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Abstract

The possibility of unmeasured confounding is one of the main limitations for causal inference
from observational studies. There are different methods for partially empirically assessing the
plausibility of unconfoundedness. However, most currently available methods require (at least
partial) assumptions about the confounding structure, which may be difficult to know in
practice. In this paper we describe a simple strategy for empirically assessing the plausibility of
conditional unconfoundedness (i.e., whether the candidate set of covariates suffices for
confounding adjustment) which does not require any assumptions about the confounding
structure, requiring instead assumptions related to temporal ordering between covariates,
exposure and outcome (which can be guaranteed by design), measurement error and selection
into the study. The proposed method essentially relies on testing the association between a
subset of covariates (those associated with the exposure given all other covariates) and the
outcome conditional on the remaining covariates and the exposure. We describe the
assumptions underlying the method, provide proofs, use simulations to corroborate the theory
and illustrate the method with an applied example assessing the causal effect of length-for-age
measured in childhood and intelligence quotient measured in adulthood using data from the
1982 Pelotas (Brazil) birth cohort. We also discuss the implications of measurement error and
some important limitations.

Keywords: Causal inference; Bias; Confounding; Directed acyclic graphs; Backdoor path;
Observational studies.



1. Introduction

Epidemiological studies can be affected by several biases, including confounding, information
bias, selection bias and reverse causation. In observational studies, a major limitation for
causal inference is the possibility of confounding, which can be avoided by design in
randomized trials.! There are several examples of apparently robust findings from
observational studies being seriously questioned by subsequent trials.>®> Of note, in some
instances different results between observational and intervention studies can be explained by
factors other than confounding.

Confounding is often defined as the existence of open backdoor paths between the exposure
(or risk factor or treatment) and outcome (or response) due to common causes.! However,
open backdoor paths can also exist due to collider bias. We therefore use the word
“confounding” meaning the existence of any open backdoor path. It is well-established that
statistical methods cannot determine whether confounding exists without untestable
assumptions.»® Nevertheless, methods for partial empirical verification of unconfoundedness
can be useful. Common examples include: covariate balance assessment following inverse
probability weighting or propensity score matching (which assumes no unmeasured
confounding);® comparing results from instrumental variables and conventional covariate-
adjusted analyses (which assume that the instrument is valid and estimate the same causal
parameter as the conventional analysis if the latter is free from bias);” negative control
exposures® or outcomes® (which assume that exposure-outcome and negative control
exposure-outcome or exposure-negative control outcome confounders are the same); and
falsification tests for unconfoundedness>° (which typically require relatively few assumptions,
but cannot provide positive evidence in support of unconfoundedness).

Another possible strategy exploits conditioning on the exposure. For example, if there is a
known valid instrument for the exposure, the association between the instrument and the
outcome conditional on the exposure would be informative of the presence of confounding
between the exposure and the outcome due to collider bias.!* Importantly, all these methods
require at least partial assumptions about the confounding structure. In practice, although
some causal knowledge is often available, it can be difficult to justify the specific causal
assumptions required.

We describe a test that explores conditioning on the exposure, formulated non-parametrically
so that is does not dependent on specific modelling assumptions. First, we describe the
notation and assumptions (section 2). Then, we present the test (section 3), use simulations to
corroborate the theory (section 4) and illustrate its application in a real data example (section
5). Strengths and weaknesses are discussed in section 6.

2. Notation and assumptions

Let X and Y respectively denote the exposure and the outcome. We assume that X is time-
fixed — i.e., a single measure at a specific point in time (e.g., birthweight rather than weight
throughout childhood). Let A denote the candidate adjustment set — i.e., the covariate set
selected to condition on as an attempt to eliminate confounding in the association between X
and Y. We assume the data (i.e., X, Y and A) are generated by some acyclic model, which may
contain additional variables and, apart from the constraints imposed by assumptions 1-4
(mentioned below), is left unspecified. Therefore, it is not known whether A is a valid
adjustment set.



We assume:

e Assumption 1: Y is not a cause of X. This is guaranteed in a longitudinal study where X
precedes Y.

e Assumption 2: X is measured without error.

e Assumption 3: None of the elements in A are caused by X. This is guaranteed if all
covariates are pre-exposure variables.

e Assumption 4: Selection into the analytical sample (i.e., the subset of the study participants
eligible for analysis addressing the research question) is either not caused by X or not
conditionally associated with covariates in A that fulfill the requirements to be used for the
proposed test (mentioned below) given all other covariates. That is, eligibility criteria,
follow-up attrition, missing data etc. are not caused by (but may nevertheless be associated
with) the exposure or not associated with covariates. This is guaranteed if selection into the
analytical sample precedes X, which guarantees X is not a cause of selection.

e Assumption 5: Faithfulness. Under this assumption, d-connection (i.e., existence of at least
one open path between two variables) implies statistical dependence. For illustration,
suppose there are two open paths between X and Y: (i) X « V — <Y ( indicates
conditioning on F) and (ii)) X > M - Y. Since both paths are open (they contain no
unadjusted collider and no adjusted non-collider), X and Y are d-connected. However, it is
possible that path (i) leads to a positive association between X and Y and path (ii) to a
negative association, such that the net result is no association.

3. Assessing unconfoundedness

Our main result is the following procedure for empirically assessing the plausibility of
unconfoundedness. Suppose that there is at least one covariate (denoted by Z) in the
covariate set (denoted by A) such that: (i) Z is associated with (i.e., not independent of ) X
given all other covariates (denoted by C); and (ii) Z and Y are conditionally independent given
X and C. In this case, A is a valid adjustment set. Conversely, if none of the covariates that
satisfy condition (i) also satisfy condition (ii), A is either an invalid adjustment set or a minimal
valid adjustment set in the sense that A = Z and A = C are invalid adjustment sets and A =
{C U Z} is a valid adjustment set. Therefore, the result is only conclusive if some Z satisfies
both (i) and (ii).

In the supplement (section 1), we provide an intuitive explanation of the approach, which is
formalized in Theorem 1 and proven in supplementary section 2. Finally, we discuss how our
results can be applied for time-varying exposures (supplementary section 3).

4. Simulation study

We performed simulations to corroborate the theoretical results. All analyses described in this
and in the next section were performed using R.

We simulated two scenarios (see supplementary section 4 for details). In scenario 1, there is
one unmeasured confounder, and the three possible covariates are all instruments (they cause
X but do not directly cause Y). In the second scenario, there is no unmeasured confounding,
and all three covariates are confounders (Figure 1). In the first scenario, the covariate set is not
a valid adjustment set (because it does not include the unmeasured confounder). In the
second scenario, the covariate set is a valid adjustment set (when the latter includes all three



covariates), but also minimal. For each scenario, 100,000 datasets were generated where all
three covariates achieved P<0.05 upon regressing X on them (this ensures all covariates satisfy
condition (i) above). This was repeated for differing sample sizes: 500, 1000, 5000 and 20,000.

Table 1 displays results focusing on simulated datasets where the bias of the covariate-
unadjusted linear regression coefficient of Y on X (due to confounding) was larger than 0.2.
We considered situations where the covariate set includes one, two or three covariates (which
are instruments in scenario 1 or confounders in scenario 2). Since in all scenarios the
adjustment set is either valid and minimal (scenario 2 when all covariates are included in the
adjustment set) or invalid (the remaining situations) and all covariates are associated with the
exposure conditional on the other covariates, the rationale explained in section 3 would imply
that all covariates are expected to be associated with the outcome conditional on the
exposure and the other covariates (i.e., the column labelled “0” should contain 100% of the
simulated datasets), apart from violations of faithfulness or low statistical power. Indeed, for
smaller sample sizes, lack of strong statistical evidence of association between a single
covariate and the outcome given the exposure was quite likely, especially in scenario 1.
However, increasing sample size or number of covariates, the probability that all covariates do
not present evidence of association becomes very small. As shown in Supplementary Table 1,
those probabilities are considerably larger when focusing on simulated datasets with small
bias, indicating, as expected, more powered to detect larger residual confounding.

5. Applied example

We illustrate the proposed method using data from the 1982 Pelotas (Brazil) Birth Cohort.
Details on eligibility criteria, follow-up history and data availability can be found elsewhere. %13
The exposure (X) is length-for-age measured at 2 years and the outcome (Y) is intelligence
quotient (IQ) measured at 30 years. Given the strong social patterning in growth and cognitive
development in this cohort,’ social determinants are likely the most relevant confounders.
We therefore selected three covariates related to this concept: maternal schooling at birth,
socioeconomic position at birth (in quintiles)® and asset index®® at 2 years. We also included in
the covariate set maternal age and height and individual’s sex, birthweight and a genetic score
that predicts height (additive score of ~700 independent genetic variants robustly associated
with height, where each variant is weighted by its linear regression coefficient with height).'’
The covariate set we are examining is this set of eight variables.

