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Abstract—Medical multimodal representation learning aims
to integrate heterogeneous clinical data into unified patient
representations to support predictive modeling, which remains
an essential yet challenging task in the medical data mining
community. However, real-world medical datasets often suffer
from missing modalities due to cost, protocol, or patient-specific
constraints. Existing methods primarily address this issue by
learning from the available observations in either the raw data
space or feature space, but typically neglect the underlying bias
introduced by the data acquisition process itself. In this work,
we identify two types of biases that hinder model generalization:
missingness bias, which results from non-random patterns in
modality availability, and distribution bias, which arises from
latent confounders that influence both observed features and
outcomes. To address these challenges, we perform a structural
causal analysis of the data-generating process and propose
a unified framework that is compatible with existing direct
prediction-based multimodal learning methods. Our method
consists of two key components: (1) a missingness deconfounding
module that approximates causal intervention based on backdoor
adjustment and (2) a dual-branch neural network that explicitly
disentangles causal features from spurious correlations. We
evaluated our method in real-world public and in-hospital datasets,
demonstrating its effectiveness and causal insights.

Index Terms—Medical multimodal representation learning,
missing modality, missingness bias, distribution bias, causal
analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

Medical data is inherently multimodal, consisting of a

wide range of heterogeneous modalities such as electronic

health records (EHR) [1], electrocardiograms (ECG) [2],

biomarkers [3], and medical imaging [4], making medical

data mining significantly more challenging compared to single-

modal knowledge discovery tasks. To address this complexity
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in healthcare data engineering, researchers have proposed

multimodal representation learning approaches that aim to

combine information between heterogeneous data sources to

learn unified latent representations capturing complementary

and correlated patterns, which facilitate downstream data

mining applications such as disease classification, progression

forecasting, and prediction of treatment outcome [5]. However,

clinical data are often incomplete in practice, where specific

modalities are missing for certain patients due to various prac-

tical constraints [6]. This prevalent data incompleteness poses

significant challenges for conventional multimodal learning

models, which typically assume that all modalities are fully

observed during both the training and the testing phases [7].

To address this challenge, some earlier work [8], [9]

disregarded incomplete data in the training phase, and therefore

were limited in their real-world applicability, where data

are scarce and missingness is unavoidable. Current methods

fall predominantly into two categories when addressing the

missing modalities problem: (1) modality imputation and (2)

direct prediction approaches. The former [10], [11], [12] use

deep generative models to reconstruct the absent modalities.

However, these methods rely on strong assumptions to learn the

mappings from a lower-dimensional latent space to the high-

dimensional original input space [13], which is an ill-posed

inverse problem [14]. The latter, direct prediction approaches,

directly predict outcomes from incomplete observed inputs.

Recent methods adopt Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) [15],

[16], [13] or Transformer [17], [18] to model inter-modality or

inter-patient correlations to compensate for missing information

in the feature space.

Despite the progress of both approaches, they had a com-

mon limitation that they overlook the correlations between

the modalities, neglecting the bias introduced by the data

acquisition process [19]. In this way, the model could be biased

towards modality-specific patterns that are overrepresented in

the observed data. This issue is further exacerbated by the

fact that medical data often contains features that are not

causally related to the underlying disease mechanisms, making

models more likely to exploit spurious shortcuts based on

non-causal correlations [20]. In this paper, we identify the

following two types of biases: i) Distribution Bias. Clinical

data often contains spurious correlations introduced by latent

confounders affecting both observed data and outcomes, with

missingness further amplifying these confounding effects [21].

For example, in Alzheimer’s research, visible brain atrophy

on MRI is more common in late stage patients. This may

cause models to over-rely on imaging features like ventricular
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Fig. 1. Conditional entropy analysis on the MIMIV-IV [1] dataset for mortality prediction. More samples with normalized zero-conditional entropy reveal a
strong presence of the bias.

enlargement, treating them as direct predictors of cognitive

decline, even when such features may result from aging or

comorbidity unrelated to AD progression. Such correlations

lead the model to learn nongeneralizable patterns related

to the data collection distribution rather than true disease

mechanisms, limiting the generalization ability across hospitals

or patient populations. ii) Missingness Bias. Prior approaches

often assume that missingness is random [16], [22], without

modeling the underlying mechanisms behind why certain

modalities are missing. In reality, missing data can be the

result of factors such as high cost [23], patient dropout [24],

noncompliance [25], or technical failures [15]. For example,

neuroimaging data in ADNI [26] are frequently missing for

patients with advanced dementia due to enrollment restrictions.

Such structured, non-random missingness reflects latent patient

conditions or institutional policies, making the absence of

modalities itself a potential source of bias in downstream

prediction.

We have carried out a toy experiment to verify missingness

bias in the MIMIC-IV dataset [1], which aims to quantify the

extent to which outcome labels are correlated with missingness

patterns. For each sample, we construct a 6-dimensional binary

missingness vector based on the availability of the following

modalities: demographics, diagnosis codes, procedure codes,

medication records, lab values, and clinical notes. In the

mortality task, we observe 47 different missingness patterns,

while the readmission task contains 54 patterns. We compute

the normalized conditional entropy (NCE) [27] of the label

given each missingness pattern. A lower NCE indicates that

the outcome is more predictable given the pattern, i.e., the

pattern exhibits stronger label-specific bias. We visualize the

distribution of these patterns in terms of the total number

of samples associated with each range for both mortality

(Fig. 1(a, b) and readmission tasks (Fig. 1(c, d). Concretely,

approximately only 29% of the samples with mortality = 0 fall

into missingness patterns whose NCE is in the range [0, 0.2),

indicating that these patterns are highly predictive of negative

outcomes. These observations suggest that both outcome groups

exhibit substantial pattern-label correlation, reflecting a strong

dependency between missingness configurations and mortality

outcomes, and highlighting the potential biases in the data.

To overcome biases, we attempt to incorporate causal

inference [28] into the medical multimodal representation

learning task. In this paper, we introduce a unified Causal

Debiasing (CaD) framework that systematically identifies and

mitigates both missingness and distributional biases through

structural causal modeling. In detail, CaD consists of two

key modules: (1) A Missingness Deconfounding Module that

approximates interventional distributions via a Normalized

Weighted Geometric Mean, leveraging a learned confounder

dictionary to perform efficient backdoor adjustment over miss-

ingness patterns. (2) A Causal-Biased Disentanglement Module

that uses a dual-branch neural network to separate patient

representations into invariant causal features and spurious

biased features, guided by mutual information minimization

and counterfactual learning. Importantly, our framework is

model-agnostic and can be flexibly integrated into existing

direct prediction approaches with minimal slight modification.

We validate our approach on three public real-world medical

datasets (i.e., MIMIC-IV [1], eICU [29] and ADNI [26]) and

one in-hospital dataset (i.e., AFib 1), demonstrating consistent

gains in both predictive performance and robustness under

missingness.

The contributions of this work are summarized as follows:

• We provide the first systematic causal analysis of bias

sources in medical multimodal learning with missing

modalities. Through structural causal modeling, we iden-

tify and formalize two distinct types of biases: missingness

bias arising from non-random modality availability, and

distribution bias caused by latent confounders affecting

both observed features and outcomes.

• We propose CaD, a model-agnostic framework that

systematically mitigates both identified biases through

principled causal inference. The framework consists of

MDM that approximates interventional distributions via

backdoor adjustment and CBDM that separates causal

from spurious features using dual-branch neural networks

with counterfactual learning.

• We conducted extensive experiments on four real-world

medical datasets spanning different clinical domains. The

results show that CaD consistently improves predictive

performance in multiple baseline methods, with AUC-

PRC improvements of up to 3.19% in mortality prediction

and 5.12% in readmission tasks.

1Unpublished, collected by two of the authors under IRB-approved protocol.
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sec. II

reviews related work on medical multimodal learning and

causal debiasing approaches. Sec. III presents our problem

formulation and a detailed causal analysis of bias sources using

structural causal models. Sec. IV describes the proposed CaD

framework, including the design of both debiasing modules

and their integration strategy. Sec. V provides experimental

evaluation on four datasets, including comparisons with state-

of-the-art baselines, ablation studies, and robustness analysis.

