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Abstract. Over the past two decades, considerable strides have been made in advancing neuroscience techniques, yet the
translation of these advancements into clinically relevant insights for human mental health remains a challenge.
This review addresses a fundamental issue in neuroscience – attributing causality – and advocates for the devel-
opment of robust causal frameworks. We systematically introduce the necessary definitions and concepts, empha-
sizing the implicit role of causal frameworks in neuroscience investigations. We illustrate how persistent challenges
in neuroscience, such as batch effects and selection biases, can be conceptualized and approached using causal
frameworks. Through theoretical development and real-world examples, we show how these causal perspectives
highlight numerous shortcomings of existing data collection strategies and analytical approaches. We demonstrate
how causal frameworks can inform both experimental design and analysis, particularly for observational studies
where traditional randomization is infeasible. Using neuroimaging as a detailed case study, we explore the ad-
vantages, shortcomings, and implications for generalizability that these perspectives afford to existing and novel
research paradigms. Together, we believe that this perspective offers a framework for conceptualizing, framing,
and inspiring innovative approaches to problems in neuroscience.

Introduction Linear statistical models are a fundamental workhorse of neuroscience. Nearly every
paper published in a neuroscience journal uses linear statistical methods such as analysis of variance
(ANOVA) or regression modeling to estimate the strength of associations between variables and test
statistical hypotheses regarding these associations. As an example of the prominence of these meth-
ods, a review of articles published in a recent issue of Nature Neuroscience (Volume 27 Issue 4, April
2024) found that 14 out of 15 of the articles presented results from ANOVA (12 articles) and/or regres-
sion modeling (8 articles).

One of the slogans that is taught in nearly every introductory statistical class is that “correlation
does not imply causation.” Nonetheless, associations identified using linear statistical models (which
encompass correlation) are almost always treated as if they reflect underlying causal mechanisms to
some degree. This reflects the fact that the description of causal mechanisms is central to scientific
explanation [1]; simply describing observed associations without interpretation would be of little interest
to most scientists. The causal interpretation of statistical relationships is often reasonable in the context
of experimental research, particularly when the treatment variables that have been randomly assigned,
but in many cases inferences regarding causality are not supported by the data and model.

We propose that neuroscience needs to incorporate the insights that have been developed over the
last three decades within the field of causal inference, many of which have been leveraged sparingly by
neuroscientists in practice [2]. The tools developed by this field provide a basis for understanding when
causal effects can be legitimately inferred from either experimental or observational data, and also
provide a set of tools to understand the cases in which statistical models can result in biased inferences
regarding causal mechanisms and to allow limited causal inference from nonexperimental data in some
cases. A fundamental insight of this research is that the valid interpretation of any statistical model
relies upon an understanding of the causal relations between the variables in the model as well as
other variables not included in the model, even if the goal is not to develop an explicitly causal or
mechanistic model. In the present paper we will provide an overview of the concepts and tools of
causal inference that are relevant to understanding the validity of statistical estimates and inferences
and demonstrate how they can provide new insights into common analytic situations that occur in
neuroscience. We focus on the field of neuroimaging, given its important role in human neuroscience,
but most of our conclusions are widely applicable across many areas of neuroscience.

1 Stanford University, 2 Johns Hopkins University, ∗ these authors share senior authorship, † Corresponding author: Eric
W. Bridgeford (ericwb@stanford.edu).

1

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

10
71

0v
1 

 [
q-

bi
o.

O
T

] 
 1

2 
M

ar
 2

02
5

mailto:ericwb@stanford.edu


1 Identifying variables and estimands of interest

Working Example 1: Neurofeedback for treatment of depression In neuroimaging, researchers believe
that brain activation patterns can be associated with mental illnesses, including depression [3]. Func-
tional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) has been used alongside “neurofeedback” training, where
people learn to achieve specific brain activation patterns. The goal is for individuals to access these
patterns later, potentially reducing depressive symptoms. In causal inference, it is useful if the factor
being studied can be experimentally manipulated in the real world1 [5]. For example, the brain can be
changed through medical procedures (like electrical stimulation), drugs, or psychological treatments
(such as psychotherapy).

To illustrate this, researchers could study the effect of randomly assigning depressed individuals to
either (1) neurofeedback training for anti-depressive brain patterns or (2) placebo training for unrelated
brain patterns [6]. They would measure depression symptoms before and after treatment to see how
much the symptoms changed. The difference in outcomes between the two groups (neurofeedback vs.
placebo) would show the causal effect of the neurofeedback treatment.

1.1 The basics of causal inference and causal graphs Causal inference typically begins by defin-
ing variables under study. Variables are used to summarize characteristics that will be analyzed, as well
as extraneous factors that effect the characteristics that will be analyzed. In Figure 1(A), variables are
denoted by boxes; the TreatmentE would be the neurofeedback training administered, and the outcome
Y denotes Mood. Causal relationships between these variables are denoted by arrows, which connect
variables. Specifically, these arrows encode causal mechanisms. For a particular causal relationship,
variable at the base of an edge is known as the exposure, and the variable at the head of the edge is
typically known as the outcome. This requires that the outcome occur temporally after the exposure.
For instance, if we were to administer neurofeedback training for anti-depressive activation patterns, we
would anticipate that this may cause an individual’s mood to change, whereas changes in an individ-
ual’s mood would not cause them to be assigned to neurofeedback training. Across this review, there
will typically be many variables and potential relationships between them; usually, an analysis will only
focus on one of these relationships, known as the estimand of interest . An estimand of interest is a
quantity of interest that one wishes to estimate, and is often related to an edge in the causal graph.
For instance, one possible causal estimand of interest, the average treatment effect, represents the
average effect that an exposure has an the outcome. This estimand is related to the edge E → Y in
the causal graph in Figure 1(A). We learn about this estimand through the estimator , which is a rule for
computing a desired effect from the observed data.

Identification of causal effects The goal for causal analyses is to determine how the outcome would
have changed between samples for a given intervention at exposure. For instance, in our working ex-
ample, we may wish to clarify how mood changes if an individual were made to receive neurofeedback
training versus if they were made to not receive neurofeedback training. On the other hand, a non-
causal question may instead simply ask how the outcomes differ across naturally occurring exposure
groups. The nuanced difference between causal and non-causal questions is that the former focus on
the actual impact of the exposure itself, rather than just whether exposure and non-exposure groups
differ. In non-experimental neuroscience studies, however, this is not directly estimable because other
variables differ systematically by exposure groups. This means that conclusions can usually only be
drawn about the impact of the exposure by generalizing across samples which receive different expo-
sures. Causal inference is therefore concerned with identification (ID) assumptions: the assumptions
under which conclusions about the causal effect of the exposure on the outcome can be drawn using
the observed data. Stated another way, these define whether any estimator could validly estimate the

1While identifying causal effects without manipulability is more challenging, carefully-designed studies (such as audit
studies [4]) can be employed to isolate causal effects while keeping other characteristics constant.
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Figure 1: Causal graphs illustrate assumptions about the underlying systems being investigated. (A) A causal graph
illustrating the depression-treatment example RCT. (B) A causal graph of the RCT, where there may be other variables that
influence the outcome. (C) A causal graph where the exposure and outcomes are both altered by age. (D) a causal graph
where the exposure affects sleep, but the relationship between sleep and mood is unknown.

causal effect of interest.
One of the more commonly used analytical techniques in neuroimaging is known as an unadjusted

bivariate analysis: the process of deriving conclusions about the relationship between an exposure and
an outcome by looking at how the outcome changes as a function of only the exposure, without ana-
lyzing other variables. Common examples include bivariate correlation analysis, linear regression, and
analysis of variance (ANOVA); these analyses can be imprecisely referred to as “association”. These
analysis methods make excellent candidates for exploratory analyses, as their application and interpre-
tations often seem straightforward. In addition, they can provide evidence for causal relationships when
certain data collection frameworks are utilized.

When we say that a technique provides evidence of a causal relationship, what we mean is the
notion of statistical consistency ; that is, if enough data were collected (and the technique involves suf-
ficiently appropriate assumptions), relationships identified by the technique will correctly estimate the
true underlying causal relationship. In scientific research, this effect is typically a causal estimand. Sta-
tistical consistency is closely related to (but distinct from) identification, in that identification specifically
refers to whether (or not) the causal effect can be written as a function of the observed data. On the
other hand, consistency refers to whether our specific chosen estimation technique (e.g., a regression)
can recover this causal effect given infinite data. For instance, in the context of our experiment, iden-
tification would ask only whether it is theoretically possible (via any technique) to recover the effect
of neurofeedback treatment on mood, whereas consistency would ask whether our chosen estimation
technique (such as an ANOVA) would be able to recover the effect with enough data. Like identification,
the consistency of estimators also typically rely on assumptions, which include the ID assumptions and
additional factors. When the data do not meet one of these assumptions (ID or other assumptions) but
we still attempt to draw causal conclusions, our conclusions can be biased. The bias of an estimator
refers to its tendency to systematically mis-estimate an underlying effect.

Randomized experiments A randomized experiment (RE) is one where individuals are randomly as-
signed to exposure conditions; these are often also referred to as randomized controlled trials (RCTs).
Imagine that there are other characteristics of our individuals which may have relationships with vari-
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ables under study, such as financial stability. Financial stability may affect mood, which is denoted by
the arrow from Finances to Mood in Figure 1(B). When data are collected under a randomized de-
sign, intuitively, the exposure assignment is typically not determined by any other variables. In Figure
1(B) this is denoted by the fact that there is no arrow from Finances nor Mood pointing towards the
Treatment.

In other words, the exposure is exogenous; its value is imposed on the system by the assignment
mechanism. Exogenous variables can be identified from causal graphs by identifying variables that
do not have any arrows pointing into them; e.g., no variable points to treatment in the example above.
This contrasts with endogenous variables, which are variables whose values may change in response to
changes in other variables delineated by the system (e.g. mood may change when treatment changes).
When the exposure is randomized across individuals, unadjusted bivariate analyses provide evidence
of causal relationships with limited additional assumptions needed. In these situations, we would say
that randomization of the exposure is a sufficient ID assumption for unadjusted bivariate analysis. In the
neurofeedback example, an unadjusted bivariate analysis of mood (measured by depression scores)
with treatment group is sufficient to derive causal conclusions. In fact, we could replace mood with a
far more complicated outcome (such as a high-dimensional neuroimaging measurement, like a connec-
tome), and conclusions drawn by simple unadjusted bivariate analyses would still be causal.

The inadequacy of bivariate association in nonrandomized studies Unadjusted bivariate analysis alone
is often insufficient for deriving causal conclusions regarding direct effects of an exposure onto an out-
come. For instance, consider the alternative setup in Figure 1(C). Consider that instead of randomizing
individuals to the different neurofeedback treatments, the psychiatrists instead asked the individuals
whether they wanted the targeted treatment or the placebo. If, for instance, younger participants were
more willing to participate in the targeted treatment, and age were related to mood, age could jointly
impact both the exposure and the outcome. Additionally, there may be other variables affected by the
exposure with unknown relationships with the outcome under study. Consider that the targeted treat-
ment could alter sleep, and the relationship between sleep and the outcome is unknown. These types
of relationships are typically denoted with an undirected line, illustrated in Figure 1(D). In these cases
and numerous others, detected variability from unadjusted bivariate analyses may be attributable to
causal effects of the exposure on the outcome, or biases induced by failures to appropriately handle
additional variables.

In this sense, the suitability of unadjusted bivariate analyses for deriving valid causal conclusions
is often predicated on data collection mechanisms obeying the randomization (or similar) properties.
When there are variables that have relationships with the exposure or the outcome which are chang-
ing non-randomly, unadjusted bivariate analyses can be insufficient for deriving conclusions that are
consistent with the causal structure that generates the data. In these cases, bivariate analyses can
be subject to biases that may yield spurious conclusions. This can materialize in a variety of ways, in-
cluding erroneously detected effects (false positives), mistakenly non-detected effects (false negatives),
and other ways that predictions/conclusions may not generalize outside of the specific study population
collected.

2 Identifying and controlling for confounding bias As noted above, straightforward unadjusted bi-
variate frameworks are often insufficient when tackling issues in neuroscience. Outside of randomized
designs and particular experimental setups, such as those discussed in Section 1, unadjusted bivariate
frameworks can be subject to pernicious biases that drive false positives, false negatives, prediction
biases, or other erroneous conclusions [7, 8]. In human neuroscience, we frequently deal with ob-
servational data, wherein experimenters lack explicit control over the exposure of interest. Unlike the
experimental designs described in Section 1, not randomly assigning the exposure leaves open the
possibility that exogeneity of the exposure cannot reasonably be assumed. Unfortunately, unadjusted
bivariate procedures can be completely misleading analytical tools under these situations [9].
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Working example 2: Batch effects in mega-analyses Consider a multi-site consortium study, where for
each individual, we measure the connectome Y , know the measurement site, and have demographic in-
formation (such as Age or Biological Sex). In such studies, researchers typically aim for mega-analyses,
which involve aggregating individual-level data across multiple sites to obtain a more extensive demo-
graphic representation than is feasible at a single site under similar experimental conditions [10]. The
ultimate objective is to perform a pooled analysis to gain insights into the connectomes Y collectively,
such as identifying the effect of Biological Sex on the Measurements (Figure 2(A)). A significant chal-
lenge arises in many scientific modalities due to what are known as batch effects, loosely defined as
“systematic technical differences when samples are processed and measured in different batches and
which are unrelated to any biological variation” [11]. In simpler terms, these are signatures or biases in
the data linked to the approaches or characteristics of the data collection process, unrelated to genuine
biological signals of interest in the data. In this sense, neuroimaging analyses mega-analyses typically
feature the arrow Batch → Measurement (the batch effect). These differences may be attributed to
technical design parameters (such as scanner models, parameters, or protocols), or non-technical rea-
sons (such as technician proficiency, variability between devices of the same model, etc.); the notion of
“Batch” here captures both these technical or non-technical particularities.

In our study design, the relationship between batch assignment, demographics, and connectome
data requires careful consideration. One might note that the inclusion or exclusion of different sites
(batches) influences the demographic composition of our overall sample; e.g., it may be easy to as-
sume that Batch→ Age or Biological Sex, rather than the reverse. An individual’s demographics exist
independently of and prior to any study recruitment; for instance, an individual may be measured in a
batch as a result of proximity to a testing site, which is influenced by their demographics. Recruiting
Batch A from a university area and Batch B from a retirement community would likely result in different
age distributions between batches, but this does not imply that the Batch in which an individual is mea-
sured causes changes in individual demographics. Instead, demographics simultaneously influence
both Batch and Connectome characteristics.

In a causal graph, we can determine causal relationships by following causal paths. Causal paths
are alternating sequences of variables and relationships (indicated by arrows), where we can follow
relationships from one variable to the next. For instance, a length-1 path could be denoted by the
line from Age → Measurement (a direct effect of the exposure on the outcome). A length-2 path
could be denoted by Age→ Batch→ Measurement (an indirect effect). Variables upstream on a path
(ancestors) are said to have causal relationships with variables downstream on a path (descendants).

