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Abstract

Artificial intelligence holds promise for individualized medicine. Yet, predictive models in the
neurobiomedical domain suffer from a lack of generalizability and replicability so that transitioning models
from prototyping to clinical applications still poses challenges. Key contributors to these challenges are
confounding effects; in particular the oftentimes purely statistical perspective on confounding. However,
complementing these statistical considerations with causal reasoning from domain knowledge can make
predictive models a tool for causal biomedical inference beyond associative insights. Such causal insights give
answers to biomedical questions of sow and why, arguably what most biomedical investigations ultimately
seek for. Here, we suggest a 5-step approach for targeted, context-informed deconfounding. We exemplify the
5-step approach with a real-world neurobiomedical predictive task using data from the UK Biobank. The core
of this approach constitutes a bottom-up causal analysis to identify a correct set of deconfounders and the
appropriate deconfounding method for a given causal predictive endeavour. Using the 5-step approach to
combine causal with statistical confounder considerations can make predictive models based on observational
(big) data a technique comparable to Randomized Control Trials (RCTs). Through causally motivated
deconfounding we aim at facilitating the development of reliable and trustworthy Al as a medical tool. In
addition, we aim to foster the relevance of low performing or even null result models if they originate from a
“skilful interrogation of nature”, i.e. a deconfounding strategy derived from an adequate causal and statistical
analysis. Ultimately, causal predictive modelling through appropriate deconfounding can contribute to mutual
recursive feedback loops of causal insights across disciplines, scales and species that enable the field to
disentangle the cause-effect structure of neurobiomedical mechanisms.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice. 1
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1. Main

Machine Learning (ML) holds promise for personalized medicine and is increasingly employed in biomedical
research and applications. ML workflows use large, high-dimensional and oftentimes observational data to
arrive at predictive models to identify biomarkers of health and disease or to aid in diagnosis, prognosis and
treatment choice, targeted to individuals'—. Predictive modelling is thereby a prominent strategy to derive both,
scientific insights regarding biomedical mechanisms as well as a clinical tool for precision-medicine.

Although promising, biomedical Al suffers from unreliable predictions*”, a lack of reproducibility and
replicability, non-interpretability®, and limited generalizability” of models. A key contributor to these
challenges are confounding effects'®'% Classical examples of confounders include measurement artifacts'* ¢,
site effects'’, demographics'®2’, or lifestyle factors®'. Large data, as required for Al applications, tend to be
observational in nature. However, in observational data confounders must be accounted for by post-hoc
statistical approaches, such as (linear) confounder regression'®'"'*#226 In many biomedical disciplines it is
common to correct for a conventionally established set of confounders, such as sex and age™'*?"*, without
any justification®'. If a justification is given, this is often in the form of a statistical association between the
predictors and the confounder®-2**, Reporting statistical associations appears appropriate when following the
ubiquitous (but faulty — see Box 3) definition of confounders as any variable that correlates with the feature
(predictor) and the target (outcome), but which’s variance is of no interest****. Despite a variety of statistical
methods for post-hoc confounder treatment, confounding still leads to - or is at least part of - the Al-challenges
mentioned above. The reason being, treating confounding based on the above definition as a purely statistical
notion, leads to confounding being dealt with purely by statistical means. However, confounding is not only a
statistical notion, but also necessitates causal reasoning®, on which we will elaborate within this paper.

Complementing statistical confounder considerations with causal reasoning from domain knowledge can make
predictive models a tool for causal biomedical inference, going beyond associative insights. Here, we explain
and exemplify how targeted, context-informed deconfounding in observational (big) data can make predictive
models a technique comparable to Randomized Control Trials (RCTs). First, we distinguish between high
performance and understanding biology models and highlight the role of confounding in this distinction.
Second, by means of an exemplary predictive task we illustrate why and how ignoring causal reasoning while
solely relying on correlative reasoning can lead to biased models and well-known paradoxes such as the
Simpson’s Paradox. As a solution, we discuss theoretically how to arrive at understanding biology models
with (big) observational data through causal reasoning. We use the introduced real-world predictive example
to illustrate an actionable 5-step approach to arrive at provisional causal models through targeted and informed
deconfounding. Eventually, we discuss that it is particularly hard in the field of biomedical research to define
a set of satisfying causal assumptions because of the inherently multi-dimensionality of biomedical
mechanisms and close with suggestions on how to treat this dilemma.

2. The necessity for causal reasoning in predictive models and the role of confounders
2.1. Biomedical questions ultimately ask about the “why” and “how” of a phenomenon of interest

In the development of Al-tools, the medical usefulness and clinical trustworthiness of ML models is oftentimes
(solely) judged based on a model’s performance — “the higher the accuracy, the better the model”, leading to
a performance race in model development. Problematically, the achieved high performances oftentimes cannot
be replicated under changing conditions. This makes previously high performing models fail in clinical
deployment, i.e. models fail to generalize. The statistical solution is to avoid data distribution®” and covariate
shifts*®, by attempting to keep or make distributions of variables the same in the training and testing data.
However, in real-world (medical) use-cases this cannot always be guaranteed. There is the demand for
transportable and adaptable models between settings, i.e. under changing distributions. For example, a useful
model should work in different hospitals, not just in the one on which’s data it was trained. The demand is for
models that can be used in the same way as for instance a glucose test, which gives the same results no matter
where it is applied. Independent of the setting, it informs about glucose-tolerance and thereby supports
diagnosis of diabetes. This is different for predictive models. Under new conditions, models must be trained
again to learn a new prediction function as fitting a function to data is ultimately what any type of learning

2
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technique can achieve®®. While the high performance model operates based on learned patterns in data, the
glucose test operates based on the knowledge of the underlying biological mechanism: Sustained higher blood
glucose level after glucose intake can be caused by insulin resistance, i.e. diabetes type 2. In other words, the
glucose test works under changing conditions because it is based on knowing the “why” and “how” of the
biochemical mechanisms underlying diabetes, or put differently, knowing the underlying cause-effect
relationship. Consequently, what is ultimately desired in biomedical predictive modeling are understanding
biology models, that both, incorporate and enhance knowledge on causal biomedical effects. High performance
aims should build on such causal models, because high performance based on valid biomedical mechanisms
fosters model generalizability across different settings, which can improve trust in the usage of predictive
models as biomedical tools.