Finally, Sec. VI concludes the paper.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Medical Multimodal Learning with Missing Modalities

Multimodal learning has gained substantial traction in

healthcare, leveraging heterogeneous data such as clinical notes,

imaging, tabular labs, and waveforms to improve diagnosis and

prognosis tasks [7]. Models like RAIM [30] and MedFuse [31]

propose architectures to jointly encode continuous and discrete

modalities for monitoring patient status. However, a major

challenge arises from the modality level missingness, which is

prevalent in clinical datasets due to cost, feasibility, or clinical

decision pathways. The previous imputation-based methods

directly reconstruct the missing modality with generative

models. CM-AE [10] uses the cross-modality auto-encoder,

while SMIL [11] adopts a Beyesian meta-learning approach to

recover the missing modality. However, such methods would

introduce extra noise, especially when the size of samples is

limited. The following direct prediction approaches leverage

transformer or graph neural networks to model the relationships

between modalities to impute the missing information in the

feature space. MT [17], UMSE [32], and ViLT [18] represent

the missing modalities as prompts and use cross-modal attention

in the Transformer to fuse the embeddings. Recently, graph-

based approaches have been proposed. GRAPE [22] and MUSE

[13] use a bipartite graph to model the features of the modality

as edges, improving the feasibility of representing the missing

modalities. HGMF [16] leverages the hypergraph to reason the

intra- and interhypernode interactions. M3Care [16] imputes

the task-related information of missing modalities in the latent

space by the auxiliary information from the similar neighbors

of each patient with GNN. However, existing methods generally

assume missingness-at-random and rarely account for the

confounding factors underlying missing patterns. Our work

bridges this gap by explicitly modeling missingness from a

causal perspective and can be extended upon the previous

baselines.

B. Causal Debiasing in Representation Learning

Causal representation learning [33] seeks to isolate invariant

causally relevant characteristics while removing spurious

correlations induced by observational biases. A growing body

of work formulates this through structural causal models

[28], which provide a principled framework for modeling

interventions and counterfactual reasoning. By explicitly ac-

counting for the causal structure underlying the data, causal

debiasing methods can improve the generalizability of the

model. These approaches have shown promising results in

a variety of computer vision tasks [34], [35], [36], such

as video anomaly detection [37], visual recognition [38],

recommendation [39], [40], and scene graph generation [41].

In graph-based learning, disentanglement-based methods such

as DisC [42] and CausalVAE [43] aim to learn representations

where causal and bias-related features are separated, improving

generalization under distribution shift. Divyansh et al. [44]

pursue domain-agnostic representations by proposing counter-

factual data augmentation. Although Shachi et al. [45] use

SCM to estimate the causal effect for incomplete multimodal

data, they assume the availability of complete training data.

Despite promising progress, most causal debiasing efforts have

focused on unimodal or graph-structured data, and extending

these ideas to complex multimodal healthcare settings with

missing modalities remains underexplored. Our work extends

these ideas by proposing a causal framework that addresses both

modality missingness and distribution biases simultaneously

in a medical multimodal setting.

III. PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM ANALYSIS

A. Preliminaries

In medical multimodal datasets, we denote the multimodal

data for patient p as X(p) = (x
(p)
1 ,x

(p)
2 , . . . ,x

(p)
M ), where M

is the number of modalities. Correspondingly, y(p) represents

the label associated with predictive tasks. We represent the

modality missingness pattern for patient p as a binary vector

M(p) ∈ {0, 1}M , where M(p)[m] = 1 indicates the availability

of modality m and 0 otherwise. Consequently, the observed

data X
(p)
O is derived by masking X(p) with M(p). Given a data

set Dtr = {(X(p)
O ,M(p),y(p))}Np=1 comprising N patients

with partially observed modalities, our goal is to learn a

multimodal model fΘ(·) that robustly predicts clinical outcome

y(p) despite the challenges introduced by the lack of modality

and latent confounder. Formally, conventional multimodal

learning optimizes the following:

argmin
Θ

E
(X

(p)
O

,M(p),y(p))∼Dtr

[

L(fΘ(X(p)
O ,M(p)),y(p))

]

, (1)

where L(·) denotes the task-specific loss (e.g., cross-entropy

for classification).

B. Problem Analysis

In this paper, we identify two types of bias introduced

by the latent confounder. Therefore, we formalize the data

generation process and the behavior of the model using the

structured causal model (SCM) [46], [28] that consists of

the following variables: unobservable multimodal data X ,

observable multimodal data with missingnes XO, modality

mask M, latent confounder Z, causal variable C, bias variable

B, and ground truth label/prediction Y. We illustrate the

causal graphs of SCM under Missingness Bias and SCM under

Distribution Bias in Fig. 2(a) and (b), respectively.
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(a) (b)

(c)

(d)

Fig. 2. Illustration of the proposed structured causal models, including (a)
SCM under missingness bias, (b) SCM under distribution bias, (c) Unified
SCM in generation view, and (d) Proposed debiasing unified SCM in prediction
view. The red lines denote the prediction view of current methods.

1) SCM under Missingness Bias: Firstly, we use the SCM

shown in Fig. 2(a) to illustrate the missingness bias, where the

detailed causal relationships are described below.

• Z → M → XO. This link captures how the latent con-

founder Z (e.g., acquisition bias, demographics) influences the

availability of observable modalities via the missingness mask

M. For example, certain populations might be systematically

missing specific modality data [47], [48] (e.g., MRI), directly

affecting the observed data XO.

• X → XO, X →M → XO. The dashed links represent

the observed multimodal data generated by the unobserved

complete data X and the missing mask M. These links

highlight that the observed data is a selection-biased subset

influenced by unobserved mechanisms.

Remark 1. The causal mechanism from X to the missingness

indicator M characterizes the nature of the missingness: If M

is independent of X, the missingness is Missing Completely

At Random (MCAR) . If M depends only on the observed

data XO, the mechanism is Missing At Random (MAR). If

M depends on the unobserved values in X, the mechanism is

Missing Not At Random (MNAR).

• Z → M → Y, XO → Y. The observed modalities

XO are used to predict the label Y. However, since XO

is subject to selection via M, its predictive utility may be

biased if confounding is not addressed. The confounder Z also

directly affects the outcome Y via the combination of observed

modalities controlled by M, representing structural bias such

as demographic factors that correlate with the prevalence of

the disease or the distribution of the outcomes independently

of the observed data [49].

2) SCM under Distribution Bias: Secondly, we introduce

the SCM under distribution bias, as illustrated in Fig. 2(b).

In practice, the influence of the confounder Z on X is

often heterogeneous: part of the information in X may

reflect genuine causal factors relevant to the target Y, while

the rest may encode spurious variations induced by Z. To

make this distinction explicit, we further refine the SCM by

decomposing the multimodal data X into two latent variables

C and B, representing the causal features and bias features,

respectively. Therefore, the SCM can be viewed as the detailed

decomposition of Z→ X in Fig. 2(a).

• C→ X← B. This link represents that the complete data

is generated by causal features C and bias features B, which

are both unobserved latent variables.

• Z→ B. This link means that the latent confounder could

affect the bias features. For example, age is a well-known

confounder in Alzheimer’s disease [50], which correlates with

changes in brain structure and disease diagnosis, but is not

necessarily a causal feature of Alzheimer’s progression. The

bias features B could be enlarged ventricles or general gray

matter that changes with normal aging. These features may

correlate with a positive Alzheimer’s label, but are not specific

to Alzheimer’s pathology, as they also occur in healthy aging

individuals.

• C→ Y. This link shows that the causal features contribute

to the prediction Y. In our design, we explore the method that

only makes predictions with endogenous causal features.

• X → E → Y. Existing methods usually learn the

embedding E based on multimodal data X to make the

prediction Y, thus inevitably introducing the biased feature V

into the final prediction.

3) Unified SCMs: According to the previous analysis of

SCMs under missingness bias and distribution bias, we unify

the two SCMs in data generation in Fig. 2(c). We can clearly

observe that the proportion of biased features B and causal

features C can be affected by the missingness mask M

when the missingness mechanism depends on these features,

i.e., under MNAR conditions, conditioned on the observed

multimodal data XO. Since XO is obtained by applying M to

X, which is generated from both B and C, an increase in the

missing rate can selectively filter out samples in a non-uniform

manner. This alters the conditional distribution P (B,C | XO),
leading to shifts in the relative representation of B and C in

the dataset and introducing biases into the prediction task.

However, explicitly disentangling causal and bias features is

infeasible in this study. On the one hand, modality missingness

hinders reliable extraction of both types of features, i.e, the

complete data X is unobserved. On the other hand, identifying

causal features requires substantial domain expertise, which is

often unavailable in practice. To address these challenges, we

adopt a representation-based approach: we learn disentangled

embeddings of their respective effects in the latent space

conditioned on the input XO. To achieve this, we propose a
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unified causal framework in the prediction view that integrates

the two SCMs, as illustrated in Fig. 2(d).In the prediction

process, C and B denote the disentangled embeddings for

causal and biased features which is learned from the observed

data XO.