Imagine, for instance, that we are interested in identifying how Age changes the Measured connec-
tome (Figure 2(A)). In this example, we have bold-faced the arrow Age⇒ Measurement to indicate our
relationship of interest. We pool our two datasets of interest, which were collected from cohorts with
disparate Age and Biological Sex distributions. Notice that we have two causal paths that lead from
Age to the Measurement: we have the causal path of interest Age → Measurement, and an indirect
causal path, Age→ Batch→ Measurement. Some analytical techniques, such as unadjusted bivariate
techniques, can detect total effects, the cumulative effect of all possible pathways through which the ex-
posure could influence the outcome. This means that detected variability would be due to two sources:
the direct effect of Age on the Measurement (which we want to learn about), and the indirect effect of
Age on the Measurement via Batch. The direct effect of Age on the Measurements cannot be identified
with unadjusted bivariate techniques.

To overcome this limitation, one option would be to conduct a multivariate analysis (described in
further detail in Section 2.1), an analysis in which we would condition on the mediator (Batch), such as
a multivariate regression. The direct effect of Age on the Measurements can be straightforwardly iden-
tified through such techniques. For causal models with greater complexity than our example with four
variables, other approaches may be derived from causal mediation analyses [12] which are strategies
that attempt to attribute effects of an exposure on an outcome to either direct effects or indirect effects
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Figure 2: (A) a causal graph illustrating a typical mega-study analysis question, where we seek to learn about the relationship
between Age and the Measured connectome. (B) the same causal graph as (A), but where we seek to estimate the batch
effect. Without adjustment for common causes, non-causal variability may exist between Batch and Measurement. (C) the
same causal graph as (B), using the observed covariates Age and Biological Sex as an adjustment set. Adjusting blocks
backdoor paths (black Xs).

(e.g., those that work via mediators).
A common aim of mega-study is to collect a large dataset to approach many questions; for many

such questions, the direct effect of a given covariate of interest on the Measurements would only be
identified through conditioning on the Batch due to the “Batch Effect”, here denoted by the path Batch
→ Measurement. To this end, neuroscientists instead typically attempt to “eliminate” this batch effect
en-masse from the data via batch effect correction, through which investigators attempt to (implicitly or
explicitly) estimate and remove the batch effect. Conceptually, this line of thinking goes, this “removes”
the arrow Batch→ Measurement. If this arrow were no longer present, Batch would not be a mediator
for addressing analytical questions such as those posed in Figure 2(A), and subsequent variability
could, at least in theory, be ascribed to effects uncorrupted by indirect effects due to Batch. To this
end, the remainder of this section will instead delineate approaches to understanding this batch effect
(Figure 2 (B)). Notice that Batch is now the exposure of interest, because our analytical goal instead
focuses on estimating and removing the batch effect.

Backdoor paths and identification assumptions with additional variables Isolating the effect of the Batch
on the Measurement is a difficult problem due to backdoor paths. A backdoor path between an expo-
sure and an outcome is a path that starts with an arrow pointing into the exposure and ends with a
relationship pointing into or out of the outcome. For instance, in Figure 2(A), the sequence Batch ←
Biological Sex→ Measurement denotes such a backdoor path. Recalling that arrows indicate a notion
of “cause and effect”, Biological Sex is a common cause of the exposure and the measurement. A
common cause (often also referred to as a confounder ) is a variable that affects both the exposure and
the outcome. When learning about the relationship between an exposure and an outcome, backdoor
paths are nefarious. Troublingly, the changes imparted by common causes (if unsuitably addressed)
can yield spurious relationships between the exposure and outcome, known as a confounding bias. For
instance, if we were to compare measurements across batches using unadjusted bivariate analyses,
these techniques would struggle to differentiate whether variability in the measurements was due to the
different batches (the batch effect) or the age difference between participants (an Age effect). Unlike
the randomized experiments of Section 1, the exposure is an endogenous variable.

Next, we consider the key ID assumptions with observational neuroscience data. Our working
example is to identify how Measurements change due to the Batch (the batch effect). The first core
assumption is known as conditional ignorability which states that we can account for all factors that
affect both the exposures and the outcomes using only the observed covariates, and is also known as
no unmeasured confounding [13, 14]. Violations of this ID assumption are the focus of Section 2.2.
The second core assumption is known as positivity , which asserts that any given individual could plau-
sibly have received either exposure level, based on their individual characteristics [15]. In the working
example, this would mean that across all of the batches, there are no characteristics which could fully
determine which batch someone were measured in. In observational studies, endogeneity issues of-
ten manifest through violations of the conditional ignorability and positivity assumptions. For instance,
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if Batch A were only college-age students and Batch B were only geriatrics, we could hypothesize a
violation of the positivity assumption, because Age determines Batch.

A third assumption, exposure consistency , focuses on the idea that each possible exposure corre-
sponds to a single, well-defined intervention that could be obtained for a given individual (known as the
potential outcomes), and that the exposure actually received corresponds to the potential outcome for
that exposure level [16]2. For instance, in our previous example, if neurofeedback therapy were applied
inconsistently over time to individuals, or different neurofeedback therapies were applied, this may pose
a violation of exposure consistency. A fourth assumption, the stable-unit treatment value assumption
(SUTVA), requires that exposed units are independent. Isolating the effectiveness of a vaccine may be
difficult due to SUTVA violations, as a person receiving a vaccination affects the outcomes of others
through herd immunity. It is important to clarify that all of the methods described herein assume the
exposure consistency and SUTVA assumptions. Our below descriptions focus primarily on the condi-
tional ignorability and positivity assumptions, because the methods described differ with regards to how
they handle violations of these assumptions and how transparent they are under violations of these
assumptions.

2.1 Conditional analyses and statistical consistency assumptions with additional variables
Taking steps to address confounding can be a simple and powerful way to increase confidence in
subsequent conclusions. Blocking all backdoor paths is a process through which we identify a set of
variables (an adjustment set, notated by square blocks in Figure 2(C)), and control for or stratify on
these variables in analysis to control for confounding biases that can be imparted by these variables. If
all common causes of the exposure and outcome are measured, these variables always form a valid ad-
justment set. Graphically, blocking paths eliminates causal paths between variables in the adjustment
set and the exposure/outcome (Figure 2(C); note the black ‘X’s along backdoor paths). Statistically,
backdoor paths being blocked by the adjustment set is equivalent to fulfillment of the conditional ig-
norability criterion by the adjustment set variables. After blocking, the variable that was previously a
common cause can no longer transmit effects to both the exposure and the outcome (eliminating the
confounding). This is the ultimate goal of “confound modeling” approaches in neuroscience, though
they are rarely examined using a causal framework.

To gain intuition for some of these methods, we will consider a basic example where we have an
outcome of interest (Measured connectomes), an exposure (Batch), and measured covariates which
literature review suggest may be common causes (Age and Biological Sex). Our goal is to estimate the
effect of the Batch on the Measurements, so that we can subsequently remove it. An expanded dis-
cussion of the specific methods discussed and their limitations is provided in Appendix A and Visontay
et al. [2].

The most basic approach to analyzing observational data for causal inference is multivariate analy-
sis, typically through multiple regression models [17]. An outcome model specifies how the outcome
variable is influenced by the exposure (the treatment or intervention of interest) and covariates (other
variables that might affect the outcome). For instance, in our working example, we would model the
Measurements as a function of the Batch and the covariates (e.g., via a linear regression, such as
ComBat [11, 18]). While these models can identify causal estimands when conditional ignorability and
positivity assumptions are met, they make violations of key identification assumptions opaque. As noted
by [19], if these violations are ignored, resulting analyses can be “useless for understanding phenom-
ena... and [this criticism] is actually an understatement” [19]. Further, consistency of estimators of
effects derived from multivariate methods rely heavily on the correctness of the specification of the out-
come model, which is often unknown at the time of analysis. An expanded discussion of multivariate

2exposure consistency, a property of the exposure, should not be confused with statistical consistency, a property of an
estimator for an estimand, defined in Section 1. Through the remainder of this section, “consistent” without a qualifier of
“exposure” refers to statistical consistency.
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analyses is provided in Appendix A.1.
To address some of these limitations, researchers often attempt to employ various techniques which

can make more transparent certain types of violations of ID assumptions (typically, positivity). We will
broadly refer to this class of methods as positivity-aware methods 3. The most fundamental is stratifi-
cation, where samples are divided into covariate bins (strata) and analyses are performed within each
stratum [20, 21]. For instance, in the previous example, prior to performing our multivariate regression,
we may first group individuals into sex-matched bins for a specified age range (e.g., one bin might be fe-
males between 10 and 20, and we might perform regressions of the Measurement onto Batch and Age
for a given biological sex/age bin). This approach can offer enhanced robustness and make assumption
violations transparent; for example, we may have evidence of a positivity violation if a given bin contains
only individuals from one batch and not the other. However, it can suffer from dimensionality issues if
the covariates are complicated and sensitivity to bin selection [22]. An expanded discussion of stratified
analyses is provided in Appendix A.2.

Re-weighted methods offer another approach by changing the strength of each observation’s con-
tribution to the analysis, thus making observational studies more like randomized experiments [23].
These methods rely on the propensity score – the probability of receiving a particular exposure given
the covariates. The propensity score model, typically fit using logistic regression or multinomial mod-
els, specifies how the exposure depends on covariates, and a fit propensity score model allows us to
estimate these propensity scores. Key techniques include propensity trimming (PT), which removes
samples with extreme propensity scores, and inverse probability weighting (IPW), which weights sam-
ples inversely to their propensity scores [24]. For instance, through inverse probability weighting, we
would first estimate propensity scores using a logistic regression of the Batch onto Age and Sex, and
then incorporate transformations of these propensity scores into a regression of the Measurements
onto the Batch. Positivity violations are made transparent by these methods, as the propensity scores
will be extremely high (or low) for certain samples when the exposure groups differ substantially. More
sophisticated approaches include doubly robust methods like augmented IPW (AIPW) [25] or targeted
maximum likelihood estimation (TMLE) [26], which can provide consistent estimates (estimates that
converge to the true value as sample size increases) if either the propensity score model or outcome
model is correctly specified. These methods would incorporate the propensity score weights into ap-
proaches similar to multivariate methods. An expanded discussion of propensity score methods is
provided in Appendix A.3.1 and Appendix A.3.2.

Matching methods take a more direct approach by pairing samples from different exposure groups
based on covariate similarity [27]. For instance, matching methods might identify a reference batch, and
then for each individual in the reference batch, identify individuals from other batches with similar covari-
ates to that individual [28], prior to a regression of the Measurements onto the Batch. These methods
aim to achieve covariate balance, a condition where the joint covariate distributions are approximately
equal across exposure groups [23]. In these cases, positivity violations are made transparent through
failures to identify matches across the exposure groups due to dissimilarities in the covariates of indi-
vidual samples. While matching strategies can effectively balance covariate distributions [29], they face
challenges with high-dimensional data and require careful selection of distance metrics (mathematical
measures of covariate similarity between samples). An expanded discussion of matching methods is
provided in Appendix A.3.3.

A crucial limitation across all these methods is their reliance on measuring relevant common causes.
The challenge of unobserved confounding (when unmeasured variables affect both exposure and out-
come) remains significant, as these methods can only account for measured common causes. Multiple

3These methods are often improperly characterized as “causal methods” or “causal analyses”; positivity-aware methods
still require additional ID assumptions to derive causal conclusions, and non-positivity-aware methods can still yield causal
inferences. In particular, no method can directly verify from the data the conditional ignorability criterion, and therefore all
methods require assumptions and domain expertise regarding the sufficiency of observed covariates for causal conclusions.
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regression is straightforward but can mask assumption violations regarding positivity, in contrast to
positivity-aware methods. Stratification and matching are intuitive, but can be challenging with high-
dimensional covariates, and propensity score methods can effectively balance groups but are sensitive
to propensity model specification. The choice of method often depends on the specific context and
data structure at hand. An expanded discussion of the limitations of different methods is provided in
Appendix A.3.4. The assumptions and limitations of different methods are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: A comparison of methods for estimating causal effects from observed data, across various dimensions, including the
identification assumptions, robustness to certain forms of model misspecification, whether the method reduces the sample
size, and whether the method experiences difficulty when the number of covariates or common causes for the adjustment set
grows. This chart summarizes the methods described in Section 2.1. Note that this chart is for conceptual purposes, and
does not reflect every dimension of nuance for each technique.

Potential for confounding in neuroimaging mega-studies To illustrate the potential for confounding in
neuroimaging mega-studies, we investigate demographic disparities (across site) in the Adolescent
Brain Cognitive Development (ABCD) dataset [30] in Figure 3. The ABCD dataset is a large multi-site
consortium study from 21 imaging sites across the United States. n = 11,757 feature baseline de-
mographic annotation provided in the ABCD Community Collection, a community resource featuring
cleaned demographic descriptors and pre-analyzed MRI data [31]. While steps were taken to har-
monize data collection protocols across sites, sites used different imaging protocols, and efforts have
shown that there are likely site effects in the subsequent imaging data [32]. Site effects are analogous
to batch effects, where the batch is taken to be the site of data collection. As many of these demo-
graphic variables would likely be common causes (simultaneously influencing brain connectivity and
probability of measurement at a given site), differences would suggest risk for violations of basic causal
ID assumptions in estimating site effects for removal with standard multivariate techniques.

As discussed in Section 2.1, causal methods typically address ID assumptions by re-weighting data
such that exposures (sites) are effectively uninformative of common causes (i.e., the reoriented dataset
is “effectively” a randomized experiment). When data are sufficiently simple, such as Appendix Fig-
ure 8, this can be discerned by direct plots of the covariates or the propensities; with strong violations
of conditional ignorability or positivity, the covariate distributions tend to not overlap (Appendix Figure
8.A). However, when we have many exposures (such as the ABCD study) and many covariates, it is
often desirable to instead turn to summary statistics of covariates of interest. For binary covariates
(right-handedness, parent-identified sex of child as male, parent-identified racial/ethnic backgrounds),
we compute the the percent of samples (within-site) with the indicated covariate. For continuous or ordi-
nal (non-binary) covariates (age, parental income, level of parental education, neurocognitive measure
principal components), we compute the normalized mean as the average covariate value (within-site),
normalized by the global difference between the 95th and 5th percentiles. Global means across all
samples are indicated by the black +. For binary covariates, we then test whether there are marginal
differences across sites using the Fisher-Freeman-Halton test, an extension of the Fisher’s exact test
procedure to binary data with more than two groups (number of null replicates = 10,000) [33]; for con-
tinuous covariates, we use the Kruskal-Wallis test, a variation of a non-parametric K-way ANOVA [34].
Across all covariates except percent parent-identified biological sex as male, marginal demographic
distributions differ across sites (α = 0.05 after Bonferroni-Holm correction [35]). Consider demographic
variables, such as social and environmental factors relating to the household in which a child is raised.
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Figure 3: Demographic disparities in the ABCD study. The y-axis denotes different demographic descriptors in the ABCD
study. For continuous or ordinal covariates (Parental income, parental education, learning/memory PC, exec. function PC,
general ability PC, age), the x-axis denotes the normalized mean of the corresponding demographic descriptor, from 0 (5th

percentile) to 1 (95th percentile). For binary covariates (Percent right-handed, percent exposed to anesthesia, percent Latinx,
percent Asian, percent Black, percent White, percent biological male), the x-axis denotes the percent of samples (within-
site) with the corresponding covariate. Colored points indicate the normalized mean for each site for a given demographic
descriptor. The sample mean (across all sites) is indicated (black +). An asterisk (∗) is indicated to the right of an indicated
covariate if the data indicate that the covariate differs across sites. Appendix Table 2 provides p-values for all statistical tests.

