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Abstract

Causal mediation analysis is increasingly abundant in biology, psychology, and epidemiology

studies, etc. In particular, with the advent of the big data era, the issue of high-dimensional

mediators is becoming more prevalent. In neuroscience, with the widespread application of

magnetic resonance technology in the field of brain imaging, studies on image being a mediator

emerged. In this study, a novel causal mediation analysis method with a three-dimensional

image mediator is proposed. We define the average casual effects under the potential outcome

framework, explore several sufficient conditions for the valid identification, and develop tech-

niques for estimation and inference. To verify the effectiveness of the proposed method, a series

of simulations under various scenarios is performed. Finally, the proposed method is applied to

a study on the causal effect of mother’s delivery mode on child’s IQ development. It is found

that the white matter in certain regions of the frontal-temporal areas has mediating effects.

Keywords: Causal inference; Mediation analysis; Structural equation model; Three-dimensional

image data.

1 INTRODUCTION

Decoding the cognitive functions of the brain is currently one of the most challenging scientific

problems in the world (Casey et al., 2005; Giedd and Rapoport, 2010). Recently, there has been

an increasing interest in augmenting this study with mediation analysis that determines whether

the effect of an external exposure on the cognitive or behavioral outcome is mediated by some

latent intermediate variables, and estimates these indirect effects (Caffo et al., 2008; Lindquist,

2012; Zhao and Luo, 2019; Zhao et al., 2021). This study presents a novel method that models the
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magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) data as a three-dimensional mediator to reveal the underlying

causal mechanism.

Mediation analysis was early developed in the psychology literature (e.g., James and Brett,

1984; Baron and Kenny, 1986), which frequently investigates the influences of the treatment on the

mediator, the mediator on the outcome, and the treatment on the outcome via structural equation

models (SEMs), with the model coefficients interpreted as direct and indirect effects. Later on,

researches started to discuss the causality of mediation, that is, defining causal parameters of

interest, establishing the identifiability assumptions for these parameters and constructing models

to estimate or test the mediation effect simultaneously (e.g., Robins and Greenland, 1992; Pearl,

2001; Rubin, 2004; Albert, 2008; Imai et al., 2010b,a; VanderWeele, 2015). Causal mediation

analysis has been widely used in many scientific areas, and a series of practical frameworks have

been developed for different application scenarios. For example, VanderWeele and Vansteelandt

(2014) and Daniel et al. (2015) considered the case of multiple intermediary variables. Lindquist

(2012), Zhao and Luo (2019) and Jiang and Colditz (2023) discussed longitudinal or functional

mediators. Furthermore, with the advent of big data era, high-dimensional mediators are becoming

more common in causal mediation analysis, and have been studied recently (e.g., Derkach et al.,

2019; Dai et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2021; Guo et al., 2022). In

particular, the widespread application of MRI in the fields of psychology and biology appeals to

establishing a framework of image causal mediation analysis (ICMA). However, studies considering

image mediators in causal inference are rare.

To assess image mediation, we combine the potential outcome framework of Rubin (1974) with

linear image structural equation models (LISEMs), and then show that under certain assumptions,

it is possible to obtain a valid estimate of the average causal effects of the mediator from the

parameters of the LISEMs. Furthermore, in order to determine whether an image has a mediation

effect and which loci of the image are transmitting this effect, a test procedure is provided. Although

some researchers have considered different strategies for the identification of direct and indirect

effects in the cases when interactions and nonlinearities are present (e.g., Avin et al., 2005; Petersen

et al., 2006; Imai et al., 2010a; VanderWeele, 2015; Miles et al., 2020), in this paper we are only

concerned with the type of additive models that are commonly used in the social sciences and leave

other issues for future work.

Additionally, similar to the studies involving high-dimensional variables in causal inference (e.g.,

Luo et al., 2017; Zhang et al., 2018, 2020), regularization for the image coefficient of the second

model in the LISEMs are required. While image belongs to high-dimensional data, it is often highly

structured, which makes the common dimension reduction methods such as the LASSO method

(Tibshirani, 1996) less effective (e.g., Zhou and Li, 2014; Wang et al., 2017). Different from two-

dimensional images which are considered as matrices, the three-dimensional images in this study

are treated as tensors. Thus the method proposed in a recent work considering the LISEMs with
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two-dimensional image variables (Yu et al., 2022) is unsuitable for this study, since the tensor

nuclear norm regularization approach is computationally intractable (Friedland and Lim, 2018).

To solve the tensor estimation problem in the second model of the LISEMs, the image coefficient is

regularized with low Tucker rank (Tucker, 1966). Other methods (e.g., Zhou et al., 2013; Llosa-Vite

and Maitra, 2022) that are applicable to estimating tensors of various structures can also be used

in the proposed ICMA method.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, the proposed ICMA method is described,

including definition of average casual effects, establishment of valid identifiability assumptions, and

description of procedures for estimating parameters and making inference. In Section 3, a series of

simulation studies is conducted to verify the performance of the proposed method. In Section 4,

the ICMA method is applied to the real data, and some enlightening results are obtained.

2 METHODOLOGY

In this section, we integrate the potential outcome framework of Rubin (1974) with SEMs to

construct a framework of image causal mediation analysis. The notations are as follows. Let

Z = {Zj}j=1,··· ,J denote the set of all pre-treatment confounding variables. Throughout this article,

assume Zj ’s are all scalars and fully observed with J ≪ n, where n is the sample size. Let X be

the binary treatment variable (0 or 1 corresponding to two treatments). Let Y be the continuous

outcome. Denote M as the three-dimensional image mediator. In practice, this imaging data is

often represented in the form of a three-dimensional tensor. Assume that the tensors in this study

are of type N1 × N2 × N3, and N =
3∏

d=1

Nd may be much larger than n. Additionally, let Z, M

and Y denote the support of the distributions of Z, M and Y , respectively.

2.1 Definition and Identification of the Causal Effects

In this section the causal effects of interest are defined and the assumptions for identifiability

are established. First, following the potential outcome framework, the potential mediators and

potential outcomes are defined as below. Let Mi(x1, · · · , xn) be the potential mediator for unit

i under the general treatment status {Xl = xl}l=1··· ,n, Yi({xl}l=1,··· ,n, {Ml({xl}l=1,··· ,n)}l=1,··· ,n)

represent the potential outcome for unit i under {Xl = xl}l=1,··· ,n and {Ml({xl}l=1,··· ,n)}l=1,··· ,n,

Yi({xl}l=1,··· ,n, {Ml({1 − xl}l=1,··· ,n)}l=1,··· ,n) be the potential outcome for unit i under {Xl =

xl}l=1,··· ,n and {Ml({1−xl}l=1,··· ,n)}l=1,··· ,n, and Yi({xl}l=1,··· ,n, {ml}l=1,··· ,n) denote the potential

outcome for unit i when {Xl = xl}l=1,··· ,n and {Ml = ml}l=1,··· ,n.

Then, following the literature in causal inference (Rubin, 1978, 1980), to simplify the models

of potential values of mediator and outcome, the stable unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA)

that there is no interference between individuals is assumed. The statement below is analogous to
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that in Angrist et al. (1996).

Assumption 1 (Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption).

For each unit i :

(a) If xi = x
′
i, then Mi(x1, · · · , xn) = Mi(x

′
1, · · · , x

′
n),

Yi({xl}l=1,··· ,n, {Ml({xl}l=1,··· ,n)}l=1,··· ,n) = Yi({x′
l}l=1,··· ,n, {Ml({x

′
l}l=1,··· ,n)}l=1,··· ,n),

and Yi({xl}l=1,··· ,n, {Ml({1− xl}l=1,··· ,n)}l=1,··· ,n) = Yi({x′
l}l=1,··· ,n, {Ml({1− x

′
l}l=1,··· ,n)}l=1,··· ,n).

(b) If xi = x
′
i and mi = m

′
i, then Yi({xl}l=1,··· ,n, {ml}l=1,··· ,n) = Yi({x′

l}l=1,··· ,n, {m
′
l}l=1,··· ,n).