In the unified SCM, the causal relationships above remain

the same. We aim to predict the label Y only using the causal

features C, i.e., P (Y|C), where C is learned from the observed

modalities XO and is assumed to be identical to the causal

feature of the complete data X. However, according to the

d-connection theory [28], we can find two paths that induce

spurious correlations: (1) C ← XO ← M ← Z → Y and

(2) Z → B 99K C → Y. These two active paths imply that

both missingness bias and distribution bias can confound the

prediction of Y, as the learned representation may inadvertently

capture spurious relations mediated by M and B, rather than

purely reflecting the true causal factors.

C. Causal Debiasing

The existing methods aim to solve the problem defined in

Eq. 1, where the likelihood is P (Y|M,XO). As illustrated in

Fig. 2, this process can be formulated by Bayesian rules as:

P (Y |M,XO) =
∑

z

P (Y | XO,C,B) · P (z |M,XO), (2)

where C = fc(XO, z) and B = fb(XO, z) denote the causal

and biased features extracted from the observed modality XO

using two models fc(·) and fb(·). We can clearly observe that

the latent confounder Z influences the prediction in two distinct

ways as described in Sec. III-B.

1) Missingness Bias and Backdoor Adjustment: To address

the confounding effect introduced by Z via the missingness

mechanism M, an intuitive solution is to intervene on X

and ensure that each modality is fairly represented in all

patients. This idea is analogous to conducting a randomized

controlled experiment in which every subject is observed

in all possible combinations of modality. However, such

data collection is infeasible in clinical settings. Instead, we

adopt a backdoor adjustment strategy [46] to approximate the

interventional distribution using observational data. Specifically,

we marginalize out the latent confounder Z conditioned on the

observed mask M, leading to the following equation:

P (Y |M, do(XO)) =
∑

z

P (Y | XO,C,B) · P (z |M). (3)

2) Distribution Bias and Causal-Biased Disentanglement.:

Although backdoor adjustment removes the confounding

through M, it does not address distribution bias. To resolve this,

we further disentangle C and B such that the prediction of Y

depends only on C, i.e., we enforce conditional independence

B ⊥ Y | C. Under this assumption, the above expression

simplifies to:

P (Y |M, do(XO)) =
∑

z

P (Y | XO,C) · P (z |M)

≈ P (Y | C).

(4)

This final form reflects a deconfounded prediction based

solely on the causal representation C, free of missingness bias

and representation-level distribution bias.

Remark 2. The current formulation predicts Y by marginaliz-

ing the latent confounder Z, where the approximation becomes

exact if and only if the latent confounder z is conditionally

independent of the outcome given the causal representation,

ie, z ⊥ Y | C. This requires that the causal features have

sufficient information for prediction.

IV. METHODOLOGY

Inspired by the causal analysis described above, we present

the Causal Debiasing (CaD) framework for medical multimodal

learning with missing modalities in this section. As illustrated

in Fig. 3, the whole framework consists of two main modules:

Causal-Biased Disentanglement Module (CBDM) and Missing-

ness Deconfounding Module (MDM). Firstly, CBDM targets

the distribution bias, where spurious correlations arise due to

the confounder’s influence on both latent causal features and

biased features. Secondly, MDM addresses the missingness

bias, which arises due to the modality missingness induced by

latent confounders.

CaD is designed to be flexibly integrated into existing graph-

based medical multimodal representation learning methods,

such as MUSE [13], M3Care [16], or GRAPE [22], with light

modifications to the message-passing layers and inserted after

the learned feature after the original methods. The proposed

CaD framework acts as a component of causal enhancement on

top of the off-the-shelf direct prediction pipelines, enhancing

robustness against both modality-level missingness and latent

confounding. Without loss of generality, we adopt the bipartite

patient-modality graph structure from GRAPE [22] as the

baseline for our CaD framework.

A. Bipartite Graph Neural Network

In this setup, a batch of multimodal data is encoded as a

bipartite graph G = (V , E) with the node set V = VP ∪ VM
containing patient nodes VP = {u1, u2, . . . , uN} and modality

nodes VM = {v1, v2, . . . , vM}. An edge eupvm ∈ E is created

if modality m is observed for patient p.

1) Encoder Initialization: Each edge eupvm
is initialized

using the feature vector of modality m for patient p:

e(0)upvm
= Encoderm(x(p)

m ), (5)

where x
(p)
m is the raw input feature of modality m for patient

p, and Encoderm is a modality-specific backbone encoder.

For node initialization, modality nodes use one-hot encodings:

h
(0)
vm = OneHot(m), while patient nodes are initialized with

constant vectors h
(0)
up = 1.

2) Message Passing: A multilayer graph neural network

(GNN) is then applied to the bipartite graph to propagate

information between patients and modalities as follows:

Z = GNN(G). (6)

At each layer l, node i updates its representation with:

h
(l)
i = f

(l)
A

(

h
(l−1)
i ,

{

f
(l)
M (h

(l−1)
i ,h

(l−1)
j , e

(l−1)
ji ) | j ∈ N (i)

}

)

, (7)

where N (i) denotes the neighbors of node i, and f
(l)
A and f

(l)
M

are learnable aggregation and message functions (e.g., sum,
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Fig. 3. The overall structure of the proposed CaD framework.

attention, MLP). After L layers of propagation, the patient

node embeddings Z ∈ R
N×d are used for the downstream

prediction. In detail, the node embeddings and edge embeddings

are updated by:

h
(l)
i = U(l)[ h

(l−1)
i ∥ Mean

({

ReLU
(

W(l)h
(l−1)
j +O(l)e

(l−1)
ji

)

| j ∈ N (i)
})

], (8)

h
(l)
i =U(l)

[

h
(l−1)
i

∥

∥Mean
({

ReLU
(

W(l)h
(l−1)
j

+ O(l)e
(l−1)
ji

)

| j ∈ N (i)
})

]

,
(9)

e
(l)
ji = W(l−1)

α ·P(l)[h
(l−1)
j ∥h(l−1)

i ∥e(l−1)
ji ], (10)

where U,W,O, and P are learnable parameters, [·∥·] is the

concatenation, and Wα represents the edge weight.

B. Causal-Biased Disentanglement Module

The proposed CBDM explicitly disentangles the causal

and biased features in Eq. 4. This design serves as a simple

extension to the baseline model, by replicating the message-

passing network and inserting a learnable gating mechanism to

assign each edge a soft weight for causal or biased branches.

The two GNN branches operate in parallel and share the

same initial input graph, node vectors, and edge embeddings,

Gc = Gb = G = (V, E). Random edge dropout is applied to

both graphs.

1) Dual-branch Graph Neural Network: We adopt the

baseline GNN to construct two GNNs for causal features and

biased features separately. To enable the dual GNNs to extract

disentangled features from the network, we introduce a gating

function that softly assigns each edge to the causal or biased

branch. For each edge (j → i) with node features hj , hi and

edge feature eji, we compute:

α
(l)
ji = MLPgate([h

(l)
j ∥h

(l)
i ]), c

(l)
ji = σ(α

(l)
ji ), b

(l)
ji = 1− c

(l)
ji ,

(11)

where MLPgate is the multilayer perceptron, σ is the sigmoid

activation function, and c
(l)
ji , b

(l)
ji ∈ [0, 1] represent the soft

weights of the edge contribution in the l-th layer. The edge

weights are then used to modulate message propagation in

each branch following Eq. 10, where Wα is replaced by c
(l)
ji

or b
(l)
ji , respectively.

Each GNN branch stacks L layers of propagation and

produces final representations:

Zc = GNNc(Gc), Zb = GNNb(Gb). (12)

2) Uncorrelated Representation Learning: Given the learn-

ing representation from the dual-branch GNNs, we need to

ensure that the learned causal features and biased features

are uncorrelated. Inspired by [51], [52], we simultaneously

train the paired representations Zconcat = [zc∥ zb] with two

linear classifiers. The concatenated representations are passed

to two classifiers fc(·) and fb(·), where fc is trained with

standard cross-entropy (CE), and fb with generalized cross-

entropy (GCE) [53] to amplify the bias:

GCE(fb(Zconcat), y) =
1− f

y
b (Zconcat)

q

q
, (13)

where q ∈ (0, 1] controls the degree of gradient amplification.

Unlike CE loss, GCE gives larger gradient to samples with

high confidence predictions, which typically come from biased

patterns. As a result, the biased GNN branch is driven to

focus on learning shortcuts from Zb. Importantly, the gradients

from GCE are not back-propagated to GNNc to avoid leakage

into Zc, while the CE loss is not back-propagated to GNNb.