Beyond biomedical models as clinical tools, arguably, biomedical questions often ultimately implicitly - even
if not formulated explicitly - ask about the why and how of a phenomenon of interest. Why does person A have
a higher hand grip strength (HGS) than person B? Why does person A suffer from depression, but a seemingly
matching person B does not and why is the treatment in patient A successful but not in patient B? The problem
though is, no matter how big, data are inherently “dumb about questions of why”*®. The reason is that most
predictive data-driven models are associative and observational in nature. However, asking why is a causal
question that seeks for understanding of cause-effect relationships between variables. Given the well-known
fact that correlation is not causation, it becomes clear that one cannot derive medical cause-effect relationships
from a correlative (associative), observational approach, such as purely data-driven modeling. However, some
correlations do imply causation. To disentangle if an association between a feature (predictor) and a target
(outcome) does indeed imply causation, one needs to combine qualitative, causal information with quantitative,
data information®®. This does not only apply to causal predictive modeling but also domains such as structural
equation modeling, i.e. some hypothesized causal structure has to be added to pure quantitative, associative
interrogations™. Integrating causal assumptions can push ML techniques to allow for answering real-world
why questions beyond quantifying associative patterns in data.

Box 1 — The ladder of causation
Causation can be distinguished into three levels of increasing causal insight: Seeing, doing and imagining®®
(Table B1).
Table B1. Ladder of causation (adapted from®®).
Ladder Action Learning Type Questions Examples Gained
Rung Insight
Rung 3 | Imagining | Counterfactuals, | What if X had | What if ] had not smoked | Understanding
imaging worlds | not occurred, | for the last 2 years,
that do not exist | would Y have | would I still have gotten
happened? lung cancer?
Rung 2 | Doing Intervention, act | What would Y | If I take aspirin, will my | Causal
) by planning and | be if I do X? headache be cured? mechanism
N learn from
interventions
Rung 1 | Seeing Learning  from | How are two | What does a symptom | Correlative,
association variables say about a disease? pattern in the
L related? data
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Rung one refers to the seen world. By investigating how two variables are related, new insights are derived
from associations. This resembles the investigation of correlative patterns in data. Rung one analyses can
answer observational, associative questions, for example in the 1700s being a sailor was associated with a
higher risk of developing scurvy.

Rung two requires doing or intervening. Here, the interest lies in gaining more detailed understanding in
cause-effect relationships by changing (intervening on) a predictor (feature) variable X and learning how an
outcome (target) variable Y would change as an effect of manipulating X. Interventions allow to get insights
into causal mechanisms. In a medical setting RCTs are the established means for interventional
investigations. For example intervening on one ship with sailors having citrus fruits while another ship does
not have could show that sailors on the citrus-fruit-ship didn’t develop scurvy.

Rung three deals with a world that cannot be seen because it contradicts what is seen. Deriving insight on
rung three requires imagining situations that do not exist, for example “would the outcome (target) Y have
happened, if the predictor (feature) X had not occurred”? Rung three allows for not only seeing effects of
interventions but understanding cause-effect mechanisms. For example, would a sailor S on the non-citrus-
fruit-ship also not have developed scurvy if they (he) had had citrus fruits?

2.2. Not acknowledging the causal nature of confounders leads to paradoxes

Interventions allow to gain insights into causal mechanism beyond associative patterns in data and are therefore
the next step towards answering questions of why (Box 1). Randomized Control Trials (RCTs) in medical
experimentation are an established method to gain interventional insights because they implicitly take a causal
note (Box 2). In contrast, confounder regression in predictive models stays correlative. However, not
acknowledging the causal nature of confounders and other types of 3™ variables (Box 3) leads to a set of
paradoxes such as Simpson’s paradox (confounder bias) or Berkson’s paradox (collider bias) (Box 3). As an
example consider the supervised prediction of hand grip strength (HGS) from T1w-MRI derived grey matter
volume (GMV) features in a large observational dataset such as the UK Biobank*® (for methods see
supplementary materials). A vanilla model without confounder considerations decently predicts HGS from
parcellated GMV (Fig. 1a top). Following common practice of confounder removal, a second model can be
built with linearly regressing out sex as a conventionally established confounder (also referred to as 3™
variable) (Fig. 1a bottom). Following the above given ubiquitous definition of a confounder as a variable that
correlates with both, the features and the target, this decision could be backed up by the given point biserial
correlation (statistical association) between sex and both HGS (r=.73) and GMV (1=.45) (Fig. 1b). The vanilla
and the sex-adjusted model differ notably in their predictive performance (R%vania=-40 vs. R%e=.03) (Fig. 1a).
This high difference suggests that the good predictive performance of the vanilla model originated from a
feature-target correlation that only exists without confounder regression. Such correlations — sometimes
referred to as spurious correlations - can arise when two heterogenous populations are aggregated into one’®,
known as Simpson’s paradox. It occurs inter alia when the statistical result of the subgroups differs from the
whole (aggregated) population (Fig. 1c) (see Box 3 for definition). For example a drug happens to be bad for
men and bad for women but good for people. In our scenario, a correlation of r=.44 between (unparcellated,
whole brain) GMV and HGS in the aggregated population (male and female) in contrast to rn=.22 and r=.15
in the two groups (Fig. 1b, d) suggests that the aggregation of the subpopulations creates a spurious correlation
which the vanilla model leverages. In other words, by inappropriately combining two distinct populations
(here: male and female), we created a supposedly good performing vanilla model whose success however was
built on sex information, i.e. on a spurious correlation between the features and the target.
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Fig. 1. Not acknowledging the causal nature of confounding can lead to paradoxes and spurious
correlations that drive predictions. a) Supervised prediction of hand grip strength (HGS) from grey matter
volume (GMV) with no confounder regression (vanilla) and regression of sex as confounder. b) Association
of GMV and HGS in the aggregated population (male and female) with each other and with sex. c)
Visualization of the Simpson’s paradox. d) Association of GMV and HGS separately for males and females.