Our analyses included 2562 individuals (out of 5914 recruited at baseline) with complete data
for exposure, outcome and covariates. All variables were standardized to have zero mean and
unit standard deviation (SD) to facilitate comparisons. Without covariate adjustment, a SD
increase in length-for-age was associated with 0.31 (95% Cl: 0.28; 0.35) higher SD units of I1Q.

Our goal is to assess whether the covariate set is sufficient for confounding adjustment. First,
we regressed length-for-age on all covariates simultaneously to check if any of the latter is
associated with the exposure conditional on all other covariates (i.e., if any covariate satisfies
condition (i) above). Second, we regressed IQ on length-for-age and all covariates
simultaneously to check if any covariate is associated with the outcome conditional on the
exposure and all other covariates (i.e., if any covariate satisfies condition (ii) above). Under
assumptions 1-5, if at least one covariate satisfies both (i) and (ii), then our covariate set is
sufficient for confounding adjustment. Third, we performed sensitivity analysis to assess the
plausibility of faithfulness and quantify power to detect residual confounding.



As shown in Table 2, all covariates except maternal age were associated with the exposure
conditioning on all other covariates (model 1) —i.e., maternal age does not satisfy condition (i)
and therefore cannot be used for assessing confoundedness. Among the remaining covariates,
there was not strong statistical evidence against no association with the outcome (given the
exposure and all other covariates) for maternal height, genetic score and birthweight (model
2). Therefore, these three covariates satisfy both (i) and (ii), so we would conclude that the
entire covariate set is a valid adjustment set (as described in supplementary section 2, we
would also conclude that a smaller valid adjustment set could be obtained by removing these
three covariates from the covariate set).

Covariate adjustment attenuated the point-estimate of the exposure-outcome association by
about half (model 2). In model 3, we assess faithfulness by repeating model 2 but excluding
socioeconomic variables from the covariate set. Since these are likely the strongest
confounders (which is corroborated by the exposure-outcome association in model 3 being
nearly identical to the unadjusted analysis), if faithfulness holds then it would be expected that
all covariates associated with the exposure in model 1 are also associated with the outcome in
model 3. However, birthweight presented no such association, which weakens interpreting the
result for this variable in model 2 as evidence against residual confounding. Model 4
corroborates these results, indicating that, out of maternal height, genetic score and
birthweight, only the first two seem to satisfy faithfulness.

To further assess whether the covariate set (i.e., the list of eight covariates mentioned in the
beginning of this section) is sufficient for confounding adjustment, we used school type (public
or private, measured in a subsample of the cohort at age 14-15 years) as a negative control
outcome.® This variable is strongly socially patterned in our cohort (so it is affected by the
seemingly most important confounders) and is unlikely to be caused by the exposure (length-
for-age) itself. The mean of length-for-age (in SD units) was 0.64 (95% Cl: 0.41; 0.87) and 0.09
(95% ClI: -0.11; 0.30) higher among those who studied in private schools in analysis without
and with covariate adjustment, respectively, thus corroborating that the covariate set is
sufficient for confounding adjustment.

Since length-for-age, the genetic score and maternal height precede selection into the
analytical sample, there is no guarantee that Assumption 4 is satisfied. However, maternal
height had less than 2% of missing data, and its mean was only 0.003 (95% Cl: -0.049; 0.055)
SD units higher among the included in the analytical sample. So, there is very weak evidence
for selection bias post enrollment being associated with maternal height. However, maternal
height could be correlated with eligibility (e.g., in utero survival may be affected by
determinants of maternal height), which could still lead to violations of Assumption 4.
However, it seems unlikely that the lack of strong evidence for association between maternal
height and the outcome in model 2 is solely due to violations of this assumption given the
comparison between models 2, 3 and 4, and the negative control outcome analysis.

Finally, we performed power calculations assuming the association between length-for-age
and 1Q is solely due to residual confounding, and then quantified the power of the proposed
method to detect such confounding (full description in supplementary section 5). This analysis
indicated 10% and 65% probability that both and at least one of the two covariates (maternal
height or genetic score) would detect such residual confounding, respectively. Therefore, our
analysis may be underpowered, which could lead to lack of strong statistical evidence for
association between these two covariates and the outcome in model 2 even if the covariate
set is not sufficient for confounding adjustment.



6. Discussion

We propose a strategy for empirically assessing the plausibility of unconfoundedness. We
considered several relevant aspects of an epidemiological study, including temporal
relationships between variables and the possibility of selection bias and measurement error. In
addition to theoretical proofs corroborated by simulations, our applied example (section 5)
illustrates that the method is simple to implement, some simple approaches for assessing the
plausibility of faithfulness, the importance of power calculations and the utility of triangulation
with other approaches.

There are previous tests with important similarities to ours (see supplementary section 7 for a
detailed comparison). One of them was proposed by Pearl (Theorem 6.4.4).> The main
differences are that our test requires faithfulness (Pearl’s does not) and, if its assumption are
satisfied, can correctly classify A as a valid adjustment set, but not as an invalid adjustment set
(because A could be minimal in the sense described in section 3). Pearl’s test requires that the
variable used in the test (analogous to Z in our context) is not a barren proxy (i.e., a variable
associated with both the exposure and the outcome without causally affecting either; our test
does not need this assumption) and, if its assumptions are satisfied, is a falsification test. Of
note, supplementing it with faithfulness does not enable the test to correctly identify X and Y
as unconfounded, while supplementing our test with the assumption that Z is not a barren
proxy allows for conclusive results regarding C being a valid adjustment set. Entner and
colleagues®® describe an automated covariate selection procedure which can be seen as a
generalization of our approach. However, our method has important advantages in relation to
its practical application: much lower computational requirements, lower risk of near
faithfulness violations by not assessing all possible subsets of A and facilitating empirical
verification of this assumption, and a clearer separation between covariate selection and
causal effect estimation.

Since our test cannot differentiate whether A is invalid or minimal, it is more applicable to
situations where A is unlikely to be minimal — e.g., A if was conservatively selected and
therefore likely contains redundant covariates (in the sense that adjusting for only one out of
two or more would be sufficient to block a given biasing path). This is frequent in applied
research because there is often considerable uncertainty in the causal assumptions needed for
covariate selection, which often leads to selecting a large set number of pre- exposure
covariates with no clear causal justification. Indeed, such uncertainty would render falsification
tests less useful since the researcher’s confidence in the selected covariates is relatively low.
Moreover, due to measurement error in the covariates or when attempting to adjust for latent
constructs, researchers often select covariates known to be closely related and therefore
possibly redundant (e.g., select both income and assets as covariates for adjusting for
socioeconomic position). Nevertheless, if no assumption on the minimality of A is warranted
and all selected covariates that are associated with the exposure (conditional on the other
covariates) are also associated with the outcome (given the exposure and the other
covariates), one possibility is to expand the covariate set (as long the requirements outlined in
the assumptions are satisfied) to include additional (and possibly redundant) variables. If the
initial set of covariates was indeed minimally sufficient and the newly added covariate is
exogenous (see the end of supplementary section 3 for a note on exogenous covariates), then,
given our assumptions, such a newly added covariate would be expected to not be associated
with the outcome given the exposure and the initial set of covariates. Of course, if faithfulness
is violated, such lack of association could happen even if the initial set was invalid. Therefore,



this type of verification is stronger if faithfulness is plausible. If such a newly added covariate is
conditionally associated with the outcome, this would indicate the original adjustment set is
invalid. Importantly, in this case the new covariate should not necessarily be added to the
adjustment set. For example, if it is a valid instrument (conditional on the original adjustment
set), then its inclusion could lead to bias amplification (i.e., larger bias due to conditioning on
an instrument if the adjustment set is invalid).!®'° Indeed, in the case where all covariates are
conditionally associated with the outcome, bias amplification will be a possibility since the
adjustment set may be invalid and some covariates could be conditional instruments.
However, unless one knows which covariates are conditional instruments (in which case such
covariates could be excluded from the adjustment set and used to assess its validity instead —
as mentioned in section 1, or for instrumental variable estimation), bias amplification (if any)
may be difficult to detect and avoid, although if the adjustment set is invalid there would be
bias anyway.

Importantly, our method is not primarily aimed at covariate selection, but for testing if a
selected covariates set is sufficient for confounding adjustment. In the supplement (section 8),
we discuss how covariate selection strategies!®?®22 could be used in combination with our
method. It should be noted the possibility of a covariate set being reported as if it had been
selected a priori when it was in fact selected by an automated search over a large covariate
space until finding a covariate set that satisfies Theorem 1 requirements and yields desired
results. The risk of this bad practice could be mitigated by pre-registration of analysis
protocols, which has been promoted for avoiding “hacking” (intentional selection and report of
data or statistical analysis that produce the desired results) or “harking” (when allegedly a
priori hypotheses are in fact written after the results are known) procedures.?2*

Although faithfulness is generally considered plausible, violations or near-violations are
difficult to rule out in practice. As illustrated in the simulations, the more covariates
conditionally associated with the exposure and not associated with the outcome, the lower the
plausibility that the results are due to faithfulness violations. Another way to assess the
plausibility of faithfulness is as follows: suppose Z satisfies both conditions (i) and (ii) of
Theorem 1. If Z also satisfies both conditions when using a restricted version of A (lacking
known important confounders), then it would suggest that bias was not detected because
faithfulness was violated. This was illustrated in the applied example by comparing models 2-4.
Yet another way to assess faithfulness is via cross-cohort comparisons with different
confounding structures since violations of faithfulness are unlikely to occur in the same way
between cohorts. So, if the same Z is not associated with Y given X and C in both cohorts
(assuming Z satisfies condition (i) in both cohorts), this would be supportive of A being a valid
adjustment set rather than violations of faithfulness.