Therefore, the optimization function for disentanglement is:

Ldis = CE(fc(Zconcat),y) + GCE(fb(Zconcat),y). (14)

To further achieve the goal of decorrelating the causal feature

and biased feature, we propose to use the combined counterfac-

tual embeddings to decorrelate Zc and Zb. We randomly select

the biased feature Ẑb from the other patients with label ŷ to

combine the causal feature Zc as the counterfactual samples

Ẑconcat = [Zc∥ Ẑb]. With the generated counterfactual samples,
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we use the following loss function to train the dual-branch

GNNs:

Lcounterfactual = CE(fc(Ẑconcat),y)+GCE(fb(Ẑconcat), ŷ). (15)

The total loss function is:

Ltotal = Ldis + α · Lcounterfactual, (16)

where α is the hyperparameter to weight the importance. During

the training process, we only train the model with Ldis to ensure

the model learn well-disentangled embeddings. Afterward, we

use the Ltotal to train the whole model. The concatenated feature

with classifier fc(·) is used for inference.

C. Missingness Deconfounding Module

The proposed MDM aims to approximate the interventional

prediction P (Y |M, do(XO)) detailed in Eq. 3, by explicitly

modeling the confounding distribution over modality missing-

ness patterns and marginalizing over it through a learnable

attention-based weighting. As illustrated in Fig. 3, MDM is

inserted after the dual-branch graph neural network to adjust

the generated embeddings.

1) Confounder Dictionary Construction.: We treat the

modality mask pattern as a proxy for the latent confounder.

We simulate a set of missingness-induced features by applying

random masks to the observed input XO, generating a masked

multimodal dataset X′
O. The new set X′

O is fed to a pretrained

backbone network ϕ(·) to obtain the features set FM =
{

mk ∈ R
d
}Nk

k=1
under different mask patterns M, where Nk

is the number of created samples. To compute prototypes, we

use the K-Means++ with principal component analysis to learn

the confounder dictionary Zd = [z1, z2, ..., zK ], where K is

the dictionary size. The prototype feature is computed as the

average of each cluster: zi =
1
Nc

i

∑Nc
i

j=1 m
i
j , where N c

i is the

number of features in the i-th cluster.

2) NWGM-Based Interventional Approximation: To approx-

imate the interventional distribution P (Y | do(XO)), we use

the Normalized Weighted Geometric Mean (NWGM) [54] to

reduce the complex computation by multiple forward passes

of all z. Eq. 3 can be reformulated as the expectation at the

feature level:

P (Y |M, do(XO)) ≈ P (Y | XO,C,B), (17)

C =
∑

z

fc(XO, z)P (z |M), (18)

B =
∑

z

fb(XO, z)P (z |M). (19)

Inspired by [55], we use a network to approximate the

conditional probability as:

P (Y |M, do(XO)) = WhZ+WgEz∼P (z|M)[g(z)], (20)

where Wh ∈ R
dm×d and Wg ∈ R

dm×d are learnable

parameters, and Z represents the causal feature Zc or biased

Algorithm 1: Training and Inference of the CaD.

Input: Training data Dtr, label y

Output: Trained prediction model

Training:

for each epoch do

for each batch in Dtr do
Sample mini-batch (XO,M,y)

Encode edge embeddings with Encoderm(x
(p)
m )

by Eq. 5

Build bipartite patient-modality graph G by Eq.

6

// Causal-Biased Disentanglement

Use edge dropout with to generate bipartite

patient-modality graphs Gc and Gb
Apply dual-branch GNN with edge-wise gating

to obtain Zc, Zb by Eq. 12

// Missingness Deconfounding

Use pretrained ϕ(·) on masked samples to build

confounder dictionary Zd

Compute weighted vector E[g(z)] via NWGM

by Eq. 21

Generate deconfounded embeddings Z′
c, Z′

b

with NWGM by Eq. 20

Construct concatenated representation

Z′
concat = [Z′

c∥Z′
b]

Construct counterfactual representation

Ẑ′
concat = [Z′

c∥Ẑ′
b]

Compute prediction loss Ltotal by Eq. 16 and

update parameters

end for
end for

Inference:

for each test batch (XO,M) do
Build graph G and extract embeddings Z′

c, Z′
b

Compute NWGM-based correction and obtain

Z′
concat

Predict label via fc(Z
′
concat)

end for

feature Zb. According to the prototypes that we have achieved,

we approximate Ez∼P (z|M)[g(z)] as:

Ez∼P (z|M)[g(z)] ≈
N
∑

i=1

λiziP (zi), (21)

where P (zi) =
Nc

i

Nk
, and λi is the coefficient computed by dot

product attention:

λi = softmax

(

(Wqh)
⊤(Wkzi)√
d

)

, (22)

where Wq ∈ R
dn×d, and Wk ∈ R

dn×d are learnable layers.

D. Final Implementation

Both the causal feature Zc and biased feature Zb are input

into MDM to generate missingness unbiased features Z′
c and

Z′
b. In order to decorrelate the causal feature and biased feature,
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the obtained Z′
c and Z′

b are concatenated as Z′
concat, while Z′

c

and Ẑ′
b are concatenated as counterfactual samples Ẑ′

concat to

replace Zconcat and Ẑconcat in Sec. IV-B2 for training. The

summary of the proposed CaD is presented in Algorithm 1.

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets and Task Description

We evaluate our method on four real-world clinical datasets:

MIMIC-IV [1], eICU [29], ADNI [26], and an in-hospital

atrial fibrillation (AFib) dataset. Each dataset presents unique

challenges in terms of the lack of modality and the het-

erogeneity of the results. We follow the same setting as

in [13] for experiments on the three public datasets. The

detailed description of the datasets is included in Sec. I of

Supplementary Material.

B. Baseline Models

We compare our method with seven representative baselines

that span three categories: (1) modality imputation methods

such as CM-AE [10] and SMIL [11]; (2) direct prediction

methods including MT [17], GRAPE [22], HGMF [15],

M3Care [16], and MUSE [13]. In addition, we integrate

our causal debiasing framework with MT, GRAPE, M3Care,

and MUSE to evaluate its compatibility and effectiveness.

Full descriptions of all baselines are provided in Sec. II of

Supplementary Material.

C. Implementation Details

Confounder Setup. To construct the latent confounder

dictionary, we randomly mask out one modality to generate a

missingness-conditioned feature vector m, which serves as a

proxy for confounder semantics. For each training sample with

no missing modalities, we use the pre-trained GRAPE [22]

as the backbone and directly extract m from its embedding

space. Thus, the dimensionality of mk and the confounder

embedding z ∈ R
d is aligned with the baseline model’s

embedding dimension d = 128. The number of clusters K is

set to K = 64 for MIMIC-IV and eICU, K = 32 for ADNI,

and K = 16 for AFib.

Training Details. All experiments are conducted using the

PyTorch framework on one NVIDIA A100 GPU. To ensure a

fair comparison, we closely follow the experimental protocol

of the MUSE baseline. Specifically, for the MIMIC-IV, eICU,

and ADNI datasets, we adopt the same loss functions, learning

rate, and batch size settings as reported in the original MUSE

implementation. For the AFib dataset, additional training

configurations are provided in Sec. II of Supplementary

Material. We set the degree of gradient amplification q at

0.7, the hyperparameter α to be 0.5, and the dimensions of

the hidden projection layers at dm = 128 and dn = 64 in

all experiments. We train the model with Ldis for 15 epochs

and then train the whole model with Ltotal until 100 epochs.

The random edge dropout rate is 10%. For each metric,

we report the mean and standard deviation computed over

1000 bootstrap resamples with replacement. Additionally, we

perform independent two-sample t-tests to evaluate whether

the improvements achieved by CaD over the baselines are

statistically significant.

D. Main Results

1) Results on the ICU Datasets: As shown in Table I, we

observe that MUSE+CaD achieves the new SOTA. Note that

we do not include the comparison of MUSE+ in [13], as it

explores missing labels with semi-supervised learning, which is

different from our research topic. Specifically, the CaD-based

MT, GRAPE, M3Care, and MUSE improve the AUC-PRC

scores on MIMIC-IV by 2.85%, 3.09%, 2.95%, and 2.01%

respectively. CaD also brings noticeable improvements to the

eICU dataset with improvements of 3.19%, 3.04% and 2.79%

with GRAPE, M3Care and MUSE in AUC-PRC for mortality

prediction.

2) Results on the ADNI Dataset: Table II presents results

on Alzheimer’s disease prediction using the ADNI dataset.

Compared to their baselines, GRAPE+CaD and M3Care+CaD

improve AUC-ROC by 3.14% and 2.55%, while MUSE+CaD

achieves an absolute gain of 2.57% in AUC-ROC and 4.15%

in accuracy. These results confirm the benefit of CaD even

in smaller datasets, due to its ability to mitigate the effect of

population shift and modality-specific missingness.

3) Results on the AFib Dataset: As shown in Table II,

the improvements on the AFib dataset are relatively modest.