In the above example, partitioning the data seemed to be the right decision. However, aggregating the data (not
adjusting for a 3" variable) is not always wrong or partitioning the data (adjusting for a 3" variable) is not
always right. Rather, the right decision depends on the process that generated the data. This process needs to
be understood individually for each predictive modeling task and this understanding necessitates integrating
causal structures between variables. The data generating process cannot be revealed by correlative
considerations alone because the correlative nature of a 3" variable with the feature(s) and the target stays the
same irrespective of the 3" variable being a confounder, a mediator or a collider, but directionalities
(causalities) differ (Box 3). For example, only given the correlation between GMV, sex and HGS (Fig. 1b)
directionalities (i.e. causalities) cannot be distinguished. Consequently, it remains unclear whether sex is a
confounder, a mediator or a collider. The occurrence of the Simpson’s paradox when conditioning on
(regressing out) sex suggested that here sex is a confounder because this paradox would not have occurred if
sex were a mediator or collider (Box 3). Knowing that sex is a confounder, one needs to condition on sex to
get insights into the causal path GMV — HGS. In contrast, conditioning on or regressing out a mediator would
disable the causal path of interest (Box 3). Conditioning on a collider would even introduce a spurious
correlation (Berkson’s paradox, Box 3), for instance detectable through an increased accuracy. This means that
conditioning on all statistically associated 3™ variables - maybe with a “better safe than sorry”-mindset - can
lead to wrong insights because the correct decision for conditioning on a variable depends on the causal story
not on the data. The Simpson’s paradox alerts to cases where at least one of the statistical results - either from
the aggregated data, the partitioned data, or both - cannot represent the causal effects. In the GMV-HGS
example, the aggregated data does allow to investigate if GMV causes HGS.
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Box 2 — Concepts and Terminologies for Causal Investigations

Investigations on causal inference require formal representation of causal concepts and assumptions. Causal
diagrams or directed acyclic graphs (DAG), are used to express the known causal assumptions (“what we
know”). Symbolic language supplements these diagrams by expressing the causal relationship to be found
(“what we want to know”)*.

DAG: directed acyclic graph — “What we know”

A DAG is a circle-arrow picture. The circles represent variables, and the arrows represent directions of
known or suspected causal relationships between two variables. X — Y in a DAG would mean that X is
a direct cause of Y, i.e. the arrow implicitly says that some probability rule or function specifies how Y
would change if X were to change or simplified, “Y listens to X”. The rule according to which this change
happens might either be known (e.g. previous research) or has to be estimated from data. However, often
the structure of the DAG itself already enables to estimate causal relationships (simple or complicated,
deterministic or probabilistic, linear or nonlinear). For example, a barometer reading B tracks the
atmospheric pressure P. We know that it is the pressure P that causes the barometer reading to change,
i.e. P — B, and not the other way around. The mere formular P=B/k wouldn’t have revealed this causal
directionality. Hence, a DAG depicts qualitatively the cause-effect forces that operate in the environment
and that shape the data generated*.

Formal probabilistic language and the do-operator - “What we want to know”

Types of probabilities

1. P(S=s): The probability of the Variable S taking the value s. E.g. the probability of people in a café
ordering scones.

2. P(T=t, S=s): The probability of simultaneously T taking the value t and S taking the value s. E.g. the
probability of people in a café ordering scones and tea.

3. P(T=t | S=s): The probability that T=t conditional on finding S=s, i.e. the population distribution of
T among individuals whose S value is s. E.g. the probability of people who have ordered scones to
also order tea. = a distribution based on an observation.

4. P(T=t | do(S=s)): The probability that T=t when we intervene to make S=s, i.e. the population
distribution of T if everyone in the population had their S value fixed at s. E.g. the probability to order
tea when the person was “forced” to order scones. = do(s) creates a distribution by an intervention.

Medical example using probabilistic language to express a causal question (query)

Question: What is the effect of a drug (D) on lifespan (L)?
Formal expression: P(L | do(D))
In words: What is the probability (P) that a typical patient would survive L years if made to take the drug?

The do-operator formalizes interventional (treatment) questions and hence corresponds to what is
measured in clinical trials. The “control” patients in the above example would be described as P(L |
do(not-D)). It is important to note that P(L | D) may be different from P(L | do(D)). P(L | D) notes the
observed probability of Lifespan L among patients who voluntarily take the drug (D) (standard
conditional probability), while P(L | do(D)) is the probability of Lifespan L of patients made to take the
drug. It is hence the fundamental difference between seeing and doing. In the barometer example from
above, seeing the barometer reading (B) to fall increases the probability of a storm (lower atmospheric
pressure) (P(P | B)). However, forcing the barometer read to fall does not affect the probability of a storm
(P(P | do(B)). This means that P(P | B) # P(P | do(B)).



https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.20.24314055

168

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.20.24314055; this version posted September 23, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
erpetuity.