It is likely the case that the environment in which a child is raised is directly influenced by parental
income and parental education, and that this developmental environment plays a role in subsequent
brain function. Without incorporating many of these and other factors into batch effect correction mod-
els, batch effects are not identifiable, as the conditional ignorability criterion is not met. This motivates
potential that naive multivariate techniques may run into violations of key ID assumptions in estimat-
ing and removing batch effects, and subsequent analyses would be extremely sensitive to modeling
specifics.

2.2 Unobserved confounding and sensitivity analysis Our assessment of confounding control
procedures in Section 2.1 and the related simulations can be summarized succinctly: when common
causes are observed, we can incorporate them into adjustment sets, and then use these adjustment
sets with causal methods to increase transparency of ID assumption violations. Unfortunately, measur-
ing all potential common causes is usually difficult, especially when the observational data has already
been collected and no new covariates can be observed. This is prevalent in neuroscience, where we
may often have a limited or restricted set of covariates and demographic covariates about the individ-
uals under study. This can materialize as a violation of the conditional ignorability ID assumption, in
that exposed and unexposed individuals may differ in ways which are not measured. With these types
of violations of the conditional ignorability assumption, inference can be meaningless, as most model-
ing approaches leverage this ID assumption (e.g., multiple regressions, stratifications, and re-weighting
methods, described above). However, when combined with reasonably well-understood covariates and
domain expertise, these methods can still be robust to certain types of unobserved confounding, and
the potential impact of unobserved confounding on any result can also be estimated.

In Figure 4(A), consider that we have an additional measured common cause (Neuroanatomy), and
an unmeasured Biomarker4. In this case, the Biomarker may be an unobserved common cause (often,

4In our figures, we explicitly delineate unmeasured common causes, so the arrow between Batch and Measurement is
uni-directional. In practice, however, these variables are often omitted from causal graphs. In these cases, it is often practical
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Figure 4: (A) the same causal graph as Figure 2(B), with an additional observed common cause (Neuroanatomy) and two
unobserved common causes (Biomarker and Education). (B) including observed common causes in an adjustment set indi-
rectly blocks the backdoor path through the Biomarker, but the backdoor path through Education remains open. Subsequent
analytical attempts would be unable to rectify the causal effect of Batch on Measurement from the non-causal spurious vari-
ability due to the open backdoor path through Education.

genetic-related biomarkers will be unobserved in neuroimaging studies), because there is a potential
causal path from the Biomarker to Batch, and a causal path from the Biomarker to the Outcome via
Neuroanatomy. The potential backdoor path can be notated as Batch← Biomarker→ Neuroanatomy
→ Measurement.

Including Neuroanatomy in an adjustment set (e.g., via data pre-processing steps that correct for
neuroanatomical differences) has the effect of blocking the backdoor path Batch ← Neuroanatomy
→ Measurement, and also blocks the backdoor path Batch ← Biomarker → Neuroanatomy → Mea-
surement (Figure 4(B), note the black ‘X’ from Neuroanatomy → Measurement also blocks the path
Biomarker→ Neuroanatomy→ Measurement). The authors emphasize that this example is oversim-
plified, as it is likely there may be other ways in which genetics or underlying biomarkers could impact
the exposure or the outcome other than just through Neuroanatomy. Further, it is unclear the extent
to which “genetics” or “biomarker” represents a single coherent cause. There are many ways in which
people can have genetic differences, and the impact of these differences on the connectome, or other
variables may differ. That said, this example underscores the importance in practice of considering
a causal graph, thinking about unobserved variables that might be present, and attempting to justify
(via domain expertise and literature reviews) why potential backdoor paths might be blockable or not
blockable in the system.

For an example of a potential unobserved common cause that cannot have its backdoor paths
blocked using the observed covariates, consider Education in Figure 4(B). If one batch is collected at
a university hospital and another batch is collected at a rural hospital, educational history may differ
across batches, and also may impact the observed outcomes. We could also end up with an unob-
served mediator effect similar to Figure 2(A-B), if one batch were collected in the morning, and another
batch collected in the evening, and wakefulness mediated the relationship between Batch and Measure-
ment, for similar reasons to those previously described in Section 2. This would result in the estimated
batch effect also including variability due to the unobserved mediator. We illustrate the effects of un-
observed confounding by augmenting our simulations to include an unobserved covariate in Appendix
Figure 10. The implications of these results can be summarized intuitively: unobserved variables are
problematic, insofar as they yield violations of the conditional ignorability ID assumption. When the
unobserved variable is correlated with observed variables, we can still (partially) account for the unob-
served factor using the observed variables (and therefore, conditional ignorability can still be satisfied).
When unobserved variables are not correlated with observed variables, conclusions drawn from our
analysis hinge on the degree to which this yields violations of the conditional ignorability assumption.

to denote when unknown or unmeasured common causes may be present to denote the relationship between an exposure
and outcome with a bi-directional arrow.
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From this simple example, it is clear that unobserved confounding can have an immediate conse-
quence on our ability to derive causal conclusions, as the degree of correlation between observed and
unobserved covariates is unknown in an observational setting. Uncertainty regarding unobserved vari-
ables has sparked skepticism about many groundbreaking discoveries; in one of the earliest debates
of causal inference, the potential for an unknown gene that could cause both smoking and lung cancer
was used by tobacco companies to undermine the discovery that smoking was associated with lung
cancer [36, 37]. Much work in causal inference is dedicated to sensitivity analyses [38–41], which is
“the study of how the uncertainty in the output of a model (numerical or otherwise) can be apportioned
to different sources of uncertainty in the model input” [42, 43]. In causal inference, sensitivity analyses
typically focus on “understanding the robustness of non-experimental findings [conclusions from obser-
vational studies] to a potential unobserved confounder [common cause]” [44]. Briefly, these approaches
focus on the degree to which violations of the conditional ignorability ID assumption undermine the con-
clusions of the preceding analysis. Appendix C.2 details the use of one strategy for sensitivity analysis,
known as the E-value [45], which assesses robustness of conclusions to unobserved confounding.

3 Collision and Selection Bias In Section 2, we introduced many approaches to “control” for con-
founding in analyses. These approaches “control” confounding by addressing endogeneity problems
in the exposure. So far, we have discussed one type of confounding, unobserved confounding, where
well-performing causal techniques could be subject to confounding biases when common causes were
unobserved. When these unobserved common causes were, however, correlated with observed vari-
ables, control for the observed common causes may also partially or fully control for the unobserved
common causes. Extending this intuition developed in Section 2.2 to its logical extreme, it may seem
desirable to therefore measure and control for as many covariates as possible in an analysis, on the
grounds that at least a subset of the observed covariates will probably correlate with unmeasured co-
variates. This logic is rather straightforward when all covariates can reasonably be assumed to be com-
mon causes; while increasing the number of covariates may result in fewer samples retained through
matching or a lower effective sample size for propensity weighting techniques, bias of our conclusions
will not generally be affected. There are, however, other types of variables that can be problematic, and
controlling for these types of variables can actually introduce new biases to an analysis.

Consider professional football (soccer) players, where athletes are valued for their contributions to
team performance. In football, different positions serve distinct roles: forwards and midfielders primarily
score goals (offensive), while defenders and goalkeepers prevent them (defensive). A player’s profi-
ciency in their primary role strongly influences their likelihood of reaching professional status, as teams
construct lineups based on positional needs. This creates a causal structure where both offensive and
defensive proficiency affect professional status, as illustrated in Figure 5(A). While these abilities are
naturally unrelated, analyzing only professional players creates an apparent negative correlation be-
tween offensive and defensive skills. For instance, offensive players will tend to be selected in a sample
of professional footballers almost entirely for being proficient at offense and almost irrespective of their
defensive skill. This occurs because we have conditioned on professional status – a collider – leading
to a biased subsample where players tend to excel in one area but not both, illustrated with the square
box around professional status in Figure 5(B). In this case, professional status is known as a collider (or
common outcome), in that it is a descendant of two variables (here, offensive and defensive skill). This
artificially introduced collider bias resulting from conditioning on the collider (Figure 5(B), red dashed
arrow) represents a common analytical challenge, particularly in neuroscience analyses.

In this case, the collider bias also introduces a selection bias, a bias which, loosely, occurs when
the selection of individuals for analysis can bias subsequent conclusions.5 Collider biases need not
induce selection biases nor do selection biases imply the presence of colliders; however, these biases

5The phrase “selection bias” is typically used colloquially in statistical sciences; technically precise definitions of selection-
related biases remain a subject of active inquiry [46, 47].

12



frequently co-occur in neuroimaging and population studies where samples are conditionally selected
based on specific criteria, which is why they are useful for our illustrative purposes. To begin to un-
derstand selection biases, it is useful to define the concept of generalizability. Psychologists define
internal generalizability as whether conclusions apply to the study population itself [48]6. External gen-
eralizability concerns whether findings extend beyond the study sample to other populations or the
general population [48, 49]. A useful construction has been to therefore define the concept of internal
and net-external biases.

In the simplest case when exposure does not affect selection, an internal bias occurs when esti-
mates in the selected sample do not reflect true causal effects within that sample (threatening internal
generalizability), while external bias occurs when causal effects in the sample do not match those in
other populations (threatening external generalizability). However, when exposure affects selection,
we need more precise definitions. An internal bias arises when conditioning on selection creates an
artificial non-causal path between two variables [47]. For instance, in Figure 5(B), conditioning on
professional footballers induces a misleading relationship between offensive and defensive skills. Net-
external bias is a generalization of external bias that applies when the exposure affects selection. To
understand net-external bias, consider how selection varies across groups: offensive skill heavily influ-
ences selection as a professional footballer for offensive players, but matters less for defensive players’
professional status. A net-external bias is a bias which occurs when how outcomes would respond to
an exposure differs across these groups of individuals whose membership in the selected sample can
also be differently affected by the exposure [47].

Working example 3: The problem of head motion Head motion during neuroimaging data acquisition
presents a two-fold problem. First, movement during an imaging session presents a spatial misalign-
ment problem, in that areas (voxels) of an MRI that correspond to a particular area of neuroanatomy at
one timepoint may not correspond to the same area of neuroanatomy at a sequential timepoint. This
necessitates retrospective spatial realignment procedures, commonly referred to as spatial motion cor-
rection [50]. However, the impact of motion extends beyond spatial incongruence, inducing spatially
heterogeneous signal perturbations that cannot be fully mitigated by realignment algorithms [51, 52].
These motion-induced signal fluctuations manifest as systematic measurement errors that are intrinsi-
cally linked to the neurophysiological signals of interest. In fMRI, these artifacts are particularly insidi-
ous, as they have been demonstrated to introduce spurious positive correlations in Blood-Oxygen Level
Dependent (BOLD) time-series, potentially compromising functional connectivity analyses [51, 53]. The
complex, non-linear nature of these artifacts poses significant challenges for their detection and correc-
tion, obfuscating true neurological dynamics from motion-related signal components.

Suppose we are attempting to characterize properties of the connectome related to brain-behavioral
phenotypes, such as autism spectrum disorder (ASD) or attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD).
ASD and ADHD are known to be strongly associated with head motion issues in the confined environ-
ments of an MRI machine [54]. A causal graph for this experimental setup is illustrated in Figure 5(C);
we have here illustrated the true underlying biological properties (which, conceptually, are captured
by the measurements) that actually lead to behavioral phenotype changes and head motion issues.
Here, head motion is also a collider of the exposure (Connectome) and the outcome of interest (the
Behavioral Phenotype).

3.1 “Addressing” head motion and selection biases Addressing head motion for the case where
the motion is subtle was an early goal of fMRI pre-processing [55], and many strategies have been
developed in the decades since that continue to show promise [56, 57]. However, when this motion

6Many statisticians define this concept as internal validity; e.g., [46, 47]. However, in this work, we will make the distinction
that generalizability is a statistical property (whether conclusions apply to a given population) and validity is a mechanistic
property (whether a conclusion fully describes a desired mechanism), which is more analogous to its interpretation in the
psychology and neuroscience literature.
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Figure 5: Constructing appropriate causal graphs can be a crucial step to conducting appropriate inference. (A)
a causal graph depicting the football example, where status as a professional footballer is a common outcome (collider) of
both offensive and defensive ability. (B) conditioning on professional footballers will identify spurious non-causal variability
(delineated by the dashed edge −−) in the selected sample due to the internal bias. (C) a causal graph for a brain-behavior
study. Note that head motion is a common outcome of both the connectome and the behavioral phenotype.

is substantial, many studies instead propose the outright exclusion of high-motion individuals [58–60].
In light of Section 2 and Figure 5(B), this has the effect of controlling for Head Motion via its inclusion
in an adjustment set. However, Head Motion is a collider, and adjusting for it instead introduces new
biases. In this case, restricting analysis to a subset of levels of a collider (such as excluding high-motion
individuals) introduces a collider stratification bias, which is a bias that arises in an investigation due
to conditioning an analysis on a collider. Conceptually, by controlling for Head Motion in this manner,
we restrict ourselves to individuals with characteristics less predictive of head motion; for instance,
those with less severe phenotypes for ASD/ADHD, or those with fewer predictive covariates for head
motion [61]. This has the technical implication that it introduces non-causal relationships between the
exposure and the outcome, limiting one’s ability to infer their true causal relationship even among those
with less severe phenotypes for ASD/ADHD, much like conditioning on professional footballers could
yield spurious variability between offensive and defensive ability. Non-causal approaches therefore
provide three strategies, each of which are flawed:

1. Naive: Many post-processing approaches have been developed to address head motion [56,
57], but these approaches are only known to be reasonably effective for low-motion individuals
[61]. Data from high-motion individuals likely remains corrupted with measurement errors,
materializing as artificially high correlations in connectivity matrices [61]. Measurement errors
are the focus of Section 4. The naive strategy simply analyzes the data as-is, and does
nothing to address the collider nor the differential measurement error.

2. Filtering data within-individual: Some strategies, such as scrubbing, have shown promise
for mitigating distortions due to high-motion timepoints by discarding high-motion timepoints
all together [62]. If patient status affects motion, however, a causal lens reveals that these
approaches selectively discard more data from patients than controls. Therefore, many of
these solutions introduce new biases, in that (i) more signal is discarded (alongside the motion
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artifacts) from patients than controls and creating a new differential measurement error, and
(ii) one may introduce collider stratification biases in the temporal domain.