SUTVA implies that potential outcomes for each person are unrelated to the treatment given to

other individuals. Under SUTVA, let Mi(x) denote the potential value of the mediator for unit i

under the treatment status Xi = x, Yi(x,Mi(x
′
)) represent the potential outcome for unit i under

Xi = x and Mi(x
′
), and Yi(x,m) be the potential outcome for unit i when Xi = x and Mi = m.

Additionally, we make the the consistency assumption that are generally presupposed in causal

inference literature as below.

Assumption 2 (Consistency Assumption).

For each unit i, Mi = Mi(Xi) and Yi = Yi(Xi,Mi(Xi)).

Under SUTVA, the unit-level causal effects of X on M and Y , respectively, for individual i

(i ∈ {1, · · · , n}), are given by the expressions

Mi(1)−Mi(0), (1)

Yi (1,Mi(1))− Yi (0,Mi(0)) . (2)

Then (2) can be decomposed as follows.

Yi(1, Mi(1))− Yi (0,Mi(0))

= {Yi(1,Mi(0))− Yi(0,Mi(0))}+ {Yi(1,Mi(1))− Yi(1,Mi(0))}
= {Yi(1,Mi(1))− Yi(0,Mi(1))}+ {Yi(0,Mi(1))− Yi(0,Mi(0))} .

(3)

In both decompositions, the first term represents a natural direct effect of X on Y of subject i,

while the second represents a natural indirect effect (Pearl, 2001).

Averaging (3) over all subjects, one obtains

E(Y (1,M(1))− Y (0,M(0)))

= E(Y (1,M(0))− Y (0,M(0))) + E(Y (1,M(1))− Y (1,M(0)))

= E(Y (1,M(1))− Y (0,M(1))) + E(Y (0,M(1))− Y (0,M(0))).

(4)

Then the causal effects of interest are defined as follows.
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Definition 1 (Average Total Effect).

τ := E(Y (1,M(1))− Y (0,M(0))). (5)

Definition 2 (Average Causal Direct Effect).

γ(x) := E(Y (1,M(x)))− E(Y (0,M(x))), (6)

for x = 0, 1.

Definition 3 (Average Causal Indirect Effect).

δ(x) := E(Y (x,M(1)))− E(Y (x,M(0))), (7)

for x = 0, 1.

In general, the average causal direct and indirect effects defined above are different from the

average controlled effect of the treatment, that is, E(Y (x,m) − Y (x′,m)) for x ̸= x
′
and all

m ∈ M, and that of the mediator, that is, E(Y (x,m)−Y (x,m
′
)) for x = 0, 1 and m ̸= m

′
(Pearl,

2001; Robins, 2003). Unlike the causal effects γ(x) and δ(x), the controlled effects are defined in

terms of specific values of the mediator, rather than its potential values.

Since for individual i only one of {Mi(1), Yi(1,Mi(1))} and {Mi(0), Yi(0,Mi(0))} can be

observed, the unit-level causal effects cannot be directly calculated. Nevertheless, it will be shown

that the average causal effects defined above can be identified and validly estimated under certain

assumptions.

Assumption 3 (Sequential ignorability).

(a)
{
Yi(x

′
,m),Mi(x)

}
⊥ Xi | Zi = z,

(b) Yi(x
′
,m) ⊥ Mi(x) | Xi = x,Zi = z

for x, x
′
= 0, 1, and all z ∈ Z, where it is also assumed that 0 < Pr(X = x | Z = z) and

0 < Pr(M(x) = m | X = x,Z = z) for x = 0, 1, and all z ∈ Z and m ∈ M.

Assumption 3 is called the sequential ignorability assumption, which has been carefully de-

scribed and compared with other strong assumptions when the intermediary variable is a one-

dimensional variable in Imai et al. (2010b). In this study, this assumption is extended to the image

mediator case. It is easy to show that γ(x) and δ(x) are nonparametrically identified under As-

sumption 3. However, it is not easy to estimate them since estimating the conditional distribution

of a tensor-valued random variable is difficult and the estimate often does not have a closed form

expression, even if the entries of M are independently normally distributed (Hoff, 2011). To this

end, seeking sufficient conditions for validly estimating τ , γ(x) and δ(x) is necessary.
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Assumption 4. The observed variables of each individual i ∈ {1, · · · , n} follow the LISEMs, that

is,

Mi = η1 +Xi ∗α+
J∑

j=1

Zij ∗Ψj + εi, (8)

Yi = η2 +Xiγ + ⟨Mi,β⟩+
J∑

j=1

Zijsj + ϵi, (9)

where E(ε | X = x,Z = z) = 0, E(ϵ | X = x,M = m,Z = z) = 0, c ∗ U = {cup1,p2,p3}1≤pd≤Nd
d=1,2,3

denotes the scalar multiplication between the scalar c and tensor U = {up1,p2,p3}1≤pd≤Nd
d=1,2,3 , and

⟨U ,V ⟩ = ∑
p1,p2,p3

up1,p2,p3vp1,p2,p3 denotes the inner product between the tensors U = {up1,p2,p3}1≤pd≤Nd
d=1,2,3

and V = {vp1,p2,p3}1≤pd≤Nd
d=1,2,3 .

Assumption 4 extends the linear structural equation models in Baron and Kenny (1986) to

LISEMs by mainly replacingMi withMi, and allows that the observed variables follow the LISEMs.

Under Assumptions 1-4, one can obtain the average causal effects from the parameters of the

LISEMs, which is presented in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. If Assumptions 1-4 hold, then the causal effects τ , γ(x) and δ(x) can be expressed as

τ = γ + ⟨β,α⟩,
γ(x) = γ,

δ(x) = ⟨β,α⟩,

for x = 0, 1.

See Appendix A for a proof. Theorem 1 implies that there is no interaction between the

treatment and the mediator, that is, γ(0) = γ(1) and δ(0) = δ(1).

Alternatively, inspired by the relationship between the average controlled causal effects and the

average natural causal effects (e.g., Zheng and Zhou, 2015), we find some conditions that are weaker

than Assumptions 3 and 4, but still sufficient to identify τ , γ(x) and δ(x). These conditions are

summarized in Assumption 5.

Assumption 5.

(a) E{M(x) | X = x,Z = z} = E{M(x) | Z = z},
E{Y (x,M(x)) | X = x,M(x) = m,Z = z} = E{Y (x,M(x)) | M(x) = m,Z = z},

(b) E{Y (x,m) | M(x′) = m,Z = z} = E{Y (x,m) | Z = z},
(c) 0 < Pr(X = x | Zi = z) and 0 < p(M(x) = m | Z = z),

(d) E{M(x) | Z = z} = η
(c)
1 + x ∗α(c) +

J∑
j=1

zj ∗Ψ(c)
j ,

E{Y (x,m) | Z = z} = η
(c)
2 + xγ(c) + ⟨m,β(c)⟩+

J∑
j=1

zjs
(c)
j

for x = 0, 1, and all z ∈ Z and m ∈ M.
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Under Assumptions 1 and 5 (d), the average controlled direct effect of the treatment is defined

as E(Y (1,m)−Y (0,m)) = γ(c) and the average controlled effect of X on M , and M on Y at level

m versus m′ can be written as E(M(1)−M(0)) = α(c), E(Y (x,m)−Y (x,m′)) = ⟨m−m′,β(c)⟩,
respectively. Further, under Assumptions 1, 2 and 5 (a)-(c), the parameters α(c) = α, γ(c) = γ and

β(c) = β, which in general do not hold (Sobel, 2008; Lindquist, 2012). Then the average controlled

causal effects can be expressed by the parameters of the LISEMs. It follows that τ , γ(x) and δ(x)

can be validly identified under Assumptions 1, 2 and 5. These results are summarized in Theorem

2.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 5,

α(c) = α, γ(c) = γ, β(c) = β, and

E(M(1)−M(0)) = α,

E(Y (1,m)− Y (0,m)) = γ,

E(Y (x,m)− Y (x,m′)) = ⟨m−m′,β⟩,
τ = γ + ⟨β,α⟩, γ(x) = γ, δ(x) = ⟨β,α⟩,

for x = 0, 1, and all m ∈ M.