, p . -
Komeyer et al. CorfdbTUuR sty "eHan AW I OIS ning

Randomized Control Trials (RCTs)

In an RCT a treatment X is randomly assigned to some individuals (treatment group), but not to others
(control group). If there are differences in an outcome variable Y, they are attributed to the treatment
(intervention) and one can claim that “X causes Y”. RCTs are an interventional approach and thereby
enable deriving cause-effect relationships (Box 1). This is supported by the crucial aspect of
randomization of group assignment in RCTs. Randomization rules out influential factors on the outcome
Y beside the treatment of interest X. Speaking in the terminology of DAGs and the do-operator,
randomization erases all arrows that come into X and thereby prevents information about Y from flowing
in the non-causal direction®®. Conveniently, randomization even controls for confounders that cannot be
observed, measured or named. This makes randomization not only an effective tool to erase confounding
effects but makes RCTs in medical experimentation often seen as the gold standard for cause-effect
investigations.

Box 3 — Types of 3" variables and associated biases

When investigating the relationship between a predictor (feature) X and an outcome (target) Y, a 3" variable
Z can be related to X and Y in different ways. The different natures can be best visualized by using directed
acyclic graphs (DAGs) (Box 2).

Confounding

Confounding can be expressed in the form of a causal diagram or formal language (Box 2). A confounder
Z is a (direct or indirect) common cause of the feature (predictor) X and the target (outcome) Y.

Fig. B3.1 DAG of a confounder Z.

Formally, a confounder can be defined as a variable Z that leads to a discrepancy between the conditional
probability of Y given X (seeing) and the probability when intervening on X (doing):

P(Y|X) #P(Y| do(X)) (B3.1)

In the lifespan-drug example from Box 2 that means that one must ensure that the observed change in
Lifespan L is due to the drug itself (do(D)) and is not confounded with other factors Z that tend to shorten
or lengthen life. If, instead of intervening, the patient had decided by themselves whether to take the drug
(P(L | D)), those other factors Z might influence their decision and lifespan differences between taking
and not taking the drug would no longer be solely due to the drug.

Not controlling for a confounder will obscure the causal effect of X on Y. One can either control for the
confounder itself or any variable that lies on the path X «+— Z — Y.

Other variable types that can lead to biases: Collider — Mediator — Proxy
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A. Collider B. Mediator C. Proxy

Fig. B3.2 DAG of a collider (A), a mediator (B) and a proxy (C).

A collider Z is the common effect of a predictor X and a target Y. Conditioning on a collider induces a
spurious (i.e. non-causal) association between X and Y (Berkson’s paradox)*'™* (Fig. B2.2A). In other
words, if X and Y were independent to begin with, conditioning on Z will make them dependent (see
Berkson’s paradox for an example).

A mediator Z is caused by X and is a cause of Y**°, For example blood pressure might mediate the
relationship between a drug and the risk for a heart attack such that the drug decreases the risk for a heart
attack via lowering blood pressure. When interested in the total effect of the predictor on the outcome (X
— Y and X — Z — Y), conditioning on Z blocks the causal path X — Z — Y and will hence only reveal
a partial effect. When only interested in the direct effect X — Y conditioning on Z can nonetheless lead
to biased estimates, if the mediator and the outcome share a common cause because then the mediator is
a collider for the predictor and this common cause.

A proxy Z is caused by X but has no causal relation to Y*’. If the predictor X is a perfectly reliable
measure of the construct of interest, then controlling for a proxy will not affect the path X — Y. However,
in many disciplines X is an unreliable measure of the true causal variable, e.g. a MRI scan for the
underlying morphology. In this case, the proxy is a second unreliable measure of the same true predictor
(e.g. morphology) and conditioning on this proxy will partition the true predictive effect between the two
unreliable proxies so that neither of the unreliable measures will capture the full causal effect®.

Note: Defining confounding via correlations and not as a causal note is not sufficient because each of the
causal structures A.-C. produces a correlation between Z and both X (predictor) and Y (outcome), which
could all produce the same correlation matrix. Consequently, correlations cannot help to distinguish
between a confounder, a collider or a mediator*’*.

Types of biases (paradoxes) associated with 3" variables

Simpson’s paradox (confounder bias)

Simpson’s paradox is a statistical phenomenon in which the statistical relationship between two variables
in a population can appear, disappear, or reverse when splitting the population in subgroups or when
aggregating two heterogenous subgroups into a population. For example, two variables might be
positively associated in the overall population but either not or negatively associated within the
subgroups®. More generally, it is characterized by the statistical results of the subgroups differing from
the aggregated population. It alerts to cases where at least one of the statistical trends (either in the
aggregated data, the partitioned data, or both) cannot represent the causal effects®®.

Berkson’s paradox (collider bias)

Berkson’s paradox is the opposite of the Simpson’s paradox, i.e. it occurs when falsely conditioning on
a variable that is the effect of both the feature(s) and the target (collider). Conditioning on such a collider
creates a spurious association between the feature(s) and the target. For example, performing a study on
patients who are hospitalized, one controls for/conditions on hospitalization. However, if only a disease
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1 and a disease 2 together could lead to hospitalization in the first place (with no causal relation between
the diseases), conditioning on hospitalization (by performing the study only on hospitalized patients)
would introduce non-existing relation between disease 1 and disease 2.

To answer questions of why with predictive models, it is not enough to consider associative (correlative)
patterns in the data. It is essential to additionally acknowledge directionalities, i.e. the cause-effect structure
between relevant variables. Among such relevant variables, it is crucial to carefully distinguish between
different types of 3" variables to identify confounders (Box 3). Considering either a standard set of variables
or every conceivable 3™ variable as a confounder can lead to biased models if these variables in fact were a
mediator, collider or proxy. Through randomization, RCTs disable a correct set of confounders without
introducing new confounders and thereby implicitly have a causal reasoning integrated by design (Box 2).
However, RCTs are often not feasible for a variety of reasons, such as ethical concerns, interest in population-
based insights or individual-level predictions (precision medicine). To achieve RCT-like causal insights with
predictive models (Box 1 rung 2), one must find a means to purposefully integrate causal reasoning when
building predictive models.

