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Abstract
Positivity violations pose a key challenge in the estimation of causal effects, particularly for continuous
interventions. Current approaches for addressing this issue include the use of projection functions or modified
treatment policies. While effective in many contexts, these methods can result in estimands that potentially
do not align well with the original research question, thereby leading to compromises in interpretability. In
this paper, we introduce a novel diagnostic tool—the non-overlap ratio—to detect positivity violations. To
address these violations while maintaining interpretability, we propose a data-adaptive solution, specially a
"most feasible" intervention strategy. Our strategy operates on a unit-specific basis. For a given intervention
of interest, we first assess whether the intervention value is feasible for each unit. For units with sufficient
support –conditional on confounders– , we adhere to the intervention of interest. However, for units lacking
sufficient support –as identified through the assessment of the non-overlap ratio– we do not assign the actual
intervention value of interest. Instead, we assign the closest feasible value within the support region. We
propose an estimator using g-computation coupled with flexible conditional density estimation to estimate
high- and low support regions to estimate this new estimand. Through simulations, we demonstrate that our
method effectively reduces bias across various scenarios by addressing positivity violations. Moreover, when
positivity violations are absent, the method successfully recovers the standard estimand. We further validate
its practical utility using real-world data from the CHAPAS-3 trial, which enrolled HIV-positive children in
Zambia and Uganda.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Causal inference methods have been extensively studied for binary treatments, where individuals are either exposed to a treatment
or assigned to a control condition1,2. In this framework, the positivity assumption—requiring that each individual has a non-zero
probability of receiving any treatment level under consideration within confounder strata—is crucial for the identifiability and
unbiased estimation of causal effects.

Violations of the positivity assumption can be categorized as structural or practical3,4,5. Structural violations occur when an
intervention is inherently impossible, whereas practical violations arise when certain treatment levels are theoretically possible
but are not observed in the data. Both types lead to non-overlap in the confounder space, where certain confounder patterns have
a zero probability, either theoretical or estimated, of receiving specific treatment levels. These violations hinder the estimation of
causal effects, making it challenging to draw reliable inferences.

In pharmacoepidemiological and public health studies, researchers often extend their focus to continuous interventions,
where the treatment variable can take on a range of values. In this context, the estimation of the causal dose-response curve
(CDRC)—which describes the relationship between the continuous treatment and the outcome—has gained increasing attention
in the causal inference literature. The CDRC provides a nuanced understanding of causal effects of continuous interventions.
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However, estimating the CDRC introduces new challenges, particularly because the positivity assumption becomes more
stringent with continuous interventions.

For continuous interventions, the positivity assumption is commonly violated due to the infinite dimensionality of the treatment
space. This makes it virtually impossible to observe all potential treatment levels across all confounder combinations. The
resulting sparsity in certain regions of the intervention space can lead to unstable or biased estimates, a challenge frequently
overlooked in existing studies.

While methods adapted from binary treatments can be applied, they have limitations. Trimming, for example, excludes
regions of the confounder space with poor overlap6, removing individuals with extreme probabilities of treatment given their
confounders. However, this approach may result in the loss of valuable data.

To tackle these challenges, researchers have developed specialized methods, including projection functions and g-computation-
type plug-in estimators, which aim to mitigate the violation of the positivity assumption4. One such approach is the weighted
CDRC, which reweights and redefines the estimand of interest based on functions of the conditional support for the respective
interventions7. Additionally, machine learning techniques have proven effective in enhancing estimation accuracy by minimizing
the risk of bias caused by model misspecification8.

Another notable strategy involves modified treatment policies (MTPs)9,10, which redefine the intervention of interest based
on the natural intervention (i.e., the level of treatment actually received). While MTPs can sometimes, if designed cleverly,
substantially reduce the reliance on the positivity assumption, they (typically) alter the original research question, which may not
be ideal in many cases (including the data example discussed in Section 5).

In this paper, we aim to improve both interpretability and applicability in addressing positivity violations for continuous
interventions. Our contributions are:

1. Defining and diagnosing positivity violations in practice: we introduce a practical framework for diagnosing positivity
violations in continuous interventions. Specifically, we define the support using the high-density region of the conditional
intervention distribution and propose a diagnostic metric, the non-overlap ratio, to quantify the severity of positivity
violations.

2. Introducing novel estimands to address positivity violations: we propose a framework of data-adaptive interven-
tions—specifically, the most feasible intervention—to construct a new estimand that replaces unfeasible interventions
with the closest feasible values based on the observed data. This approach improves both interpretability and applicability,
allowing researchers to approximate the standard CDRC without significantly deviating from the original intervention
strategy.

By addressing the challenges posed by positivity violations in continuous interventions, our proposed methods provide a
practical and reliable framework for causal inference. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach through simulations and
real data analysis, highlighting the advantages of our method in mitigating positivity violations while preserving interpretability
through minimal adjustments to the infeasible interventions.

2 FROM IDENTIFICATION ASSUMPTIONS TO POSITIVITY VIOLATIONS

2.1 Notation

Consider cross-sectional data at a single time point. In this setup:

• Y is the outcome, with Y representing the outcome space.
• A stands for the intervention, with A being the intervention space.
• L = {L1, L2, . . . , Lq} represents a set of q confounders, where q ∈ N. The space of all such confounders is given by L.

We use uppercase letters to denote random variables and lowercase letters for their particular realizations. The temporal order
of these variables ranges from L1 to Lq, followed by A and Y . Central to our analysis is the concept of counterfactual outcomes.
For any subject i, the counterfactual outcome Ya

i denotes the potential outcome had the intervention Ai been set to a specific level
a in the intervention space A.
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Given a probability space defined by (Ω,F , P), where Ω is the product space L ×A× Y , the observed data structure can be
expressed as:

O = (L, A, Y) iid∼ P0

Here, O is distributed according to P0, and the observations are independent and identically distributed.
For a sample of n observations from the distribution O ∼ P0, the dataset is given by D = (o1, . . . , on).
Further notation:

• The marginal probability distribution of treatment A is represented by PA, and its probability density function is fA.
• For confounders L, their marginal probability distribution and density functions are PL and fL, respectively.
• The conditional probability distribution of the treatment given the confounders is PA|L, and its density function is fA|L.