See Appendix A for the proof of Theorem 2, and the proof that Assumption 5 is weaker than

Assumption 3 and 4.

2.2 Estimation and Inference

In this section an approach for estimating the causal parameters of interest in the LISEMs is

described. Additionally, a procedure for testing the causal parameters based on the resampling

techniques is provided.

2.2.1 Estimation

The LISEMs considered in this study are composed of two types of linear regression models. One

consists of an image response and some scalar predictors, while the other consists of a scalar

response, an image predictor, and some other scalar predictors. Since the second one is essentially

a special high-dimensional linear model, it is assumed that the Tucker rank of the coefficient tensor

β is low so as to obtain a valid estimate, as well as to enhance power of the subsequent tests.

Note that the proposed method is flexible, so other regularization methods that fit image data

may also be used. Meanwhile, for further statistical inference, not penalizing α, Ψj and τ leaves

their estimators unbiased, and there is no need for conducting any of the debiased or decorrelated

procedures (e.g., Zhang and Zhang, 2014; Van de Geer et al., 2014). Our estimation strategy is as

follows.
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For simplicity, the intercept terms is suppressed in the LISEMs,

Mi = Xi ∗α+

J∑

j=1

Zij ∗Ψj + εi, (10)

Yi = Xiγ + ⟨Mi,β⟩+
J∑

j=1

Zijsj + ϵi. (11)

First, an unbiased estimate of∆ = (α,Ψ1, · · · ,ΨJ) can be obtained via the least square method

based on (10), that is,

∆̂ = argmin
α,Ψj∈RN1×N2×N3

n∑
i=1

∥ Mi −Xi ∗α− Zij ∗Ψj ∥2F

= argmin
α,Ψj∈RN1×N2×N3

∥ M −AX,Z∆ ∥22,

where ||U ||2F =
∑

p1,p2,p3
u2p1,p2,p3 denotes the Frobenius norm, M =

(
vec(M1)

T , · · · , vec(Mn)
T
)T

and vec(U) = (u1,1,1, u2,1,1, · · · , uN1,1,1, u1,2,1, · · · , uN1,2,1, · · · , uN1,N2,N3)
T . Additionally, AX,Z =

(AX , AZ1 , · · · , AZJ
), AX = (X1IN , · · · , XnIN )T , AZj = (Z1jIN , · · · , ZnjIN )T , ∆ = (α,Ψ1, · · · ,ΨJ),

α = vec(α), Ψj = vec(Ψj), j ∈ {1, · · · , J}.

Next, β is estimated based on equation (11), which is a problem with rising interest in statistics.

Specifically, inspired by recent work (e.g., Li et al., 2018; Ahmed et al., 2020; Han et al., 2022;

Luo and Zhang, 2021), assuming the parameter β to have a low Tucker rank, we use the Tucker

decomposition to solve the tensor estimation problem. In this study, an estimate of γ and a valid

estimate of β are obtained via the method proposed by Li et al. (2018), in which the tensor estimator

of β, actually vec(β), has a normal distribution limit under certain conditions, such as ϵ is normal

and the parameter space of β is compact and contains the true value. Moreover, this asymptotic

property of β̂ satisfies the requirement for the bootstrap step in the inference. See Appendix B for

a brief algorithm and selection of Tucker order for β.

Finally, by substituting (10) into (11), one obtains that

Yi = Xiτ +

J∑

j=1

Zijθj + ξi, (12)

where τ = γ + ⟨β,α⟩ is the total effect of interest, θj = sj + ⟨β,Ψj⟩, ξi = ⟨β, εi⟩ + ϵi, and

E(ξ | X = x) = 0. Next, an estimate of θ = (τ, θ1, · · · , θJ)T via the ordinary least square method

based on (12) is as follows.

θ̂ = argmin
θ∈RJ+1

∑n
i=1(Yi −Xiθ0 − Zijθj)

2

= argmin
θ∈RJ+1

∥ Y −BX,Zθ ∥22,
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where Y = (Y1, · · · , Yn)T , BX,Z = (X,Z1, · · · , ZJ), X = (X1, · · · , Xn)
T and Zj = (Z1j , · · · , Znj)

T .

2.2.2 Inference

Another central question of mediation analysis is to determine whether M acts as an intermediary

to transmit the effect of X on Y , and which loci in M transmit that effect. Analogous to the

univariate setting (Sobel, 1982; Baron and Kenny, 1986; Lindquist, 2012), these can be done by

testing whether ⟨α,β⟩ differs from 0, and whether α ◦ β (the Hadamard product (Kressner and

Perisa, 2017) for α and β) differs from 0. Since the exact distribution of α◦β is unknown, bootstrap

methods are used to perform inference. The procedure for obtaining the bootstrap distributions of

α and β is as follows.

Step 1. Estimating the parameters of interest based on the LISEMs and the original data via the

strategy proposed in Section 2.2.1.

Step 2. Independently generating a bootstrap sample (Zi, Xi,M
†
i , Y

†
i ), i ∈ {1, · · · , n} based on

LISEMs, that is,

M †
i = η̂1 +Xi ∗ α̂+

J∑

j=1

Zij ∗ Ψ̂j + v†i ε̂i,

Y †
i = η̂2 +Xiδ̂ + ⟨β̂,M †

i ⟩+
J∑

j=1

Zij ŝj + v†i ϵ̂i,

where ε̂i = Mi − η̂1 −Xi ∗ α̂−
J∑

j=1
Zij ∗ Ψ̂j , ϵ̂i = Yi − η̂2 −Xiδ̂ − ⟨β̂,Mi⟩ −

J∑
j=1

Zij ŝj , v
†
i are

independent and identically distributed and Pr(v†i = 1) = Pr(v†i = −1) = 1
2 .

Step 3. Estimating the parameters of interest again based on the LISEMs and the bootstrap

samples generated in Step 2.

Step 4. Repeat the procedure outlined in Steps 2 and 3 for a prespecified number of times (e.g.,

500 times). These replications are used to compute the bootstrap distributions of α and β.

Next, based on the bootstrap distributions of α and β, a MaxP test (MacKinnon et al., 2002)

can be performed to determine which αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 is significantly different from 0, and the p-

value for each locus (p1, p2, p3) equals to max{2 − 2Φ(| α̂p1,p2,p3
σ̂αp1,p2,p3

|), 2 − 2Φ(| β̂p1,p2,p3
σ̂βp1,p2,p3

|)}, where Φ(·)
is the cumulative distribution function of the standard normal distribution, σ̂αp1,p2,p3

and σ̂βp1,p2,p3

are the estimates of standard deviation calculated by the bootstrap distributions.

As we are interested in testing whether α ◦ β differs from 0 at each locus, it is necessary to

adjust the p-values for multiple comparisons. Throughout the article, the Benjamini–Hochberg

procedure (Benjamini and Hochberg, 1995) is used to control the false discovery rate (FDR).
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3 SIMULATION

In this section, simulation studies are conducted and the performance of the ICMA method is

shown in various scenarios.

The data (Zi, Xi,Mi, Yi), i = 1, · · · , n, n = 100, N1 = N2 = N3 = 8 are generated based on

five causal diagrams (five scenarios) which commonly occur in causal mediation analysis. The first

three scenarios do not have mediation effect, that is, the treatment has no effect on the mediator or

the mediator has no effect on the outcome. The remaining two scenarios are set to have a mediation

effect. The specific settings of the five scenarios are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1: The summary of simulation settings.

Scenario X M Y δ-effect in each locus

1 0 or 1 Zi ∗Ψ+ εi Xiγ + Zis+ ϵi None

2 0 or 1 Xi ∗α+ Zi ∗Ψ+ εi Xiγ + Zis+ ϵi None

3 0 or 1 Zi ∗Ψ+ εi Zis+ ⟨Mi,β⟩+ ϵi None

4 0 or 1 Xi ∗α+ Zi ∗Ψ+ εi Zis+ ⟨Mi,β⟩+ ϵi α ◦ β
5 0 or 1 Xi ∗α+ Zi ∗Ψ+ εi Xiγ + Zis+ ⟨Mi,β⟩+ ϵi α ◦ β

Here, γ = s = 10, Zi ∼ U(0, 2), Xi ∼ B(1, πi), logit(πi) = 0.5− 0.5Zi, vec(εi) ∼ N (0, 0.32I),
ϵi ∼ N (0, 0.12). Ψ, α and β are shown in Figure S.1.