In supplementary section 6 we discuss in detail the implications of measurement error in X, Y
and A. Briefly, A can be mismeasured because we are not interpreting A as if it were identical
to its corresponding theoretical set of perfectly measured variables. This is desirable because
the actual set of (likely imperfectly measured) covariates is what will be available in practice
for bias adjustment. For measurement error in either the exposure or the outcome, the test
will indicate whether A is sufficient for bias adjustment regarding the effect of the measured
version of the exposure on the measured version of the outcome. As discussed in the
supplement, the actual exposure would be an unmeasured confounder of this association in
the presence of a non-null causal effect of actual exposure on actual outcome, so the proposed
test would be expected to suggest bias. However, it is precisely this confounding by actual



exposure that allows using the association between measured exposure and measured
outcome as a proxy of the association between actual exposure and actual outcome. So,
detecting this specific backdoor path can be considered either a strength (because it would
correctly detect bias in the measured exposure effect estimate) or a limitation (because it
detects as bias the backdoor path between measured variables that causes them to be d-
connected in the presence of a causal effect between actual variables). Further research could
explore the possibility of incorporating measurement error correction in the exposure to
mitigate the influence of this specific backdoor path, but doing so often requires strong
assumptions on the error structure and magnitude,®?® which is not frequently available in
practice.

Another important limitation is the requirement that selection into the analytical sample is not
caused by X or associated with Z (assumption 4). This assumption will be quite strong in
longitudinal studies such as cohort studies and randomized trials. Selection bias adjustment
strategies such as inverse probability weighting®?”?® or multiple imputation can be used to
make this assumption more plausible,?”:2%30

The proposed approach essentially relies on inferring statistical dependence or independence.
However, in finite samples, such inferences are respectively prone to type | and type Il error.
As mentioned elsewhere, one way to mitigate this problem is to use a stringent cutoff for
inferring dependence (for example, a very low p-value threshold when assessing condition (i)
described in section 3) and a relaxed cutoff for inferring independence (for example, a large p-
value threshold when assessing condition (ii) described in section 3).1°

It should also be noted that our test serves for bias detection, but not for bias quantification.
In large studies, the statistical power of the test may be large even if the bias is small, while in
small studies the test might be underpowered to detect even considerable bias. Moreover, low
power could also happen due to other factors — e.g., high collinearity or model misspecification
(e.g., in section 5 we only considered models linear in variables, which could reduce power if
the true association is non-linear). We therefore recommend at least simple power analysis
(illustrated in section 5) when applying the test in practice. Bias quantification is only possible
under additional modelling assumptions. Indeed, there are examples of bias quantification
that also exploit conditioning on the exposure,’* which can be useful if the modelling
assumptions are considered plausible.

Causal inference always requires assumptions, and no design or analytical approach is robust
against all forms of bias. Our method should be viewed as one tool that can be triangulated
with other designs for strengthening causal inference,?! as our applied example illustrates.
Hopefully our results will contribute to improve robustness of findings from observational
studies relying on statistical adjustment for covariates, and therefore to the overall
triangulation process.
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FIGURE

Figure 1. Directed acyclic graphs illustrating scenarios 1 (panel a) and 2 (panel b) of the
simulation study. X, Y, U and C, C, and C5 respectively denote the exposure, outcome,
unmeasured confounder and three covariates.
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Since all covariates were simulated the same way (see supplementary section 4 for details),
the varying number of covariates in Table 1 were obtained by defining the adjustment set (4)
as follows: A = @ (for no covariate); A = C; (for one covariate); A = {C;, C,} (for two
covariates); and A = {C;, C,, C3} (for three covariates).
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TABLES

Table 1. Number of simulated datasets (and row proportions) with a given number of
covariates (all associated” with the exposure conditional on all other covariates) and a given
number of covariates not associated® with the outcome conditional on the exposure and all
other covariates. These results are restricted to simulated datasets where the absolute bias
of the linear regression coefficient of the outcome on the exposure was larger than 0.2.

Scenario  Sample # # covariates conditionally unassociated with Y
size covariates® 0 1 2 3
1 500 1 65.0 35.0 - -
(44031)° 2 57.4 29.5 13.1 -
3 53.9 29.5 11.2 5.4
1000 1 75.5 24.5 - -
(43751)° 2 67.9 25.3 6.8 -
3 64.9 25.3 7.5 2.3
5000 1 89.7 10.3 - -
(43336)° 2 84.8 14.1 1.1 -
3 83.8 14.1 1.9 0.2
20,000 1 95.2 4.8 - -
(43281)° 2 92.3 7.4 0.3 -
3 92.1 7.4 0.5 0.0
2 500 1 86.8 13.2 - -
(50864)° 2 78.7 19.5 1.8 -
3 77.8 19.5 2.6 0.1
1000 1 90.6 9.4 - -
(49411)° 2 84.4 14.7 0.9 -
3 84.1 14.7 1.2 0.0
5000 1 96.1 3.9 - -
(48233)° 2 93.1 6.7 0.2 -
3 93.1 6.7 0.2 0.0
20,000 1 97.9 2.1 - -
(47878)° 2 96.6 34 0.0 -
3 96.6 34 0.0 0.0

ABy associated, we mean that the corresponding coefficients of a linear regression of the
exposure on the covariates achieved P<5%.

BBy not associated, we mean that the corresponding coefficients of a linear regression of
the outcome on the exposure and covariates achieved P>5%.

“The number of covariates in the analysis was varied by selecting different measured
covariates into the adjustment set. See Figure 1 for details.

PNumber of datasets with the desired level of bias in the exposure-outcome association.
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Table 2. Association of early-life factors with length-for-age Z scores at age 2 years and with
intelligence quotient at age 30 years in the 1982 Pelotas Birth Cohort (n=2562?). Results are
standardized linear regression coefficients (95% confidence intervals) and P-values.

Independent variable Model 1 - LAZ Model 2 - 1Q Model 3-1Q Model 4 - 1Q
Length-for-age (LAZ) - P=1.9x103 P=5.1x10"%? -
- 0.15(0.11; 0.20) 0.30(0.26; 0.35) -
SEP at birth P=9.9x10¢ P=2.7x107° - -
0.11 (0.06; 0.15) 0.15 (0.10; 0.20) - -
Maternal schooling P=6x10"* P=5x10"° - -
0.08(0.03;0.12)  0.21(0.17;0.26) - -
Asset index P=1.2x10% P=2.1x107® - -
0.15(0.11;0.19)  0.17(0.13;0.21) - -
Maternal age P=0.6219 P=0.8050 P=0.0012 -
-0.01 (-0.04; 0.02) 0.00 (-0.04; 0.03) 0.06 (0.02; 0.10) -
Maternal height P=1.3x1033 P=0.2673 P=0.0064 P=0.0253
0.22 (0.18; 0.26) -0.02 (-0.06; 0.02) 0.06 (0.02; 0.10) 0.05 (0.01; 0.09)
Genetic score P=1.3x102* P=0.2821 P=0.0032 P=0.017
0.17 (0.14; 0.21) -0.02 (-0.06; 0.02) -0.06 (-0.10; -0.02) -0.05 (-0.09; -0.01)
Sex P=6.9x10" P=0.0003 P=0.0005 -
0.08 (0.05; 0.11) -0.06 (-0.10; -0.03) -0.07 (-0.10; -0.03) -
Birthweight P=1.7x10"8 P=0.2814 P=0.8271 P=0.2890

0.27 (0.24; 0.31)

0.02 (-0.02; 0.06)

0.00 (-0.04; 0.04)

0.02 (-0.02; 0.06)

Model 1: regression of length-for-age Z scores (LAZ) on all covariates simultaneously. Covariates associated
with LAZ satisfy condition (i) described in section 3.

Model 2: regression of IQ on LAZ and all covariates simultaneously. Covariates not associated with 1Q satisfy
condition (ii) described in section 3.

Model 3: regression of IQ on LAZ and all covariates (except socioeconomic covariates) simultaneously. This is
a sensitivity analysis to assess the plausibility of faithfulness (see section 5 for details).

Model 4: for each tested covariate, regression of IQ on LAZ and the selected covariate only. This is a
sensitivity analysis to assess the plausibility of faithfulness (see section 5 for details).

SEP: Socioeconomic position.