3. Filtering data at the individual level: High-motion individuals can be excluded entirely, introduc-
ing collider stratification bias. The filtering strategy removes individuals with high-motion.

Selection biases from filtering strategies have two distinct problems for generalizability. First, and
more obviously, our conclusions may not generalize to the full population of interest since we’re ana-
lyzing only a biased subset of individuals (for example, those with lower head motion, who may have
less severe ASD/ADHD symptoms). Second, and more subtly, our conclusions may not even be valid
for this filtered subset itself. As shown by Mathur and Shpitser [47], selection-biased analyses can
fail to produce reliable insights even when conclusions are restricted to the selected sub-population.
This means that findings from motion-filtered neuroimaging studies of ASD/ADHD may be unreliable
not only for the broader patient population, but also for the specific subset of patients whose data met
inclusion criteria; that is, we face both internal and net-external biases (See [47], Table 2, Row B and
the corresponding mathematical proofs for rigorous explanations).

Selection biases in neuroimaging mega-studies We investigate the potential for selection bias in the
Adolescent Brain Cognitive Development (ABCD) dataset [30] in Figure 6. The Child Behavior Checklist
(CBCL) is a screening checklist completed by parents which has shown promise as an aid for discerning
the presence of potential ADHD symptoms in children [63]. This checklist provides a score designed to
align with the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM) rating scale for ADHD, and
can be used to construct tests with reasonable sensitivity for diagnosis of ADHD [64]. 11,236 children
feature CBCL raw scores (Figure 6(A)). CBCL raw scores tend to correlate heavily with in-scanner mo-
tion. In-scanner motion is typically evaluated via the framewise displacement (FD), or the amount of
motion from one frame of an MRI volume to the next. For each individual, the mean FD summarizes
the average amount of motion (in mm) across all frames included in the baseline resting-state fMRI
scanning session. We compute the average mean FD across individuals with a given CBCL raw score
(Figure 6(B.I)). Individuals with lower CBCL scores tend to show lower FDs. This suggests that filter-
ing approaches at the individual-level (e.g., excluding individuals entirely who have higher mean FD)
will tend to disproportionately filter individuals more symptomatic of ADHD. A first-pass motion quality
assurance for fMRI provided with the ABCD data is to assess the number of volumes that would be
scrubbed with FD > 0.2 mm. We show the average number of volumes retained after scrubbing vol-
umes with FD > 0.2 mm across individuals with a given CBCL raw score (Figure 6(B.II)). Individuals
with lower CBCL scores tend to have more volumes retained after scrubbing. This suggests that filter-
ing data approaches within-individuals will disproportionately discard more data from individuals more
symptomatic of ADHD. This could yield the introduction of a collider bias through filtering approaches.

Colliders such as head motion can also introduce additional selection biases when they are com-
mon outcomes of variables other than just the exposure and outcome (e.g., Cosgrove et al. [65]). We
apply a coarse inclusion/exclusion threshold for fMRI analyses, a mean FD exceeding 0.5 mm exclud-
ing data from subsequent analysis [62], and assess the characteristics of the resulting sample in Figure
6(C), using a similar approach to that described in Figure 3. For binary covariates, we test whether
there are marginal differences across the groups of included and excluded individuals using the Fisher
exact test [66]; for continuous covariates, we use the Mann-Whitney U (Wilcoxon rank-sum) test, a
variation of a non-parametric 2-way ANOVA [67, 68]. Excluded samples by the criterion would tend to
show higher CBCL raw scores (correlated with ADHD), have lower neurocognitive performance (learn-
ing/memory, executive function, and general ability PCs derived from neurocognitive tests), be younger,
from traditionally underserved racial and economic backgrounds (Black, lower income, lower parental
education), and would be more likely to be parent-identified as male (α = 0.05 after Bonferroni-Holm
correction [35]). Subsequent analysis would therefore disproportionately exclude/include particular de-
mographic groups, consistent with the conclusions from Cosgrove et al. [65]. The implications of these
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Figure 6: Potential for internal and net-external biases in the ABCD study. (A) the number of individuals from the ABCD
study with an indicated CBCL raw score. For each raw CBCL score, the average (dot) and standard error (bars) across
individuals (B.I) of the mean FD and (B.II) the number of volumes with < 0.2 mm FD. (C) a plot analogous to Figure 3, where
data are instead grouped based on whether the average mean FD exceeds 0.5 (exclusion for subsequent analysis) or less
than 0.5 (inclusion for subsequent analysis). The sample mean (across all sites) is indicated (black +). An asterisk (∗) is
indicated to the right of an indicated covariate if the data indicate that the covariate differs across groups. Appendix Table 3
provides p-values for all statistical tests.

characteristics on validity of the subsequent analysis is a focus of Section 4.2.

3.2 Considerations for addressing head motions and selection biases To address some of these
shortcomings, Nebel et al. [61] note that despite the fact that individuals with ASD tend to move more
and end up excluded, this is not always the case. That there are individuals whose demographic profiles
would suggest a high likelihood for motion but have usable data may be exploitable for subsequent
inference. With this observation in-mind, Nebel et al. [61] suggest excluding the individuals with high-
motion, similar to filtering. After filtering, one can then retroactively re-weight the sample such that
individuals who appear as though they should have high motion (i.e., they have the outcome or other
covariates predictive of exclusion) but do not are factored more heavily into subsequent inference.
This treats the motion correction problem as a missing data problem, where data from high-motion
individuals is excluded and synthetically replaced with functions of data from lower motion individuals
(albeit with similar predictors for high head motion). They develop the doubly robust targeted maximum
likelihood (drtmle) strategy to proceed in this manner [61].

The phenomenon of reverse causation illustrates another potential pitfall in causal inference. A
notable example is the 1981 study by MacMahon et al. [69] that found an association between in-
creased coffee consumption (interpreted as the exposure) and pancreatic cancer (interpreted as the
outcome). Initially, this led to the hypothesis that coffee consumption might cause pancreatic cancer.
However, subsequent research revealed that early-stage pancreatic cancer often leads to digestive
issues, prompting patients to reduce their intake of acidic beverages like coffee [70]. This case exem-
plifies reverse causation, where we investigate effects from the distribution of the exposure given the
outcome, rather than the other way around. Subsequent conclusions may misattribute the true causal
relationship (as in the erroneous case of coffee causing pancreatic cancer) or be uninformative for the
underlying causal relationship entirely.

Brain-behavioral studies face similar challenges. Many of these studies examine associations be-
tween the exposure (the underlying biology via the measured connectome) and outcome in cross-
sectional designs where the temporal ordering of variables remains unknown. Consider a simplified
scenario: a healthy individual initially shows normal indicators for two arbitrary neurological biomarkers
(x1 = 0, x2 = 0). The true causal pathway might begin with subtle changes in one marker (x1 = 1)
leading to diagnosable illness, after which both markers show more dramatic changes (x1 = 2, x2 =
1). In a cross-sectional study observing only disease state, it becomes impossible to determine which
connectome changes caused behavioral phenotypes or were downstream consequences of illness pro-
gression, as statistical analyses alone cannot adjudicate between these possibilities. Such approaches
may target causal estimands, but these quantities are often not identifiable from the observed data
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when the true causal direction is unknown or reversed. This leads to conclusions that can be artifac-
tual in nature rather than revealing true causal relationships, potentially confusing markers that caused
disease progression with those that merely manifest as symptoms after diagnosis. It is crucial to recog-
nize that the presence or absence of these non-causal effects does not necessarily imply the presence
or absence of true causal effects, and vice versa. On the other hand, while modeling in a theoreti-
cally appropriate direction does not necessarily guarantee that causal relationships can be identified,
researchers can at least delineate assumptions under which identification might be possible.

4 Measurement error The preceding examples illustrate how simplistic causal models reveal short-
comings in attempts to understand problems in human neuroscience. In particular, the latter two exam-
ples for batch effects and brain-behavior studies illustrate how attempts to rectify biases in the data itself
can introduce challenges for subsequent analyses which are not obvious if not first passed through a
causal lens. In both of these examples, the problems can be additionally characterized as measurement
error , which occur when there is a difference between a measured value and the true underlying value
of a phenomena one wishes to capture. While there may be errors in measurement of other properties,
the primary problem of interest for both of these examples is the difficulty faithfully capturing a “stable”
notion of brain connectivity; in the batch effects example, we anticipate that the site of measurement
will impart site-specific biases to the measurements, and in the brain-behavior example, we anticipate
that high amounts of head motion will lead to artificially inflated correlations in fMRI timeseries.

4.1 Characterizing measurement errors Measurement errors can be classified by their presenta-
tion. A non-differential measurement error is a measurement error in which conditional on adjustment
covariates, both [71]:

(i) the measured exposure is independent of the true outcome conditional on the true exposure,
and

(ii) the measured outcome is independent of the true exposure conditional on the true outcome.
To evaluate these examples, we will first consider the problem of estimating batch effects, in Figure

7(A). This Figure expands Figure 1(A) to include a separate variable for the true underlying connectome
(denoted by Y ) and the measured connectome (denoted by Y ∗). Delineating a distinction between the
true connectome and the measurement allows us to convey that Age and Biological Sex impact the
Measurement through the Connectome, whereas the batch effect is captured by the direct effect of the
Batch on the Measurement (which does not affect the Connectome itself). Here, the outcome of interest
is the Connectome, and the exposure is the Batch. Conditioning on the Connectome and Age/Biological
Sex would have the effect of blocking the backdoor paths of the form Batch ← Age/Biological Sex
→ Connectome → Measurement. However, the Measurement depends on the Batch in ways not
captured by the true Connectome, which is via the path Batch → Measurement. Therefore, this is
a differential measurement error, because it does not satisfy condition (ii) in the definition of a non-
differential measurement error.

We consider the problem of head motion in brain-behavior studies in Figure 7(B), which expands
Figure 5(C). The Connectome (the true exposure E) is a common cause of the Measurement (the mea-
sured exposure E∗) and the Behavioral Phenotype (the outcome Y ). We have specified explicitly that
the Connectome can impact Head Motion in ways other than just the Behavioral Phenotype of interest
(e.g., ASD), such as via other behavioral phenotypes (e.g., those which materialize as symptoms of
ADHD that are unrelated to ASD). Additionally, we have delineated the manner in which head motion
corrupts our analysis; that is, that Head Motion alters the Measurements themselves via the path Head
Motion → Measurement. Conditioning on Connectome and Demographics would have the effect of
blocking the backdoor path Measurement← Connectome→ Behavioral Phenotype, similar to in Sec-
tion 2. However, the outcome Y still influences the Measurement, via the path Behavioral Phenotype
→ Head Motion→ Measurement. Therefore, this is a differential measurement error, because it does
not satisfy condition (i) in the definition of a non-differential measurement error.
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Figure 7: Plots illustrating differential measurement errors in (A) batch effects and (B) brain-behavioral studies, adapted from
Figures 2(C) and Figure 5(C), by explicitly delineating the true underlying neurology (e.g., the Connectome) from its proxy
Measurement (e.g., a connectome measured from fMRI).

4.2 Considerations for measurement errors It is routinely the case in neuroscience that many phe-
nomena will imperfectly characterize the underlying property of interest. It is therefore common to omit
the variable specifying the true underlying factor from the causal graph in certain situations. For in-
stance, in Figure 7(A), one could omit the Connectome (as in Figure 2(C)), and all ancestral relation-
ships for observed variables encoded by causal paths in Figure 7(A) are preserved: Age and Biological
Sex are still ancestors of the Measurement, and the remaining causal paths are unchanged. It is im-
portant to clarify that subsequent assumptions would be with respect to the measurement, and not the
true outcome of interest.

In other situations, omitting true underlying variables that are imperfectly measured yields non-
identifiable causal estimands. For instance, consider omitting the Connectome in Figure 7(B). Here, the
Connectome is a common cause for the relationships between the Measurement and the Behavioral
Phenotype, Head Motion and the Measurement, and the Behavioral Phenotype with Head Motion. From
Section 2.2, recall that unmeasured common causes of the exposure and the outcome yield violations
of the conditional ignorability criterion. The implication is that no sufficient adjustment set exists using
only the measured data; consequently, learning about the causal effect of the Connectome on the
Behavioral Phenotype via the proxy Measurement directly via conditional procedures (e.g., multivariate
methods, IPW, matching, etc.) is not possible, as a causal estimand is not idenifiable. This means that
no procedure could be proposed to identify causal effects in the context of the DAG in Figure 7(B), in
light of both the differential measurement error as well as the potential selection bias issue due to the
Head Motion collider (the focus of Section 3). Additional constraints and assumptions would need to be
placed on the system to derive potential causal conclusions.

Using the model delineated in Figure 7(B), we investigate strategies one might use to investigate
brain-behavioral relationships in Appendix C.3. Estimated effects tend to be uninterpretable, in that the
estimates tend to be far from the underlying estimands, or the parameters one attempts to estimate.
Further, while naive methods are sensitive to changes in effect size, the other techniques fail nomi-
nal sensitivity benchmarks, and none of the methods are particularly specific. We believe that these
issues are likely due to a combination of not modeling the right relationships (e.g., reverse causation
for drtmle), ignoring identifiability concerns due to the differential measurement error (e.g., naive),
or introducing selection biases (e.g., filtering).

Discussion In this review, we outline how causal frameworks can be utilized to conceptualize and
address challenges that arise in neuroscience. Our review has highlighted how traditional unadjusted
bivariate analyses, while useful in certain contexts such as randomized experiments, are insufficient for
addressing the complex issues inherent in observational studies where some variables of interest are
not under experimental control. The pernicious biases that can arise in such studies and even extend
into randomized experiments [47], including confounding and collider biases, underscore the need for
more robust analytical approaches. Using causal graphs, we saw how these biases arise at the critical
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stages of many neuroscience investigations, in the data collection itself, materializing as differential
measurement errors. Analyses that account for confounding in principled ways, by directly addressing
potential confounding, offer a potential path to more reliable conclusions. Our simulations demonstrate
that these methods, particularly matching techniques, can greatly outperform traditional approaches
when confounding is present, exchanging modest increases in variance due to decreases in sample
size for far lower bias. Additionally, the challenge of unobserved confounding remains a critical issue,
highlighting the importance of sensitivity analyses in assessing the robustness of causal conclusions.

Implications for generalizability and validity In Section 3, we defined the concepts of internal and exter-
nal generalizability. In observational research, particularly neuroscience, confounding and other internal
biases pose major threats to internal generalizability by potentially invalidating causal conclusions even
for the observed data. Causal graphs, informed by domain expertise, serve as both visual and analyt-
ical tools for identifying these biases and clarifying the assumptions under which they might invalidate
causal conclusions made on the basis of observed data. This approach guides researchers toward
methods that explicitly consider (via identification assumptions) or address bias sources, contrasting
with non-causal techniques that often require either randomized designs or unrealistic (or unsupported)
modeling assumptions to support causal conclusions. Stated another way, causal inference facilitates
transparent sets of assumptions (via ID and model specification assumptions) under which causal con-
clusions can be drawn from analyzed samples, which contrast from traditional analytical approaches.