Each of the five scenarios has 500 replications. For each replication, the LISEMs are fitted

using the approach outlined in Section 2. After estimation, a MaxP test based on the generated

bootstrap sample is performed to determine which αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 is significantly different from 0.

The results are controlled for multiple comparisons using the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure (q =

0.05).

Scenario 1 As shown in Table 1, the data are generated assuming Mi = Zi ∗ Ψ + εi and

Yi = Xiγ+Zis+ϵi for i = 1, · · · , n, where vec(εi) ∼ N (0, 0.32I), γ = 10, Zi ∼ U(0, 2), Xi ∼ B(1, πi),
logit(πi) = 0.5− 0.5Zi, and ϵi ∼ N (0, 0.12). In this scenario, X has a significant direct effect on Y

but no indirect effect, that is, γ = 10 and α = β = 0. The estimate of γ is γ̂ = 10.0005 and its

confident interval is [9.9574, 10.0437]. The first two rows of Figure 1 show estimates of α, β, and

α ◦ β, together with 95% confidence intervals of the corresponding straightened vectors. None of

the effects appear to deviate significantly from 0 for all the loci. Figure 2(a) shows the proportion

of times that α ◦β is statistically significant (adjusted p ¡0.05) among the 500 replications for each

locus. Clearly, the proportions for all loci fall well below 0.05, which shows that the estimation and

testing for α ◦ β perform well. Additionally, as shown in Figure S.2(a), even without multiple test

correction, the proportions for all loci fall well below 0.05.

Scenario 2 The data are generated in an analogous manner as in Scenario 1, except that Mi =

Xi ∗ α + Zi ∗Ψ + εi for i = 1, · · · , n, where Zi, Xi, and εi are defined as above. Again, X has a
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significant direct effect on Y but no indirect effect, that is, γ = 10 and β = 0. Note that in this

case, α ̸= 0, which is different from the setting of Scenario 1. The estimate of γ is γ̂ = 10.0004 and

its confident interval is [9.7699, 10.2309]. The third and fourth rows of Figure 1 show estimates of

α, β, and α ◦β, together with 95% confidence intervals of the corresponding straightened vectors.

The estimates coincide with the true values, with only α being significantly different from 0 in the

loci corresponding to the elements in α which are nonzero. Figure 2(b) shows the proportion of

times that α ◦ β is statistically significant (adjusted p¡0.05) among the 500 replications for each

locus. Again, all loci fall well below 0.05. Additionally, in Figure S.2(b), the proportions for all

loci fall well below 0.05 without multiple test correction. Note that the proportion of false positives

increases and approaches 0.05 in the loci corresponding to the elements in α which are nonzero.

Scenario 3 The data are generated assuming Mi = Zi ∗ Ψ + εi and Yi = Zis + ⟨Mi,β⟩ + ϵi

for i = 1, · · · , n, where Zi is defined as above, both vec(εi) and ϵi follow normal distributions as

described before. In this scenario, X has no direct or indirect effect on Y , that is, γ = 0 and

α = 0. The estimate of γ is γ̂ = −0.00001 and its confidence interval is [−0.0385, 0.0385]. The

fifth and sixth rows of Figure 1 show estimates of α, β, and α ◦ β, together with 95% confidence

intervals of the corresponding straightened vectors. Again, the estimates coincide with the true

values, with β being significantly different from 0 in the loci corresponding to the elements that

β are nonzero. Figure 2(c) shows the proportion of times that α ◦ β is statistically significant

(adjusted p¡0.05) among the 500 replications for each locus. Again, for all loci the proportion

falls below 0.05. However, different from the first two scenarios, in this case without multiple test

correction, the proportion of false positives increases and exceeds 0.05 (still below 0.1) in the loci

corresponding to the elements in β which are nonzero, which is presented in Figure S.2(c).

Scenario 4 The data are generated in an analogous manner as described in Scenario 3, except

that Mi = Xi ∗ α + Zi ∗Ψ + εi for i = 1, · · · , n, where Zi, Xi, and vec(εi) are defined as above.

In this scenario, X has an indirect effect on Y but no significant direct effect, and some loci in M

transmit the effect of X on Y , that is, γ = 0 and α ◦ β ̸= 0. The estimate of γ is γ̂ = 0.0712

and its confidence interval is [−0.5754, 0.7179]. The first two rows of Figure 3 show estimates of

α, β and α ◦ β, together with 95% confidence intervals of the corresponding straightened vectors.

Again, all three estimates coincide with the true values, as they are significantly different from 0 in

the appropriate loci. Figure 2(d) illustrates the power of the method in detecting true positives in

the loci where αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 ̸= 0, while accurately controlling for false positives in the loci where

αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 = 0. Additionally, the slight difference between Figure 2(d) and Figure S.2(d)

is that the latter appropriately controls for false positives in the loci where αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 = 0

without multiple test correction.
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Figure 1: Estimates of α, β, and α◦β, together with 95% confidence intervals of the corresponding
straightened vectors, for data generated according to the settings described in the Scenarios 1, 2,
and 3. The x-axis of rows 2, 4 and 6 all represents the straightened loci, and the y-axis represents
the values of the corresponding parameters at these loci. The colors in the images represent the
grid point values.
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Figure 1: (a) represents the slice image of A, and the non-zero part of A is a mixed-color elliptical
cylinder. (b) represents the slice image of B, which is generated by two cubes of different colors.
The colors represent the grid point values from blue to yellow corresponding to -0.06 to 0.94.

1

Figure 2: Results of the first three scenarios are shown in (a), (b), and (c), respectively. Each plot
shows the proportion of times that α ◦ β is statistically significant (adjusted p < 0.05) among the
500 replications for each locus. The results illustrate that the method provides adequate control
of the false positive rate in all three simulated scenarios. Results of the last two scenarios are
shown in (d) and (e), respectively. Each plot illustrates the power of the method in detecting true
positives in the loci of αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 ̸= 0, while accurately controlling for false positives in the
loci of αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 = 0. The x-axis of all plots represents the straightened loci.

Scenario 5 The data are generated in an analogous manner as described in Scenario 4, except that

Yi = Xiγ + Zis+ ⟨Mi,β⟩+ ϵi for i = 1, · · · , n, where γ = 10, Zi ∼ U(0, 2), logit(πi) = 0.5− 0.5Zi,

Xi ∼ B(1, πi), and ϵi ∼ N (0, 0.12). In this scenario, X has both direct and indirect effect on

Y , and some loci in M transmit the effect of X on Y , that is, γ = 10 and α ◦ β ̸= 0. The

estimate of γ is γ̂ = 10.0033 and its confident interval is [9.3608, 10.6457]. The third and fourth

rows of Figure 3 show estimates of α, β and α ◦ β, together with 95% confidence intervals of the

corresponding straightened vectors. Similarly, all three estimates coincide with the true values, as

they are significantly different from 0 in the appropriate loci. Figure 2(e) illustrates the power of

the method in detecting true positives in the intervals that αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 ̸= 0, while accurately

controlling for false positives in the intervals that αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 = 0. Additionally, the difference

between Figure 2(e) and Figure S.2(e) is that the latter appropriately controls for false positives in

the loci where αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 = 0 without multiple test correction.
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Figure 3: Estimates of α, β, and α◦β, together with 95% confidence intervals of the corresponding
straightened vectors, for data generated according to the settings described in Scenarios 4 and 5.
The x-axis represents the straightened loci, and the y-axis represents the values of the corresponding
parameters at these loci. The colors in the images represent the grid point values.

4 REAL DATA APPLICATION

Extensive scientific research have shown that the brain, as the carrier of human consciousness,

profoundly affects the performance of human intelligence (e.g., Reiss et al., 1996; Haier et al., 2004;

Northam et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2019).