2All analyses were restricted to those with available data for length-for-age Z scores, intelligence quotient
and the remaining variables.
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1. Intuition for the proposed method

For an intuitive understanding of the method, consider the example in Supplementary Figure
1a. Initially suppose that A = C. Now consider two possibilities within this scenario: (i) U = @
(i.e., there are no unmeasured confounders) and (ii) U # @ (i.e., there are unmeasured
confounders). The goal is to use the measured variables (Z, X, A and Y) to check which possibility
(i orii) is correct. One possibility is to test the association of Z and Y conditional on X and A. In
this case, the only open path between Z and Y would be the Z — « U — Y (this is because
the pathZ — — Y is blocked by conditioning on X and the path Z — « C — Yisblocked
by conditioning on C = A). Therefore, Z and Y would be conditionally d-connected if U # @ and
d-separated if U = @. By Assumption 5, conditional associations between Z and Y could
therefore be used as a test to check if A is a valid adjustment set in this situation. Note that the
same conclusions applies if Z is not a cause of X (Supplementary Figure 1b).

This simple example illustrates the role of Assumptions 1-5 (Supplementary Figure 1c-f contains
examples of violations of Assumptions 1-4). Notice that a variable associated with X given A was
used to assess if A is a valid adjustment set. By Assumptions 3 and 4, paths of the form X — Z
and X —» « Z cannot occur. Therefore, any dependency between Z and X implies that there
are one or more open (given A) paths between Z and X with an arrow pointing at X. This in turn
implies that there are paths between Z and U (as well as all other causes of X) where X is a
collider. Therefore, by conditioning on X, any path between Z and Y of the form Z — -Y
(orZ <V - — Y) is blocked, and any path of path of the form Z — « U — Y is open.
Therefore, if there are unmeasured confounders, d- Z and Y will be d-connected given X. Given
Assumption 5, this implies that conditional (on X) association (or lack thereof) between Z and Y
provides information about unmeasured confounders. Assumption 2 is required for the path
between Z and Y mediated by X to be fully blocked by conditioning on X. Otherwise, even in
the absence of confounding, Z and Y may be dependent. Assumption 1 is required because, if
Y — X, then causes of Y would be associated with Y given C even in the absence of confounding.
Finally, Assumption 5 is required to ensure that d-connection implies association. This is
important to avoid scenarios, for example, where there are unmeasured confounders such that
Z and Y are d-connected given X, but Z and Y are not associated due to some form of
cancellation due to multiple open paths.

Notice, however, that Assumptions 1-5 are compatible with multiple causal structures. For
example, in Supplementary Figure 1g, all the arguments above apply and the evidence against
no association between Z and Y conditional on X can be used to test if 4 is a valid adjustment
set: if A = C, then Z and Y are unassociated conditional on X and A4; otherwise, Z and Y would
be associatedviaZ - C > Y and Z —» « C > Y. This is also true in Supplementary Figure
1h; indeed, in this case A = C would be clearly an invalid adjustment set since Z would itself be
a confounder.

In all examples discussed so far, Z can be used to assess whether A = C is a valid adjustment
set. However, there are also examples where this fails. Consider the situation illustrated in
Supplementary Figure 1i. Notice that C is a valid adjustment set because the only other backdoor
path between X and Y is blocked at Z. However, Z and Y would be d-connected given X and C.
So, even though C is a valid adjustment set, Z and Y would be conditionally associated, unlike
the examples discussed above.

The above limitations can be solved in at least two ways. The simplest one is to include the
additional assumption that Z causes X. An alternative solution, which does not require



additional assumptions, requires modifying the perspective presented above. Notice that, so far,
all examples discussed assessing the validity of A for confounding adjustment using an element
outside the adjustment set, which we denoted by Z. However, now consider the case where Z €
A (i.e., Z is one of the covariates in the candidate adjustment). That is, the idea is now to use
one or more elements in the adjustment set (instead of elements outside of the adjustment set)
to assess the validity of the adjustment set (which now includes Z).

It is clear that A = {C U Z} is a valid, but not minimal, adjustment set in Supplementary Figure
1a,b,g,h,i. This is because Z can only be associated with Y via X (after conditioning on C) and C
itself is a valid adjustment set. Moreover, the problem illustrated in Supplementary Figure 1i no
longer exists, since in this case A = {C U Z} is an invalid adjustment set (because conditioning
on Z opens a backdoor path between X and Y) and Z and Y are d-connected given X and C. The
downside would be in situations like Supplementary Figure 1h, where A is a valid adjustment set
but Z is nevertheless associated with Y given X and C. This indicates that, if A = {C U Z}, then
conditional association between Z and Y does not necessarily imply that A is an invalid
adjustment set.

2. Theorem 1

We now state a formal version of our main result, which is described rather informally in section
3 in the main text.

Theorem 1: Let Z = {Zj};zl denote a non-empty subset of A which satisfies the following

condition: Z; and X are dependent conditional on A} = {A N Z{} (where Z{ is the complement
of Zj) forallj=1,..,]J.If Zj and Y are dependent conditional on {A]* U X} forallj=1,..,],
then A is either an invalid or a minimally sufficient adjustment set in the following sense: for all
j=1,...,], given adjustment for A]”f, there will be no confounding if and only if Z; is additionally
adjusted for. Otherwise —that is, if Z; and Y are independent conditional on {AJ* U X} for at least
one j € {1,...,J}, then A is a valid (but non-minimal) adjustment set, and 4; is also a valid
(possibly, but not necessarily, minimal) adjustment set.

To prove Theorem 1, we first define the following lemmas:

Lemma 1: Dependence between Z; and X conditional on A; implies there is at least one open
(given A]’-*) path between Z; and X that is directed into X (i.e., of the form Z; —» -+ > X or Z; «
[N X).

Proof of Lemma 1: the existence of at least one open path follows from the notion that d-
connection is required for dependence. Paths of the form Z; — --- « X or Z; « --+ « X.can only
be conditionally open if they contain a collider than is being conditioned on (this is true even for
the second path, because Z; is not caused by X by Assumption 3). However, neither A nor S are
caused by X (Assumptions 3 and 4, respectively), so it is not possible that these paths contain A
or S as colliders. Since no other variable is being conditioned on, these paths are closed.
Therefore, it must be the case that there is at least one conditionally open path between Z; and
X that is directed into X.

Lemma 2: Z; and Y can only be d-connected conditional on {A]* U X} through paths that do not

include X as a non-collider (i.e., paths that either include X as a collider or do not include X at
all).



Proof of Lemma 2: from Assumption 2, X is measured without error. So, conditioning on X blocks
all paths where X is a non-collider.

Corollary 1: Z; and Y can only be d-connected conditional on {A; U X} through paths of the
following form:
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Corollary 2: Z; and X may be d-connected conditional on A}‘ through paths including Y:

e 13:Z, >y OV, x

o 14:Zj-—>(:c:%)—>Y—>(l:’:%)—>X
o 157« @y Doy
. 16:Zj<—(lcf)—>Y—>(l.’f)—>X
. 17:Zj<—(lcf)<—Y<—(l.’i)—>X
o 187« @ ey 0y
. 19:Zj—>(ff)<—Y<—(l.’i)—>X
. 20:Zj—>(lcf)<—Y—>(ll’.f)—>X

Paths 13-20 can be obtained by combining segments (b) and (c) above. The fact that paths 13-
20 are directed into X follows from Lemma 1. Nevertheless, for clarity, we note that paths
directed from X are not allowed because they must be causal paths (i.e., paths that explain the
causal effect of X on Y), because paths of other forms would only be open if they contained A]’f
or S as a collider, which is not the case given Assumptions 3 and 4. However, for the paths to be
open at Y, either Y is a collider (as in paths 13 or 15), but it causes either 4 or S, which is not
allowed if X causes Y (but allowed if X does not cause Y) because this would imply that X causes
such nodes; or Y is a non-collider and the path between Y and Z; is open, which can only happen
if Y causes Z; (which would imply X causes Z;, which is not the case given Assumption 3 if X
causes Y) or the path contains A or S as a collider (which would imply X causes A or S, which is
not the case given Assumptions 3 and 4 if X causes Y).

We now start the proof of Theorem 1 with the second part of the theorem (i.e., the claim that
conditional d-separation of Z; and Y implies that A is a valid adjustment set).



First consider paths 1-4, where the path between Z; and Y include X (as a collider, which is the
only possibility given our assumptions). Segment (a) denotes paths between Z; and X that do
not include Y, and segment (b) denotes backdoor paths between X and Y that do not include
Z;. In all cases, if the path between X and Y is open given {A]* UX}, then Z; and Y will be
conditionally d-connected. This is because the path between Z; and X is open (by assumption)
and X is a collider. So, for Z; and Y to be conditionally d-separated, conditioning on A;f must be
sufficient to block the paths between Z; and Y —i.e., to block all backdoor paths between X and
Y that do not include Z;.

Now consider paths 5-12, which denote backdoor paths between X and Y that include Z;.
Segment (c) denotes paths between Z; and Y that do not include X. First, consider all paths
where Z; is not a collider (paths 5, 6, 7, 9, 11 and 12). If segment (c) is open given A} (although
the conditioning set also includes X, such inclusion is not relevant because the path does not
contain X), then Z; and Y will be conditionally d-connected. So, for Z; and Y to be conditionally
d-separated, conditioning on A]’-‘ must be sufficient to block segments (c) — i.e., to block all
backdoor paths between X and Y that include Z;.

