com/dccastro/Morpho-MNIST

https://github.com/dccastro/Morpho-MNIST
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the spuriously correlated factor y2 we chose the writing style (thin versus thick)
(Tab. 1). (2) the publicly available CheXpert3 [12] dataset of chest radiographs,
which we filtered for frontal images, resulting in 39,979 patients (100,014 images)
as training and 827 patients (2,183 images) as test data. Images were first bilin-
early resized to a height of 320 pixels and then cropped to a width of 320 pixels
from the center. Pleural effusion was the binary primary task and patient’s sex
was the correlated factor (Tab. 1).

Table 1. Summary of the experiments.

Experiment Dataset Primary task y1 Correlated factor y2

# 1 Morpho-MNIST [2] digits
small/high digits

writing style
thin/thick

# 2 CheXpert [12] lung disease
healthy/pleural effusion

sex
female/male

2.3 Experimental Design

To evaluate each method, we sub-sampled the training data to create strong
correlations between the primary task and the spuriously correlated factor [5].
For the training distribution, 95% of the data was selected from the same cat-
egory of both labels, resulting in a co-occurrence matrix with 95% of the data
on the main diagonals and 5% on the off-diagonals (Tab. 2). For example, for
Morpho-MNIST, 95% of the training images were thin, small digits (label cat-
egory 0) and thick, high digits (label category 1), with the remaining 5% from
other label combinations. Example images from the four resulting subgroups of
Morpho-MNIST and CheXpert are shown in Fig. 2a and b, respectively.

Experiments
# 1 # 2

y2 y1 y1
0 1 0 1

0 9264 488 10400 546
1 488 9264 546 10400

Table 2. Absolute label co-
occurrences matrices of train-
ing data.

0

0 1

1

a) # 1: Morpho-MNIST

 

0 1

 

b) # 2: CheXpert

Fig. 2. Sample images from the four label sub-
groups of the training sets.

3 https://stanfordmlgroup.github.io/competitions/chexpert/

https://stanfordmlgroup.github.io/competitions/chexpert/
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We trained all methods with 5-fold cross-validation on the strongly correlated
training set. For each fold we selected the best model based on the validation
loss and for each method we evaluated the mean performance over the 5-folds
on three different data sets:

– Validation: Hold-out validation set with the same strong correlations as the
training data.

– Inverted: Subset of the test data with inverted correlation to the training
set, where 95% of the data are from different label categories.

– Balanced: Subset of the test data with no correlation between labels.

We expected that methods that prevent shortcut learning would not show a per-
formance drop on the inverted test data compared to the validation data. As a
baseline, we compared to an encoder trained with linear classification heads on
subspaces, but without any dependence measure minimization (“Baseline”). Ad-
ditionally, we trained an encoder with classification heads on a balanced version
of the correlated training set by oversampling underrepresented subgroups (off-
diagonals in the co-occurrence matrix, Tab. 2) with replacement (“Rebalance”).

2.4 Implementation Details

Training was conducted using NVIDIA TITAN Xp and the PyTorch Lightning
framework [4]. A detailed description of all grid searches can be found in the
supplementary material. On Morpho-MNIST, we trained the same encoder as in
[5] with three convolutional layers and a batch size of 900 samples with an Adam
optimizer for 1,000 epochs, mapping to a 4-dimensional latent space (with two 2-
dimensional subspaces). For MINE, we trained the encoder for one batch followed
by NB − 1 batch updates for the MI estimator network, resulting in NB · 1, 000
epochs. On CheXpert, we trained a ResNet50 also with a 4-dimensional latent
space with batch size 64 for 30 epochs (MINE: NB · 30 epochs) and AdamW.

3 Results

3.1 Morpho-MNIST

For each method, we report the mean accuracy over the 5-fold cross-validation
on different data distributions (Sec. 2.3). If z1 is not invariant to the spuriously
correlated factor, the writing style should still affect digit prediction on shifted
distributions. Therefore, we expected methods that prevent shortcut learning to
perform better on shifted test distributions, especially for the primary task of
digit classification. For the digit classification y1, all methods performed better
than the baselines on both the inverted and the balanced distribution (Tab.3).
MINE had the highest accuracy on the inverted distribution, while the adver-
sarial classifier was best on the balanced distribution. We do not report z2 per-
formance for the adversarial classifier, as it only operates on one shared latent
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Table 3. Morpho-MNIST: Usage of spurious correlation as shortcut. Com-
parison of classification accuracy on different dataset distributions.

z1 → y1 (small/high digits) z2 → y2 (thin/thick)
Method Validation Inverted Balanced Validation Inverted Balanced
Baseline 98.2 79.3 86.4 99.9 98.8 99.5

Rebalance - 88.4 91.5 - 99.1 99.6
MINE 93.5 94.2 91.6 99.7 99.6 99.7
dCor 98.4 87.1 91.2 99.9 99.0 99.5

Adv. Classifier 97.6 89.7 92.5 - - -

Table 4. MorphoMNIST: Confusion matrix for disentanglement perfor-
mance. Confusion matrix of kNN accuracy (k=30) on the balanced dataset.

Method Baseline Rebalance MINE dCor Adv. Classifier
Subspaces /

Labels z1 z2 z1 z2 z1 z2 z1 z2 z1 z2

y1 86.5 50.5 90.9 50.2 91.4 50.1 91.0 52.3 92.4 -
y2 69.8 99.5 70.6 99.5 48.9 99.7 57.8 99.5 55.3 -

space (Sec.,2). Additionally, we do not report validation performance for rebal-
ancing, since the data was rebalanced before splitting it into folds, making it not
comparable with the other methods.