Recently, a systematic review and meta-analysis by Zhang et al. (2019) indicates that children

delivered through caesarean section are associated with an increased risk of negative performance in

physical health and neurocognitive development, compared with children born via vaginal delivery.

Blazkova et al. (2020) shows that children born with caesarean section score lower in psychological

cognitive tests than those born via vaginal delivery. However, an earlier study (Li et al., 2011) on
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Chinese children finds no difference in intelligence quotient (IQ) scores between children who were

delivered by caesarean section and spontaneous vaginal delivery. A more recent systematic review

(Blake et al., 2021) concludes that the evidence of an association between caesarean section birth

and lower offspring cognitive functioning is inconsistent.

Motivated by the controversial studies, this article considers two issues. The first is whether

mother’s delivery mode has an impact on child’s intellectual performance, and the second is if this

impact exists, whether it is mediated by the brain and which loci transmit the impact. These two

issues can be tackled with the proposed ICMA method through estimating the causal parameters

α, γ, β, and τ .

The real data are collected by the Institute of Brain Science, East China Normal University. The

original dataset contains each child’s family status, physical and mental status, sleep duration and

quality, parental characteristics, magnetic resonance brain images, and various test scores for 100

six-year-old children. Through prior studies that construct causal diagrams to explore relationship

among variables (e.g., Andrews et al., 2018), seven variables are considered in the image casual

mediation analysis, in which delivery mode is the treatment, cerebrospinal fluid’s (CSF’s) MRI

or gray matter’s MRI or white matter’s MRI is the mediator, child’s IQ score is the outcome

and gender, maternal age, oxytocin, and family type are the pre-treatment covariates. Detailed

description of these variables are shown in Table 2.

Our goal is to determine whether mother’s delivery mode has an impact on child’s intellectual

performance. Assumptions that are made in Section 2 need to be assessed to qualify the plausibility

of the ICMA approach in this application. For Assumption 1, in our real data neither the MRI

nor the IQ test score of an individual subject should be affected by the treatment of any other

subject in the study, thus validating the SUTVA. Assumption 2 corresponds to the consistency

assumption in causal inference, and it is widely used in causal mediation analysis (e.g., Imai et al.,

2010a,b). Assumptions 3 (a) and 5(a) correspond to the conditional independence and conditional

mean independence between treatment and potential outcomes and potential mediators. The data

set we use contains a large number of covariates which include variables from all related areas. By

constructing causal diagrams to explore the relationship among variables, we found that only two

variables (family type, maternal age) affect treatment, and included them as pre-treatment variables

in our mediation analysis. So the conditional independence and conditional mean independence

can be reasonably assumed. For Assumptions 3 (b) and 5(b), since ε̂ and ϵ̂ being correlated is one

of the most common violations of them, which correspond to the presence of unobserved variables

that confound the relationship between M and Y , a ball covariance test of independence proposed

by Pan et al. (2020) is peformed to show the uncorrelation between ε̂ and ϵ̂. Since linear additive

models, which correspond to Assumptions 4 and 5 (d), are commonly used in the analysis of

neuroimaging data (e.g., Zhou et al., 2013; Li et al., 2018; Yu et al., 2022; Llosa-Vite and Maitra,

2022), their usage in this particular application appears reasonable. Additionally, the Kolmogorov-

15



Table 2: Description of variables in real data analysis.

Variable Name Value Sample size

Treatment X Delivery mode
1: Caesarean section

93
0: Spontaneous vaginal delivery

Mediator M
CSF’s MRI

RN1×N2×N3 93Gray matter’s MRI
White matter’s MRI

Outcome Y IQ score (0,∞) 93

Pre-treatment
covariates

Z1 Child’s gender
1: Boy

93
0: Girl

Z2 Maternal age (0,∞) 93

Z3 Oxytocin
1: Yes

93
0: No

Z41 Family type-1
1: Family only consisting of

93
children and their parents

0: Others

Z42 Family type-2
1: Family consisting of children,

93
parents and grandparents

0: Others

1. The MRIs here are all pre-processed, which are the output images
of the raw MRIs after four steps’ standardization processing by FSL
Programs (bet2 (first step), FAST (third step)) and AFNI Programs
(auto warp.py (second step), 3dNwarpApply (fourth step)) based on

Note: the brain image in Figure S.2.
2. The MRI data of each individual is divided into three classes

based on CSF, Gray matter and White matter. The value of each locus
in each class of image is the percentage of that class of tissue
present at that locus.

Smirnov statistic is used to test whether ϵ̂ is normal, which is to support the bootstrap step in

Section 2.2.2.

To achieve our goal, model (12) is fitted and the T-test is peformed. The results show that

caesarean section has a statistically significant negative impact on child’s intellectual performance

since the estimate of total effect is −4.5481 with p-value 0.02 (less than 0.05). Next, we explore

whether this effect is mediated and which loci transmit it by applying the ICMA method to each

of the three types of image mediators, respectively. Since the original image data is of dimension

144 × 192 × 160, which is much larger than the sample size n = 93, directly applying the ICMA

method to the original image data may cause computational difficulties. Moreover, in the theories

of tensor regression that under the assumption that the intrinsic tensor rank is known, the order of

M is restricted by the sample size to achieve the corresponding estimation error in various methods

(e.g., Han et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2019; Tomioka and Suzuki, 2013). Thus, the mediation analysis

for the real data here is performed in two steps.
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In the first step, we aim to select some potential regions with moderate size. To this end, the

original image is transformed into a Ñ1 × Ñ2 × Ñ3 tensor via average pooling or max pooling, that

is, the value of each locus of the new tensor is the average value or max value of the corresponding
˜̃
N1 × ˜̃

N2 × ˜̃
N3 cubic in the original image, see Figure S.3 for details, where

˜̃
Nd = Nd/Ñd, for d =

1, 2, 3. Specifically, consider three settings of (Ñ1, Ñ2, Ñ3): (9, 12, 10), (16, 16, 16), and (18, 24, 20).

Under each setting the average pooling and max pooling methods are applied, respectively. Next,

the ICMA method is applied with the Ñ1 × Ñ2 × Ñ3 tensor as a ‘pooled’ image mediator to select

the potential regions. Specifically, the regions with p-values less than 0.2 are taken as the potential

regions and proceed to the second step. Additionally, see Appendix C for a discussion about the

sensitivity of different settings of Ñ1 × Ñ2 × Ñ3 and pooling methods to the potential regions

selection.

To further explore the indirect effect through the MRI, the second step applies the ICMA

method with each potential region that are selected by the first step being an image mediator.

It is found that two regions of the frontotemporal area in the white matter have at least 5% of

loci conveying statistically significant mediation effects after adjusting for p-values. The results are

summarized in Table 3 and Figure 4. Additionally, the estimate of the direct effect is negative with

its p-value, calculated by 2−2Φ( δ̂
σ̂δ
) where σ̂δ is obtained similarly to σ̂αp1,p2,p3

, less than 0.05 when

each one of the two regions in Figure 4 is considered as an image mediator, respectively.

Table 3: Results of the second step.

Tissue category
Number of regions with at least 5% of loci conveying statistically

significant effects

CSF 0

Gray matter 0

White matter 2

A body of literature has detected the influences of the gray and white matter on the development

of child’s IQ (e.g., Reiss et al., 1996; Wilke et al., 2003; Northam et al., 2011; Isaacs et al., 2010;

Luby et al., 2016). The results of our real data analysis indicate that caesarean section has a

negative direct effect on child’s IQ, and suggest that the two regions of white matter belonging to

the frontal-temporal areas in Figure 4 convey indirect effects from the caesarean section to child’s IQ

development. These findings help address the controversial issues described earlier in this section.