Moreover, M3Care [16] and HGMF [15] cannot converge

during training. MLP denotes using multilayer perceptron to

process the contatenated multimodal features. For classification,

CaD improves AUC-ROC by 3.16% (GRAPE) and 2.66%

(MUSE). For recurrence prediction, improvements are 1.71%

and 1.00%. The performance gain on the AFib dataset is

comparatively smaller with larger deviation. This can be

explained by the limited data size, which results in fewer

observable confounding effects. However, CaD-based models

still outperform their baselines.

E. Ablation Study

We conduct ablation studies in Table III to evaluate the

effectiveness of the proposed CaD framework. The experiments

are performed on the MIMIC-IV, eICU, and ADNI datasets,

using GRAPE [22] and MUSE [13] as baseline models.

1) Effectiveness of Each Module: We evaluate the contri-

bution of each CaD module by comparing ablated variants.

Removing CBDM (A1.1 and A1.2) leads to a performance

drop of 2.9% (GRAPE) and 2.4% (MUSE) on MIMIC-IV

Readmission, indicating that CBDM plays a critical role

by mitigating distributional bias from biased features. In

comparison, removing MDM (A4.1 and A4.2) results in smaller

drops of 1.0% and 0.5%, as the overall missingness rate in

the datasets is relatively low, limiting the marginal benefit

of modeling missing modality confounding. We make further

analysis of effect of MDM with different missing rates.
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TABLE I
RESULTS ON ICU DATASETS. A DAGGER (†) INDICATES THE STANDARD DEVIATION IS GREATER THAN 0.02. AN ASTERISK (*) INDICATES THAT THE

CAD-BASED MODELS ACHIEVES A SIGNIFICANT IMPROVEMENT OVER THE BASELINE METHODS, WITH A P-VALUE SMALLER THAN 0.05.

Method

MIMIC-IV eICU

Mortality Readmission Mortality Readmission

AUC-ROC AUC-PRC AUC-ROC AUC-PRC AUC-ROC AUC-PRC AUC-ROC AUC-PRC

CM-AE [10] 0.8530† 0.4351† 0.6817† 0.4324† 0.8624 0.3902 0.7462† 0.4338†

SMIL [11] 0.8607 0.4438 0.6894† 0.4368† 0.8711 0.4066 0.7506 0.4447
MT [17] 0.8739 0.4452 0.6901 0.4375 0.8882 0.4109 0.7635 0.4500

GRAPE [22] 0.8837 0.4584† 0.7085 0.4551 0.8903 0.4137 0.7663 0.4501

HGMF [15] 0.8710 0.4433 0.7005† 0.4421 0.8878 0.4104 0.7604 0.4496†

M3Care [16] 0.8896† 0.4603† 0.7067 0.4532 0.8964 0.4155 0.7598† 0.4430

MUSE [13] 0.9004 0.4735 0.7152 0.4670† 0.9017 0.4216 0.7709 0.4631

MT+CaD 0.8973* 0.4737* 0.7108* 0.4497* 0.9017* 0.4186* 0.7715* 0.4587*
GRAPE+CaD 0.9235* 0.4893* 0.7425* 0.5023* 0.9421* 0.4456* 0.7963* 0.4802*

M3Care+CaD 0.9247* 0.4898* 0.7409* 0.5010* 0.9427* 0.4459* 0.7896*† 0.4742*
MUSE+CaD 0.9283* 0.4936* 0.7489* 0.5078* 0.9476* 0.4495* 0.8022* 0.4887*

TABLE II
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON ON ADNI AND AFIB DATASETS. “–”

INDICATES THAT THE METHOD WAS NOT EVALUATED ON THAT TASK. THE

DAGGER (†) AND ASTERISK (*) HAVE THE SAME MEANINGS AS TAB. I.

Method
ADNI (AD Progression) AFib (Classification) AFib (Recurrence)

AUC-ROC Accuracy AUC-ROC Accuracy AUC-ROC Accuracy

MLP – – 0.6863† 0.5304† 0.6342† 0.5108†

CM-AE [10] 0.8722† 0.7305† – – – –

SMIL [11] 0.8761† 0.7338† 0.7895† 0.6654† 0.7356† 0.6178†

MT [17] 0.8935 0.7604 0.8034 0.6849 0.7623† 0.6470†

GRAPE [22] 0.9031† 0.7820† 0.8246† 0.6998† 0.7958† 0.6723†

HGMF [15] 0.8845† 0.7463† – – – –

M3Care [16] 0.9101 0.7822 – – – –

MUSE [13] 0.9158† 0.7973† 0.8327† 0.7123† 0.8075† 0.6833†

MT+CaD 0.9106∗ 0.7818∗ 0.8176∗ 0.6917∗ 0.7767∗ 0.6533∗

GRAPE+CaD 0.9345∗ 0.8358∗ 0.8562∗† 0.7255∗† 0.8129∗† 0.6855∗†

M3Care+CaD 0.9356∗ 0.8339∗ – – – –

MUSE+CaD 0.9415∗ 0.8388∗ 0.8593∗ 0.7329∗ 0.8175∗ 0.6898∗

2) Effect of Loss Functions: In experiments A2.1 and

A2.2, we compare the proposed method with and without

counterfactual supervision. The results show that the inclusion

of counterfactual training leads to measurable improvements,

particularly on larger datasets where the data contain more

irrelevant features. For example, we observe an obvious

performance drop without counterfactual guidance on MIMIC-

IV readmission task.

In experiments A3.1 and A3.2, we explore alternative loss

designs for disentanglement. Specifically, we use InfoNCE

[56] to reduce the mutual information between Zc and Zb,

and entropy maximization [57] to discourage Zb from making

accurate predictions. This combination can be regarded as

similar to the setting in A2.1 and A2.2. Although these losses

achieve comparable performance in some cases, we adopt

the proposed loss function throughout the paper, given the

simplicity and effectiveness of using counterfactual training.

3) Effect of Different Masking Strategies: We evaluate a

multi-round masking variant (A5.1 and A5.2), which masks

each modality individually across N rounds when N modalities

are available, and then computes the final confounder represen-

tation by averaging Zi over all masked samples. As shown in

Table III, even though multi-round masking achieves marginal

improvements, However, given the additional computational

overhead from multiple forward passes, we adopt the single-

round random masking strategy in our final implementation.

Furthermore, we also compare performance using a random

dictionary (A6.1 and A6.2) which is not the average of mi. The

experimental results show that the random dictionary would

significantly affect performance.

4) Robustness of Pre-trained Confounder Backbone: We

evaluate different choices for constructing the confounder dic-

tionary by comparing using pre-trained GRAPE with variants

using MT (A7.1 and A7.2) and MUSE (A8.1 and A8.2) as pre-

trained encoders. The marginal changes of performance indicate

that MDM is not dependent on a well-chosen pre-trained

backbone. Moreover, while MUSE offer slight improvements,

we adopt GRAPE as the default backbone for confounder

construction in our final CaD design, considering the larger

model size and training cost.

5) Effect of Confounder Size: To assess the effect of the size

of the confounder dictionary K, we set K on 16, 32, 64, 128

and evaluate the performance on MIMIC-IV mortality, eICU

mortality, ADNI and the AFib classification task with AUC-

ROC reported. As shown in Fig. 4, a proper choice of K can

significantly affect performance, particularly on larger datasets

such as MIMIC-IV and eICU where confounding signals are

stronger. Both GRAPE+CaD and MUSE+CaD exhibit the best

performance at K = 64, while the performance decreases to a

larger size in smaller datasets ADNI and AFib, probably due

to limited patterns inside.

6) Effect of Hyperparameter α: We conduct an ablation

study to investigate the effect of the hyperparameter α, which

balances the loss contributions in our CaD framework. As

shown in Table IV, we evaluate GRAPE+CaD and MUSE+CaD

across three datasets: MIMIC-IV, eICU, and ADNI. We observe

that while performance varies slightly with different α values,

setting α = 0.5 consistently yields the best or near-best results

across all tasks. Although minor fluctuations exist (e.g., α = 0.3
achieves marginally better results on certain metrics), we choose

α = 0.5 for all experiments to ensure consistency and stability

across settings.
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TABLE III
ABLATION STUDY ON THE INFLUENCE OF EACH MODULE AND VARIANT.