3. A 5-step approach to identify valid deconfounders in causal predictive modelling

The core mechanism for integrating causal reasoning into a predictive model is through the identification of
and adjustment for a correct set of deconfounders (see Box 4 for definition). Identifying such a correct set of
deconfounders requires a causal analysis around the cause-effect relationship of interest. This causal analysis
relies on domain knowledge about the process that generates the observed data. The causal analysis results in
a causal diagram or directed acyclic graph (DAG) (Box 2), which allows to identify different possibilities for
confounder adjustment. For easy transferability to any kind of research project, we in the following describe a
5-step approach to identify a correct set of deconfounders (Fig. 2). We exemplify each theoretical step with
the previously introduced neuroimaging GMV-HGS prediction example.

3.1. Step 1 and step 2 - Prerequisites and the causal question

In step 1, the general predictive aim, such as the out of sample (OOS) prediction of HGS from GMV, is the
basis for formulating the causal aim, for example if GMV causes changes in HGS (Fig. 2, step 1).

In step 2, the causal question refines the causal aim by adding more detailed as well as interventional or
counterfactual assumptions (Fig. 2, step 2). The causal question expresses the interest in the direct cause-effect
relationship of a feature (predictor) X on a target (outcome) Y, i.e. X — Y. For example, if an individual
managed to increase their GMV, would that make their hand grip stronger (GMV — HGS)? This causal
question requires a causal predictive model because neither a direct interventional approach such as an RCT
nor a counterfactual approach is possible (Box 1). One cannot experimentally manipulate the volume of grey
matter of a participant with the hope to observe if this manipulation of volume will lead to changes in HGS
(interventional). Even less, it is not possible that one could change GMV and not change the GMV at the same
time in the same individual (counterfactual). Additionally, one might be interested in individual-level, i.e. out
of sample predictions. We here focus on an interventional causal predictive model.

3.2. Step 3 - Performing the causal analysis to build a causal diagram and identify deconfounders

Step 3 consists of creating a DAG around the hypothesized direct cause-effect relationship X — Y. The DAG
is built through a causal analysis that determines influential factors on both X and Y. The causal analysis starts
off by asking about known and conceivable causes of the target Y and then repeats the question for
subsequently added 3™ variables (Fig. 2, step 3). The answers can be found from previous research and rely
on domain-expert knowledge that translates into cause-effect arrow-information. This procedure creates a
DAG in a bottom-up way. For example, known direct causes of HGS could be lower arm/upper body muscle
mass (muscle mass — HGS) and the muscles’ supply of oxygen and nutrients (oxygen supply — HGS).
Additionally, GMYV is the conceivable cause of HGS to be investigated (GMV — HGS). In the next iteration,
known or conceivable causes of muscle mass could be sex hormones, eating behaviour, strength training, age
etc.. The feature GMYV is influenced by 71V, age, sex hormones and further - potentially unmeasurable or
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unobserved - environmental and behavioural factors. This bottom-up procedure is continued until the DAG
contains enough information to determine a suitable deconfounding strategy' (Fig. 3a, Box 4).

There are three essential aspects to keep in mind, when building a DAG. First, the feature must be included as
a potential cause of the target as this is the goal of the causal question. Second, an omitted arrow restricts the
assumed causal effect to zero, while a present arrow remains agnostic about the magnitude of the causal effect
of the causal effect. Therefore, not putting an arrow can imply a more precise statement about the cause-effect
relationship of two variables than putting an arrow. Third, the DAG relies on established cause-effect
relationships but can, and oftentimes must, also be based on ambiguous cause-effect assumptions, for example
when there is not yet enough existing causal domain-knowledge. Consequently, there can exist several DAGs
for the same causal question. Even though it can be ambiguous, performing a causal analysis is nonetheless
beneficial. Formalizing made assumptions with a DAG enables transparent communication. Additionally, the
DAG provides a basis for interpreting the resulting “provisional causal™® insights gained by the predictive
model. Provisional causality thereby means causality contingent upon the set of assumptions that the DAG
advertises. Eventually, the causal analysis forces a researcher to precisely think about the to-be-answered
question and to formalize the causal assumptions.

In contrast to a pure correlative analysis, the DAG reveals the distinction of confounding pathways from
colliders and mediators (Box 3) and enables a variety of deconfounding strategies (Box 4). Correct
deconfounding thereby is the means to allow predictive models to give provisional causal insights. A correct
set of deconfounders can be identified from a DAG either by following the graph rules or by employing
available (online) tools (e.g. DAGitty™ or CausalFusion (https://causalfusion.net)). The DAG for the GMV-
HGS example contains 10 confounding, i.e. non-causal pathways (Fig. 3b red arrows). According to the
“backdoor criterion”*® (Box 4) all 10 non-causal pathways between GMV and HGS can be blocked when
adjusting for the deconfounders sex-hormone levels and age.

In the selection of confounders for predictive modelling it can be challenging to know when and if all relevant
confounders were identified. This uncertainty can be solved through the concept of deconfounders — in contrast
to confounders — in combination with the suggested bottom-up causal analysis. Building the DAG bottom-up
allows to identify the point where adding more variables to the DAG does not add more useful information.
This point is reached when a set of sufficient deconfounders, blocking the non-causal pathways, can be
identified. For example, specifying U. more precisely in the DAG illustrated in Fig. 3a would not give any
information gain with respect to the causal question of interest (GMV — HGS).

! Note: Strategy here does not refer to the kind of statistical tool to use to correct for confounding signals, e.g. linear
regression, but to different ways of choosing a right set of deconfounders based on a DAG as described in Box 4.