Many researchers consider internal generalizability a prerequisite for external generalizability –
findings should be valid for the study population before extending to different ones [49, 72]. While
positivity-aware methods may offer stronger potential for external generalizability through their focus
on bias reduction, they remain vulnerable to threats like unobserved confounding [49]. Further, while
appropriate confounding control may facilitate reliable effect estimation in the selected sample, these
effects may still fail to generalize to other populations via mechanisms such as net-external biases.
Also, estimated average causal effects may not always match intuitive expectations about causality.
An exposure could show opposing effects in different populations, with both results being statistically
valid for their respective populations. This heterogeneity in exposure effects underscores the necessity
of precisely specifying both population and context when discussing causal effects, particularly when
selection processes might interact with exposure effectiveness.

In essence, causal methods may potentially forego broader samples for increased certainty within
a narrower scope, analogous to exchanging an uncertain $10 bill for a potentially more legitimate $5
bill [73]. While this might reduce generalizability, it can enhance the reliability of conclusions within
their specified domain. For example, techniques like propensity trimming and matching typically restrict
the covariate range compared to the original data, due to their prioritization of causal identification
in the analyzed data. This exemplifies the trade-off between internal and external generalizability:
strengthening internal generalizability for a specific population may mean analyzing a more restricted
sample, potentially limiting broader applicability. Further, the mechanisms through which samples are
selected may introduce additional biases (e.g., internal or net-external biases via selection, as-per
Section 3).

These concepts are closely related to the idea of internal validity, which in psychology is often
conceptualized as whether an experiment can be used to delineate mechanisms for direct cause and
effect relationships [74–76]. In many ways, generalizability can be thought of as a requisite to validity.
Consider, for instance, an experiment where we seek to understand the mechanism underlying the
link between a light switch and whether or not there is light in a room. We conduct a observational
study, where we randomly flip light switches and observe whether the room lights up. Statistical notions
of causality (e.g., ID assumptions and model specification assumptions) would identify a causal link,
because randomly flipping light switches on causes light more often than not. Mechanistic notions of
causality (e.g., depicted via a DAG of a circuit diagram) allow us to elucidate the assumptions under
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which these conclusions relate to an actual mechanism (the circuit). Together, these notions provide
us with tools (statistical approaches robust to the particularities of our data collection strategy) and a
framework for interpretation (illustrated via the DAG) under which our inference is internally generaliz-
able and valid with respect to an underlying mechanism. This creates a complementary relationship:
internal generalizability (the assumptions of which are conveyed with ID and model specification as-
sumptions) supports internal validity (the assumptions of which are encoded by the DAG), which in
turn provides a foundation for external validity and broader generalizability. Understanding these rela-
tionships helps researchers make informed trade-offs between broad applicability and reliable causal
inference.

Future work General works have focused on the difficulties of deriving causal inferences from human
behavioral data [77], and several recent works have focused primarily on the limitations of neuroscience
analytical techniques for yielding mechanistic causal conclusions from imaging data, due to the inherent
complexities of brain function and the limitations of current neuroscience methods [78, 79]. We chiefly
focus on the interplay between sampling schemes (e.g., via mega-analyses) and inclusion/exclusion
criteria (e.g., filtering for head motion), and the manner in which these factors yield pernicious biases
and errors in subsequent imaging (or more general) data. We believe that the insights we focus on
here are complementary to these past works, and will become increasingly prevalent as the size, scale,
and complexity of data collection consortia and data pre-processing and analysis efforts continue to
grow. Siddiqi et al. [78] “propose a continuum along which to assess the relative strength of causal
information”; we believe that understanding and developing techniques to appreciate the causal nature
of measurement biases which arise or are introduced in these datasets represent a seminal hurdle
along this spectrum sparsely addressed or properly framed as causal questions in the neuroscience
literature. By addressing these foundational issues, we believe these efforts will strengthen the validity
of inferences drawn from neuroimaging studies, ultimately advancing our understanding of brain struc-
ture and function and facilitating more specific subsequent mechanistic causal questions. As the field
of neuroscience continues to evolve, integrating causal inference techniques and causal perspectives
into standard practice will be crucial for advancing our understanding of brain-behavior relationships
and translating neuroscience findings into clinically relevant insights.

Recommendations for future neuroimaging mega-studies Section 2 underscores the importance of
methods for estimating and controlling batch effects. While we focus our efforts on the development
of causally-informed methods for estimating batch effects, pre-hoc controls informed by causal per-
spectives can be implemented during data collection to limit the potential for confounding, obviating the
need for causal methods entirely for this particular problem. This involves either randomizing measure-
ment locations or explicitly controlling the study population to balance common causes across batches.
Pre-experimental targets may include recruiting diverse cohorts across all batches or using modified
case-control designs for pre-hoc covariate balance. Alternatively, a crossed-over design could be em-
ployed, measuring individuals across all batches while controlling participant state variables.

While full-scale implementation of these designs may prove infeasible, targeted study “arms” can
serve as references for understanding batch effects. A “covariate-balanced arm” could identify demo-
graphically diverse subcohorts which are similar across sites, or a “crossover arm” could measure a
diverse subcohort across all sites. These approaches may allow for direct study of batch effects with
fewer limiting assumptions inherent in conditional approaches, potentially yielding generalizable causal
batch effect control procedures that could then be applied to the broader study arm. This contrasts
with existing conditional methods, where lack of covariate balance can lead to substantial confounding
biases in batch effect estimation or correction. Care should be taken within this targeted arm to address
potential mediating or confounding state variables, such as wakefulness.
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Recommendations for brain-behavior studies Section 3 underscores the persistent challenge of selec-
tion bias, a well-documented issue in various domains of observational research [80, 81]. In brain-
behavior studies using neuroimaging, this manifests prominently in the quantitative dissimilarity be-
tween data collected from specific behavioral phenotypes (e.g., ASD or ADHD) and typically-developing
controls [61]. Through a causal lens,we saw that conditioning on head motion (via individual exclusion
or specific censoring approaches like scrubbing) induces potential for both internal and net-external
biases, and strategies ignoring head motion all together cannot identify causal effects from brain-
behavioral studies. Our simulations illustrate that these and other creative approaches for estimating
and testing effects in brain-behavioral settings lack both precision in estimation and robustness in testing
performance. The suboptimal performance of these methods in controlled testing environments casts
doubt on their validity for more complex inferential tasks and clinical utility. This conclusion presents a
significant opportunity for advancement in neuroscience methodology.

The epidemiological literature offers a rich array of approaches for addressing measurement error,
particularly in the realm of regression calibration, where estimates are “calibrated” to account for mea-
surement errors [82]. While most extant methods address non-differential measurement errors, recent
efforts have shown promise in developing techniques for differential measurement errors in controlled
settings [83]. Although neuroimaging data presents unique challenges due to its high-dimensionality
and continuous (rather than binary) exposures, these epidemiological approaches may serve as valu-
able theoretical foundations for future methodological innovations for mitigating the impact of motion-
related noise artifacts from subsequent analyses. We posit that the development of causally-inspired
methods holds the potential to substantially reduce bias in brain-behavior studies and pave seminal
ground for clinical utility of neuroscience methodologies.
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Multiple comparisons considerations Our real data exploratory analyses include numerous statistical
tests ascertaining characteristics across different subsets of the ABCD study. To control the familywise
error rate (probability of at least one type I error across all tests), we use Bonferroni-Holm correction
across all p-values produced for analysis in Figures 3 and 6 [35].

Inclusion and ethics This study analyzed existing data from the ABCD study [30] accessed through
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their guardians. Our exploratory analyses indicate that participants from traditionally underserved pop-
ulations (Black participants, those with lower income and parental education) are disproportionately
affected by common quality control procedures in neuroimaging, particularly motion-based exclusion
criteria, supporting the results found by previous investigations (e.g., [65]). Our methodological rec-
ommendations aim to enhance inclusivity by identifying approaches that minimize systematic exclusion
of underrepresented groups while maintaining scientific rigor. We emphasize that these issues rep-
resent both methodological and ethical imperatives, as biased participant selection directly impacts
the equitable distribution of benefits from neuroscience research and may produce results that inade-
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quately represent populations with behavioral phenotypes of interest such as ADHD symptoms. The
causal inference frameworks we propose aim to make explicit the assumptions underlying neuroimag-
ing analyses, thereby enhancing transparency and scientific integrity.
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Appendix A. Methods for observational data (expanded). To evaluate some of these methods,
we consider n = 500 samples from one of two batches (the exposures, in Figure 8(A)), where there
are two covariates that are common causes (Figure 8.I). Samples with lower covariate values tend to
more frequently receive the blue exposure, and samples with higher values tend to more frequently
receive the orange exposure. In the upper-right and lower-left quadrants, in particular, note that the
data illustrate violations of the positivity assumption: there are only points from one batch (and not the
other) in these areas, indicating that individuals with these characteristics would likely not have been
measured in the other batches.

A.1 Inferring relationships through multivariate analyses Confounding is typically addressed through
a multivariate analysis. A multivariate analysis is a strategy in which we learn about the relationship
between the exposure, the outcome, and other variables. The most direct approach is to employ a
multiple regression model [17], where the outcome is modeled as a function of the exposure and a set
of selected covariates (the outcome model). The core ID assumptions are that the conditional ignora-
bility and positivity assumptions hold for the covariates included in the outcome model. When these ID
assumptions are met, multiple regression models can identify a causal estimand. To achieve the fur-
ther aim of a consistent estimate of the true causal effect typically requires assuming that the outcome
model form is correct.

For instance, for our batch effects example, a common strategy is to regress the Measurement onto
Batch and other demographic variables (such as Age and Sex) and discard additive and multiplicative
biases in the Measurements or the error terms due to the Batch. Conceptually, the core aim is to remove
the batch effect, while preserving the demographic effects in the subsequent data. This observation
serves as inspiration for strategies such as ComBat [11] or ComBat-seq [18]. Multivariate regressions
can often be powerful tools that facilitate the identification of causal estimands when appropriate models
are leveraged.

Unfortunately, like unadjusted bivariate procedures, many multivariate procedures such as multiple
regressions can be inadequate for yielding useful downstream insights. This materializes in practice
through the related ideas of a lack of transparency about violations of the underlying ID assumptions
and model misspecification bias. Regression models allow insights across the exposure groups through
extrapolation: the estimation of effects for different combinations of the exposure and the covariates
that may not exist in the observed data. In practice, regressions assume proper specification of the
outcome model, and extrapolate based on the outcome model form, while ignoring violations of the
positivity assumption (a source of the endogeneity issue) in all but extreme cases. This means that
regression models can make opaque violations of a key ID assumption for the resulting regression to
facilitate the estimation of causal effects, and subsequent conclusions become heavily dependent on
the researcher-specified model form.

For instance, consider an attempt to correct a batch effect between Batch and Measurement, given
demographic factors (e.g., Age and Biological Sex). If the two datasets have overlapping age ranges
(e.g., between 10 and 80), and each have at least one member of each sex, a naive regression of
Measurement onto Batch, Age, and Biological Sex will produce an estimate of a batch effect. However,
perhaps in one batch all of the women are between the ages of 10 and 20, and in the other all of the
women are between the ages of 20 and 80. This may constitute a violation of the positivity assumption,
even though the regression will produce an answer and make opaque this violation. In less extreme
cases, even if the positivity assumption and conditional ignorability for the included covariates are rea-
sonable, a misspecified parametric outcome model form coupled with covariate imbalances can yield
substantial estimation errors. In these cases, the analysis will hinge on the precision of the specified
outcome model which, in most batch effect investigations, is unknown. Even if one’s aims are not
explicitly causal, attempting to understand phenomena without addressing endogeneity therefore may
not produce scientifically useful conclusions, because the results may not actually reflect underlying
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causal processes as a result of violations of the ID assumptions or model misspecifications for multiple
regressions.

Some strategies directly attempt to make transparent violations of certain ID assumptions. These
approaches employ techniques where, under certain ID assumptions, the endogeneity of the exposure
given the covariates becomes irrelevant for subsequent inference [84]. In observational studies, these
positivity-aware techniques can be viewed as methods that, under fairly general assumptions, may
reduce potential sources of confounding biases in subsequent conclusions [85, 86]. Causal estimators
aim to remove this bias by adjusting for common causes, effectively isolating the causal pathway of
interest. With additional mechanistic assumptions, this reduction in bias may also enable mechanistic
causal conclusions, even without direct experimental manipulation of mechanisms [84].

Conclusions drawn from these techniques may not necessarily involve actual mechanism manipu-
lation when dealing with observational data. Therefore, deriving direct causal conclusions still requires
somewhat stringent ID assumptions. Nonetheless, these techniques’ ability to address many potential
sources of bias makes them extremely valuable for scientific inquiry, even in the absence of mechanistic
assumptions.

A.2 Stratified methods Stratification (or subclassification) is the most fundamental such technique.
In a stratified analysis, common cause variables are partitioned into bins (called strata), allowing exam-
ination of the exposure-outcome relationship within each stratum [20, 21]. The underlying ID assump-
tions for stratified methods are that with sufficiently chosen bins, the exposures may be approximately
ignorable and the positivity assumption may hold within each stratum. These stratum-specific effects
can then be aggregated to estimate overall causal effects [23]. In this fashion, stratified methods have
similar ID assumptions to more traditional non-stratified methods, but with the ID assumptions applied
instead within-strata rather than over the entire covariate space. Additional assumptions for consistent
estimation of causal effects typically include that the outcome model is approximately correctly specified
within each stratum.

Compared to multivariate regression approaches, stratification with well-chosen bins can offer en-
hanced robustness, flexibility, and bias reduction [87]. In cases where the outcome model is misspec-
ified globally, stratified regressions can offer non-parametric estimation where perhaps the outcome
model may be more precise locally within-stratum, potentially reducing dependence on the specified
model form as-compared to non-stratified multiple regression approaches. Further, stratified regres-
sions can make more transparent violations of the ID assumptions, as one can directly investigate
sparse or empty strata for particular exposure/covariate combinations. This yields direct insights into
when certain techniques would instead be required to turn to extrapolation due to a lack of data support,
and therefore informs when estimation may suffer. However, these methods also suffer from limitations:
determining reasonable covariate bins may prove challenging in high-dimensional or complicated data
structures (curse of dimensionality) [22], small sample sizes within individual bins may reduce esti-
mation precision [23], and stratified methods may be sensitive to the specific sets of bins used (e.g.,
specific cut-points chosen to bin a continuous covariate) [22].