ID Method
MIMIC-IV eICU ADNI

Mortality Readmission Mortality Readmission AD Progression

A1.1 GRAPE+CaD w/o CBDM 0.8943 0.7137 0.9033 0.7725 0.9129
A1.2 MUSE+CaD w/o CBDM 0.9087 0.7266 0.9153 0.7778 0.9267
A2.1 GRAPE+CaD w/o counterfactual supervision 0.9129 0.7288 0.9318 0.7842 0.9209
A2.2 MUSE+CaD w/o counterfactual supervision 0.9207 0.7407 0.9324 0.7938 0.9286
A3.1 GRAPE+CaD w/ InfoNCE + Entropy Max. 0.9112 0.7253 0.9278 0.7799 0.9223
A3.2 MUSE+CaD w/ InfoNCE + Entropy Max. 0.9218 0.7423 0.9328 0.7966 0.9275

A4.1 GRAPE + CaD w/o MDM 0.9159 0.7328 0.9314 0.7846 0.9238
A4.2 MUSE+CaD w/o MDM 0.9230 0.7435 0.9397 0.7928 0.9369
A5.1 GRAPE+CaD w/ multi-round masking 0.9287 0.7466 0.9456 0.7969 0.9352
A5.2 MUSE+CaD w/ multi-round masking 0.9292 0.7493 0.9522 0.8058 0.9419
A6.1 GRAPE+CaD w/ random Z 0.9108 0.7280 0.9297 0.7832 0.9210
A6.2 MUSE+CaD w/ random Z 0.9226 0.7442 0.9357 0.7913 0.9307
A7.1 GRAPE+CaD w/ MT 0.9185 0.7376 0.9364 0.7923 0.9258
A7.2 MUSE+CaD w/ MT 0.9267 0.7470 0.9441 0.8003 0.9393
A8.1 GRAPE+CaD w/ MUSE 0.9257 0.7431 0.9400 0.7949 0.9356
A8.2 MUSE+CaD w/ MUSE 0.9310 0.7523 0.9506 0.8038 0.9425

– GRAPE+CaD 0.9235 0.7425 0.9421 0.7963 0.9345
– MUSE+CaD 0.9283 0.7489 0.9476 0.8022 0.9415
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Fig. 4. Ablation study for the confounder dictionary size K on four datasets. (a), (b), (c), and (d) represent the results from MIMIC-IV, eICU, ADNI, and AFib.

TABLE IV
ABLATION STUDY ON THE INFLUENCE OF PARAMETER α.

Method α
MIMIC-IV eICU ADNI

Mortality Readmission Mortality Readmission AD Progression

GRAPE+CaD

0.1 0.9156 0.7320 0.9364 0.7893 0.9266
0.3 0.9202 0.7393 0.9387 0.7928 0.9311
0.5 0.9235 0.7425 0.9421 0.7963 0.9345
0.7 0.9317 0.7401 0.9405 0.7947 0.9298

MUSE+CaD

0.1 0.9248 0.7432 0.9346 0.7967 0.9354
0.3 0.9258 0.7470 0.9439 0.7994 0.9393
0.5 0.9283 0.7489 0.9476 0.8022 0.9415
0.7 0.9276 0.7501 0.9420 0.7985 0.9411

7) Embedding Analysis: Following MUSE [13], we measure

the Euclidean distance between representations of the same

patient using full modalities and those with 30% randomly

masked inputs. We report results on the MIMIC-IV test set for

mortality prediction. We use the causal features Z′
c to compute

the distance. As shown in Table V, CaD-enhanced models

consistently produce distances lower than their base baselines,

indicating more robust and modality-agnostic representations.

Notably, MUSE+CaD achieves the smallest distance (0.2178),

outperforming MUSE (0.2437) and all baselines.

TABLE V
EUCLIDEAN DISTANCE OF THE REPRESENTATIONS FROM THE SAME

PATIENTS WITH DIFFERENT MODALITIES.

Model Euclidean Distance

CM-AE 0.7352
SMIL 0.6337
MT 0.5839
GRAPE 0.3001
HGMF 0.4426
M3Care 0.3286
MUSE 0.2437

MT+CaD 0.2790
GRAPE+CaD 0.2215
MUSE+CaD 0.2178

F. Analysis of Different Missing Rates

We perform comparative experiments on the MIMIC-IV

mortality prediction task under varying missing ratios of the

modality, as illustrated in Fig. 5. Under the MCAR setting,

we observe that CaD-based models consistently outperform

their baselines, particularly when the missing ratio is below 0.5.

Additionally, we evaluate GRAPE with the MDM module and

find that MDM is more effective as the missing rate increases,
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Fig. 5. Ablation study for different modality missing rate under different missing patterns (a) MCAR and (b) MNAR.
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Fig. 6. AUC-ROC for different groups under MNAR of different methods in
MIMIC-IC dataset.

supporting its design to handle missingness bias.

Beyond prior work [16], [22], [13] that mostly assumes the

MCAR scenario, we also explore the MNAR setting. Unlike

MUSE [13], where the MNAR condition is approximated

by missing labels, we instead simulate MNAR patterns in a

controlled yet clinically plausible way. Specifically, we generate

the modality mask of four modalities, medication records,

lab values, clinical notes, and vital signals, based on two

patient attributes: age and clinical severity. We define three

age brackets: young (age < 40), middle-aged (40 ≤ age ≤ 65),

and old (age > 65). Clinical severity is determined using the

Sequential Organ Failure Assessment (SOFA) score: patients

with SOFA < 5 are labeled low severity, and those with SOFA

≥ 5 are labeled high severity [58]. Combining these criteria,

we construct six patient groups with a template missingness

probability p
template
ij that reflects structured clinical bias, as

shown in Table VI, where younger and less severe patients

are more likely to have missing data, while older or more

severe patients are more likely to be fully observed. To match

a target global missing rate, we apply a scaling factor α to the

template:

pfinal
ij = min(α · ptemplate

ij , 1.0), (23)

where pfinal
ij is the final missingness probability for modality

j in group i. The initial total missing rate after applying the

missingness template is 8.7%.

The performance of MUSE, GRAPE, MUSE+CaD, and

GRAPE+CaD is illustrated in Fig. 5. The results show that

TABLE VI
GROUP-CONDITIONED MISSINGNESS TEMPLATE FOR MNAR SIMULATION.

MED, LAB, NOTES, AND VITAL DENOTE MEDICATION RECORDS, LAB

VALUES, CLINICAL NOTES AND VITAL SIGNALS, RESPECTIVELY.

Group Age, Severity Med Lab Notes Vital

1 Young, Low severity 0.15 0.30 0.18 0.35
2 Young, High severity 0.12 0.25 0.15 0.30
3 Middle, Low severity 0.10 0.20 0.12 0.25
4 Middle, High severity 0.08 0.15 0.10 0.20
5 Old, Low severity 0.05 0.10 0.08 0.15
6 Old, High severity 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.10

the performance of all methods under MNAR is inferior to

the that under MCAR, showing the challenges. However,

CaD still provides consistent advantages under MNAR when

the missing rate is less than 50%, validating its ability to

handle both missingness bias and distributional confounding.

Finally, we note that GRAPE+CaD and MUSE+CaD achieve

comparable performance across missingness levels. We attribute

this to the CBDM component in CaD, whose contrastive

disentanglement loss function behaves similarly to the mutual-

consistent contrastive loss used in MUSE, thus reducing the

representation discrepancy between these two methods.

Subgroup performance analysis. Furthermore, we evaluated

the robustness of the model in different subgroups of patients

with the total missing rate of 30%. As shown in Fig. 6, GRAPE

and MUSE exhibit a general performance drop in groups with

higher missing modality rates (e.g., Group1 and Group2),

reflecting their vulnerability to missing data under MNAR.

In contrast, the GRAPE+CaD and MUSE+CaD consistently

achieve higher AUC-ROC across all subgroups, particularly

outperforming their baselines in high-missingness settings.

Visualization results. Fig. 7 illustrates the t-SNE visu-

alization of patient representations learned by GRAPE and

GRAPE+CaD under a 30% MNAR setting on the MIMIC-

IV readmission task. GRAPE shows mixed clusters with

little separation between readmission outcomes. In contrast,

GRAPE+CaD disentangles Zb (b) and Zc (c), where Zc exhibits

clear separation between readmission = 0 and readmission =

1 groups, demonstrating the model’s ability to recover the

outcome-relevant causal structure.

Remark 3. Unlike the random edge dropout used in MUSE
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(a) GRAPE

Readmission = 0
Readmission = 1

(b) Zb from GRAPE+CaD

Readmission = 0
Readmission = 1

(c) Zc from GRAPE+CaD

Readmission = 0
Readmission = 1

Fig. 7. Visualization results of (a) GRAPE, (b) Zb from GRAPE+CaD, and (c) Zc from GRAPE+CaD using t-SNE methods on MIMIC-IV Readmission task
under MNAR setting with 30% missing ratio.
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Fig. 8. Shapley values comparison of (a) GRAPE and (b) GRAPE+CaD on AFib dataset.
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Fig. 9. Performance v.s. training time comparisons across different methods.

for contrastive learning, our MDM explicitly models the

mechanism of arbitrary modality missingness. By approximat-

ing the interventional distribution p(Y | do(XO)) through

weighted aggregation, MDM provides a principled correction

for missingness bias, even under MNAR settings.