10
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Define th | fi Would interventionally increasing an individual’s  |:
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What is known? Stepwise determine all conceivable What are (known) causes of HGS? )
factors that affect the target (outcome) * GMV  « Muscle mass (lower arm/upper body) ...
v h 4 ]
- ¥ What are known causes || What are known causes |:
Ask systematically “what are known causes of...”, of GMV? of muscle mass? ]
starting with the target and including the feature as
potential cause - Sex- . Age... * Sex- + Strength :
v hormones hormones training... |}
3 4 4 ]
Use previous research/literature and d(_)main-expert | What are known causes of sex-hormones? I
knowledge to answer the question(s) + Strength training - Body fat % » Sex ... V ]
| Derive DAG (Box 2) | | Resulting DAG (Fig. 3) |
| Identify deconfounders to adjust for | | Deconfounders: age, sex-hormones |
B P PP N et ettt ettt et et e et ettt ettt enent et ere e er et seere e arenrant AT
i | Is the identified set of deconfounders available?_] | Are age and sex-hormone levels measured? |
v A v v k|
No Yes Sex-hormones are not - -
v measured Q gltzmritlljvsilze-
| Find alternative set of deconfounders | B I mEE 1'vage ——— mgsé oxygen
v ) ’ ?
No set is fully measured mass, strength training supply
v
|Determine potential conceptual approximators| No setis f“iy measured
4 ~ - Potential biol. approximators for sex-hormones:

How good are the approximators?

seX, body-fat, hormone-intake, strength training
— Evaluate conceptual overlap

= Biological overlap'

Choose best measured conc. approximator Best measured biol. approximator ¢, “
— adjust DAG — adjusted DAG (Fig. 3c)
V ............................. R e s
Evaluate the statistical relationship of Age Sex ]
deconfounders wﬂhieatures and target r(GMV) = [-0.43, 0.19] *(GMV) = [0.43, 0.23] |
Adjust for deconfounders with r(HGS) =-0.16 r«(HGS) = 0.73 :
existing statistical relationship *point-biserial |

Fig. 2. S-step recipe for confounder adjustment in causal predictive modelling. The five steps include
prerequisites (0), definition of the causal question (1), causal analysis resulting in a DAG and the definition of
a minimal set of deconfounders (2), if needed the identification of an alternative set of deconfounders or the
replacement of a deconfounder with a conceptual approximator (3) and the statistical evaluation of the
identified deconfounders (4). Each step is explained theoretically (left) and by means of the example prediction
of hand grip strength (HGS) from grey matter volume (GMV).
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3.3. Step 4 - Strategies if not all identified deconfounders are available

When relying on existing observational (big) data, some of the identified deconfounders might not be available,
for example sex-hormone levels in the example prediction. In such a case, in step 4 the DAG can either reveal
an alternative sufficient set of deconfounders for which all variables are measured or the “frontdoor criterion’®
can be applied (Box 4). The DAG for the GMV-HGS example (Fig. 3b) reveals that there is neither a fully
measured alternative set of deconfounders available (Fig. 2, step 4) nor can the frontdoor criterion be applied.
The latter can easily happen in the field of neurobiomedicine, where it can be challenging to almost impossible
to find a deconfounding variable Z that unambiguously fulfils all three necessary criteria for the frontdoor
criterion (Box 4). For example, given a neuroimaging derived feature such as GMV, there is no variable for
which it can be unambiguously said that it is caused by GMV, and only GMV, and that at the same time is a
cause of HGS (criterion a and b). The underlying reason is the multi-dimensionality of neurobiomedical
phenomena.

The third alternative option in step 4 is the use of a conceptual approximator, which makes use of the
aforementioned multi-dimensionality. Different neurobiomedical measurements might measure a somewhat
similar underlying biological concept, yet still different aspects thereof. For example, sex and sex hormones
express almost the same underlying biology but are nonetheless different measures that also contain non-
overlapping biological information: Strength training influences sex-hormone levels’** or body-fat tissue can
be hormonally active™ but neither of them changes the biological sex. One can make use of this multi-
dimensionality and overlap in biological information to identify a biological approximator as replacement for
an unmeasured deconfounder. For instance, here sex is the best suited biological approximator for the
unmeasured deconfounder sex hormone levels. The causes of the unmeasured deconfounder thereby serve as
candidate conceptual (here: biological) approximators which are evaluated based on their conceptual (here:
biological) information overlap with the unmeasured variable (Fig. 2, step 4).

It is important to note that the conceptual approximator cannot directly replace the original deconfounder. The
DAG must be modified after replacement because the conceptual approximator can change the previously
determined cause-effect structure. For example, strength training can influence hormone levels, but it will not
affect the sex of a person, which leads to a change in the structure of the DAG (Fig. 3c). After modification
there are two pathways confounding GMV—HGS (Fig. 3c). They can either be blocked by adjusting for age
and sex or by adjusting for age, muscle mass and oxygen supply/strength training. This makes age and sex the
minimum correct set of deconfounders for which all variables are measured under the usage of a biological
approximator.
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Fig. 3. Practical illustration of 5-step approach with the GMV — HGS predictive example. a) Resulting
DAG from a causal analysis. b) Sex hormones and age (green) qualify as minimum set of correct
deconfounders to block all 10 non-causal (confounding) pathways (red arrows) between GMV and HGS. The
causes of sex hormones (yellow) qualify as candidate conceptual approximators for the unmeasured
deconfounder.

Box 4 — Ways to account for confounding influences based on DAGs.

Once the underlying causal structure of a causal question was specified in the form of a DAG, there are
three ways to identify and account for confounding influences.