Paths 8 and 10 denote backdoor paths between X and Y that include Z; as a collider and are
therefore blocked at Z;. In this case, even though A}f is a valid adjustment set (assuming it blocks
all other backdoor paths considered above), Z; and Y; are d-connected given A}-“. Although this
may at first seem misleading, this is actually the correct result, because the candidate
adjustment set is 4, not A}‘. Since Z; € A, Ais not a valid adjustment set (because conditioning
on A requires conditioning on Z;, which would open the backdoor path at Z;) unless conditioning
on A} also blocks segment (c) in paths 8 and 10.

Finally, we consider the case where the implication of Lemma 1 is satisfied by a path between
Zj and X that include Y (paths 13-20). For Z; and X to be d-connected conditional on AJ’-‘ through
such paths, both segments (b) and (c) must be conditionally open. For paths 13 and 15, this also
requires that Y affects either A;f or S, which is possible given our assumptions if X does not cause
Y. So, for Z; and Y to be conditionally d-separated, conditioning on A; must be sufficient to block
segment (c). Notice that, if only segment (c), but not segment (b), is blocked, there will be a
backdoor path between X and Y. But this would not lead to a wrong conclusion, because in this
case Z; and X will also be conditionally d-separated, and Theorem 1 requirements would
indicate that such Z; cannot be used for the proposed test.

Therefore, for Z; and Y to be d-separated conditional on {A]* U X}, conditioning on A}'-‘ must be
sufficient to block all backdoor paths between X and Y, whether or not such paths include Z;. In
this case, A (and, indeed, Aj’f) would be a valid adjustment set. Of note, since this argument
applies to any Z;, if at least one Z; satisfies the above conditions, A would be a valid adjustment
set. This proves the second part of Theorem 1.

The first part of Theorem 1, with regards to A being an invalid adjustment set, follows from the
arguments above. If A}-“ does not block segment (b), then Z; and Y are conditionally d-connected
(paths 1-4) and A is not a valid adjustment set because such backdoor paths would also not be
blocked by additionally conditioning on Z;. However, it is possible that conditioning on A]’-‘ blocks
segment (b) in paths 5, 6, 7, 9, 11 and 12, but not in paths 8 and 10. If paths 8 and 10 do not
exist, then A is a valid adjustment set, because conditioning on Z; would block the other paths.
In this case, Z; and Y would be conditionally d-connected even though A is a valid adjustment



set. In this situation, A is minimally sufficient in the sense that neither Z; nor A}‘ individually are
valid adjustment sets. One example of this is when A is a valid adjustment, but no proper subset
of A is a valid adjustment set. Regarding paths 12-20, if A;f does not block segment (b), then Z;
and Y will be d-connected (otherwise, Z; and X would be d-separated and such Z; would not
satisfy the requirements of Theorem 1). This proves the first part of Theorem 1, thus concluding
the proof.

As mentioned above, one limitation of the proposed approach is that, if Z; and Y are dependent
conditional on {A]* u X} forall j € {1, ...,]}, it is unclear whether A is a valid adjustment set or
not. However, if Z; is known to be exogenous, then conditional d-connected between Z; and Y
implies Aj’f is an invalid adjustment set. This is because, if Z; is exogenous, then paths 8 and 10
do not exist, thus eliminating the possibility that conditioning on Z; introduces bias.

3. Unconfoundedness assessment of time-varying exposures and in mediation analysis

Before discussing how to apply the method for exposure protocols involving multiple time
points, we consider the meaning of Assumption 1 in the case where only a single measure of a
time-varying exposure is of interest (as in the main text), both X and Y are time-varying and one
may cause the other. In this case, measurement timing must be carefully considered. For
example, let X; and Y, represent the exposure and outcome variables measured at times ¢ and
t'.If t <t', then Y, cannot be a cause of X;, even though the set {V;,Y, ..., ¥;} may contain
causes of X;. In this case, such members of this set may be confounders of the effect of X; on
Y. This is different to the situation where t = t’, where both X; = Y, and Y, = X, are
possible.

We now discuss how to apply the method to assess the plausibility of unconfoundedness when
estimating the effect of exposure protocols over time. Let t € {0,1, ..., T} index the time, and
Y =Y, (to ensure Assumption 1 holds). So, for each t, we have the exposure X; and the
candidate adjustment set A, (of note, A, may contain X, and elements from A/, forall t" < t).
Then, if assumptions 1-5 hold for all ¢, the test can be applied for each X; to assess conditional
exchangeability. If the latter hold for all X;, then sequential exchangeability holds and it is
therefore possible to estimate the causal effect of exposure protocols involving multiple time
points.! Similarly, our results can be applied to mediation analysis. Suppose we have an exposure
measured at time t = 0 and a mediator M measured at time t = 1. Then, A, denotes the
candidate set for adjusting exposure-mediator and exposure-outcome confounding (also called
base confounders); and A; denotes the candidate adjustment set for mediator-outcome
confounding (also called post confounders).?

4. Simulation study
As mentioned in the main text (section 4), there were two simulation scenarios:
e Scenario 1: One positive unmeasured confounder; all covariates are instruments.

In the first scenario, we simulate three covariates and one unmeasured confounder (U). A
includes some or all covariates, but not U, so A is an invalid adjustment set. All covariates and
U have mutually independent standard normal distributions. The effect of each covariate on X
was sampled from a uniform distribution ranging from -1 to 1. The effect of U on X was sampled
from a uniform distribution ranging from 0 to 1. These effect estimates were re-scaled so that
the three covariates and U collectively account for p% (where p was sampled from a uniform
distribution ranging from 0.05 to 0.95) of the variance in X (the residual variance was generated



by adding a normally distributed error term). Y was simulated similarly, except that only U
affects Y.

e Scenario 2: No unmeasured confounding; all covariates are confounders.

In the second scenario, we simulate three covariates, all of which are confounders, and no
unmeasured confounder. A includes some or all covariates, so A is an invalid or minimally-
sufficient adjustment set. X and Y were simulated as in scenario 1, with the three confounders
affecting both X and Y.

The simulations were performed using the R code below:

rm(list=1s{())

n.z <- 3 #Number of measured covariates

n.iter <- 1le5 #Number of datasets to be simulated per scenario-
sample size pair

res <- NULL #Object where simulations results will be stored

for(scenario in 1:2) { #Simulation scenarios (described in
"Simulation study" sections in the main text and the supplement)

for(n in c¢(500,1000,5000,20000)) { #n: sample size

count <- 0 #0Object to count the number of simulated datasets
until n.iter is achieved

continue <- T #Object to indicate whether or not more datasets
should be simulated

while (continue) {

FHFHHH A
# Simulate covariates #

FREFHEHFA AR RS

z1l <- rnorm(n) #Measured covariate 1
z2 <- rnorm(n) #Measured covariate 2

z3 <- rnorm(n) #Measured covariate 3



u <- rnorm(n) #Unmeasured covariate

z <- cbind(zl,z2,2z3)

if (scenario==1) {

cor.res <- cor(cbind(z,u))

} else if (scenario==2) {

cor.res <- cor(z)

diag(cor.res) <- NA

if (max (abs(cor.res), na.rm=T)>0.05) { next () }  #Ensure
covariates are (nearly) uncorrelated

beta.z <- runif(n.z,-1,1)

beta.u <- runif(1,0,1)*as.numeric (scenario==1) #Effect of U
on X

FhEH SR AR H AR H A H AR HAS
# Simulate exposure (X) #

G

X <- z%*%beta.z + u*beta.u

r2.x <- runif(1,0.05,0.95) #Simulate the amount of variance
in X collectively explained by the covariates

x <- x/sd(x)*sqgrt(r2.x) + rnorm(n,0,sqgrt(l-r2.x))

pxml <- summary (lm(x~z1))S$coef[-1,4] #Situation where
there is one measured covariate



pxm2 <- summary (1lm(x~zl+z2))Scoef[-1,4] #Situation where
there are two measured covariates

pxm3 <- summary (lm(x~z1+z2+z3)) S$coef[-1,4] #Situation where
there are three measured covariates

px <- c(pxml, pxm2, pxm3)

if (any (px>=0.05)) { next() } #Ensure all measured covariates
meet some criterion to be classified as associated with X

count <- count + 1

names (px) <- c('pxlml',
'px1m2', 'px2m2"',

'px1m3"', "px2m3"', 'px2m3")