Additionally, since limited information is available surrounding the role of white matter in shaping

cognitive abilities in children (Muetzel et al., 2015), our findings provide inspiration for future

prospective and longitudinal studies.
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Figure 4: The causal diagram with the white matter’s MRI as the mediator. The first row of the
image plot shows a slice map of the red region, which is the locus in the 18 × 24 × 20 mediator
obtained by average pooling with at least 5% of loci conveying statistically significant indirect
effects in the second step. The second row shows a slice map of the green region, which is the locus
obtained by max pooling with at least 5% of loci conveying statistically significant indirect effects
in the second step. Observe that these two regions are located very close to each other and both
belong to the frontotemporal area.

5 Discussion

This article introduces the ICMA method to study image mediation effects. It defines the average

casual effects under the potential outcome framework, examines sufficient conditions for the valid

identification, and develops techniques for estimation and inference. Different from most brain me-

diation analysis literature that treat summary measures of brain regions as mediator, in this study

the image data is directly modeled as the mediator, and pre-treatment covariates are considered.

Note that the LISEMs in this article assumes linearity. However, they can be easily extended

to the generalized linear form, that is,

A1(µM |X=x,Z=z) = η1 + x ∗α+
J∑

j=1
zj ∗Ψj ,

A2(µY |X=x,M=m,Z=z) = η2 + xγ + ⟨m,β⟩+
J∑

j=1
zjsj ,

(13)

whereA1 andA2 are known link functions, µM |X=x,Z=z = E(M | X = x,Z = z), and µY |X=x,M=m,Z=z =

E(Y | X = x,M = m,Z = z). In this formulation, under Assumption 1-3, the total effect τ can
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be expressed as

τ = γ(x) + δ(1− x)

=

∫

Z

∫

M

{E(Y | X = 1,M = m,Z = z)− E(Y | X = 0,M = m,Z = z)} dFM |X=x,Z=z(m)dFZ(z)

+

∫

Z

∫

M

E(Y | X = 1− x,M = m,Z = z)
{
dFM |X=1,Z=z(m)− dFM |X=0,Z=z(m)

}
dFZ(z)

=

∫

Z

∫

M

{B2(η2 + γ + ⟨m,β⟩+
J∑

j=1

zjsj)− B2(η2 + ⟨m,β⟩+
J∑

j=1

zjsj)}dFM |X=x,Z=z(m)dFZ(z)

+

∫

Z

∫

M

B2(η2 + (1− x)γ + ⟨m,β⟩+
J∑

j=1

zjsj)
{
dFM |X=1,Z=z(m)− dFM |X=0,Z=z(m)

}
dFZ(z),

where B2 = A−1
2 . Specially, if B2 is the identity function, then

τ =

∫

Z

∫

M

{η2 + γ + ⟨m,β⟩+
J∑

j=1

zjsj − (η2 + ⟨m,β⟩+
J∑

j=1

zjsj)}dFM |X=x,Z=z(m)dFZ(z)

+

∫

Z

∫

M

(η2 + (1− x)γ + ⟨m,β⟩+
J∑

j=1

zjsj)
{
dFM |X=1,Z=z(m)− dFM |X=0,Z=z(m)

}
dFZ(z)

= γ +

∫

Z

⟨B1(η1 +α+
J∑

j=1

zj ∗Ψj)−B1(η1 +
J∑

j=1

zj ∗Ψj),β⟩dFZ(z),

where B1 = A−1
1 . Obviously, when B1 is also the identity function, τ = γ+ < α,β >.

In this study, only low-dimensional pre-treatment covariates are considered, high-dimensional

cases such as the genetic data of children and their parents are not involved. Although there are

some ways to deal with high-dimensional covariates (e.g., Luo et al., 2017), these methods may not

be effective when the mediator is an image. A recent work (Yu et al., 2022) proposes a method to

map the genetic-imaging-clinical pathway for Alzheimer’s disease, in which the treatment variable

is a two-dimensional image, the covariates are ultra-high-dimensional clinical and genetic data, the

outcome variable is a continuous scalar, and the relationship among them follow linear structural

equation models. However, it is difficult to cope with a three-dimensional image mediator and

high-dimensional covariates via this method, since the tensor nuclear norm is generally NP-hard to

even approximate (Friedland and Lim, 2018). The problem of three-dimensional image mediator

combined with high-dimensional covariates remains for future work. The post-treatment covariates

are not considered here, since in many cases they are affected by treatment, which makes the

identification of defined causal effects difficult. A possible solution is to define interventional effects

(VanderWeele et al., 2014), and this issue is left for future work.
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APPENDIX A: PROOF OF IDENTIFICATION

Proof of Theorem 1

Under Assumptions 1-3 following the same argument of the Theorem 1 in Imai et al. (2010b), for

x = 0, 1,

γ(x) =

∫

Z

∫

M

{E(Y | X = 1,M = m,Z = z)

−E(Y | X = 0,M = m,Z = z)} dFM |X=x,Z=z(m)dFZ(z),

δ(x) =

∫

Z

∫

M

E(Y | X = x,M = m,Z = z)

{
dFM |X=1,Z=z(m)− dFM |X=0,Z=z(m)

}
dFZ(z),

where FZ(·) and FM |X,Z(·) represent the distribution function and the conditional distribution

function.

Under Assumption 4,

γ(x) =

∫

Z

∫

M

(η2 + γ + ⟨m,β⟩+
J∑

j=1

zjsj − η2

− ⟨m,β⟩ −
J∑

j=1

zjsj)dFM |X=x,Z=z(m)dFZ(z)

= γ.

δ(x) =

∫

Z

∫

M

(η2 + xγ + ⟨m,β⟩+
J∑

j=1

zjsj)

{
dFM |X=1,Z=z(m)− dFM |X=0,Z=z(m)

}
dFZ(z)

=

∫

Z

(⟨E(M | X = 1,Z = z)− E(M | X = 0,Z = z),β⟩)dFZ(z)

= ⟨α,β⟩.
τ = γ(1) + δ(0) = γ(0) + δ(1) = γ + ⟨α,β⟩.

Proof of Lemma 1 and Theorem 2

Lemma 1. Assumption 5 is weaker than Assumptions 3 and 4.

First, note that Assumption 3 (a) implies

Mi(x) ⊥ Xi | Zi = z (∗)
Yi(x

′,m) ⊥ Xi | Zi = z (∗∗)
Yi(x

′,m) ⊥ Xi | Mi(x) = m′,Zi = z (∗ ∗ ∗)
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According to (∗), E(M(x) | X = x,Z = z) = E(M(x) | Z = z).

By (∗ ∗ ∗),
E(Y (x,M(x)) | X = x,M(x) = m,Z = z)

= E(Y (x,m) | X = x,M(x) = m,Z = z)

(∗∗∗)
= E(Y (x,m) | M(x) = m,Z = z)

= E(Y (x,M(x)) | M(x) = m,Z = z).

Then under Assumption 3 (b), (∗∗) and (∗ ∗ ∗), we obtain

E(Y (x,M(x)) | X = x′,M(x′) = m,Z = z)

2(b)
= E(Y (x,m) | X = x′,Z = z)

(∗∗)
= E(Y (x,m) | Z = z),

E(Y (x,m) | X = x′,M(x′) = m,Z = z)

(∗∗∗)
= E(Y (x,m) | M(x′) = m,Z = z),

E(Y (x,m) | M(x′) = m,Z = z) = E(Y (x,m) | Z = z).

Additionally, obviously, Assumption 5 (c) can be deduced by 0 < Pr(X = x | Zi = z) and

0 < p(M(x) = m | X = x,Z = z).

Further, under Assumption 3,

E(M(x) | Z = z) = E(M(x) | X = x,Z = z)

= E(M | X = x,Z = z).

E(Y (x,m) | Z = z) = E(Y (x,m) | X = x,Z = z)

=

∫

M

E(Y (x,m)) | X = x,M(x) = m,Z = z)dFM(x)|X=x,Z=z(m)

=

∫

M

E(Y | X = x,M(x) = m,Z = z)dFM |X=x,Z=z(m).

Then by Assumption 4,

E(M(x) | Z = z) = η1 + x ∗α+

J∑

j=1

zj ∗Ψj ,

E(Y (x,m) | Z = z) = η2 + xγ + ⟨m,β⟩+
J∑

j=1

zjsj .
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Thus, Assumptions 3 and 4 imply Assumption 5. However, in general, the mean independence

between two random variables does not imply they are independent of each other. Thus the inverse

does not hold. Hence, Assumption 5 is weaker than Assumptions 3 and 4.