2.2 Consequences of Positivity Violations

In causal inference, assumptions like consistency, exchangeability, and positivity are critical for identifying causal effects.
Among these, positivity, often considered as a well-understood assumption, plays a unique role in ensuring that causal treatment
effects can be properly identified.

The widely accepted positivity assumption, often referred to as the strong positivity assumption, states that each possible
treatment level must have a positive probability of occurring within every stratum of the confounders L4:

inf
a∈A

fA|L(a|L) > 0, a.e. (1)

The positivity assumption requires a non-zero infimum of density in the entire intervention space A, yet depending on the
intervention distribution. While much attention has been focused on understanding positivity as an abstract assumption for
identification, there is a gap in the literature when it comes to detecting positivity violations in real-world data. Moreover, even
when the identification assumptions are met, regions with sparse data can significantly impact the extent of bias and precision at
the estimation stage, see Appendix A for details. Reliable causal estimation becomes challenging due to inadequate representation
across the entire intervention domain for all confounder patterns, which can introduce biases and limit the generalizability of the
estimated causal effects.

2.3 Determination of Positivity Violations

Determining whether data sufficiently supports a given intervention requires assessing if the density of the data is so low that it
becomes nearly impossible to observe it in finite sample settings. This leads to a crucial insight: introducing a threshold, c, for
the density function to identify potential positivity violations. Given a specific realization of confounders, L = l, an intervention
of interest a can be classified as follows: {

supported, if f (a|l) > c,

not supported, if f (a|l) ⩽ c.
(2)

In the case of binary interventions, (near) positivity violations occur when the conditional probability of observing an
intervention is extremely low or even zero. Given the discrete nature of the intervention, the concepts of density and probability
coincide, making the detection of violations relatively straightforward. However, for continuous interventions, the situation is
more complex. The density function f must satisfy the property

∫
A fdP = 1, meaning the range of f is contingent on the span of

the intervention space A. This variability complicates the establishment of static thresholds; for instance, setting f < 0.001 as
"not supported" or f > 0.1 as "sufficiently supported" may not be appropriate across different contexts.

Establishing a fixed threshold c for continuous interventions thus presents significant challenges. Recognizing this, we propose
a novel approach as a key contribution of this paper. This approach redefines and more accurately determines positivity violations
in practical settings by utilizing a dynamic diagnostic measure.
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F I G U R E 1 Illustration of using the high-density region as conditional support

2.3.1 Proposal 1: Definition of support and diagnostic using High-Density Region (HDR)

2.3.1.1 Conditional Support: high-density region
To address the issue of poorly supported intervention areas, we propose a method that dichotomizes the normalized f -values.
This approach involves identifying regions of the intervention space, A, where the support is either strong or lacking, based on
a probability threshold. Specifically, we partition A into two parts, Aα(l) and its complement Ac

α(l), according to a specified
threshold depending on l. Given the threshold for detection of non-overlap, named the coverage level, α, the region Aα(l) is
defined such that the probability measure satisfies P(Aα(l)) = α. An intervention a can then be categorized as follows:{

supported, if a ∈ Aα(l),
not supported, if a /∈ Aα(l).

(3)

Defining Aα(l) as the high-density region—essentially the practical support—is a relatively straightforward process. This is
accomplished by leveraging the concept of high-density regions, proposed by Hyndman11. Specifically, the high-density region
for a continuous intervention is defined by:

Aα(l) = {a ∈ A : f (a|l) ⩾ fα} , (4)

where fα is the adaptive threshold constant, determined such that the condition P(Aα(l)) = α is satisfied.
An illustrative example of this concept is provided in Figure 1, where the green regions represent the conditional support,

indicating where a intervention is well-supported by the data. In contrast, the grey regions highlight areas with positivity
violations, where a intervention is poorly supported. The total probability of the green region sums to the coverage level α = 95%
in this case.

2.3.1.2 Diagnostic measure: non-overlap ratio
We introduce a diagnostic measure called the non-overlap ratio to quantify positivity violations. The non-overlap ratio is
defined as a function τ : A → [0, 1], given by:

τ (a) :=
∫

1(a /∈ Aα(L)) dPL (5)
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This metric captures the extent to which a specific intervention is supported within the population. It represents the proportion
of individuals for whom the confounder distributions under the intervention do not sufficiently overlap, indicating scenarios
where the intervention is either highly improbable or practically infeasible for certain individuals.

The non-overlap ratio ranges from 0 to 1:

• A value near 0 signifies strong support for the positivity assumption at this intervention value, indicating that almost no
positivity violation occurs at the current coverage level.

• A value close to 1 indicates severe positivity violations, where the intervention a is largely unsupported by the data. This lack
of overlap suggests that reliable causal inferences for a may be unattainable due to insufficient data support.

By identifying regions of the intervention space with inadequate overlap, the non-overlap ratio serves as a critical diagnostic
tool for evaluating the validity of causal assumptions. Its practical application will be detailed in the subsequent sections.

3 NOVEL ESTIMANDS TO ADDRESS POSITIVITY VIOLATIONS

3.1 Standard Causal Dose-Response-Curve

Estimand 1 (Standard)
The standard causal dose-response curve is a function mstandard : A → Y; a 7→ E(Ya), which can be identified as

mstandard(a)
(i)
= E[E(Ya|A = a, L)]

(ii)
= E[E(Y |A = a, L)]

=
∫

E(Y |A = a, L = l)dPL,
(6)

where equality (i) follows by the law of iterated expectation and conditional exchangeability, and equality (ii) is due
to the consistency and positivity assumption (See Equation 1).

The standard causal dose-response curve, reliant on the positivity assumption in Equation (1), poses significant challenges due
to frequent positivity violations, especially with continuous interventions. As the range of an intervention widens, certain regions
of the confounder space often lack sufficient support, leading to extrapolation and unreliable estimates.