We evaluated the disentanglement performance based on the the predictive
subspace performance using a kNN classifier, resulting in a confusion matrix of
mean accuracies for each subspace-label-combination (Tab. 4). Since we evalu-
ated the classifiers on the balanced test data, a method with good disentangle-
ment performance should have accuracies on the off-diagonals that are close to
random guessing (50%). Although data rebalancing showed good performance
for the shifted test distributions (Tab. 3), the disentanglement performance was
comparable to the baseline method, since one of the off-diagonals is 20.6% from
random guessing. MINE achieved the best overall performance, followed by the
adversarial classifier and dCor. These findings were supported by a qualitative
evaluation of the writing style encoding in the latent space z1 (Fig. 3).

Baseline Rebalance MINE dCor Adv. Classifier

writing style

thin

thick

Fig. 3. Latent subspace z1 trained on Morpho-MNIST, colored by writing style y2.
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3.2 CheXpert

For our CheXpert experiments, we report mean area under the receiver oper-
ating characteristic (AUROC) over the 5-fold cross-validation of each method.
We expected methods that prevent shortcut learning to perform better on in-
verted and balanced test distributions for the disease classification. Here, we saw
that for pleural effusion classification all methods except dCor outperformed the
baseline on the shifted test distributions, with MINE performing best (Tab.5).
Compared to the experiments with Morpho-MNIST, both dCor and the ad-
versarial classifier showed a drop in performance, with dCor only improving in
balanced performance.

Table 5. CheXpert: Usage of spurious correlation as shortcut. Comparison of
classification AUROC on different dataset distributions

z1 → y1 (healthy/disease) z2 → y2 (female/male)
Method Validation Inverted Balanced Validation Inverted Balanced
Baseline 98.5 45.8 80.5 99.5 96.8 97.9

Rebalance - 79.8 90.0 - 96.2 96.8
MINE 93.8 87.7 92.4 98.5 97.6 96.4
dCor 98.3 53.4 83.0 99.5 94.7 97.2

Adv. Classifier 95.5 67.4 84.9 - - -

To evaluate subspace disentanglement with CheXpert, we again computed
the confusion matrix of kNN mean accuracies for all subspace-label-combinations.
Here, data rebalancing outperformed the baseline, with off-diagonals dropping by
2.5% and 12.5%. MINE had the best overall performance, followed by rebalanc-
ing and the adversarial classifier. dCor showed no disentanglement effect, with
off-diagonals comparable to the baseline, which was also visible in the qualitative
evaluation of the disease encodings in Fig. 4.

Table 6. CheXpert: Confusion matrix for disentanglement performance.
Confusion matrix of kNN accuracy (k=30) on the balanced dataset.

Method Baseline Rebalance MINE dCor Adv. Classifier
Subspaces /

Labels z1 z2 z1 z2 z1 z2 z1 z2 z1 z2

y1 71.8 56.3 81.4 53.8 85.4 48.0 73.7 59.8 78.5 -
y2 76.5 92.8 64.0 89.9 56.4 92.4 75.7 91.5 67.6 -

4 Discussion

In our quantitative benchmark, MINE was the best method at preventing short-
cut learning and improving disentanglement between the primary task and a



Preventing Shortcut Learning in Medical Imaging 9

Baseline Rebalance MINE dCor Adv. Classifier

sex

female

male

Fig. 4. Latent subspace z1 trained on CheXpert, colored by sex y2.

spuriously correlated variable. However, MINE’s training duration is longer due
to the asynchronous training of the MI estimator network and the encoder.
Dataset rebalancing was surprisingly effective, especially for primary task per-
formance on the inverted test distribution, but its disentanglement performance
was sub-optimal for Morpho-MNIST. Both dCor and the adversarial classifier,
although fast to evaluate, showed lower performance on the medical task, indi-
cating limited robustness across domains. A key limitation for all methods is the
need for supervision to encode attributes into latent subspaces. In future work
we want to study additional medical datasets, explore the role of correlation
strength, and evaluate other measures such as Maximum Mean Discrepancy [9].
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Appendix

Hyperparameters and Grid Searches

Morpho-MNIST: For MINE, we took the hyperparameters NB = 3 and λ = 0.55
from [5]. For dCor, we performed a hyperparameter grid search for λ ∈ {0.1n|n ∈
Z, 1 ≤ n ≤ 10} (best performance for λ = 0.5). For the adversarial classifier,
we used all the hyperparameters described in [6], including SGD optimizer with
0.9 momentum, a start learning rate of 0.01, a learning rate annealing, and a
schedule for

λ = α ·
(

2

1 + exp(−γ · p)
− 1

)
where p is the training progress linearly changing from 0 to 1. For the rest of
the methods, we used the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001, except
for MINE, where the learning rate was 0.0001 for both the encoder and the MI
estimator network.

CheXpert: We trained all methods with an AdamW optimizer with a learning
rate of 0.001, except for the adversarial classifier where used the SGD optimizer
with parameters as in [6] and a start learning rate of 0.002. For MINE, we
performed a grid search for NB ∈ [3, 5] and λ ∈ [0.3, 0.5] (best model for NB =
5, λ = 0.5) and set the epochs to NB · 30. For the adversarial classifier, we
searched in α ∈ {0.2n|1 ≤ n ≤ 5} and γ ∈ {n|4 ≤ n ≤ 7} (best model for
α = 0.4, γ = 4) and for dCor we performed the same grid search as for the
Morpho-MNIST experiments (best model for λ = 0.1).
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