Backdoor criterion

A backdoor path is any path from X to Y that starts with an arrow pointing into X, for example X «— Z
— Y in Fig. B4.1A. Backdoor paths are non-causal paths. To deconfound X and Y one needs to block
every non-causal path between X and Y without blocking or perturbing causal paths. This can be achieved
by adjusting for variables with an incoming arrow into X based on the respective DAG (Fig. B4.1A).
These variables are called deconfounders and can differ from the set of confounders. Confounders and
deconfounders can differ for example when a confounder does not need to be controlled for because the
backdoor path is already blocked by a collider (Fig. B4.1B) or when the actual confounder is unmeasured,
but the backdoor path can be blocked by controlling for a measured deconfounder (Fig. B4.1C). RCTs
block the non-causal pathways through randomization. Therefore, when picking the right set of
deconfounders, statistical adjustment has the same effect as the randomization in RCTs.
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Fig. B4.1 Different positions of a confounder in the DAG structure require different confounder
adjustment strategies.

Frontdoor criterion

The backdoor criterion is not feasible when one (or all) deconfounders cannot be measured or are not
available. In this case the frontdoor criterion can be applied. The frontdoor criterion requires a variable Z
that a) intercepts all direct paths from X — Y, b) there is no backdoor path from X to Z and c) all backdoor
paths from Z to Y are blocked by X (Fig. B4.1D). As the relationship between X and Y is confounded by
the unobserved variable U, in the frontdoor criterion the effect of X on Y is estimated indirectly by
combining the estimate of effect X — Z and of Z — Y.

Instrumental variables

Instrumental variables are similar to a coin flip, which simulates a variable with no incoming arrow, such
as Z in Fig. B4.2. Z there qualifies as an instrumental variable because:

a) U and Z are independent, i.e. there is no arrow between U and Z
b) There is an arrow between Z and X
c) There is no direct arrow between Z and Y, i.e. no direct causal connection

Fig. B4.2 DAG of instrumental variable Z
There is no confounders of the relation between Z and Y, so that any observed association must be causal.

Likewise, since the effect of Z on Y goes through X, one can conclude that the observed association
between X and Y must also be causal.

3.4. Step 5 - Combining causal and statistical information

Confounders are often defined as any variable that correlates with the feature (predictor) X and the target
(outcome) Y. In line with previous works (e.g.***¢***%), we challenged this pure statistical note on confounding
and highlighted that correlation does not imply causation. However, causation only becomes relevant when a
correlation exists (Box 1). We nonetheless put the causal analysis first because this allows for a bottom-up
identification of deconfounders in contrast to a top-down pre-definition of confounders that creates insecurities
about what confounders to include. By evaluating the statistical relationship of the causally, i.e. knowledge-
derived deconfounders with X and Y, step 5 combines the associative (statistical) and the causal perspective
(Fig. 2, step 5).

Only deconfounders which are statistically and causally relevant must be adjusted for in the predictive model
(Fig. 4), in our scenario sex and age (Fig. 3d). The threshold for what is considered a sufficient statistical
association should be determined based on knowledge about typical association strengths in the domain and is
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a question with no strict answer, comparable to other statistical approaches where conventional thresholds are
set (e.g. p=0.05 in null hypothesis testing). Deconfounders with no statistical relationship should not be
adjusted for as they are in the best case irrelevant but in the worst case would bias the model by leaking
information from the deconfounder into the feature or target in the adjustment process®* (Fig. 4). Importantly,
it is also indispensable that there is a statistical association between X and Y (Fig. 1b). Otherwise it is not
meaningful to evaluate if this statistical association (e.g. predictability) does imply a causal connection through
the presented causal deconfounding approach. Deconfounders with a statistical but no causal connection are
irrelevant because they would not have become part of the set of valid deconfounders based on the causal
analysis (Fig. 4). For example length of working week in the main job correlates with HGS by rpearson = -0.24
and with parcellated GMV in a range of rpearson = [-0.11, 0.09] but is not part of the DAG. Adjusting the
predictive model with the final set of deconfounders leads to a model that allows for provisional causal insights.
The sex and age adjusted GMV—HGS model therefore allows for the provisionally causal insights that GMV
is no linear” causal predictor of HGS (Fig. 3e, see supplementary materials for methods).

Variables with ... Causal relation - no Causal relation - yes

Is the variable in the set of

... will not appear in DAG deconfounders? Yes

Statistical relation - yes
J — do not adjust for

— Adjust for

... are irrelevant for
Statistical relation - no investigating the causal aim
— do not adjust for

... have no shared signal
— do not adjust for

Fig. 4. Combining causal and statistical information on deconfounders can technically lead to four
different scenarios. Only deconfounders that play a statistical and causal role for the predictive aim should
be adjusted for.

4. Discussion

Predictive neurobiomedical models suffer from a lack of generalizability and replicability fueled by a race for
high performance models. We here argue that the field needs more models that aim to deepen the understanding
of causal neurobiomedical mechanisms. A key mechanism to achieve causal predictive models is correct
confounder adjustment. We proposed a 5-step approach to correctly identify deconfounders based on the
combination of causal and statistical investigations. Incorporating causal domain knowledge (possibly
supported by large language models, i.e. non-ML Al) about the data generation process into a machine learning
model by means of a causal analysis enables to obtain enriched models beyond what is possible by purely data-
driven approaches. Proper deconfounding thereby enhances the understanding of biomedical mechanisms and
supports the building of reliable (and trustworthy) medical Al tools.

The causal analysis forms the core of causal predictive modelling. If a complete DAG can be derived from this
causal analysis, employing methods for deconfounding are straight forward (Box 4). However, the multi-
dimensionality of neurobiomedical processes can impede the generation of a complete and unambiguous
causal diagram. Given that the DAG originates from best knowledge based on literature and domain expertise,
this ambiguity makes the decision on a final structure of the DAG to some extent subjective. The causal
assumptions nonetheless enable causal insights through targeted confounder control. Those causal insights
may be labelled provisional causality because they hold true under the set of assumptions expressed in the
DAG. The remaining uncertainty for the causal claims remains as high as the possibility that further existing
causal relationships and confounders were not considered. Even though provisional — by adding some causality
to the system one gains more causal insights.