3.2 Causal Dose-Response-Curve with Data-Adaptive Intervention

To address these challenges, we propose a novel estimand that mitigates the impact of positivity violations by focusing on
well-supported regions of the intervention space, guided by the diagnostic tool proposed in previous section. This approach can
effectively relax the positivity assumption.

3.2.1 Data-Adaptive Intervention

Unlike static interventions, which assign a fixed treatment a to all units, or dynamic interventions, which vary based on
individual confounders, we introduce a more refined approach called the data-adaptive intervention. This strategy customizes
the intervention for each individual based on their confounders and the observed data.

For a given oracle intervention value a, the concept of a data-adaptive intervention can be outlined as follows:{
Intervene with a, if it is supported in the data,

Intervene adaptively, otherwise.
(7)

Formally, the data-adaptive intervention d is a data-adaptive function that maps an intervention value a, confounders l and the
observed data D into a new intervention value, which is defined as:
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Oracle Intervention Target (A = a)

High−Density Region

Low−Density Region

L

A

Supported Most Feasible Intervention Not−Supported

F I G U R E 2 Illustration of the most feasible intervention in Eqn. 10

d(a, l;D) =

{
a, if a ∈ Aα(l),
h(a, l;D), otherwise.

(8)

Aα(l) is the high-density region defined in Section 2.3. The function h is a data-adaptive function selecting a substitution
intervention based on the intervention value a, confounders l and data D.

3.2.2 High Density Region

In order to determine whether an intervention is supported by the data, we adopt here the high-density regions introduced in
Section 2.3 as a support indicator.

3.2.3 The Most Feasible Intervention

A natural decision for h is to substitute the intervention when it is not supported given the confounders, while ensuring the
substitution is as close as possible to the oracle intervention:

h(a, l;D) = argmin
a∗:a∗∈Aα(l)

|a∗ – a| (9)

An illustration is provided in Figure 2, where the blue band represents the feasible region for the intervention given the
confounders. The most feasible intervention is the closest supported intervention to the oracle intervention of interest, shown in
yellow crosses.

3.2.4 Proposal 2: Fix the positivity issue detected in Proposal 1 through novel estimand

Estimand 2 (Feasible)
With both definitions of support and substitution intervention function, in Equation (4) and (9), our proposed new estimand
is given by:
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mfeasible : a 7→ E(Yad

), (10)

where ad := d(a, l;D) with d defined in Equation (8) and h defined in Equation (9).
This can also be written as

mfeasible : a 7→P(a ∈ Aα) · E(Ya)+

(1 – P(a ∈ Aα)) · E(Yad

)
(11)

3.2.4.1 Interpretation
Figure 2 illustrates the concept of the most feasible intervention and its interpretation using pseudo-data samples. The dots, shown
in red or grey, represent observed data points. We begin by considering an ideal or oracle intervention target A = a, represented by
the orange horizontal line, which is intended to evaluate a causal quantity such as the standard causal dose-response curve (CDRC)
at this target intervention value a. This target quantity, which counterfactually assigns the fixed intervention value a to each
subject, assumes positivity. However, while this oracle intervention is theoretically appealing, it may not always be supported by
sufficient data across all confounder combinations. The shaded blue area in the figure represents the high-density region, where
data is abundant, capturing the most likely combinations of confounders and interventions. The observed data points are colored
black if the target intervention a is within their conditional support, and grey otherwise. The orange crosses indicate the most
feasible intervention of each subject for intervention target a. If the target intervention a is supported, the feasible intervention
coincides with a; otherwise, it corresponds to the closest intervention value to a that lies within the high-density region.

Violations of the positivity assumption are not merely theoretical concerns but also reflects real-world scenarios where certain
interventions are impractical or unrealistic for specific subpopulations. For example, consider drug concentration levels across
patients, as discussed in Section 5. Patients with a fast metabolism, who metabolize drugs rapidly, naturally exhibit low drug
concentrations even when administered standard doses. For these patients, a high drug concentration target would be unrealistic
because it would require doses far beyond what is commonly observed or safely prescribed. While theoretically possible,
achieving such concentrations would involve dosing regimens that are rarely practiced due to clinical and practical concerns.
This leads to a situation where data corresponding to such high concentrations is either extremely sparse or non-existent, leading
to biased causal inferences due to the lack of overlap and making causal conclusions drawn from this target intervention more
likely to be unreliable.

The proposed CDRC with the most feasible intervention addresses these issues by adapting the intervention target to stay
within regions where data is enough and well-supported. Instead of forcing an unrealistic target that fails to align with real-world
conditions, this approach adjusts the intervention based on what is practically achievable and observable within the data. This
has two key benefits: first, it reduces bias caused by data sparsity and positivity violations, and second, it ensures that the causal
effects being estimated are relevant and actionable in practice.

In contrast to fixed interventions, which risk oversimplifying or misrepresenting causal relationships by imposing uniform
targets, the most feasible intervention approach offers a more nuanced and reasonable strategy. It acknowledges the inherent
variability in real-world data and adapts the intervention accordingly, leading to more robust, reliable, and meaningful causal
inferences that better reflect both the data and the practical realities of clinical and observational settings.

3.3 Trimming

In causal estimation, trimming refers to the process of excluding certain observations from the analysis to improve the accuracy
and robustness of estimated treatment effects6. This is typically done by removing observations that have a low conditional
density given the confounders, which can help reduce the impact of outliers or extreme values that may introduce bias or distort
the results as given in Equation (12).

mtrimming(a) : a 7→ E(Ya|f (a|L) > c), (12)

where c is a critical threshold for the conditional density of the intervention given the confounders.
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Estimand 3 (Trimming)
The trimming estimand can also be based on the non-overlap ratio τ defined in Equation (5):

mtrimming(a) : a 7→ E(Ya|a ∈ Aα(l)) (13)

which can be identified by ∫
E(Y |A = a, L) · trimming(a, L)dPL, (14)

where trimming(a, l) is defined as:

trimming(a, l) =


1
τ

, if a /∈ Aα(l),

0, otherwise.
(15)

Here, Aα(l) and τ are defined as in Section 2.3.