A.3 Re-weighted methods Other approaches, known as re-weighted methods, adjust the impor-
tance of different data points to make observational studies more like randomized experiments by ren-
dering the exposure exogenous-like. This is done by assigning higher weights to some samples and
lower weights to others [23]. Seminal re-weighted methods observed that in randomized experiments,
samples with similar covariates will have an equal chance (the propensity score) of ending up in the
exposure group versus the control. Under certain assumptions, these propensity scores encode all
of the information about the covariates as they relate to the relationship between the exposure and
the outcome. Re-weighting methods try to recreate this balance in observational data by making the
propensity score distributions similar across exposure groups (called adjustments). In our batch effects
example, such an adjustment would aim to make the exposure (the batch) appear more random and
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exogenous-like, as it would be in a controlled experiment. Figure 8.II illustrates the propensity scores
in our simulations.

A.3.1 Propensity trimming The simplest of these is known as propensity trimming (PT), which dis-
cards samples with propensity scores that are highly dissimilar from those in other exposure groups.
This process reduces the number of samples with extreme propensities in both groups (Figure 8(B.II)).
Since propensity scores encapsulate covariate information, PT also removes samples with atypical co-
variate profiles (Figure 8(B.I)), which could otherwise bias subsequent analyses [88]. This technique
aims to achieve covariate overlap, a condition where individuals with similar characteristics could plau-
sibly be observed in any exposure group, mimicking a randomized experiment. PT is typically leveraged
in combination with other methods, such as regressions and other other sequential causal techniques,
as a data pre-processing step to enforce positivity onto the observed samples, and are rarely consid-
ered as standalone methods for estimating causal effects. The selection of samples for retention or
removal can be done through various methods, including algorithmic approaches like vector match-
ing (VM [89]). Another simple re-weighted method is propensity stratification, in which stratification is
performed on the propensity scores instead of the covariates [90, 91].

A.3.2 Inverse probability weighting Inverse probability weighting (IPW) is another key re-weighting
strategy. In IPW, samples are assigned weights inversely proportional to their propensity scores, typ-
ically estimated using logistic regression or multinomial models [23]. These weights are then used
in subsequent analyses (e.g., a weighted regression) to approximately align the propensity distribu-
tions across exposure groups [24, 92]. In practice, IPW up-weights rare combinations of exposure and
propensity. For instance, samples with high propensities in the orange group and low propensities in
the blue group are given greater weight (Figure 8(C.II)). This process indirectly balances covariate dis-
tributions (Figure 8(C.I)) due to the relationship between covariates and propensity scores. When data
features covariate distributions which are approximately equal, we say that the covariates are covariate
balanced [23]. Various approaches exist for constructing these weights, with the choice depending on
the specific inferential objectives [92]. ID assumptions for naive IPW methods are typically similar to
other analyical approaches, including conditional ignorability and positivity, and consistent estimation
requires an additional assumption that the propensity score model is correctly specified. This may
appear to be no better than multiple regressions requiring correct specification of the outcome model.
However, an advantage of IPW methods is that the construction of the propensity model can also give
insights into the ID assumptions, in that a propensity score model with inflated or deflated influences
of particular covariates can indicate violations of the positivity or conditional ignorability assumptions
with respect to certain adjustment variables. The fit propensity model therefore can provide transpar-
ency for both ID and modeling assumptions jointly, required for resulting conclusions to be reasonable.
However, this dependence on the propensity model has given rise to so-called doubly robust methods,
where IPW methods are used in conjunction with multiple regressions (e.g., AIPW [25] or TMLE [26]).
In these specifications, consistent estimates causal effects can be achieved if either the propensity
score model or the outcome model are properly specified, allowing increased robustness for estimators
to violations of model specifications.

A.3.3 Matching methods Matching methods are a more direct approach to achieve covariate bal-
ance. It approximates a “case-control” design by pairing samples (“matching” samples) from different
exposure groups based on covariate similarity, which is typically estimated through a distance met-
ric defined for the covariates. Samples without suitable matches are discarded from analysis [27].
We demonstrate this using propensity trimming followed by Mahalanobis distance-matching (Figure
8(D)). Matching methods are non-parametric and aim to equalize both marginal and joint covariate
distributions across exposure groups [29] (Figure 8(D.I)). Due to the relationship between covariates
and propensity scores, this also balances propensity score distributions (Figure 8(D.II)). Conceptually,
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matching without replacement can be viewed as an extreme form of re-weighting: discarded samples
receive a weight of 0, while matched samples receive a weight of 1 [23]. In a randomized experiment
samples are affixed a probability for each exposure group (potentially dependent on covariates); for a
given set of covariates, there will be exposed and unexposed individuals at a relatively constant rate
so long as the sample size is large enough. Intuitionally, matching methods mimic this observation, by
explicitly enforcing that there are similar exposed and unexposed individuals for a given set of covari-
ates. A closely related variation is known as propensity matching, in which matching is performed on
the propensity scores instead of the covariates [23].

Subsequent techniques can be applied to the samples leveraging the sample weights from a re-
weighted analysis. These methods can often be complementary; a popular strategy is to first perform
propensity trimming, then use a re-weighting technique such as matching (Figure 8(C, D)), and finally a
multiple regression approach for the ultimate inference task. While these methods can offer substantial
improvements in the bias of subsequent estimators [93, 94], it is important to clarify that they are not
truly doubly robust, due to the fact that the steps are combined sequentially rather than simultaneously
like traditional doubly robust methods, so failures of either the outcome model or the matching can yield
biases in subsequent analyses.

A.3.4 Limitations of techniques that address exposure endogeneity Re-weighted methods ad-
dress many issues but have their own limitations. Propensity score methods summarize covariates
into a single score, allowing analysis of all individuals [95]. However, they are sensitive to model se-
lection bias, especially with poor covariate overlap [96], and many weighted propensity score methods
(such as IPW) require subsequent analytical tools be chosen which are compatible with weights. Addi-
tionally, higher-weighted units dominate results, effectively reducing sample size [97]. Distance-based
matching methods can offer greater flexibility and efficiency than propensity-based approaches [98, 99].
They also tend to be simpler for augmenting existing analyses as there are no requirements that sub-
sequent procedures incorporate weights. Yet, they require careful selection of distance metrics and
covariate pre-processing. Their performance also degrades with high-dimensional covariates (curse of
dimensionality) [23, 100]. An important general limitation of all these methods is their reliance on mea-
suring relevant common causes, or sufficiently general subsets of them. The challenge of unobserved
confounding persists and is discussed further in Section 2.2. The advantages and limitations of the
methods described herein are summarized in Table 1.

Appendix B. Definitions.
1. variables: the characteristics that will be analyzed, as well as other extraneous factors that

effect these characteristics.
2. causal mechanism: cause-and-effect relationships of one variable on another, encoded by

arrows. For example, E → Y encodes that E causes Y .
3. exposure: variable at the base of an edge in a causal graph, “the cause”, typically denoted by
E.

4. outcome: variable at the head of an edge in a causal graph, “the affected variable”, typically
denoted by Y .

5. estimand of interest : the relationship between two variables that one wishes to estimate.
6. estimator : rule for computing a desired effect from observed data.
7. identification (ID) assumptions: the assumptions under which conclusions about the causal

effect of the exposure on the outcome can be drawn using the observed data.
8. unadjusted bivariate analysis: the process of deriving conclusions about the relationship be-

tween an exposure and an outcome by looking only at how the outcome changes as a function
of the exposure.

9. statistical consistency : a property of estimators in which estimates become more precise for
an estimand of interest with more data.
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Figure 8: A conceptual illustration of approaches to adjust for confounding biases. (A).I n = 500 samples are drawn
from two possible exposures with equal probability, where covariate distributions differ based on the exposure. (A).II illustrates
the estimated propensity scores from logistic regression, as histograms. (B) Propensity trimming tends to exclude samples
which are radically dissimilar across the exposure groups. This has the effect of filtering samples with extreme values in terms
of the covariates in (B.I), and the propensity scores in (B.II), and “overlaps” the empirical distributions of the covariates. (C)
Re-weighting approaches (where point size indicates weights) leverage weights so that the propensity distributions (after re-
weighting) are approximately equal across the exposure groups. (C.I) weighted covariate distributions and weighted marginal
distributions tend to be approximately similar, and (C.II) the weighted histograms tend to be approximately similar across
the exposures. (D) matching methods tend to yield approximately equal covariate distributions across the groups, and the
covariates are “balanced”. This is illustrated by the retained samples having nearly equal distributions for the covariates in
(D.I) and the propensities in (D.II).

10. bias: the tendency of an estimator to systematically mis-estimate an underlying estimand of
interest.

11. exogenous variable: a variable whose value is imposed on the system by the assignment
mechanism.

12. endogenous variable: a variable whose values change in response to changes in other vari-
ables in the system.

13. causal path: alternating sequences of variables and relationships (indicated by arrows),
where we can follow relationships from one variable to the next.

14. direct effect : the effect of one variable on another without other variables intervening; e.g., if
E → Y and E →M → Y , the direct effect is the effect E → Y .

15. indirect effect : the effect of one variable on another mediated by other variables; e.g., if
E → Y and E →M → Y , the indirect effect is the effect E →M → Y

16. ancestor : variables upstream on a causal path with respect to another variable; e.g., if X1 →
Y → X2, X1 is an ancestor of Y and X2.

17. descendant : variables downstream on a causal path with respect to another variable; e.g., if
X1 → Y → X2, X2 is a descendant of X1 and Y .

18. total effect : the cumulative effect of all possible pathways through which the exposure could
influence the outcome

19. causal mediation analysis: a strategy that attempts to attribute effects of an exposure on an
outcome to either direct effects (exposure on the outcome) or indirect effects (exposure on
other variables on the outcome).

20. backdoor path: a path that starts with an arrow pointing into the exposure and ends with a
relationship pointing into or out of the outcome; e.g., for an exposure E and outcome Y , the
path E ← X → Y .
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21. common cause: a variable that affects both the exposure and the outcome; often referred to
as a confounder; e.g., for an exposure E and outcome Y , X is a common cause if E ← X →
Y . Stated another way, common causes are ancestors of the exposure and the outcome.

22. confounding bias: spurious, non-causal variability which arises between an exposure and an
outcome.

23. conditional ignorability : an ID assumption which asserts that all factors that affect both the
exposures and the outcomes can be captured by the observed covariates; also known as “no
unmeasured confounding”.

24. positivity : an ID assumption which asserts that any given individual could plausibly have
received either exposure level, based on their individual characteristics.

25. exposure consistency : an ID assumption which asserts that the each possible exposure
corresponds to a single, well-defined intervention that could be obtained for a given individual
(the potential outcomes), and that the exposure actually received corresponds to the potential
outcome for that exposure level.

26. stable-unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA): an ID assumption that requires that expo-
sures are independent, also known as “no interference”.

27. blocking a path: tailoring an analysis such that spurious non-causal variability due to certain
variables is controlled for.

28. sensitivity analysis: analytical technique which attempts to investigate the degree to which
uncertainty in the output of a model can be attributed to uncertainties in the model input.
Sensitivity analyses are commonly used when investigating the robustness of causal methods
to confounding biases due to different types of unobserved variables.

29. collider : a descendant of two or more variables in a causal graph; often referred to as a
common outcome; e.g., if E is an exposure and Y is an outcome, C is a collider if E → C ←
Y .

30. selection bias: a bias which, loosely, occurs when the individuals selected for analysis can
bias subsequent conclusions.

31. internal bias: a type of bias which arises when conditioning on a selection variable creates
an unblocked non-causal path between the exposure and outcome.

32. net-external bias: a bias which occurs when how outcomes would respond to an exposure
differs across these groups of individuals whose membership in the selected sample can be
differently affected by the exposure.

33. collider stratification bias: a type of bias that arises in an investigation due to conditioning an
analysis on a collider.

34. measurement errors: difference between a measured value and the true underlying value of
a phenomena one wishes to capture.

35. non-differential measurement error : a measurement error in which both (i) the measured
exposure is independent of the true outcome conditional on the true exposure, and (ii) the
measured outcome is independent of the true exposure conditional on the true outcome.

36. multivariate analysis: a strategy in which we learn about the relationship between the expo-
sure, the outcome, and other variables.

37. extrapolation: estimation of effects for different combinations of the exposure and the covari-
ates that may not exist in the observed data.

38. stratified analysis: an analysis technique in which samples are divided into covariate bins
(strata), and analyses are performed within each stratum and aggregated to derive global
conclusions.

39. re-weighted method : an analysis technique in which the importance of particular samples
are altered to make observational studies more like randomized experiments by rendering the
exposure exogenous-like.
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40. propensity score: a probability of receiving a particular exposure, given the covariates.
41. propensity trimming (PT): a data pre-processing step common to many analysis techniques

in which samples with unusually high or low propensities for certain exposures are discarded
from subsequent analysis as a form of outlier removal.

42. covariate overlap: a condition where individuals with similar characteristics could plausibly
be observed in any exposure group.

43. inverse probability weighting (IPW): an analysis technique in which samples are assigned
weights inversely proportional to their propensity scores, and then the weights are incorpo-
rated into subsequent analyses to approximately align the propensity distributions across ex-
posure groups.

44. covariate balance: a condition where the joint covariate distributions are approximately equal
across exposure groups.

45. doubly robust method : an analysis technique in which consistent estimates of causal effects
can be achieved if either the propensity score or outcome model are properly specified.

46. matching method : an analytical technique which approximates a “case-control” design by
pairing samples (“matching” samples) from different exposure groups based on covariate sim-
ilarity, typically estimated through a distance metric defined for the covariates.

Appendix C. Simulations.

C.1 No Unobserved Common Cause Simulations We turn to simulation to illustrate the effective-
ness of control procedures for the estimation of causal effects in simulated diffusion connectome data,
which are an extension of the procedures developed in [28]. n = 200 samples are assigned to one of
two simulated exposures (batches, color), and then have a single covariate sampled for each individual.
The covariate overlap quantifies the degree of covariate balance between the two batches; when the
covariate balance is less than 1, individuals in the blue batch tend to have higher covariates than the
orange batch. In these situations, the exposure is endogenous, and the covariates are confounding. In
human diffusion connectomes, the edge-weight is the number of fibers bridging pairs of ROIs (edges
are counts) [101]. Edge-weights are sampled, where the relationship between the covariate and the log
of the number of fibers is non-linear but monotonic (Figure 9(A), the systematic component of a Pois-
son regression model). The “batch effect” is the difference between the expected log of the expected
number of fibers for each of the two batches, here having a magnitude of 1. A standard measure of
effect size in the causal literature is called the Conditional Average Treatment Effect (CATE) [102, 103],
which is the difference in the expected number of fibers (for each age) at this edge that would have
been observed had a particular individual been observed in the orange batch versus the blue batch
(red band, Figure 9(B)).