A model that provides provisional causality supports answering questions of why, which is arguably the
ultimate goal of most neurobiomedical investigations. For example, why does person A have a higher HGS

2 Usage of a linear algorithm for the prediction (see methods in supplementary materials).
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than person B? The DAG in Fig. 3a represents the known and assumed answers to this question based on
literature. For example, person A has a higher HGS because person A has more muscle mass. The results from
the provisional causal model inform us that given a linear model (Fig. 3e), no variance (R* = -0.01) in HGS
can be explained by changes in GMV. This means, that based on the assumed DAG and under the employment
of a biological approximator, GMV is no linear’ cause of HGS, i.e. person A is not stronger because of a
higher/lower volume in grey matter. Such a result may be disappointing: One must perform a timely causal
analysis that is potentially incomplete and subjective, the determined confounders are sex and age, for which
one might have adjusted anyway, and the resulting model performance may be lower than hoped for. However,
there is an important gain from the investigation: A deeper understanding of a neurobiomedical mechanism.

The causal analysis can be incomplete and to some extent ambiguous, but it allows for the formalization of
assumptions and enables the skilful interrogation of nature. Knowing the set of assumptions behind a prediction
through such formalization is not less valuable than attempting to circumvent those assumptions with an
empirical interventional approach such as an RCT. Additionally, an uncertain answer to the right question is
more helpful than a highly certain answer to the wrong question. The causal analysis is motivated by building
models that help to better understand neurobiomedical mechanisms. It is needed when one aims to build
explainable Al that asks to understand nature or models that are generalizable to new settings. An uncertain
answer, i.e. a low performing model, that however helps to answer questions of why of neurobiomedicine, is
therefore more helpful in the long-term than a high performing model for which it is ambiguous what it means
and what questions it answers. Therefore, the low predictive performance of the provisional causal model
should not distract from the fact that one learned something about the original causal question, in the example
prediction if interventionally increasing an individual’s GMV would make their grip stronger. Assuming there
was a small predictability, analysing the feature importances that were driving such a model’s predictions
would be informative, for example revealing what brain areas” GMV are causing stronger HGS. In contrast,
the high performing vanilla model from Fig. 1a does not allow to derive any conclusions about the cause-
effect relationship between GMV and HGS. Therefore, it can be better to learn a small effect about a
neurobiomedical mechanism of interest than learning a big effect, which’s neurobiomedical meaningfulness
however remains unclear and that may lead to false conclusions and misinterpretations.

The causal analysis in combination with the use of a biological approximator identified sex and age as
deconfounders to adjust for in the GMV-HGS example. The multi-dimensionality of neurobiomedical
mechanisms not only allows for the use of biological approximators, but it also explains why sex and age are
the two most commonly considered deconfounders. Sex and age are comparably robust and biologically well-
explainable concepts®, that are often at the beginning of a chain of cause-effect relationships. Thereby, they
exhibit a considerably strong biological overlap with many other variables. This makes them a coarse, but — to
a varying degree — valid biological approximator for other variables further down a cause-effect chain. Here,
sex served as a biological approximator for sex hormone levels. When neglecting more fine-grained cause-
effect relationships, sex could even serve as a biological approximator for e.g. muscle mass, because males in
average have more muscle mass than females. However, the coarser the biological approximator, the more it
prevents a fine-grained, in depth investigation of the causal question. A coarse biological approximator thereby
fosters the use of generic average mechanisms, contradictory to the goal of individualized predictions through
predictive modelling. Deconfounding predictive models without justification for sex and age in many cases
may not be entirely wrong. However, if not based on a proper causal analysis, such unjustified adjustment may
be imprecise and prevents both, replicability and a finer understanding of biological cause-effect relationships.

For many neurobiomedical mechanisms, clear cause-effect relationships are still unknown. Potentially
identical processes are approached and described by different disciplines from varying perspectives. This
creates multi-dimensional explanations of potentially low-dimensional neurobiomedical mechanisms. The
underlying and unambiguous cause-effect chains and networks however remain poorly understood. To
determine the functioning, structure, interplay and dimensionality of neurobiomedicine, the field requires the

3 Usage of a linear algorithm for the prediction (see methods in supplementary materials).
4 The important investigation on the (un-)ambiguity of the concepts of biological sex and age is beyond the scope of this
manuscript and can therefore be found in-depth elsewhere.
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integration of information across disciplines, scales and species. The gained insights from provisional causal
models can improve and inform the next formalized causal analyses and causal predictive models, which in
turn can provide new provisional causal insights. Such a recursive feedback loop within causal predictive
modelling but also across scales and species (e.g. from direct interventional animal research) can iteratively
clarify and improve what is known about neurobiomedical cause-effect relationships. Additionally, mutual
recursive feedback of causal knowledge from experimental setups can inform the DAGs for observational
analyses. The observational causal predictive models in turn can both inform experimental setups about the
generalizability of effects and create new provisional causal insights. A recursive feedback mechanism thereby
is important to avoid accumulation of errors. Thereby the field as a whole, beyond individual research projects,
can contribute to shaping a neurobiomedical causal diagram based on the understanding of underlying
mechanisms. Ultimately, this could help disentangle the causal structure of neurobiomedicine and determine
orthogonal (independent) biological dimensions.

While the investigation and use of cause-effect relationships is more commonly used in fields such as
economics or social sciences, it is so far seldomly applied for correctly deconfounding neurobiomedical
predictive models. With the proposed 5-step approach, we hope to provide an easy-to-use standard approach
for causal predictive modelling. Through causally motivated deconfounding, we aim to foster the relevance of
low performing or even null results models if they originate from a “skilful interrogation of nature”. Ultimately,
mutual recursive feedback loops of causal insights across disciplines, scales and species can enable the field
to disentangle the cause-effect structure of neurobiomedical mechanisms. Through understanding and
knowledge, this can facilitate reliable and trustworthy Al as a medical tool.
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