3.4 Estimation

3.4.1 Causal Estimation

To estimate the standard CDRC in (6), parametric g-formula can be easily applied for the single time-point intervention scenario.
Substitution estimators can be constructed to estimate (10) with detailed procedure outlined in Algorithm 1.

3.4.2 Conditional Density Estimation

A key step in this process involves estimating the conditional density function of the intervention given the confounders. Accurate
conditional density estimation is critical because it helps quantify the regions where the oracle intervention is supported by the
data. Various methods can be employed for this task, including parametric models, non-parametric kernel conditional density
estimation12, and more flexible approaches like the highly adaptive lasso density estimation (Haldensify)13,14,15. Inspired by
Haldensify, in this paper we use a specific hazard binning conditional density estimation procedure, which we describe in
Appendix C and it is similar to the approach described in an earlier proposal16. These methods allow for the estimation of
conditional densities even when the relationship between confounders and interventions is complex or highly non-linear.

4 SIMULATION STUDIES

In this section, we examine the proposed methods through three distinct simulation settings. These simulations are designed to
provide insight into the performance of the methods under different conditions.

In Simulation 1, we explore how positivity violations exacerbate bias in causal estimates, particularly when the outcome
models are misspecified. Simulation 2 examines the impact of positivity violations on causal estimation by comparing scenarios
with and without positivity violations. Simulation 3 investigates the methods in a more complex setting, incorporating multiple
confounders and intricate data-generating processes.



9

Algorithm 1 Estimation Algorithm for mstandard, mfeasible, mtrimming and the Non-Overlap Ratio τ

Step 1: Set-Up
Let j represent the number of subjects in the dataset. Define a set of
interventions of interest a = (a1, · · · , am)T, which corresponds to the potential
treatments or actions under analysis. Define the coverage level α to identify the
high-density regions.
Step 2: Identify High-Density Regions

• (a) Conditional Density Estimation: Estimate the conditional density model f̂ (a|l)
using the observed data D.

• (b) High-Density Threshold: For each subject j, determine the high-density
threshold f̂ j

α by computing the α-quantile of f̂ (a|lj).

Step 3: Compute the Non-Overlap Ratio
For each intervention ai, calculate the non-overlap ratio as:

τ̂ (ai) =
1
n

n∑
j=1

I(f̂ (ai|lj) < f̂ j
α)

Step 4: Outcome Model Estimation
Estimate the conditional expectation model Ê(Y |A, L).
Step 5: Estimate Expected Outcomes Using Plug-in Estimators

• (a) Estimand 1 (standard): For each intervention ai, calculate the standard
estimand:

m̂standard(ai) =
1
n

n∑
j=1

Ê(Y |A = ai, lj)

• (b) Estimand 2 (feasible): For each intervention ai, for each subject j, evaluate
the conditional density as estimated in Step 2(a). Estimate d̂(ai, lj;D) as follows:
if f̂ (ai|lj) is below the high-density threshold f̂ j

α, adjust ai to the nearest feasible
value in a; otherwise, retain ai. Then, calculate the feasible estimand:

m̂feasible(ai) =
1
n

n∑
j=1

Ê(Y |A = d̂(ai, lj;D), lj)

• (c) Estimand 3 (trimming): For each intervention ai, for each subject j, evaluate
the conditional density as estimated in Step 2(a). Estimate the trimming
function ˆtrimming(ai, lj) as:

ˆtrimming(ai, lj) =


1

τ̂ (ai)
, if f̂ (ai|lj) ⩾ f̂ j

α,

0, otherwise.

Then, calculate the trimming estimand:

m̂trimming(ai) =
1
n

n∑
j=1

Ê(Y |A = ai, lj) · ˆtrimming(ai, lj)

Step 6: Estimate Compatibility Intervals via Bootstrapping
Use bootstrapping to calculate compatibility intervals (CIs) for m̂standard, m̂feasible,
and m̂trimming.
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4.1 Simulation Settings

4.1.1 Simulation 1: Correct model specification versus misspecification under positivity
violations

We consider a simple scenario with a single time point where both the intervention and the confounder are normal-distributed
shown in Appendix B.1. The simulation study involves three variations that share the same distribution for the confounder and
intervention but differ in their outcome functions.

In Simulation 1A, the outcome function is linear. In Simulation 1B, the outcome function is sinusoidal, and in Simulation 1C,
it is logarithmic. These two non-linear outcome functions in Simulations 1B and 1C pose a greater challenge for estimation,
particularly in regions where data is sparse, i.e. suffering from positivity violations, leading to potential estimation difficulties. In
contrast, the linear outcome function in Simulation 1A is expected to be easier to estimate, even in the presence of data sparsity,
as the extrapolation will work perfectly.

The primary objective of this simulation design is to evaluate and compare the bias and variability in estimating both the
standard CDRC, the proposed CDRC with most feasible intervention, and also the trimming estimand under conditions with
positivity violations. This comparison provides insights into the strengths of the proposed most feasible intervention, particularly
when outcome functions can not be reliably extrapolated.

4.1.2 Simulation 2: Correct model specification with positivity violations versus no positivity
violations

We consider a different scenario with a single time point where the confounder is binary shown in Appendix B.2. The simulation
study involves two variations that share the same distribution for the confounder and but differ in their intervention distribution.

In both variations, the intervention distributions given the confounder follow a truncated normal distribution with the same
mean value conditional on L, but differ in variance. Simulation 2A has a lower variance, leading to greater deviation compared
to Simulation 2B. Specifically, for L = 0 and L = 1, the overlap between the distributions of A|L is minimal, indicating a higher
degree of positivity violations, as shown in Figure 4a and 4b. The outcome function is a linear combination of A and L with a
small noise term, making it straightforward to estimate and suitable for extrapolation.