The goal is to estimate and remove this “batch effect” from each sample, thereby “aligning” the
data from each batch. Fit methods include parametric regression models (purple, bivariate pois-
son bivariate, conditional poisson conditional, and oracle poisson oracle), stratified methods
(blue, propensity trimmed + stratified poisson stratified), and re-weighted methods (green, inverse
probability-weighted poisson ipw and matching poisson matching, with each incorporating propensity
trimming). conditional is closely related to the ComBat-seq procedure [18], which represents the
gold standard literature approach for batch effect correction in count data (such as diffusion connec-
tomes or read counts in genomics data). Only oracle knows the true underlying relationship between
the covariates and the log of the number of fibers, and therefore serves as a lower-bound for all meth-
ods. Only the parametric regression models incorporate the covariates into the systematic component
of the model. The remaining positivity-aware methods (stratified, ipw, matching) address only
the endogeneity of the exposure, but do not actually use the covariates in the subsequent regression.
Stated another way, these methods subvert estimating the covariate/outcome relationship entirely, in-
stead only practically addressing exposure endogeneity.
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We quantify the effectiveness of each strategy by assessing the estimation error across R = 1000
trials between the estimated batch effect and the true batch effect (y -axis) for (i) when there is a batch
effect between the samples of magnitude 1 (Figure 9(C)), and (ii) when there is no batch effect present,
but batch effect correction is performed anyways (Figure 9(D)). As positivity-aware methods inherently
reduce the sample size and the effective sample size, it is possible that reductions in bias for positivity-
aware methods is offset by increases in variance of the estimates. Therefore, we assess all techniques
using the average absolute difference between estimates and the underlying true batch effect, as ap-
proaches with low bias but high variance could see low estimation error if a non-absolute difference were
employed. We repeat this for different levels of covariate balance (x-axis) between the two batches. As
the outcomes are a function of the covariates, there are open backdoor paths when covariate overlap
is less than 1.

Whenever covariate overlap is less than 1, non-positivity-aware methods are empirically dominated
by the positivity-aware methods. In particular, matching achieves near the optimal performance of
oracle, despite not using the covariates for the subsequent regression, and addressing the endo-
geneity of the exposure using only non-parametric distance methods. These conclusions are consis-
tent across all regimes except for purely linear regimes, where the underlying assumptions of the linear
models used are appropriate. Taken together, these results suggest that non-positivity-aware methods
are subject to strong biases due to endogeneity of the exposure, and only achieve similar performance
to positivity-aware methods in the limited setting when extrapolatory assumptions are appropriate. On
the other hand, positivity-aware methods show greater levels of robustness to model misspecifications
and endogeneities that may arise in the exposure. In essence, we have exchanged modest increases in
variance (sample sizes and effective sample sizes are effectively reduced by positivity-aware methods)
for far more performant estimands with much lower bias.

C.1.1 Simulation Settings For each i, Ti
iid∼ Bern(0.5). Ti denotes the group of each individual.

With u denoting “covariate unbalancedness”, let:

Xi
iid∼

{
2Beta(α, αu)− 1, Ti = 0

2Beta(αu, α)− 1, Ti = 1

Stated another way, when u > 1, the covariate distributions (across groups) are asymmetric, and
the covariate is associated with the grouping variable. “Covariate overlap” measures the similarity of
the covariate distributions, conditional on the group; e.g.:

overlap =

∫ 1

−1
min (f(x|Ti = 0), f(x|Ti = 1)) dx

If u = 1, that Xi|Ti = 0
D
= Xi|Ti = 1, and overlap = 1. As u→∞, the covariates become less and

less balanced, and overlap→ 0.
In general, for the kth dimension, the outcome model is:

Yik ∼ Pois(λik), λik = E[Yik]

The different settings denote different relationships for the mean model denoted by λik, given below.
The simulations are repeated with two outcome dimensions, and incorporate a scaling factor over each
dimension such that the first dimension carries most of the covariate/outcome relationship.

Linear

log(λik) =
1

dk
(2Xi − 1 + Ti)

There is a linear “covariate effect” between the covariate Xi and the log of the expected outcome
(given by the Poisson rate parameter).
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Figure 9: Comparison of multivariate, stratified, and re-weighted methods for controlling confounding (Extended). (A)
shows the systematic component of the generative model for the count data. In this case, we model the log of the expected
number of fibers (solid lines) for each batch as a linear, non-linear, or non-monotone function of the covariate value, with an
offset (red) for the batch effect. Observed samples for a single trial are shown with circles. (B) shows the generative model on
the response scale (e.g., after log-transforming). The CATE is the difference between the blue and orange lines. (C) shows
the estimation error when no batch effect is present in the in the data generating model, and (D) shows the estimation error
when a batch effect of magnitude 1 is present in the data generating model. The vertical bar in (C) delineates the covariate
overlap setting for Appendix Figure 10(A). Simulation settings are detailed in Appendix C.1.1.

Non-linear

log(λik) =
1

dk
(4sigmoid(8Xi) + Ti)

where:

sigmoid(x) =
1

1 + exp(−x)

There is a non-linear “covariate effect” between the covariate Xi and the log of the expected
outcome (given by the Poisson rate parameter). Under this scenario, the regression models across
positivity-aware and non-positivity-aware methods are misspecified, though the relationship between
the covariates and the outcome is still monotonic (minor misspecification).

Non-monotone

log(λik) =
1

dk
(4ϕ(Xi, 0.5, 0.5) + Ti)
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Where:

ϕ(x, µ, σ) =
1

σ
√
2π

exp

(
−(x− µ)2

2σ2

)
is the pdf of the normal distribution with mean µ and variance σ2. There is a non-monotone “covariate
effect” between the covariate Xi and the log of the expected outcome (given by the Poisson rate pa-
rameter). Under this scenario, the regression models across positivity-aware and non-positivity-aware
methods are misspecified, in that the relationship is both non-linear and non-monotone.

C.1.2 Confounding control methods

bivariate The bivariate model is a poisson regression model, where we model:

log(E[Yi|ti]) = βT ti + β0

The bivariate model is implemented via glm package in R [104]. For all of the above settings,
the bivariate model will not include the true data generating distribution.

mulivariate The multivariate model is a poisson regression model, where we model:

log(E[Yi|ti, xi]) = βT ti + βXxi + β0

The multivariate model is implemented via glm package in R [104]. The multivariate
model only includes the true data generating distribution for the linear setting.

stratified The stratified model is a poisson regression model that incorporates covariate stratifica-
tion. We first divide the covariate space into nstrata equally spaced intervals. Then, we model:

log(E[Yi|ti, si]) = βT ti +

nstrata∑
j=1

βSj1(si = j) + β0

where si represents the stratum to which the i-th observation belongs, and 1(si = j) is an indicator
function that equals 1 when observation i is in stratum j, and 0 otherwise. This formulation allows
for a separate intercept for each stratum, effectively creating a step function over the covariate space.
The stratified model is implemented using the glm function from the stats package in R [104], with the
strata function used to create the stratification. This approach allows for a non-parametric adjustment
of the covariate effect, potentially capturing non-linear relationships between the covariate and the
outcome. The stratified model could approximate the true data generating distribution for non-linear
and non-monotone relationships, depending on the number of strata used (we use 5 arbitrarily).

ipw We first perform propensity trimming with vm, an approach for removing samples with high/low
propensities [89]. For nominal treatments, the generalized propensity score r(t, x) is the probability
Pr(t = t|x = x) of being assigned to group t given the baseline covariates x. For a given individual with
baseline covariates xi, a set of generalized propensity scores R(xi) = {r̂(t, xi)}t∈[K] are estimated
using a multinomial regression model. For each group t ∈ [K], we compute the following quantities:

l(t) ≜ max
t′∈[K]

(
min

i∈[n]:ti=t′
{r̂(t, xi)}

)
, h(t) ≜ min

t′∈[K]

(
max

i∈[n]:ti=t′
{r̂(t, xi)}

)
(1)

Individuals i with r̂(t, xi) ̸∈ (l(t), h(t)) for any t ∈ [K] are discarded from successive hypothesis
testing. Intuitively, vm ensures that no retained individuals have covariates which occur with extremely
low probability (or extremely high probability) for any particular group.
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Next, using logistic regression, we model:

logit(E[Ti]) = βτxi

and we estimate probabilities of being assigned to group 1 (the propensities) with:

p̂i = expit (βτxi)

We use these estimated propensities to construct inverse probability weights:

wi =

{
1
p̂i
, ti = 1
1

1−p̂i
, ti = 0

The intuition of inverse probability weighting is to create a pseudo-population where the treatment
assignment is independent of the observed covariates [13, 105]. If treated units (ti = 1) look less
likely to be treated (P(Ti = 1;xi) is small), we up-weight their importance to better represent similar
individuals who didn’t receive the treatment (ti = 0) but could have. If non-treated units (ti = 0) look
more likely to be treated, we up-weighted their importance to better represent similar individuals who
did receive treatment (ti = 1) but might not have [86].

We then use these weights to perform a weighted bivariate regression with svyglm from the pack-
age survey [106]. Like bivariate, the regression model itself does not include the true underlying
data generating distribution.

matching We first perform propensity trimming with vm, described above.
Next, we perform Mahalanobis distance matching [23]. This process entails matching each treated

individual (with ti = 1) to a control individual (ti = 0). Control individuals are selected based on
the nearest neighbor approach, using the Mahalanobis distance as the metric of similarity across co-
variates. If no suitable control individual can be identified within 0.2 standard deviations (the caliper
width) for each covariate, the treated individual is discarded from subsequent analysis. This procedure
aims to balance the covariate distributions between the treated and control groups, reducing potential
confounding effects. Matching is implemented with the MatchIt package [29].

We then use the “covariate balanced” sample to perform a bivariate regression, as-per bivariate.
Like bivariate, the regression model itself does not include the true underlying data generating
distribution.

oracle The oracle model is a poisson regression model, where the regression model utilized exactly
matches the underlying covariate/outcome model. For the linear setting, this is:

log(λik) = βXXi + βTTi + β0

For the non-linear setting:

log(λik) = βXsigmoid(8Xi) + βTTi + β0

and for the non-monotone setting:

log(λik) = βXϕ(Xi, 0.5, 0.5) + βTTi + β0

It is called an “oracle” because across all settings, the fit model leverages the underlying ground
truth of the covariate/outcome relationship.
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Figure 10: Effect of unobserved confounding on the estimation of causal effects. (A) adds an unobserved covariate
which is related to the measured covariate by a correlation (x-axis) with covariate balance fixed around 0.3 (Figure 9(C),
vertical bar). (B) the average e-values for each method for the experiments from (A). Simulation settings are detailed in
Appendix C.2.

C.2 Unobserved common cause simulations Our simulations are augmented to include a second
covariate which is unobserved (Figure 10(A)) for the case where no batch effect is present (analogous to
Figure 9(C) at a measured covariate balance around 0.3). This unobserved covariate is chosen to make
the treatment-outcome relationship appear greater than it actually is given the measured covariate when
correlation is low or negative. All methods are performed by disregarding the unobserved covariate,
except oracle which knows the true relationship between the unobserved covariate and the outcome.
When this unobserved covariate is highly correlated with the measured covariate, all methods see
similar performance to when no unobserved covariate was present.

We illustrate the average e-value across all trials for different values of the correlation (Figure 10(B)).
Recall that as there is no treatment-outcome relationship (the true batch effect is 0), a small estimation
error consists of the methods correctly identifying that there is no treatment-outcome relationship. All
methods except bivariate see low e-values with high correlation between the measured and un-
observed covariates in the linear regime (Figure 10(B.I)). No confounding is needed to “explain away”
the treatment-outcome relationship, as the other methods correctly estimate no treatment-outcome re-
lationship (and consequently, the e-value is low). Further, across all regimes, the e-value increases
relatively monotonically for a given method as the correlation decreases. The unobserved covariate is
more strongly associated with the treatment and the outcome given the measured covariate when the
correlation is low or negative; the e-value correctly reflects this and is higher as correlation decreases.

When the model is misspecified (Figure 10(B.II+III)), multivariate misrepresents the treatment-
outcome relationship even when correlation is high. Therefore, higher amounts of unobserved con-
founding would be needed to completely explain away the detected treatment-outcome relationship than
for positivity-aware methods stratified, ipw, or matching. This illustrates a crucial feature of the
e-value: while in isolation one may conclude that this illustrates that estimated treatment-outcome rela-
tionship by multivariate may be more robust to unobserved confounding than positivity-aware tech-
niques (the e-values are higher across all experiments), the e-value makes no assumptions about the
estimation accuracy of the method itself. Therefore, unsuitably chosen methods (such as multivariate)
which do not facilitate precise estimation in the absence of unobserved confounding will have that im-
precision “absorbed” into the e-value when unobserved confounding is present. Stated another way,
there are multiple factors which explain the estimation error of multivariate ((i) model misspecifi-
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cation for measured covariates and (ii) unobserved confounding), but the e-value attributes all of this
estimation error to the unobserved confounding. This shows that sensitivity analyses must be per-
formed holistically in light of analyses as to the estimation or testing precision of a given method in the
absence of confounding (which we performed in Figure 9(C)).

C.2.1 Simulation Settings For i ∈ [n] where n = 200, Ti
iid∼ Bern(0.5). Ti denotes the group of

each individual, andXi denotes the covariate for the individual, as-above. The level of covariate overlap
is fixed at around 0.3 (moderate covariate overlap across the groups).

We introduce the unobserved covariate Ui, where:

Ui
iid∼

{
2Beta(1, 3)− 1, Ti = 0

2Beta(3, 1)− 1, Ti = 1

and:

Corr(Ui, Xi) = ρ

denotes the correlation between the observed and unobserved covariates. This introduces an additional
covariate which may be more (or less) associated with the observed covariates. When ρ is closer to 1, it
is possible that control for Xi may be sufficient to also control for Ui. When ρ is closer to 0 or negative,
proper control for Xi may worsen control for Ui, introducing unobserved confounding biases to the
analysis. Correlate covariates were generated with specified distributions using the copula package
[107] via Gaussian copulas.

Linear

log(λik) =
1

dk
(Xi + Ui − 1 + Ti)

There is a linear “covariate effect” between the covariate Xi, the unobserved variable Ui, and the
log of the expected outcome (given by the Poisson rate parameter).

Non-linear

log(λik) =
1

dk
(2sigmoid(8Xi) + 2sigmoid(8Ui) + Ti)

where:

sigmoid(x) =
1

1 + exp(−x)

There is a non-linear “covariate effect” between the covariate Xi, the unobserved variable Ui, and
the log of the expected outcome (given by the Poisson rate parameter).