G. Shapley Values Analysis

To understand the contribution of different modalities in the

classification of atrial fibrillation, we visualize the normalized

Shapley values on the test set for the paroxysmal category.

The EGM modality is represented as a 128-dimensional vector,

while all other features are scalar clinical or metabolic variables.

Fig. 8 compares the GRAPE baseline (a) and the GRAPE+CaD

variant (b). In the baseline model, Age is among the top

10 contributors to the prediction. After applying CaD, Age

is excluded from the top 10 features, indicating that our

framework effectively reduces the dependence on spurious

demographic correlations.

H. Runtime Analysis

We compare the training time and prediction performance

of all methods on the MIMIC-IV mortality task. As shown

in Fig. 9, both MUSE+CaD and GRAPE+CaD achieve better

AUC-ROC compared to the baseline methods, but with more

training time. However, the main computation workload comes

from the encoders to extract features from different modalities,

whereas the dual-branch graph neural network only increases

considerable parameters. In conclusion, the CaD-based methods

remain efficient and scalable, demonstrating that our design

offers a favorable trade-off between accuracy and training cost.
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VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose CaD, a causal debiasing framework

for medical multimodal representation learning under missing

modalities. CaD introduces the Causal-Biased Disentanglement

Module and the Missingness Deconfounding Module to tackle

the missingness bias and distribution bias, respectively. Ex-

tensive experiments on public and in-hospital datasets that

CaD consistently improves performance across multiple tasks.

This work highlights the importance of incorporating causal

principles into multimodal medical representation learning to

improve robustness.
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Abstract—We present this supplementary material to ac-
company our paper, “Causal Debiasing Medical Multimodal
Representation Learning with Missing Modalities”. We created
this supplement primarily to adhere to the journal’s page limits
while still offering a comprehensive resource for readers. In this
document, we provide a detailed overview of the datasets in Sec. I.
Furthermore, we offer an detailed explaination of the baseline
models in Sec. II. Moreover, we also discuss the limitation and
future works of the proposed method in Sec. III. All the sections,
which are introduced in the main paper, are intended to be a
valuable resource for researchers and practitioners seeking a
deeper understanding of the paper.

I. ADDITIONAL DETAILS ON THE DATASETS

We evaluate our method on three public real-world datasets

MIMIC-IV [1], eICU [29] and ADNI [26], following the data

preprocessing and data selection protocols of MUSE [13] to

ensure fair comparison. We also verify the proposed method

in one in-hospital Atrial Fibrillation (AFib) dataset. All of the

datasets are split into 70%, 10%, 20% training, validation, and

test sets. Moreover, we made a conditional entropy analysis

on the MIMIC-IV and eICU dataset to illustrate how different

missing patterns introduce bias to different categories.

A. ICU Datasets

MIMIC-IV. MIMIC-IV is a publicly available electronic

health record (EHR) dataset collected from the Beth Israel

Deaconess Medical Center, comprising over 431K ICU ad-

missions from approximately 180K patients. Demographics

(age, gender, and ethnicity), diagnosis codes, procedure codes,

medication records, lab values, and clinical notes are used as

input modalities. The lab measurements includes 111 lab items,

such as Hematocrit, Platelet, WBC, Bilirubin, pH, Bicarbonate,

Creatinine, Lactate, Potassium, and Sodium. Clinical notes are

extracted specifically from the discharge summary section.

eICU. The eICU Collaborative Research Database [29] is a

multi-center critical care dataset that aggregates ICU records

from over 200 hospitals in the United States. We use the

same six modalities as in MIMIC-IV, except replacing clinical

notes with vital signal features. The included modalities are:

demographics, diagnoses, procedures, medications, labs, and

vitals.

Tasks & Metrics. For both datasets, we extract data

from standardized EHR tables, including patients,

admissions, prescriptions, diagnoses_icd,

procedures_icd, labevents, and discharge.

Categorical features such as diagnoses and procedures are

encoded using multi-hot medical codes. Lab values are

represented using averaged or most recent observations within

each admission. ICU visits from patients younger than 18 or

older than 89 years, admissions lasting longer than 10 days,

and visits that ended in in-hospital mortality are excluded.

We focus on two prediction tasks: (1) Readmission prediction,

which aims to predict whether the patient will be readmitted

within 15 days following discharge; and (2) Mortality predic-

tion, which predicts whether the patient dies either at discharge

(in eICU) or within 90 days post-discharge (in MIMIC-IV). We

report both Area Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic

Curve (AUC-ROC) and Area Under the Precision-Recall Curve

(AUC-PRC) to evaluate model performance.

Backbone Encoders. Following MUSE [13], we use Trans-

former to extract the demographic (age, gender, ethnicity)

and sequential medical coding data (diagnosis, procedure,

and medication). we use the Recurrent Neural Network to

extract time series data (lab values and vital signals) and

the TinyBERT to extract text data (clinical notes). All of the

modality embeddings are projected to the same latent space

with a MLP layer and the dimension is 128.

B. Alzheimer’s Disease Dataset

ADNI. The Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative

(ADNI) [26] is a longitudinal cohort with over 2K patients,

including cognitive test scores, neuroimaging, fluid biomarkers,

and genetic information. We use the pre-processed version

provided by the TADPOLE challenge [?], which includes 1,737

patients and 12,741 visits. The multimodal features consist of

magnetic resonance imaging, positron emission tomography,

and diffusion tensor imaging.

Tasks & Metrics. The task is to classify patient visits

into one of three diagnostic categories: normal cognition,

mild cognitive impairment, and Alzheimer’s disease. This is

formulated as a multi-class classification problem. We adopt

the official TADPOLE metrics: balanced accuracy and the

one-vs-one macro AUC-ROC score.

Backbone Encoders. As the TADPOLE challenge gives

extracted features for each modality, we use a MLP layer as

the backbone encoder and set the dimension to be 128.
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C. Atrial Fibrillation Dataset

In-Hospital AFib. We use a proprietary dataset of hospi-

talized atrial fibrillation (AFib) patients with catheter ablation

records, collected from UC Davis Medical Center. The dataset

contains multimodal modalities: (1) demographic and med-

ical features, (2) intracardiac electrograms (EGM), and (3)

metabolic labtest results.

The dataset includes 89 AFib patients in total. 65 patients

have available demographic and medical features data with 46

features in total, which include demographics (age and sex),

comorbidities (e.g., hypertension, diabetes, CAD, HFpEF), prior

treatments (e.g., DOAC, warfarin, pacemaker, ICD), anatomical

and physiological measurements (e.g., LVEF, left atrial size,

BMI) and ablation-related history (e.g., previous ablation,

atypical flutter, CPVA, CTI ablation).

EGM data was collected in the form of raw time series

during catheter ablation procedures. The recordings capture

bipolar electrograms from the endocardial surface of the heart

and were acquired using the CARTO 3D electroanatomical

mapping system. A decapolar catheter with 7 mm spacing

between bipoles was used to acquire signals at a sampling

rate of 1000 Hz. For each patient, electrogram signals were

collected both before and after the ablation procedure, covering

no fewer than 500 spatial locations. Each recording segment

spans approximately 1 to 2 seconds. In total, EGM data are

available for 60 patients, representing high-resolution, patient-

specific intracardiac electrical activity under clinical ablation

settings.

Metabolic laboratory results are available for 43 patients

and consist of targeted measurements of inflammatory lipid

mediators. These include 46 metabolic markers in range of

pro-inflammatory and anti-inflammatory metabolites derived

from arachidonic acid, linoleic acid, and omega-3 fatty acids.

Specifically, the panel covers epoxy- and hydroxy-fatty acids

(e.g., 12(13)-EpODE, 9(10)-EpOME, 11-HETE, 15-HETE),

diols (e.g., 9,10-DiHODE, 12,13-DiHOME, 17,18-DiHETE),

prostaglandins (e.g., PGF2α, 15-deoxy-PGJ2), thromboxanes

(e.g., TXB2), and leukotriene pathway products (e.g., 5-HETE,

8-HETE). These metabolites serve as important biomarkers

of systemic inflammation, vascular tone, and cardiac remod-

eling, making them clinically relevant to characterize AFib

progression and treatment response.

Since the number of spatial positions and the duration of

electrogram recordings vary across patients, we standardize

EGM data by uniformly sampling fixed-length time series

segments. Specifically, we extracted 1-second window from

the raw EGM signals, allowing for overlapping segments. For

each patient with available EGM data, we randomly sample 256

positions to construct a single EGM sample representative of

that patient. Using this approach, we expand the EGM dataset

by a factor of 10, replicating the structured and metabolic

modalities of each patient while providing multiple different

segments of EGM. The final dataset contains a total of 618

multimodal samples.