The two simulations are designed to compare the estimation of the standard CDRC and the new estimands under conditions of
positivity violations (2A) and no positivity violations (2B). This comparison will highlight the performance differences between
the three estimands in scenarios where the positivity assumption is either met or violated.

4.1.3 Simulation 3: Simulation study in more complex setting inspired by real data

In this scenario, we consider a complex data-generating process, detailed in Appendix B.3. This process is inspired by real data
from the CHAPAS-3 study, an open-label, parallel-group, randomized trial17, which is further analyzed in Section 5 and follows
the setup described in Schomaker et al.7.

The outcome variable is binary and exhibits a non-linear relationship with the continuous intervention variable, which is
modeled using a truncated normal distribution. The simulation aims to validate the proposed approaches in complex scenarios
involving intricate distributions and diverse confounders with real-world significance.

4.2 Estimation and Evaluation

4.2.1 Sample Size

For all simulation studies, the sample size is set to n = 1000.
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4.2.2 Causal Parameters

Each estimand is denoted by mε, where ε ∈ {standard, feasible, trimming}, as defined in Section 3.1 to 3.3 and its true value is
computed using a Monte Carlo simulation with N = 100, 000 samples.

4.2.3 Causal Estimation

For simulation studies 1 and 2, we estimate using the standard parametric g-computation plug-in estimator. For simulation 3, we
employed the semi-parametric version. The specific details of the estimation are given in the Algorithm 1.

4.2.4 Conditional Density Estimation

For simulation 1, we performed parametric conditional density estimation via linear regression. In simulation 2, we used non-
parametric kernel conditional density estimation, offered in R package np12. For simulation 3, we implemented super learner
based conditional density estimation, as described in Appendix C.

4.2.5 Bias Metrics

To evaluate the estimation bias of each estimand, all Monte Carlo simulations are based on R = 1000 runs.
We define

Absolute Bias(a) =
∑R

r=1 |m̂ε
r (a) – mε(a)|

R
with

mε(a) =
∑N

r=1 m̂ε
r (a)

N
,

and m̂ε
r (a) represents the result of each Monte Carlo run.

4.3 Results

The results of the simulations are summarized in Figures 3 to 5.

4.3.1 Simulation 1

Figure 3a illustrates the estimated conditional distribution and coverage levels at 50%, 90%, 95%, and 99%, overlaid with a
scatter plot of observed data from a single simulation run. Areas outside these regions highlight rare combinations of L and Y in
observation, reflecting data sparsity. Using the diagnostic approach from Section 2.3, we identify positivity violations, as shown
in Figure 3b.

Figure 3b presents the non-overlap ratio, a diagnostic metric quantifying the proportion of the population for which specific
interventions are infeasible at a 95% coverage level. This ratio, ranging from 0 to 1, reveals a clear pattern: in the central region,
nearly all interventions have a non-overlap ratio of zero, indicating good feasibility. In contrast, the ratio rises sharply at the
extremes, indicating that extremely small or large interventions are largely infeasible.

Together, Figures 3a and 3b show that certain interventions are rare or infeasible for subsets of the population. Even
theoretically feasible, interventions may lack sufficient data for accurate estimation, underscoring the importance of our proposed
feasible intervention framework.

Figure 3c examines the impact of non-overlap and model misspecification on the estimation of three estimands under linear,
logarithmic, and sinusoidal outcome functions. In regions where the non-overlap ratio is near zero, counterfactual estimates for
the three estimands are nearly identical across all outcome functions, as intended by the simulation design. At the extremes,
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(c) Comparison of true and estimated values of mstandard, mfeasible, and mtrimming from Simulation 1. Separated by linear, logarithmic, and sinusoidal outcome functions across
three simulation settings.
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(d) Absolute bias of the estimation of mstandard, mfeasible, and mtrimming from Simulation 1. Separated by linear, logarithmic, and sinusoidal outcome functions across three
simulation settings.

F I G U R E 3 Results of Simulation 1
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however, the estimands diverge. The CDRC with the most feasible intervention establishes practical thresholds, avoiding
unrealistic extrapolation into sparsely supported regions. The trimming estimand, by contrast, restricts the population to those
for whom the intervention is feasible.

For linear outcome functions (Figure 3c, left), extrapolation is highly accurate, resulting in minimal absolute bias across
all estimands (Figure 3d, left). However, for logarithmic and sinusoidal functions (Figure 3c, middle and right), extrapolation
accuracy diminishes in sparsely supported regions, increasing absolute bias for all estimands (Figure 3d, middle and right).

The most feasible intervention consistently achieves lower absolute bias, particularly when outcome functions are misspecified
and extrapolation is unreliable. By focusing on well-supported regions, it avoids large biases and maintains robust estimates
even in areas with low non-overlap. Conversely, the trimming estimand exhibits high variability and substantial absolute bias,
even in the linear case, due to its restrictive population definition.

These results emphasize the benefits of the most feasible intervention approach, which balances estimation reliability and
accuracy by limiting extrapolation only in feasible intervention regions.

4.3.2 Simulation 2

Figure 4a illustrates the conditional distribution of A given L. In Simulation 2A, this distribution is more concentrated, with
lower variance compared to Simulation 2B. This distribution design increases the chance of non-overlap in Simulation 2B, as
shown in Figure 4b.

Figure 4b presents the non-overlap ratio for each intervention. In Simulation 2B, the ratio is lower in the central region but
rises sharply to 50% in the extreme intervention regions due to the divergence between the conditional distributions of A for
L = 0 and L = 1. In contrast, Simulation 2A exhibits generally low non-overlap ratios across intervention values, except near the
boundaries. This difference arises because, in Simulation 2B, the intervention distributions for L = 0 and L = 1 are distinct,
whereas in Simulation 2A, they are more similar, exhibiting higher overlap.