FheFHfH AR A A AR
# Simulate outcome (Y) #

FHAFHH A AR A A AR EASS

gamma.z <- runif(n.z,-1,1)*as.numeric (scenario==2)

gamma.u <- runif(l,0,1)*as.numeric(scenario==1) #Effect of
U on Y

y <- z%*%gamma.z + u*gamma.u

r2.y <- runif(1,0.05,0.95) #Simulate the amount of variance
in Y collectively explained by the covariates

y <- y/sd(y)*sqrt(r2.y) + rnorm(n,0,sqgrt(l-r2.y))

pyml <- summary (lm(y~x+zl))Scoef[-c(1:2),4] #Situation
where there 1s one measured covariate

pym2 <- summary (1m(y~x+z1+z2) ) Scoef[-c(1:2),4]
#Situation where there are two measured covariates
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pym3 <- summary (Im (y~x+zl1l+z2+z3)) Scoef[-c(1:2),4]
#Situation where there are three measured covariates

py <- c(pyml, pym2, pym3)
names (py) <- c('pylml"',
'pylm2', 'py2m2"',

'pylm3', 'py2m3"', 'py2m3")

bias <- 1Im(y~x)S$coef[2] #Bias of the covariate-unadjusted
linear regression coefficient

cur.res <- c(scenario=scenario, n=n, px, py, bias=bias)

res <- rbind(res, cur.res)

if (count==n.iter) { continue <- F }

if (count%$%1e3==0) { print(paste('Scenario: ', scenario, '.
n: ', n, '. Progress: ', round(100*count/n.iter,1), '$', sep='"))

write.table(res, 'Simulation results.txt', sep='\t', row.names=F)
#Save the results of the simulation study

5. Power calculations

In the applied example, the standardized (i.e., expressing standard deviations changes in the
outcome associated with a standard deviation increase in the exposure) covariate-adjusted
linear regression coefficient of IQ at age 30 years and on length-for-age (LAZ) at age 2 years was
0.15 (95% Cl: 0.11; 0.20). Since this is not a negligible point estimate, we attempted to quantify
our power to detect residual confounding assuming that there is no causal effect — i.e., the
association between exposure and outcome is entirely due to confounding.

The power calculations were performed using simulations. Initially, we regressed LAZ on
covariates (see section 5 in the main text for details). This model can be expressed as follows:
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K
BILAZIAL = Fy + ) By

where A; denotes the i-th covariate and K denotes the number of covariates.

Let A; and A, respectively denote maternal height and the genetic score, so their corresponding
estimated regression coefficients are B, and J3,.

We then regressed 1Q on LAZ and covariates:

K
E[IQ|LAZ, A] =y, + 71 HAZ + Z Vir1 4i
i

For the power calculations, the estimated regression coefficient of LAZ on 1Q (¥;) was assumed
to be entirely due to confounding. Of note, for both regression models above, all variables were
standardized to have zero mean and unit variance.

The regression coefficients estimated above were used to inform the power calculations. Each
simulated dataset had the same sample size used in the empirical example (2562) and was
generated as follows:

U~N(0,1)
LAZ" = B1A; + BoA; + 71U + eLaz

1Q" =AU +&q

where &;4z~N(0,1 — Var[B;A; + B,Az] — 1) and q~N(0,1 — ;) are normally distributed
error terms chosen so that Var[LAZ*] = Var[IQ*] = 1. U,e a7 and gq are all mutually
independent and independent of A; and 4,.

In the simulated dataset, the exposure-outcome association is entirely due to unmeasured
confounding. Therefore, each covariate would be expected to be associated with IQ* given LAZ*
and the other covariate.

Finally, we regressed IQ* on LAZ*, A; and A,:
E[1Q*|LAZ*, Ay, A, = &, + §;HAZ* + 5,4, + 854,

We then verified if 95% confidence intervals of either 3; or 3;, as well as both, included the
nullity (zero). Such result was obtained for 20,000 simulated datasets, and power estimates
were obtained by calculating the proportion of datasets where at least one, as well as both,
covariates were associated with the simulated outcome.

6. Assessing unconfoundedness in the presence of measurement error

Measurement error was only explicitly considered in Assumption 2. Therefore, the proposed
approach should work when there is measurement error in all other variables. We now discuss
why this is the case and provide some guidance on how to properly interpret the approach in
the presence of measurement error, including measurement error in the exposure.

The simplest case is measurement error in covariates. For example, suppose all elementsin C in
Supplementary Figure 2a were measured, but one or more were measured with error (we
denote the measured version of variable V as V’). In this case, A = C'. Therefore, A refers to
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the set of covariates as they were measured, not to their theoretical perfectly measured
counterparts. Measured versions of variables can be represented in DAGs as follows: C —» C’ «
E., where E represents sources of error in C.* In Supplementary Figure 2a, Z and Y would be
d-connected given X and A even though C is a valid adjustment set. However, this is the correct
result because the actual adjustment set is A = C' # C. Therefore, the proposed approach
would correctly classify A as an invalid adjustment set. More generally, it should be noted that
Assumptions 1-5 refer to A itself, so whether all elements in A are perfectly measured versions
of some set of covariates is irrelevant. This is a desirable property, since in practice interest lies
in knowing whether the set of covariates effectively measured is a valid adjustment set.

A similar rationale applies to when the outcome is measured with error. Let G denote the
(possibly theoretical) perfect version of the outcome. If the outcome is measured with error,
then Y = G’ # G — that is, Y refers to the actual measure of the outcome. Therefore, the
proposed approach can be used to assess whether the measured versions of covariates is a valid
adjustment set to test the effect of the exposure (so far assumed to be perfectly measured) on
the measured version of the outcome. Notice that this is not a specific limitation of the proposed
approach, but rather of having measurement error in the outcome, which prevents estimating
associations or causal effect between exposure and outcome, allowing only estimation with
regards to the measured version of the outcome.

The discussion above on measurement error did not relax any of Assumptions 1-5, since these
do not imply no measurement error in covariates or outcome. We now consider measurement
error in X, which would violate Assumption 2. Let T denote the (possibly theoretical) perfect
version of the exposure. If the outcome is measured with error, then X = T' # T — that is, X
refers to the actual measure of the exposure. Therefore, the proposed approach can be used to
assess whether the measured versions of covariates is a valid adjustment set to test the effect
of the measured version of the exposure on the measured version of the outcome under
Assumptions 1-5 applied to A, X and Y as defined in this section. Again, this is not a specific
limitation of the proposed approach, but rather of having measurement error.

Even though the question of whether X = T’ affects Y = G' is well-defined, the question of
scientific interest often relates to T and G. In this case, the association between T’ and G’ would
be used as a proxy for the target research question. However, the proposed approach would not
be well-suited for this type of application. This is illustrated in Supplementary Figure 2b (notice
that Assumptions 1, 3 and 4 are satisfied), where X and Y are d-connected if T causes G, but d-
separated otherwise. That is, d-connection between X and Y is informative of the presence of a
causal effect of T on G. If T does not cause G, then Z and Y are d-separated given X and C, as
expected since there is no confounding. However, if T causes G, then Z and Y are d-connected
given X and C because conditioning on X would not in general fully block the path Z - T —
G — Y. Strictly speaking, this is the correct result, because T & A is a confounder of X and Y.
However, such confounding by T is what allows using the association between X and Y as a
proxy for the association between T and G. Therefore, from a practical perspective, it might
have been desirable that the proposed approach did not detect this specific form of
confounding.

In conclusion, if Assumption 2 is unlikely to hold, then there is another source of ambiguity in
Theorem 1 (which would also apply to Theorem 2). If Assumption 2 is not maintained, then if
there is at least one covariate that is associated with X given all other covariates and associated
with Y given X and all other covariates, then measured covariates are a valid adjustment set and
either (i) the exposure is well-measured; or (ii) the exposure is measured with error, but T does
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not cause G. Notice that this situation is still indicative of A being a valid adjustment set.
However, if all covariates that are associated with X given all other covariates are also associated
with Y given X and all other covariates, then either (i) 4 is not a valid adjustment set; (i) A is a
minimally sufficient adjustment set; or (iii) X is a missmeasured version of T and T causes G.
Notice that this scenario was already ambiguous, and it remained so. Indeed, whether it is
desirable that (iii) is a possible source of conditional association between Z and Y is debatable.
Indeed, one could argue that since the association between X and Y would be biased for the
causal effect of T on G even in the absence of confounding between T and G, then it may actually
be desirable that this is detected by the proposed approach.

7. Comparison to previous methods

Pearl® describes several tests for confounding detection and explains their limitations. We now
compare such tests with our proposed test to highlight advantages and disadvantages of each.

In his Definition 6.2.2, Pearl describes the following criterion: X and Y are classified as
unconfounded if each member M of IV (where IV denotes the set of variables in the problem that
are not affected by X) satisfies at least one of the following conditions: M is not associated with
X (condition 1 —C;); M is not associated with Y conditional on X (C;). Otherwise (i.e., ifany M in
V violates both conditions), X and Y are classified as confounded. Of note, M, V, C; and C;
respectively correspond to Z, T, U; and U, in Pearl’s notation.

Using Pearl’s terminology, a criterion for no-confounding is necessary if it is always correct when
classifying X and Y as confounded, and sufficient if it is always correct when classifying X and Y
as unconfounded. Pearl correctly describes that the criterion described above fails with respect
to both properties. We now briefly describe how such failures can happen (an in-depth
discussion is available elsewhere).?