Next, we prove Theorem 2.

Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 5,

E(M | X = x,Z = z) = E(M(X) | X = x,Z = z)

= E(M(x) | X = x,Z = z)

= E(M(x) | Z = z)

= η
(c)
1 + x ∗α(c) +

J∑

j=1

zj ∗Ψ(c)
j .

E(Y | X = x,M(X) = m,Z = z) = E(Y (X,M(X)) | X = x,M(X) = m,Z = z)

= E(Y (x,M(x)) | X = x,M(x) = m,Z = z)

= E(Y (x,M(x)) | M(x) = m,Z = z)

= E(Y (x,m) | M(x) = m,Z = z)

= E(Y (x,m) | Z = z)

= η
(c)
2 + xγ(c) + ⟨m,β(c)⟩+

J∑

j=1

zjs
(c)
j .

Comparing the results above with the LISEMs, then

(η
(c)
1 − η1) + x ∗ (α(c) −α) +

J∑

j=1

zj ∗ (Ψ(c)
j −Ψ) = 0,

(η
(c)
2 − η2) + x(γ(c) − γ) + ⟨m,β(c) − β(c)⟩+

J∑

j=1

zj(s
(c)
j − sj) = 0.

Since x, m, z are arbitrary, then α(c) = α, γ(c) = γ, β(c) = β. This follows that E(M(1) −
M(0)) = α, E(Y (1,m)− Y (0,m)) = γ and E(Y (x,m)− Y (x,m′)) = ⟨m−m′,β⟩.
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Further, under Assumptions 1, 2 and 5,

E
(
Y
(
x,M

(
x′
))

| Z = z
)
=

∫

M
E
(
Y
(
x,M

(
x′
))

| M
(
x′
)
= m,Z = z

)
dFM(x′)|Z=z(m)

=

∫

M
E(Y (x,m) | M

(
x′
)
= m,Z = z)dFM(x′)|Z=z(m)

=

∫

M
E(Y (x,m) | Z = z)dFM(x′)|Z=z(m)

=

∫

M
(η

(c)
2 + xγ(c) + ⟨m,β(c)⟩+

J∑

j=1

zjs
(c)
j )dFM(x′)|Z=z(m)

= η
(c)
2 + xγ(c) + ⟨E

(
M

(
x′
)
| Z = z

)
,β(c)⟩+

J∑

j=1

zjsj

= η
(c)
2 + xγ(c) + ⟨η(c)

1 + x′ ∗α(c) +

J∑

j=1

zj ∗Ψ(c)
j ,β(c)⟩+

J∑

j=1

zjs
(c)
j

= η
(c)
2 + ⟨η(c)

1 ,β(c)⟩+ xγ(c) + x′⟨α(c),β(c)⟩+
J∑

j=1

zj

(
⟨Ψ(c)

j ,β(c)⟩+ s
(c)
j

)
.

Hence, τ = γ + ⟨β,α⟩, γ(x) = γ, δ(x) = ⟨β,α⟩.

APPENDIX B: ESTIMATION STRATEGY FOR TENSOR PA-

RAMETER IN MODEL (11)

To begin, we briefly review some notations in matrix/array operations. Given two matrices U =

[u1, · · · , up] ∈ Rk×p and V = [v1, · · · , vq] ∈ Rl×q, the Kronecker product is the kl-by-pq matrix

U ⊗ V = [u1 ⊗ V, u2 ⊗ V, · · · , up ⊗ V ]. The mode-d matricization, V (d), maps a tensor V ∈
RN1×···×ND into a Nd ×

D∏
d′ ̸=d

Nd′ matrix such that the (p1, ..., pD) element of the tensor V maps to

the (pd, l) element of the matrix V (d), where l = 1+
∑

d′ ̸=d (pd′ − 1)
∏

d′′<d′,d′′ ̸=dNd′′ . The mode-d

multiplication of the tensor V with a matrix U ∈ RNd×q, denoted by V ×d U ∈ RN1×···×q×···ND , is

the multiplication of the mode-d fibers of V by U , that is, UV (d).

Next, model (11) can be rewritten as

E(Yi | Zi, Xi,Mi) = BXi,Ziϑ+ ⟨Mi,B ×1 U1 ×2 U2 ×3 U3⟩ , (S.1)

by assuming that the coefficient tensor β follows a Tucker decomposition, that is, β = B ×1

U1 ×2 U2 ×3 U3, where B ∈ RR1×R2×R3 is the core tensor, Ud is the Nd-by-Rd factor matrice and

‘×d’ represents the tensor-matrix product along mode d, for d = 1, 2, 3. Additionally, BXi,Zi =

(Xi, Zi1, · · · , ZiJ) and ϑ = (δ, s1, · · · , sJ)T . In fact, model (S.1) is a special case of model (4) in Li
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et al. (2018) when assuming that Y belongs to a gaussian family with probability density,

p(y | µ, σ) = 1

σ
√
2π

e−
1
2(

y−µ
σ )

2

. (S.2)

Thus, given n iid data {(zi, xi,mi, yi), i = 1, ..., n}, the loglikelihood function for (S.2) is

ℓ(ϑ,U1, U2, U3,B) = −n
2 ln(2π)− n

2 lnσ
2
i − 1

2σ2
i

∑n
i=1 (yi − µi)

2

=
∑n

i=1
yiµi−µ2

i /2

σ2
i

+
∑n

i=1−(
y2i
2σ2

i
+ ln(2π)

2 +
ln(σ2

i )
2 ),

(S.3)

where µi is related to regression parameters (ϑ,U1, U2, U3,B) through (S.1).

Li et al. (2018) suggests a block ascent algorithm to obtain the maximum likelihood estimation

(MLE) for the Tucker tensor regression model (S.1), we briefly review it as follows.

Algorithm 1: Block relaxation algorithm for fitting the Tucker tensor regression.

Initialize: ϑ(0) = argmaxϑ ℓ(ϑ, 0, · · · , 0), U(d)(0) a random matrix for d = 1, · · · , D, and B(0) ∈
RR1×R2×R3 a random tensor.

repeat
for d = 1, 2, 3 do

U
(t+1)
d = argmaxUd

ℓ(ϑ(t), U
(t+1)
1 , . . . , U

(t+1)
d−1 , Ud, U

(t)
d+1, . . . , U

(t)
D ,B(t))

end for
B(t+1) = argmaxB ℓ

(
ϑ(t), U

(t+1)
1 , . . . , U

(t+1)
D ,B

)

ϑ(t+1) = argmaxϑ ℓ
(
ϑ,U

(t+1)
1 , . . . , U

(t+1)
D ,B(t+1)

)

until ℓ
(
ϑ(t+1)

)
− ℓ

(
ϑ(t)

)
< ς

Additionally, in practical application, a warm initialization may cause a substantial reduction

in computational burden and a more stable estimate, so in the Section 4 of this paper and the

additional simulation in Appendix C, the initial value β(0) is obtained by the sequentially truncated

HOSVD (ST-HOSVD) (Vannieuwenhoven et al., 2012) based on (S.4).

Proposition 1. Suppose ∆̂ = (α̂, Ψ̂1, · · · , Ψ̂J) is the ordinary least square estimator of ∆ =

(α,Ψ1, · · · ,ΨJ) of equation (10), and θ̂ is the ordinary least square estimator of θ of equation

(12), then equation (11) can be rewritten as

ω̂ = Aε̂β + ϵ̂, (S.4)

where ω̂ = Y − BX,Z θ̂, β = vec(β), ϵ̂ = Λϵ, and Aε̂ = (ε̂1, · · · , ε̂n)T , ε̂i = vec(ε̂i), ε̂i = Mi −Xi ∗
α̂−

J∑
j=1

Zij ∗ Ψ̂j, Λ = (I −BT
X,Z(B

T
X,ZBX,Z)

−1BX,Z).