Figure 4c shows the true estimand values for both the standard CDRC,the CDRC with the most feasible intervention and
trimming estimand. In Simulation 2A, where non-overlap is absent, the three true curves are nearly identical because the
intervention is feasible for all individuals. However, in Simulation 2B, the estimands diverge outside the central region, as
the most feasible intervention shifts toward the center due to limited feasibility at extreme values, and the trimming estimand
exhibits more radical counterfactual shifts. For all three curves, the estimates are very close to the true values, as the true outcome
function is designed to be straightforward.

Figure 4d compares the absolute bias between Simulations 2A and 2B. Compared to Simulation 2A, Simulation 2B exhibits
positivity violation issues, leading to higher absolute bias for all estimands, particularly in regions with high non-overlap.
Nonetheless, the most feasible intervention shows lower bias under both conditions compared to the standard estimand and does
not exceed the bias level of the standard estimand when positivity violations are minimal, as observed in Simulation 2A. The
trimming estimand performs well at times, but it is unstable in certain areas.

4.3.3 Simulation 3

Figure 5a illustrates the non-overlap ratio in the range of [0, 20], which shows a sharp increase at very low intervention values
below 0.7 and above 10. In the following, we focus on the intervention region of [0, 6].

Figure 5b presents the true and estimated values for the three estimands. In regions where the non-overlap ratio is zero, the
three estimands are indistinguishable. However, the standard estimand increases dramatically near an intervention value of 0.
As indicated by the non-overlap ratio, such values are nearly impossible to intervene on. In the data-generating process (see
Appendix B.3), the truncated normal distribution excludes values below 0.2032, causing the true curve of the trimmed estimand
to terminate near this intervention value. This indicates that intervention values below 0.2032 are strictly infeasible, representing
a theoretical positivity violations and thus making counterfactual curve of trimming estimand unidentifiable below that threshold.
Unlike the standard estimand, the proposed most feasible intervention estimand does not exhibit extreme values in regions with
very low intervention, making it more robust and less prone to positivity issues.

Figure 5c demonstrates that the most feasible intervention estimand consistently achieves lower absolute bias, particularly in
regions with positivity violations. It effectively avoids large biases and maintains robust estimates even in areas with low or no
non-overlap. While the trimming estimand also reduces bias, it becomes not estimable when the non-overlap ratio approaches 1,
as no samples are available in such scenarios.
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(c) Comparison of true and estimated values of mstandard, mfeasible, and mtrimming from Simulation 2. Separated by Simulation 2A and 2B.
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F I G U R E 4 Results of Simulation 2
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(c) Absolute bias of the estimation of mstandard, mfeasible, and mtrimming from Simulation 3.

F I G U R E 5 Results of Simulation 3

These findings underscore the practical utility of the proposed methods for complex data-generating processes with real-world
significance.
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NRTI Genotype VL0

Age EFV36 VL36

Weight0 Weight36 Non-Adherence

Sex
F I G U R E 6 Directed acyclic graph (DAG) for CHAPAS-3 trial described in Section 5. NRTI refers to the Nucleoside
Reverse Transcriptase Inhibitor drug drug component, sex, age, genotype relates to how fast the drug is cleared as determined by
the 516G and 983T polymorphisms in the CYP2B6 gene19, non-adherence describes any signs of non-adherence as measured
through a medication event monitoring system21 as well as weight. Subscripts describe the the week of measurement.

5 DATA ANALYSIS

We demonstrate our approach using pharmacoepidemiological data of HIV-positive children from the CHAPAS-3 trial, which
enrolled children aged 1 month to 13 years in Zambia and Uganda17,18. We focus on those 125 children who received efavirenz
as part of antiretroviral therapy, together with both lamivudine and either stavudine, zidovudine, or abacavir.

In line with previous studies19,20,21, we are interested in how counterfactual viral failure probabilities (VLt), defined as a
viral load exceeding 100 copies/mL, vary as a function of different efavirenz concentrations (EFVt, defined as the plasma
concentration (in mg/L) measured 12 hours after dosing). Briefly, different patients who take the same efavirenz dose, may
still have different drug concentrations in their blood, for example because of their individual metabolism. Patients exposed
to suboptimal concentrations may experience negative outcomes and one may ask at which concentration level antiretroviral
activity is too low to guarantee suppression for most patients. Thus, one may be interested in the concentration-response curve
a 7→ P(VLEFV=a = 1), a ∈ [0, 6] mg/L; although it is known that not every child can achieve every possible concentration level,
depending on their clinical and metabolic profile and thus positivity violations may be likely7.

For illustration, we use baseline data and data from the scheduled visit at t = 36 (weeks). The relevant part of the assumed
data-generating process is, in line with previous studies21,22,7, summarized by the directed acyclic graph (DAG) in Figure 6:

Our analysis illustrates the ideas based on a complete case analysis of all measured variables at t = 36 (weeks) represented
in the DAG (n = 83). The analysis was conducted using three coverage levels for detecting non-overlap: 99%, 95%, and 90%.
Our target estimand is the standard causal concentration-response curve, defined in Section 3.1. We compare this estimand to
the proposed estimand with most feasible intervention strategy, described in Section 3.2.4, as well as the trimming estimand in
Section 3.3. The estimation process closely follows the detailed methodology described in Section 3.4 and algorithm outlined in
Algorithm 1. Bootstrap resampling was used to estimate 95% compatibility intervals.

5.1 Results

The results of the analysis are presented in Figure 7 and are discussed in two parts: (1) diagnostics assessing the extent of
positivity violations based on intervention values, and (2) estimates of three estimands.

Figure 7a illustrates the proposed non-overlap ratios as diagnostics for identifying positivity violations in continuous
interventions. These ratios, calculated as a function of the intervention EFV36, represent the proportion of the population where
the intervention is not feasible, based on 3 coverage levels of non-overlap detection.

The non-overlap ratios remain low across all coverage levels within the central intervention range (approximately 1 to 3.5
mg/L), suggesting minimal violations of positivity in this region and supporting reliable causal estimation. However, at the
boundaries of the intervention range—below 1 mg/L or above 3.5 mg/L—the ratios increase, indicating more frequent violations.
Notably, near 0 mg/L, the non-overlap ratio rises sharply, signaling strong violations of the positivity assumption, consistent
with the fact that concentrations this low are virtually impossible to observe.
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(c) Comparison with of different curves. Separated by coverage level of 90%, 95% and 99%, with 95% bootstrap compatibility intervals.