Failure with respect to sufficient can happen via:

e Marginality: the associational criterion above tests each element of VV individually, but it
could be the case that two factors jointly confound X and Y while each factor separately
satisfies the condition for no confounding (i.e., each factors satisfies either C; or Cy). In this
case, the criterion would incorrectly classify X and Y as unconfounded.

e Closed-world assumptions: the associational criterion classifies X and Y as unconfounded if
all M in V satisfy either C; or C,. However, it is possible that ¥V does not contain some
confounders. So, unless V contains all possible confounders (i.e., the closed-world
assumption holds), X and Y can be confounded even though no M in V violate both
conditions. Since this assumption is impossible to verify, Pearl argues that any confounding
test will be insufficient.

Failure with respect to necessity can happen via:

e Barren proxies: M can be a collider on a backdoor path between X and Y, but nevertheless
be associated with both X and Y (as Z; in path 8, or example). For example, consider a DAG
which has a single path: X « U; - M « U, = Y (U; and U, are unmeasured). In this case,
M violates both C; and C;, but X and Y are not confounded.

¢ Incidental cancellations: it is possible, for example, that M and U (unmeasured) are causes
of X and Y, but their effects end up cancelling so that there is no net confounding. So, M
would violate both C; and C; even though X and Y are not confounded.
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Pearl also describes a modified associational criterion (Definition 6.3.2) which excludes barren
proxies from V by assumption. However, the remaining limitations still apply.

Finally, Pearl proposes an operational test for stable no-confounding (Theorem 6.4.4). By stable
no-confounding, it is meant that X and Y are structurally unconfounded (that is, X and Y are
unconfounded regardless of the parameterization of the topological structure of the true causal
model underlying the data). Of note, this is the same form of confounding our approach aims at
detecting. Pearl’s test is the following: let M be a variable that is unaffected by X but may
possibly affect Y. If Z violates both C; and C;, then X and Y are not stable unconfounded.

Pearl’s test solves the failures with respect to necessity by focusing on stable confounding and
by assuming that M is not a barren proxy. Given the impossibility of ensuring the closed-world
assumption holds (and therefore of sufficiency), Pearl’s test focuses on detecting
confoundedness —that is, if M satisfies either C; or C;, it is not necessarily the case that X and Y
are stable unconfounded. Therefore, Pearl’s test is not affected by insufficiency in the sense that
it does not attempt to classify a case as unconfounded.

The last sentence above is the first important limitation of Pearl’s test. That is, while it can be
very useful for rejecting a given candidate adjustment set as sufficient for confounding
adjustment, it can never provide positive evidence supporting that the candidate adjustment
set is valid. In practice, researchers are of course interested in knowing whether their candidate
adjustment set is wrong, but the key interest is in finding a valid candidate adjustment set, which
would allow valid causal inferences.

We now describe how our proposed approach deals with the limitations of previous
associational criteria and Pearl’s operational test. Lack of sufficiency via marginality is not
possible under faithfulness. To illustrate this, we use Pearl’s example involving two members of
V: M;~Benoulli(0.5) and M,~Benoulli(0.5), and M; and M, are independent. Then, X =
1(M; = M,) (where 1 denotes the indicator function) and Y = 1(M; # M,). In this example, X
andY are perfectly negatively correlated due to confounding, but M; and M, are not individually
associated with X or Y. One can note that this example is a specific parametrization of the model
X~Benoulli(py) and Y~Benoulli(py), where py = By + B1M; + B,M, + B3M M, (where
(Bo, B1, B2, B3) € R*: px € [0,1]) and Py = Yo + viMy + v My + ysMi M, (where
(Yo, Y1,¥2,¥3) € R*:py € [0,1]). In the example, Bo =y =V, =1, By =B, =1, B3 =2,
Yo = 0 and y3 = —2. Under this specific choice of parameters values, indeed there is no
association of M; or M, with X or Y. However, the overwhelming majority of possible values for
these parameters would not result in lack of association.

The second possible mechanism for sufficiency violation is the closed-world assumption, which
can never be guaranteed to hold. Our approach is not subject to this limitation because we only
consider for the test members of A that are conditionally d-connected with X through a path
directed into X. This, in combination with faithfulness, implies that any conditionally open path
between X and Y directed into X will result in an open path between the member of A and Y
(see section 1 above for details). Therefore, one does not need to know in advance whether A
contains all possible confounders.

Regarding necessity, faithfulness implies that incidental cancellations are not possible, but this
is not particularly relevant to us since, as Pearl, we are interested in stable unbiasedness.
Moreover, our approach does not require assuming that Z; is not a barren proxy. This is because
we are assessing whether A (which includes Z;) is a valid adjustment set (see section 1 above
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for details). To understand the importance of this feature of our test, consider Pearl’s
interpretation of the requirement that M may possibly affect Y: in Pearl’s view, such
requirement implies the graph should not assume that such relationship does not exist —
therefore, a directed path from M to Y must be included. Although there is nothing wrong with
this interpretation, it is not a neutral one: it does imply that, under one or more combinations
of values of parents of Y (which may or may not exist in the study population), changing the
value of M through an intervention changes the value of Y. This reveals the difficulty of knowing
in practice whether M may possibly affect Y in Pearl’s sense: to not be willing to assume that X
does not cause Y (in the sense that one does not know whether such causal effect exists or not)
is different than assuming that M causes Y under some combination of values of parents of Y.

In practice, we believe that the most common situation is that researchers are not willing to
make assumptions on either side. So, we employ the following weaker interpretation of “M may
possibly affect Y”, which we believe to be more natural than Pearl’s: while acknowledging that
M causing Y as a possibility, one is also not willing to assume that M causes Y under some
conditions — in other words, the researchers wants to refrain from making causal assumptions
regarding the relationship between M and Y. In this case, we should consider all scenarios
compatible with a situation where we do not know whether M affects Y (i.e., scenarios with and
without and arrow from M to Y). Under this interpretation, M is not guaranteed to not be a
barren proxy, in which case Pearl’s method may fail (because one of its requirements is violated)
with respect to necessity.

So, in essence, ours and Pearl’s tests have different assumptions: our test assumes faithfulness
and make no assumptions on barren proxies; while Pearl’s test assumes M is not a barren proxy
and does not require faithfulness. As a result, our test is sufficient but not necessary; and Pearl’s
test is necessary but not sufficient. However, a key difference is that, if we assume Z; is not a
barren proxy, then our test is necessary when classifying AJ’-‘ as an invalid adjustment set (like
Pearl’s test, which makes no statement on whether M is a valid adjustment set). However, if we
supplement Pearl’s test with faithfulness, the test does not become sufficient, because M not
violating C; or C; would not necessarily mean X and Y is unconfounded: for example, in a DAG
having only the paths M = Y and X « U —= Y (where U is unmeasured), M would not violate C;
even though there is confounding. Of note, such lack of sufficiency even under faithfulness is
not surprising since the test was not formulated to provide positive evidence in support of
unconfoundedness.

Another approach with substantial overlap with ours is the covariate selection method
described by Entner and colleagues®. They describe two rules and show that, if one of them is
satisfied, then the set of covariates being considered is a valid adjustment set. As in our paper,
they assume it is known that X does not cause any element of V/, Y is not a cause of X, and
faithfulness. It is also assumed there is no selection whatsoever, which is much stronger than
our assumption regarding selection (see Assumption 4 in section 2 in the main text).

To describe the rules, let V be the set from which covariates for confounding adjustment are
going to be selected. Moreover, let W € V (i.e., w is one of the variables belongingto V), K € VV
(i.e., K is any subset of variables belonging to V) D € V N W¢ (i.e., D is a subset of variables
belonging to VV which does not include W). We can now define the two rules:

e Rule 1 states that, if there exists a w and a D such that (i) W and Y conditionally associated
given D and (ii) W and Y conditionally independent given D and X, then X causes Y and D is
a valid adjustment set.
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e Rule 2 comprises the following conditions: (i) X and Y are conditionally independent given
K, (ii) W and X are conditionally dependent given D and (iii) W and Y are conditionally
independent D. If either (i) or both (ii) and (iii) are satisfied some K or W- D pair, then X does
not cause Y.

Under the assumptions outlined in section 2 in the main text, whenever our method classifies
A ={Z,C} as a valid adjustment set, Entner and colleagues’ method will provide equivalent
results. To see this, note that, under our assumptions, whenever A is classified as a valid
adjustment (which would also imply C is a valid adjustment set, as discussed in section 2 in the
supplement) set by our method, the following conditions hold: (a) there is at least one open
path (conditional on C) between Z and X that points into X, and no conditionally open paths
that do not point into X; (b) Z and Y are conditionally independent given C and X (this is the
result that, according to Theorem 1, implies that A is a valid adjustment set). If X causes Y, then
(a) would imply that Z and Y are d-connected given C, because there is an open path between
Z and Y through X. Under faithfulness, this would imply that condition (i) of rule 1 is satisfied.
Since condition (ii) of rule 1 is the same as (b), and the latter is satisfied whenever our method
classifies A (and therefore C) as a valid adjustment set, then condition (ii) our rule 1 is trivially
also satisfied in this situation. Therefore, if X causes Y, whenever our method classified 4 and C
as valid adjustment sets, rule 1 would be satisfied and C would be classified as a valid adjustment
set.