Proof. Note that ∆̂ = (AT
X,ZAX,Z)

−1AT
X,ZM , then ε̂ = (I −AX,Z(A

T
X,ZAX,Z)

−1AT
X,Z)ε.

Due to AX,Z = BX,Z ⊗ I, ε = vec(AT
ε ), ε̂ = vec(AT

ε̂ ) and the Properties of Kronecker prod-

uct, then vec(AT
ε̂ ) = (I − (BX,Z ⊗ I)((BX,Z ⊗ I)T (BX,Z ⊗ I))−1(BT

X,Z ⊗ I))vec(AT
ε ) = ((I −
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BX,Z(B
T
X,ZBX,Z)

−1BT
X,Z)⊗ I)vec(AT

ε ), that is, vec(A
T
ε̂ ) = vec(AT

ε (I −BX,Z(B
T
X,ZBX,Z)

−1BT
X,Z)).

Thus, Aε̂ = (I −BX,Z(B
T
X,ZBX,Z)

−1BT
X,Z)Aε.

Therefore,

ω̂ = Y −BX,Z θ̂

= (I −BX,Z(B
T
X,ZBX,Z)

−1BT
X,Z)Aεβ + (I −BX,Z(B

T
X,ZBX,Z)

−1BT
X,Z)ϵ

= Aε̂β + ϵ̂.

At last, we discuss the selection of Tucker rank R for β. In general, tuning rank is challenging

for tensors as many parameter values need to be tuned simultaneously (Hillar and Lim, 2013).

Specifically, inspired by Li et al. (2018), which treat this as a model selection problem, we adopt

Bayesian information criterion(BIC), −2 log ℓ+ log(n)pe, to choose the Tucker rank for the tensor

parameter from a ‘warm’ set. Here, ℓ is defined in (S.3), pe =
∑3

d=1NdRd+
∏3

d=1Rd−
∑3

d=1R
2
d and

the warm set is selected by considering the sample size n and the order of M . Table 1 of Han et al.

(2022) shows the requirement for the sample size to achieve the corresponding estimation error in

various methods (e.g., Han et al., 2022; Chen et al., 2019; Tomioka and Suzuki, 2013). Based on

this result, we choose R = (R1, R2, R3) from {(1, 1, 1), (1, 2, 1), (2, 2, 1), (2, 2, 2)} in the simulation

part of this paper by considering the sample size n = 100 and M is of type 8×8×8. In the real data

analysis part R is chosen from {(1, 1, 1), (1, 2, 1), (2, 2, 1), (2, 2, 2), (2, 3, 2), (2, 3, 3), (3, 3, 3)} since the
sample size is 93 and the order of M in each direction ranges from 8 to 24.

APPENDIX C: DISCUSSIONS ABOUT THE SENSITIVITY OF

DIFFERENT Ñ1 × Ñ2 × Ñ3 AND POOLING METHODS TO PO-

TENTIAL REGIONS SELECTION

Here, the sensitivity of different Ñ1 × Ñ2 × Ñ3 and pooling methods to potential regions selection

is discussed. Figure 4 demonstrates that the selection of potential regions is not sensitive to the

different pooling methods. However, the selection of potential regions is inconsistent for different

sizes of Ñ1 × Ñ2 × Ñ3 for this particular real data application. Specifically, three settings of

Ñ1 × Ñ2 × Ñ3 are considered: (9, 12, 10), (16, 16, 16), and (18, 24, 20), for each setting both the

average pooling and max pooling methods are used. Only with (18, 24, 20) does the procedure select

regions that are of statistical significance, which is shown in Figure 4. For the other two settings

the procedure doesn’t find any regions with at least 5% of loci conveying statistically significant

indirect effects in the second step. One reason may be that the estimates of ϵ in the first step

are not normally distributed by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, causing some inconsistency of the

bootstrap selection procedure. To overcome this problem, our strategy is to set multiple choices of
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pooling cube sizes and the threshold p-value to be 0.2 to include more potential mediating regions

in the first step, then in the second step to perform a more strict procedure to locate the specific

mediating loci.

To assess the performance of the proposed method in more cases, additional simulation is

performed. The setting of this simulation is summarized in Table S.1. The results in Table S.2 and

Figure S.5 show that all estimates of the mediating area cover the true region, which demonstrates

that our approach is robust to the choice of Ñ1 × Ñ2 × Ñ3 and pooling methods in this setting.

Table S.1: Settings of the additional simulation.

Variable Generation formula Value

X sample from B(1, πi) 0 or 1
M Xi ∗α+ Zi ∗Ψ+ εi R144×196×160

Y Xiγ + Zis+ ⟨Mi,β⟩+ ϵi R

Note:

Here, Zi ∼ U(0, 2), logit(πi) = 0.5− 0.5Zi, Ψ is random with
vec(Ψ) ∼ N (0, I), ϵi ∼ N (0, 0.12), δ = s = 10, and the non-zero
loci of α, εi, and β are restricted in the same 8× 8× 8 region.
Moreover, the elements of εi in this 8× 8× 8 region follow a

normal distribution with mean zero and standard deviation 0.3.

Table S.2: Results of the additional simulation.

Pooling method
Order of the

pooled mediator

Regions with loci
having mediation
effects in the the
pooled mediators

Centre of these loci in the original
image

Max pooling

Average pooling

9× 12× 10
16× 16× 16
18× 24× 20
9× 12× 10
16× 16× 16
18× 24× 20

(5, 7, 6)
(8, 9, 9), (9, 9, 9)

(9 13 11), (10, 13, 11)
(5, 7, 6)

(8, 9, 9), (9, 9, 9)
(9 13 11), (10,13,11)

(69.5, 100.3, 85.8)
(69.1, 100.1, 85.8), (73, 101, 86.7)
( 69.0, 100.3, 85.8), (73, 100.8, 86)

(69.5, 100.3, 85.8)
(69.1, 100.1, 85.8), (73, 101, 86.7)
( 69.0, 100.3, 85.8), (73, 100.8, 86)

APPENDIX D: SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES FOR SIMULA-

TION STUDIES AND REAL DATA ANALYSIS
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Figure 1: (a) represents the slice image of A, and the non-zero part of A is a mixed-color elliptical
cylinder. (b) represents the slice image of B, which is generated by two cubes of different colors.
The colors represent the grid point values from blue to yellow corresponding to -0.06 to 0.94.

1

Figure S.1: (a) represents the slice image of α and Ψ, and the non-zero part of it is a mixed-
color elliptical cylinder. (b) represents the slice image of β, which is generated by two cubes of
different colors. (c) represents the slice image of αβ. The colors represent the grid point values.
(d) represents the plots of vec(α) or vec(Ψ), and (e), (f) represent the plots of vec(β) and vec(αβ).
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Figure 1: (a) represents the slice image of A, and the non-zero part of A is a mixed-color elliptical
cylinder. (b) represents the slice image of B, which is generated by two cubes of different colors.
The colors represent the grid point values from blue to yellow corresponding to -0.06 to 0.94.

1

Figure S.2: Results of the first three scenarios are shown in (a), (b), and (c), respectively. Each plot
shows the proportion of times that α ◦β is statistically significant (empirical p < 0.05) among the
500 replications for each locus. The results illustrate that the method provides adequate control of
the false positive rate in all three simulated scenarios. Results of the last two scenarios are shown in
(d) and (e), respectively. Each plot illustrates the power of the method in detecting true positives
in the loci of αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 ̸= 0, while appropriately controlling for false positives in the loci of
αp1,p2,p3βp1,p2,p3 = 0. The x-axis of all plots represents the straightened loci.

Figure S.3: The MNI152 standard-space T1-weighted average structural template image.
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Figure S.4: Pooling.

Figure S.5: The true indirect effect region and its estimates. Here, the mediation analysis strategy
proposed in Section 4 is performed. The red box is a 8× 8× 8 region, the blue box is a 9× 12× 10
region, the green box is a 16 × 16 × 16 region, and the true region is gray and white. All the
regions cover the whole intermediary area, which shows the robustness of the method to the choice
of Ñ1 × Ñ2 × Ñ3.
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