Non-monotone

log(λik) =
1

dk
(2ϕ(Xi, 0.5, 0.5) + 2ϕ(Ui, 0.5, 0.5) + Ti)

Where:

ϕ(x, µ, σ) =
1

σ
√
2π

exp

(
−(x− µ)2

2σ2

)
is the pdf of the normal distribution with mean µ and variance σ2. There is a non-monotone “covariate
effect” between the covariate Xi, the unobserved variable Ui, and the log of the expected outcome
(given by the Poisson rate parameter).
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C.2.2 Unobserved confounding control methods We use the same control methods, except for
oracle. The oracle method uses a poisson regression model, where the regression model utilized
exactly matches the underlying covariate/outcome model (for both observed and unobserved covari-
ates). For the linear setting, this is:

log(λik) = βXXi + βUUi + βTTi + β0

For the non-linear setting:

log(λik) = βXsigmoid(8Xi) + βUsigmoid(8Ui) + βTTi + β0

and for the non-monotone setting:

log(λik) = βXϕ(Xi, 0.5, 0.5) + βUϕ(Ui, 0.5, 0.5) + βTTi + β0

C.3 Collider Simulations We generate simulations under the model noted in Figure 5(B). Measure-
ments are offset from an underlying neurological property if they are low-motion (the offset is zero-mean
noise) or high-motion (the offset has a positive mean, simulating the positive correlations induced by
head motion). n = 200 samples are generated with a demographic covariate (e.g., age) and a genetic
risk for the behavioral phenotype of interest (e.g., ASD). The demographics and genetic risk influence
the underlying neurology for a simulated individual, and together all three factors influence a sample’s
likelihood to have the underlying behavioral phenotype via a logistic model (the outcome model). The
relationship between the cumulative effects of demographics, genetic risk, and the underlying neurology
with the outcome is either linear, non-linear, or non-monotone. The underlying neurology, behavioral
phenotype, and demographic profile together influence the simulated head motion for an individual. If
the head motion exceeds a given threshold, the measurements are corrupted by a differential measure-
ment error; otherwise, the motion is zero-mean noise. The goal is to estimate the effect of the underlying
neurology on the behavioral phenotype, only observing the underlying neurology through the corrupted
measurements. oracle uses the true underlying measurements (with no differential measurement er-
ror) as well as the true underlying outcome model to address common-cause confounding biases, and
serves as a benchmark for other strategies. naive estimates the effect of the measurements on the
outcome (ignorant the differential measurement error) using logistic regression, filtering is similar
to naive but first removes the high-motion samples.

Non-causal effects (functions of distribution of the exposure conditioned on the outcome) introduce
the challenge in that it is difficult to produce benchmarks under a causal model, such as Figure 5(B),
in that the estimand of interest for these approaches is not an underlying parameter for the model.
To subvert this challenge, the simulations of [61] do not actually feature a differential measurement
error (rather, only a collider) nor any form of confounding (despite including demographic covariates),
which simplifies the problem of identifying the underlying spurious effect. An “optimal” strategy in their
simulation context is to simply compare the means between the ASD phenotype and TD phenotype
individuals, and ignore the collider all together (a reverse-causal naive strategy which ignores head
motion). The asymptotic behavior of such a strategy serves as the gold standard for the simulations
described. While their simulations illustrate that their proposed strategy drtmle outperforms a reverse-
causal filtering approach when colliders are present in the absence of differential measurement
errors and confounding, no comparisons are generated to the reverse-causal naive strategy in the
smaller sample regimes where the reverse-causal naive strategy should be optimal, nor is there in-
dication of the extent to which any of the techniques are performant for estimating the reverse effect
when faced with differential measurement errors or confounding biases. We believe that our simu-
lations amend these challenges. The underlying deconfounded group difference (the “true” reverse
causal effect from [61]) is estimated by direct computation using the true underlying measurements
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(with no differential measurement error) with a much greater sample size (N = 100,000), and drtmle
estimates the deconfounded group difference using the procedure described in [61].

We evaluate the performance of these techniques for estimating their underlying estimand in Figure
11(A) by examining the average absolute difference, analogous to that in Figure 9(C-D). No strategies
perform particularly well in light of the oracle method, though filtering appears to be maximally
similar to the oracle. When searching for brain-behavior relationships in neuroimaging data, a useful
construction are statistical tests which investigate whether no underlying effect is present against the
alternative that an effect is present. While drtmle is not estimating an underlying causal effect (a spu-
rious effect, as-described above) and does not see particularly high performance in terms of estimation
error, it is possible that its simplification of the problem to a deconfounded group difference is useful for
statistical testing.

Figure 11(B) investigates the sensitivity of these tests to changes in the underlying effect size
(α = 0.05, black dotted line). As the effect size increases, sensitive tests will tend to reject the null
hypothesis at a higher rate, and therefore see an increase in statistical power. naive is the only test
which is sensitive. drtmle and filtering reach high power only for the extreme values of effect size,
and also see a non-monotonic relationship between effect size and power. This can indicate that these
strategies may be conflating non-veridical effects with the underlying causal effect, and non-veridical
effects may be obfuscating the underlying causal effect. Figure 11(C) investigates the specificity of
these tests when no underlying effect is present. As confounding increases, non-specific tests may
alias confounding biases with the the underlying causal effect, leading to more false discoveries (type
I statistical errors) even though no true causal effect is present; specific tests will tend to make type
I errors at a rate of approximately α = 0.05 (black dotted line). None of the methods are particularly
specific, and tend to make type I errors at rates in excess of five-fold higher than one would expect.

C.3.1 Simulation Settings For i ∈ [n] where n = 200, we generate an unobserved confounder

conveying genetic risk for the outcome (e.g., ASD) as Ri
iid∼ Bern(0.25). Independently, we generate

an observed covariate (e.g., measured intelligence) related to the neuroimaging measurement and the
outcome. The underlying true biological property (e.g., true underlying neurology) is:

Ti ∼

{
2Beta (4(1 + 0.2Xi), 2)− 1, Ri = 1

2Beta (4(1 + 0.2Xi), 4(1 + 0.2Xi))− 1, Ri = 0

Both the unobserved confounder and the observed covariate alter the distribution of the underlying true
biological property. The risk for the outcome is:

P(Yi = 1) = expit (ηTi + f(Xi)− 1.5)

where η is the “effect size” (the estimand of interest; e.g., the degree to which Ti causes the outcome
Yi), and f(Xi) is a function of the covariates. The unobserved confounder (e.g., genetic risk for the
outcome) influences the outcome through the underlying true biological property. Further, in-line with
existing beliefs regarding ASD/ADHD, risk for the outcome is heightened when the underlying true
biological property takes higher values (e.g., ASD/ADHD are caused by heightened brain connectivity).

Next, we generate a random variable corresponding to whether a sample is high motion (Ui = 1):

P(Ui = 1) = 1− expit (Ti + 2Xi + 2Yi − 1.5) .

For a given covariate level, individuals with the outcome and/or individuals with larger values of the true
underlying biological property typically have high motion data. Finally, the observed measurements are
biased due to motion artifacts:

T ∗
i = 0.8Ti + 0.2

{
2Beta(10, 2)− 1, Ui = 1

2Beta(10, 10)− 1, Ui = 0
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Figure 11: Comparison of positivity-aware and non-positivity-aware methods for addressing challenge posed by
head motion. (A) comparison of methods for estimating causal effects with collision and confounding. x-axis denotes sample
size, and y-axis denotes the normalized estimator error, which is the normalized difference between the estimated effect and
the underlying true causal effect (all methods except drtmle, which instead estimates the deconfounded group difference).
Positivity-aware methods show higher performance than non-positivity-aware methods. (B) + (C) tests whether an estimated
causal effect is significant. (B) investigates test sensitivity, where sensitive tests are tests which see higher statistical power
as the underlying effect size increases. naive methods show similar sensitivity to oracle methods. (C) investigates test
specificity, where specific tests have a type two rate approximately equivalent to the alpha of the tests (α = 0.05, dashed
black line), as a function of the level of confounding of the true causal relationship (x-axis). matching is the only specific test.

When the data is high-motion (Ui = 1), T ∗
i is a weighted combination of the underlying biological

measurement, and positively-skewed error term (e.g., the observed measurements will be “overly cor-
related”). When the data is low-motion (Ui = 0), T ∗

i is a weighted combination of the underlying
biological measurement, and zero-mean error.

We repeat this across three regimes, denoting the relationship between the observed confounder
and the outcome:

• Linear : f(Xi) = 2Xi.
• Non-Linear : f(Xi) = 2sigmoid(2Xi).
• Non-Monotone: f(Xi) = 2ϕ(Xi, 0.5, 0.5).

C.3.2 Methods
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naive The naive model directly performs a logistic regression of Yi onto the observed measurements
and the covariates. The model is:

logit (E[Yi; t∗i , xi]) = βT t
∗
i + βXxi + β0,

and our estimate of η is β̂T . The naive model is implemented via glm package in R [104].

filtered The filtered model directly performs a logistic regression of Yi onto the observed measure-
ments and the covariates. The model is:

logit (E[Yi; t∗i , xi]) = βT t
∗
i + βXxi + β0,

for i where ui = 0. Points are ignored if they are high-motion (ui = 1). Our estimate of η is β̂T . The
filtered model is implemented via glm package in R [104].

drtmle drtmle is implemented using an adaptation of the code provided by Nebel et al. [61].
drtmle does not investigate a causal relationship between the the cause (Ti, as-measured by T ∗

i )
and the outcome (Yi); rather, drtmle investigates a reverse causal relationship between the outcome
and the cause. The estimand of interest for drtmle is the “deconfounded group difference”, defined
as:

ψ = E[E[T ∗
i |Yi = 1, Ui = 0, Xi]|Yi = 1]− E[E[T ∗

i |Yi = 0, Ui = 0, Xi]|Yi = 0]

If Ui = 0, then T ∗
i = 0.8Ti + Zi where Zi is a zero-mean error term (the data is “usable”). Therefore,

as E[T ∗
i |Ui = 0, Yi, Xi] = 0.8E[Ti|Yi, Xi] because E[Zi|Ui = 0, Xi, Yi] = 0, the deconfounded group

difference is equivalent to:

ψ = 0.8 (E[E[Ti|Yi = 1, Xi]|Yi = 1]− E[E[Ti|Yi = 0, Xi]|Yi = 0])

This quantity can be estimated from the data by direct computation from the underlying true biological
property Ti and their corresponding outcomes Yi. As-per Nebel et al. [61], we estimate the true de-
confounded group difference using 100,000 samples from the same data-generating distribution as the
simulation setting. Since drtmle is not estimating a causal effect, for the purposes of investigating the
normalized error of drtmle, we instead compare the estimates of drtmle to estimates of ψ, as-per
above.

Oracle The oracle knows both the unobserved (true) measurements and the relationship between the
covariates Xi and the outcomes Yi, and uses the logistic regression model:

logit (E[Yi]) = βTTi + βXf(Xi) + β0,

The estimate of η is β̂T . The oracle model is implemented via glm package in R [104].

Appendix D. ABCD Exploratory Analysis.
We first test for demographic differences across the sites in the ABCD study. Data were amalga-

mated using the files and corresponding key in participants_v1.0.3.zip, retrieved from https://nda.nih.gov/edit_collection.html?id=3165
[31]. To test whether the distribution of covariates differs across sites, we turn to the following hypothesis
tests:

H0 : the covariate distributions are the same across all sites

HA : the covariate distributions differ between at least two sites k and l

For continuous or ordinal covariates, we use the Kruskal-Wallis (KW) test, a non-parametric K-
sample test, analogous to a K-way ANOVA, which can be used to test whether the distribution of
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Demographic Covariate Covariate type Test adjusted p-value
Percent right-handed binary FFH < 0.001

Percent with anaesthesia exposure binary FFH < 0.001
Parental income group ordinal (> 2 levels) KW < 0.001

Parental education level ordinal (> 2 levels) KW < 0.001
Learning/memory PC continuous KW < 0.001
Executive function PC continuous KW < 0.001

General ability PC continuous KW < 0.001
Age continuous KW < 0.001

Percent Latinx binary FFH < 0.001
Percent Asian binary FFH < 0.001
Percent black binary FFH < 0.001
Percent white binary FFH < 0.001

Percent parent-identified as male binary FFH 0.826

Table 2: Tests and outcomes for each covariate, across sites in the ABCD study.

a continuous or ordinal predictor differs across the K groups [34]. For binary covariates, we use
the Fisher-Freeman-Halton (FFH) test, a non-parametric test which can be used to test whether the
probability of a given predictor (i.e., the binary covariate) differs across a particular exposure (i.e., one-
of-K sites). This test approximates the exact distribution of the contingency table using Monte Carlo
methods [33]. The outcomes of the statistical tests are delineated in Table 2.

Next, we group the demographic covariate information across groups based on the level of aver-
age motion from volume-to-volume in the resting state fMRI scan, using the real-time motion tracking
information for the resting state fMRI sessions. This was performed by combining the preceding de-
mographic information with the real-time motion tracking information for the resting state fMRI sessions
found in the file abcd-data-release-5.0.zip, in the expanded file core/imaging/mri_y_qc_motion.csv,
from the homepage for the ABCD study (non-imaging raw data, June 2023, from https://nda.nih.gov).
The relevant columns corresponding to the real-time motion tracking information for the resting state
fMRI sessions are rsfmri_meanmotion, “Resting state fMRI - Average framewise displacement in
mm”, and rsfmri_subthreshnvols, “Resting state fMRI - Number of frames with FD < 0.2”. We
also annotate the raw scores for the CBCL found in the file abcd-data-release-5.0.zip, in the
expanded file core/mental_health/mh_p_cbcl.csv. The relevant columns corresponding to the
raw and T scores for ADHD were cbcl_scr_dsm5_adhd_r and cbcl_scr_dsm5_adhd_t, corre-
sponding to “Recommended ADHD CBCL DSM5 Scale (raw score)” and “Recommended ADHD CBCL
DSM5 Scale (t score)” respectively. The keys for the motion and CBCL data to identify the appropriate
columns were retrieved by filtering through https://data-dict.abcdstudy.org/. Data are grouped based on
whether the mean FD across all volumes exceeds (exclusion group) or is less than (inclusion group)
0.5.

To test whether the distribution of demographic covariates and CBCL data differ across the excluded
(mean FD ≥ 0.5) or included (mean FD < 0.5) samples, we test:

H0 : the covariate distributions are the same between the groups

HA : the covariate distributions differ between the two groups

For continuous or ordinal covariates, we use the Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon U test, a non-parametric
2-sample test, analogous to a 2-way ANOVA, which can be used to test whether the distribution of a
continuous or ordinal predictor differs between two groups [67, 68]. For binary covariates, we use the
Fisher exact (FE) test, a non-parametric test which can be used to test whether the probability of a given
predictor (i.e., the binary covariate) differs across a particular exposure (i.e., one-of-K sites). This test
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Demographic Covariate Covariate type Test adjusted p-value
ADHD CBCL DSM5 Scale ordinal (> 2 levels) U < 0.001

Percent right-handed binary FE < 0.001
Percent with anaesthesia exposure binary FE 0.501

Parental income group ordinal (> 2 levels) U < 0.001
Parental education level ordinal (> 2 levels) U < 0.001
Learning/memory PC continuous U < 0.001
Executive function PC continuous U < 0.001

General ability PC continuous U < 0.001
Age continuous U < 0.001

Percent Latinx binary FE 0.109
Percent Asian binary FE 1.000
Percent black binary FE < 0.001
Percent white binary FE < 0.001

Percent parent-identified as male binary FE < 0.001

Table 3: Tests and outcomes for each covariate, across sites in the ABCD study.

is an exact test, and intuitively tests how extreme a given contingency table is using the properties of
a contingency table with the hypergeometric distribution [66]. The outcomes of the statistical tests are
delineated in Table 3.
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