F I G U R E 7 Results of the data analysis

Figure 7b show the estimated curves of the most feasible intervention across three coverage levels compared with the standard
causal concentration-response curve. In regions with positivity violations, using the most feasible intervention strategy differs
from the CDRC, while closely aligning with standard estimates in well-supported regions. This means whenever a concentration
value seems unlikely or implausible, we do not enforce this intervention but rather use the closest value that is possible. This
may happen, for example, if there are patients with a very slow metabolism who will never be able to clear the drug fast enough
to ever achieve concentrations under 1 mg/L.
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Figure 7c compares all estimated causal curves across three coverage levels. As the coverage level increases, more positivity
violations are tolerated for both the feasible intervention and triming estimands. However, the triming estimand exhibits instability
in regions with strong positivity violations, suggesting that it may not be the optimal approach in this analysis.

6 CONCLUSION

Positivity violations are a common issue with continuous interventions, presenting significant challenges when the outcome
function cannot be extrapolated reliably from observed to unobserved regions. These violations occur when certain values of the
intervention are not adequately represented in the data, leading to a lack of support and, consequently, unreliable estimations.

One of the key consequences of positivity violations is an increase in absolute bias. This issue persists even when the underlying
model is correctly specified. In essence, the model’s ability to provide accurate estimates is compromised not only by incorrect
specifications but also by the absence of sufficient data in certain regions of the intervention space, which implies addressing
positivity violations is not a problem that can be resolved merely by employing robust estimators against misspecification.

Estimating the standard causal dose-response curve (CDRC), an idealized causal representation of the relationship between
the intervention and outcome, becomes particularly complex when the range of interventions is extensive. The broad spectrum
of interventions can exacerbate the difficulty of making accurate estimations, as it requires the model to reliably estimate across
a wide range of values, including those not well-represented in the data.

To address this challenge, we propose using a data-adaptive intervention as a novel strategy to construct a new estimand that
tackles positivity issues. The key idea is to adhere as closely as possible to the actual CDRC, deviating only for individuals
where the target intervention is clearly infeasible based on the data. In such cases, we substitute the intervention with the most
feasible value, ensuring the interpretation remains meaningful: we either apply the intervention of interest or the nearest feasible
alternative. By focusing on a more practical and adaptive range of interventions, this approach reduces bias and improves
robustness. Consequently, the resulting causal dose-response curve accurately reflects relationships where sufficient data exists,
enhancing both precision and interpretability.

In summary, while positivity violations present significant challenges, careful selection of estimands can substantially mitigate
variability and enhance the interpretability of the estimates. Future research should explore adapting the concept of the data-
adaptive intervention to longitudinal settings, as well as developing and applying different estimators and estimation methods to
further refine and validate these approaches. Additionally, there is considerable room for improvement in defining the practical
support and refining substitution intervention functions, especially in addressing limitations related to the reliance on conditional
density estimation.
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APPENDIX

A ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
In the literature, positivity violations are usually classified into two types: structural and practical, typically for binary
interventions3,4,5. We could formulate these definitions for continuous interventions similarly.

A.1 Near positivity violations
This occurs when the positivity assumption is almost violated. In these situations, the probability of receiving certain treatment
levels given specific confounder combinations is very close to zero but not exactly zero. Although this is not a complete violation,
it has similar practical implications. Near positivity violations affect the bias and precision of causal estimation23, leading to
unreliable treatment effect estimates in these regions due to sparse data. Common causal methods are particularly sensitive to
such violations23.

A.2 Structural positivity violations
A structural positivity violation occurs when, due to the structure of the data or the study design, certain groups of individuals
(defined by their confounders) have no chance of receiving some treatment value. In such cases, we simply define that
fA|L(a|L) = 0.

A.3 Practical positivity violations
Also known as stochastic positivity violations, it occurs when a treatment, although clinically possible for patients with specific
confounders, is not observed in the data, which results in f̂A|L(a|L) = 0.

However, for continuous interventions, defining practical positivity violations is more complex because we cannot observe the
exact intervention value, and f̂A|L(a|L) = 0 depends on the density function estimation.

Positivity violations, both structural and practical violations, have a non-negligible impact on plug-in estimation of Equation
6. In the process of estimating the causal CDRC via the standard parametric g-formula, the conditional expectation E(Y |A, L) :=
g(A, L), typically as a (generalized) linear regression, is estimated by minimizing the expectation of square loss:

http://dx.doi.org/10.21105/joss.04522
https://github.com/nhejazi/haldensify
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E((Y – g(A, L))2)

=
∫

(Y – g(A, L))2dP0

=
∫

(Y – g(A, L))2dPY |A,LdPA,L

=
∫

(E(Y |A, L) – g(A, L))2dPA,L

=
∫

(E(Y |A = a, L) – g(A, L))2f (a|l)dadPL

(A1)

The standard causal CDRC is identified by:

m(a) = EL(g(A, L)) (A2)

The Mean Squared Error (MSE) of m(a) is given by:

MSE(m(a)) =
∫

(E(Y |A = a, L) – g(A, L))2dPL (A3)

We apply the estimator in Equation (A1) to the observed data D. When the conditional density are very small, indicating that
certain treatment-confounder combinations are sparse or even impossible, their contribution to the overall loss function is minimal.
However, during the estimation of the causal dose-response curve, the MSE (Equation A3) from these rare treatment-confounder
combinations can be significantly amplified across the entire population.

In other words, deriving the outcome model from observed data where rare treatment-confounder combinations are poorly
represented leads to inaccurate extrapolations in these sparse regions. When this model is applied to the entire population, the
variability of the estimation increases dramatically.