Now consider the case where X does not cause Y. Note that condition (ii) of rule 2 is implied by
(a) above under faithfulness. Indeed, Theorem 1 requires that condition (ii) of rule 2 is satisfied,
with (a) being a consequence of it given the assumptions described in section 2 in the main text.
If (b) is satisfied, our method will classify A as a valid adjustment, and X and Y would be
conditionally d-separated (and therefore independent) given A, indicating X does not cause Y.
Likewise, in this situation, then Z and Y will be conditionally d-separated given C (because C is
a valid adjustment set, so any association between Z and Y must be mediated by X), thus
satisfying condition (iii) of rule 2 and concluding that X does not cause Y.

It should also be noted that Entner and colleagues’ method may be able to classify a set of
covariates as valid when ours cannot. For example, consider the simple scenario X < C = Y. In
this case, V = C. Since X does not cause Y, condition (i) of rule 2 would be satisfied. In contrast,
since there C would be associated with Y given X (there is no additional covariates in this
example), which would be interpreted as an inconclusive result according to Theorem 1. Similar
examples in the case where X does not cause Y could be constructed to further illustrate this.
The conclusion, therefore, is that our method can be seen as a special case of Entner and
colleagues’ method, since they arrive at equivalent conclusions when our method can classify A
as a valid adjustment set, while Entner and colleagues’ method may be able to correctly identify
a valid adjustment set even though our method would yield inconclusive results.

Despite the advantage of Entner and colleagues’ method mentioned above, there are important
strengths of our method. Our method only assesses one covariate set (4), while Entner and
colleagues’ method goes through all subsets of A, which would be computationally prohibitively
even for relatively small sets of covariates. Although such exploration of subsets of A could yield
important results (for example, a subset of A may be a valid adjustment set when A as a whole
is not), it would have at least two negative implications. One of them is the possibility of finding
contradictory cases in finite samples, even though the two rules are mutually exclusive, which
would lead to inconclusive results.*> The second one is that going over all subsets may induce
faithfulness violations. For example, consider a situation where the effect of X on Y is positive
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but some elements of A are negative confounders (i.e., they induce a negative association
between X and Y) of different strengths (i.e., some are strong negative confounders, some are
weaker negative confounders). Going through all subsets of A in this case would essentially
produce several negative confounding levels (depending on the covariates left out from the
covariate set being tested), one of which may be close enough to the effect of X on Y so that
condition (i) of rule 2 is satisfied in finite samples due to quasi-violations of faithfulness. In our
implementation, the fact that we first select a subset of “testing” covariates (those associated
with X given all other covariates) facilitates assessing the plausibility of faithfulness (as
illustrated and discussed in sections 5 and 6 in the main text). Finally, the selection of testing
covariates does not involve Y at all, and the association between X and Y plays no role in
assessing if A is a valid adjustment set. Conversely, Entner and colleagues’ approach involve Y
when selecting the testing covariate (condition (i) of rule 1) and even the association between
X and Y itself (which is the research question) is used for assessing the validity of the adjustment
set (condition (i) of rule 2). Although this is not problematic in infinite samples satisfying the
assumptions the method requires, in practice it may lead to preferential selection of covariates
that yield the desired results — for example, if the hypothesis is that X and Y are causally
unrelated, preference might be given to subsets of A that satisfy condition (ii) in finite samples,
which could be a result of faithfulness (quasi) violations, as discussed above. Therefore, our
approach more clearly separates the analytical steps of covariate selection and causal effect
estimation, which is generally considered a good practice for causal inference.®

Entner and colleagues’ also describe, in Theorem 4, a falsification test which essentially
postulates that, if Z is exogenous, associated with X given C and with Y given X and C, then C
is an invalid adjustment set. This is also the conclusion of our Theorem 1 for the case of an
exogenous Z (see supplementary section 3 for details). However, as mentioned above, our
method not only provide a falsification test (if Z is exogenous) but can also correctly classify A
as a valid adjustment set.

8. Covariate selection methods

In addition to Entner and colleagues’ method, other covariate selection approaches are worth
describing. One of them is the so-called disjunctive cause criterion, which postulates that, if the
entire set of measured covariates contains a subset that is a valid adjustment set, it is possible
to select a valid adjustment set by selecting covariates that cause X or Y (or both), except those
that are known to be instruments (to avoid bias amplification);”® and proxies of unmeasured
common causes of X or Y.>1° This approach for covariate selection allows using partial causal
knowledge (i.e., whether a covariate is a cause of X and/or Y, with no requirement regarding
the causal relationships between covariates themselves) to select a valid adjustment set. An
important limitation of this approach is the assumption that there is a valid adjustment set
within the set of measured covariates, which may be difficult to justify, although in general it is
likely more plausible if the entire set of covariates is large, covers many different domains
(socioeconomic, behavioural, genetic etc.) and accounts for a large proportion of the variance
of X. If pre-specifying the set of covariates is undesirable (for example, when deciding which
covariates to measure at the study design stage), a recently proposed method uses iterative
graph expansion to learn from the user, who inputs causal assumptions bit by bit until a valid
adjustment set is found (or the method declares that none exists).!! In addition to being dynamic
(in the sense that it interactively learns from the user), this method is efficient in the sense that
it requires the user to provide only as many causal assumptions are required to find a valid
adjustment set.
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It should be noted that both the disjunctive cause criterion and the iterative graph expansion
methods differs from the main application of our test, which aims at assessing whether a given
set of covariates (selected using these criteria or any other) is a valid adjustment set. Indeed,
the two approaches could be used in combination, with unconfoundedness assessment (which
assesses if a selected covariate set is a valid adjustment set, but provides no guidance on how
to select covariates apart from the assumptions the method requires) following covariate
selection (which guides how to define the candidate adjustment set). Of note, even though it is
sensible to not use known instruments for bias adjustment, such instruments could nevertheless
be used for unconfoundedness assessment (as described above) of the selected adjustment set.
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10.Supplementary Table

Supplementary Table 1. Number of simulated datasets (and row proportions) with a given
number of covariates (all associated® with the exposure conditional on all other covariates)
and a given number of covariates not associated® with the outcome conditional on the
exposure and all other covariates. These results are restricted to simulated datasets where
the absolute bias of the linear regression coefficient of the outcome on the exposure was no
larger than 0.2.

Scenario  Sample # # covariates conditionally unassociated with Y

Size covariates 0 1 2 3
1° 500 1 17.5 82.5 - -
(55969)° 2 17.5 21.7 60.8 -

3 17.5 21.7 18.8 42.0
1000 1 25.9 74.1 - -
(56249)° 2 25.9 26.7 47.4 -

3 25.9 26.7 20.2 27.2
5000 1 49.2 50.8 - -
(56664)° 2 38.5 30.3 31.2 -

3 30.7 30.3 17.8 21.2
20,000 1 66.8 33.2 - -
(56719)° 2 57.4 25.8 16.8 -

3 51.8 25.8 11.7 10.7

ABy associated, we mean that the corresponding coefficients of a linear regression of the
exposure on the covariates achieved P<5%.

BBy not associated, we mean that the corresponding coefficients of a linear regression of
the outcome on the exposure and covariates achieved P>5%.

‘We did not include results for scenario 2 in this table because comparing scenario 2
results between Table 1 and Supplementary Table 1 is difficult, because in this scenario
the magnitude of the bias in the exposure-outcome association depends on the direct
effect of the covariates on the outcome, which also influences covariate-outcome
associations.

PNumber of datasets with the desired level of bias in the exposure-outcome association.
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11.Supplementary Figures

Supplementary Figure 1. Hypothetical directed acyclic graphs (DAGSs) illustrating the proposed
test for unconfoundedness. In all scenarios, X, Y, S and {Z U C} respectively represent the
exposure, outcome, selection into the study and measured covariates. K, L, U and W
represent unmeasured variables.
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a) Assumptions 1-4 satisfied, and Z causes X.

b) Assumptions 1-4 satisfied, and Z does not cause X.

c) Assumption 1 violated.

d) Assumption 2 violated.

e) Assumption 3 violated.

f) Assumption 4 violated.

g) Assumptions 1-4 satisfied, and Z and Y are conditionally (on C) d-connected only through X.

h) Assumptions 1-4 satisfied, Z and Y are d-connected even upon conditioning on X and C, and
Z is a non-collider on a backdoor path between X and Y.

i) Assumptions 1-4 satisfied, Z and Y are d-connected even upon conditioning on X and C, and
Z is a collider on a backdoor path between X and Y.
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Supplementary Figure 2. Directed acyclic graphs illustrating scenarios with
measurement error in one or more covariates. V' represents the measured
version of V, and sources of measurement error are represented by Ey.
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