B SIMULATION PARAMETERS
B.1 Data Generating Process for Simulation 1

L ∼ N (µ = 3,σ = 1)

A ∼ N (µ = 10 + 0.7 · L,σ = 3)

B.1.1 Simulation 1A: Linear outcome function

Y ∼ N (µ = 10 + A + 0.5 · L,σ = 3)

B.1.2 Simulation 1B: Sinusoidal outcome function

Y ∼ N
(
µ = 10 + 10 · sin

(
A – 10

10

)
+ 0.5 · L,σ = 3

)
B.1.3 Simulation 1C: Logarithmic outcome function

Y ∼ N
(
µ = 10 + 30 · log

(
A – 10

30

)
+ 0.5 · L,σ = 3

)
B.2 Data Generating Process for Simulation 2

L ∼ Bernoulli (p = 0.5)

B.2.1 Simulation 2A
A|L ∼ Ntrunc(µ = 10 + 5 · L,σ = 3, l = 0, h = 20,

la = ha = 0, lb = hb = 20)

Y |A, L ∼ N(µ = 0.05 · A + 0.5 · L,σ = 2)

B.2.2 Simulation 2B
A|L ∼ Ntrunc(µ = 10 + 5 · L,σ = 10, l = 0, h = 20,

la = ha = 0, lb = hb = 20)

Y |A, L ∼ N(µ = 0.05 · A + 0.5 · L,σ = 2)
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B.3 Data Generating Process for Simulation 3

Sex ∼ Bernoulli(p = 0.5)

Genotype ∼ Categorical
p =



logit–1(–0.103 + Sex · 0.223+

(1 – Sex) · 0.173),

logit–1(–0.086 + Sex · 0.198+

(1 – Sex) · 0.214),

logit–1(–0.309 + Sex · 0.082+

(1 – Sex) · 0.107)


Age ∼ Ntrunc

(
µ = 1.501,σ = 0.369, l = 0.693, h = 2.8,

la = 0.693, lb = 1, ha = 1, hb = 2.8)

Weight0 ∼ Ntrunc
(
µ = 1.5 + 0.2 · Sex + 0.774 · Age,

σ = 0.3, l = 2.26, h = 3.37,

la = 2.26, lb = 2.67, ha = 3.02, hb = 3.37)

NRTI ∼ Categoricalp =


logit–1(–0.006 + Age · (0.1735 · 1{Age>1.4563}+

0.157))

logit–1(–0.006 + Age · (0.1570 · 1{Age>1.4563}+

0.1818))


CoMo0 ∼ Bernoulli(p = 0.15)

Dose0 ∼ Categoricalp =


logit–1(5 + 8 ·

√
Weight0 – 10 · Age)

logit–1(4 + 8.768 ·
√

Weight0 – 9.060 · Age)

logit–1(3 + 6.562 ·
√

Weight0 – 8.325 · Age)


EFV0 ∼ Ntrunc

(
µ = –8 + 0.1 · Age + 4.66 · Genotype

+ 0.1 · Dose0 + 2.66 · 1{Genotype≤2}

+ 4.6 · 1{Genotype=3},σ = 4.06, l = 0.2032, h = 21,

la = 0.2032, lb = 0.88, ha = 8.376, hb = 21)
)

VL0 ∼ Bernoulli
(
p = 1 – logit–1(0.4

+ 1.9 ·
√

EFV0)
)

MEMS ∼ Bernoulli
(
p = logit–1(0.31 · CoMo0

+ 0.71)
)

Weight ∼ Ntrunc
(
µ = –0.05 · 1{CoMo0=1} + 1.04 · Weight0,

σ = 0.4, l = 2.26, h = 3.37,

la = 2.26, lb = 2.473, ha = 3.2, hb = 3.37)
)
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CoMo ∼ Bernoulli
(
p = 1 – logit–1(0.5 · 1{CoMo0=1}

+ 0.1 · Age + 0.1 · Weight0)
)

Dose ∼ Categorical
p =



logit–1(4 + 0.5 · Dose0+

4 ·
√

Weight – 10 · Age)

logit–1(–8 + 0.5 · Dose0+

8.568 ·
√

Weight – 9.060 · Age)

logit–1(20 + 0.5 · Dose0+

6.562 ·
√

Weight – 18.325 · Age)


EFV ∼ Ntrunc

(
µ = 0.1 · Dose + 0.1 · MEMS + 2.66 · 1{Genotype≤2}

+ 4.6 · 1{Genotype=3},σ = 4.06, l = 0.2032, h = 21.84,

la = 0.2032, lb = 0.88, ha = 8.37, hb = 21.84)
)

VL ∼ Bernoulli
(
p = 1 – logit–1(0.4 + 0.1 · CoMo

+ 2 ·
√

EFV)
)

The distribution Ntrunc(µ,σ, l, h, la, lb, ha, hb) represents a truncated normal distribution, where l and h are the truncation
thresholds. Values less than l are replaced with random draws from a U(la, lb) distribution, while values greater than h are
replaced with random draws from a U(ha, hb) distribution. Here, U denotes a continuous uniform distribution.

C ESTIMATE THE CONDITIONAL DENSITY VIA HAZARD BINNING
Consider discretizing the observed variable a into T bins using an appropriate binning procedure. Given this, we can estimate the
probability of a falling into the interval [αt–1,αt), t = 1, · · · , T , using a standard classification model. Within each bin [αt–1,αt),
the density is assumed to undergo a uniform transformation, leading to the following expressions:

P(a ∈ [αt–1,αt)|L) = P(a ∈ [αt–1,αt)|A ≥ αt–1, L)×
t–1∏
j=1

{
1 – P(a ∈ [αt–1,αt)|A ≥ αj–1, L)

}
f (a|l) =

P(a ∈ [αt–1,αt)|L)
αt – αt–1

To obtain the density, we can apply either parametric or non-parametric estimation to the hazard model and then transform the
results into a density for each bin. This approach is adapted from Haldensify, proposed by Nima S. Hejazi et al.24,15,14, and it is
similar to the approach described in an earlier proposal16.
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