Due to real-world clinical constraints, the dataset exhibits

natural missing modalities. Not all patients are observed across

all three modalities, making this cohort a representative testbed

TABLE I
AFIB DATASET STATISTICS.

Item AFib

#Patients 89
#Samples 618
Classification Labels Paroxysmal: 0.41, Persistent:

0.49, Long-persistent: 0.10
Recurrence Labels Positive: 0.27, Negative: 0.73
Age 72
Gender F: 0.36, M: 0.64
Metabolic Missing (%) 0.45
Demographic / Medical Missing % 0.17
EGM Missing (%) 0.23

for evaluating multimodal learning under incomplete data

conditions. The statistics of the dataset is in Table I.

Tasks & Metrics. The task is to predict the types of

Afib including Normal, Paroxysmal, Persistent, Long-persistent,

and AFib recurrence within 9 months, which is multi-class

classification and binary classification tasks, respectively, with

evaluation metrics including AUC-ROC, and F1-score.

Backbone Encoders. we use Transformer to extract the

demographic and medical features data, the MLP to extract the

metabolic data. We use the Recurrent Neural Network to extract

EGM data per position and use a 2-layer GCN to project the

features from 256 positions to be the learned embedding. All

of the modality embeddings are projected to the same latent

space with a MLP layer with dimension as 128.

II. ADDITIONAL DETAILS ON BASELINES

CM-AE [10]. CM-AE is a cross-modal autoencoder that

reconstructs missing modalities from observed ones. It is trained

on modality-complete subset to reconstruct missing modalities.

We report the results on MIMIC-IV, eICU, and ADNI datasets.

SMIL [11]. SMIL adopts a Bayesian meta-learning approach

to estimate the missing modality embeddings in a latent space.

It approximates the missing modality using a weighted sum of

modality priors, learned from complete cases, combined with

a feature-level regularizer.

MT [17]. MT applies a transformer-based late-fusion strategy.

It uses modality-specific encoders to embed each modality and

then fuses them via a transformer layer that learns cross-modal

dependencies. We use this as a representative direct prediction

baseline. The dual-branch neural network design is achieved

by assigning weights to the multi-head attention layers in the

two parallel Transformers.

GRAPE [22]. GRAPE builds a bipartite graph between

patients and modalities, where observed modalities are linked

to patients and message passing is used to obtain patient rep-

resentations. This model implicitly handles missing modalities

via graph structure and edge dropout.

HGMF [15]. HGMF adopts a heterogeneous graph matching

framework, representing patients and modalities as hypernodes

and modeling missingness patterns through intra- and inter-

node interactions. We use a modified inductive version for fair

comparison under partial observations.

M3Care [16]. M3Care learns modality-specific patient

similarity graphs and aggregates them to form multimodal
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representations. Each modality builds its own patient graph, and

a GNN is applied to integrate across graphs using a Transformer

head. The CaD design is integrated with the Transformer head.

MUSE [13]. MUSE employs a mutual-consistent contrastive

learning strategy over a bipartite graph to address both missing

modalities and missing labels. It learns robust patient-modality

interactions by enforcing consistency across augmented views,

being a enhanced version of GRAPE [22] considering the

relationships between different patients. MUSE+ leverages a

semi-supervised learning strategy to explore unlabeled data,

which differs from our research focus. Furthermore, based on

the principle of independent causal mechanisms [28], semi-

supervised learning is generally ineffective unless there exists

a causal relationship from the label Y to the observed data

XO. We plan to further investigate semi-supervised learning

methods from a causal perspective in future work.

III. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORK

While our framework improves robustness and deconfounds

multimodal prediction, it also introduces certain limitations.

First, CaD involves additional computational overhead due to

the dual-branch neural network and pre-trained backbone to

process the confounder dictionary. Although this design im-

proves robustness under missingness, it increases a few training

complexity. Second, our approach focuses on debiasing through

causal inference techniques, but it does not aim to explicitly

uncover mechanistic or physiological disease pathways. The

representations learned through our disentanglement may align

with causal features but are not guaranteed to reflect clinical

mechanisms. Finally, as noted in Remark 1, the theoretical

validity of our causal objective requires that the data contain

sufficient information to block all confounding paths. In real-

world applications, this condition may not always hold due to

data acquisition conditions. Hence, the integration of an explicit

causal structure from multimodal data with the proposed model

would be the subject of future work.

REFERENCES

[1] A. E. Johnson, L. Bulgarelli, L. Shen, A. Gayles, A. Shammout, S. Horng,
T. J. Pollard, S. Hao, B. Moody, B. Gow et al., “Mimic-iv, a freely
accessible electronic health record dataset,” Sci. Data, vol. 10, no. 1,
p. 1, 2023.

[2] P. Wagner, N. Strodthoff, R.-D. Bousseljot, D. Kreiseler, F. I. Lunze,
W. Samek, and T. Schaeffter, “Ptb-xl, a large publicly available electro-
cardiography dataset,” Sci. Data, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 1–15, 2020.

[3] R. G. Maltesen, R. Wimmer, and B. S. Rasmussen, “A longitudinal serum
nmr-based metabolomics dataset of ischemia-reperfusion injury in adult
cardiac surgery,” Sci. Data, vol. 7, no. 1, p. 198, 2020.

[4] N. E. Allen, C. Sudlow, T. Peakman, R. Collins, and U. biobank, “Uk
biobank data: come and get it,” pp. 224ed4–224ed4, 2014.

[5] A. Kline, H. Wang, Y. Li, S. Dennis, M. Hutch, Z. Xu, F. Wang, F. Cheng,
and Y. Luo, “Multimodal machine learning in precision health: A scoping
review,” npj Digit. Med., vol. 5, no. 1, p. 171, 2022.

[6] S.-C. Huang, A. Pareek, S. Seyyedi, I. Banerjee, and M. P. Lungren,
“Fusion of medical imaging and electronic health records using deep
learning: a systematic review and implementation guidelines,” NPJ Digit.

Med., vol. 3, no. 1, p. 136, 2020.
[7] D. Ramachandram and G. W. Taylor, “Deep multimodal learning: A

survey on recent advances and trends,” IEEE Signal Process. Mag.,
vol. 34, no. 6, pp. 96–108, 2017.

[8] Q. Wang, L. Zhan, P. Thompson, and J. Zhou, “Multimodal learning
with incomplete modalities by knowledge distillation,” in KDD, 2020,
pp. 1828–1838.

[9] J. Ni, L. Muhlstein, and J. McAuley, “Modeling heart rate and activity
data for personalized fitness recommendation,” in WWW, 2019, pp. 1343–
1353.

[10] J. Ngiam, A. Khosla, M. Kim, J. Nam, H. Lee, A. Y. Ng et al.,
“Multimodal deep learning.” in ICML, vol. 11, 2011, pp. 689–696.

[11] M. Ma, J. Ren, L. Zhao, S. Tulyakov, C. Wu, and X. Peng, “Smil:
Multimodal learning with severely missing modality,” in AAAI, vol. 35,
no. 3, 2021, pp. 2302–2310.

[12] L. Tran, X. Liu, J. Zhou, and R. Jin, “Missing modalities imputation via
cascaded residual autoencoder,” in CVPR, 2017, pp. 1405–1414.

[13] Z. Wu, A. Dadu, N. Tustison, B. Avants, M. Nalls, J. Sun, and F. Faghri,
“Multimodal patient representation learning with missing modalities and
labels,” in ICLR, 2024.

[14] S. I. Kabanikhin, “Definitions and examples of inverse and ill-posed
problems,” 2008.

[15] J. Chen and A. Zhang, “Hgmf: heterogeneous graph-based fusion for
multimodal data with incompleteness,” in KDD, 2020, pp. 1295–1305.

[16] C. Zhang, X. Chu, L. Ma, Y. Zhu, Y. Wang, J. Wang, and J. Zhao,
“M3care: Learning with missing modalities in multimodal healthcare
data,” in KDD, 2022, pp. 2418–2428.

[17] M. Ma, J. Ren, L. Zhao, D. Testuggine, and X. Peng, “Are multimodal
transformers robust to missing modality?” in CVPR, 2022, pp. 18 177–
18 186.

[18] W. Kim, B. Son, and I. Kim, “Vilt: Vision-and-language transformer
without convolution or region supervision,” in ICML. PMLR, 2021, pp.
5583–5594.

[19] Y. Li, M. De-Arteaga, and M. Saar-Tsechansky, “When more data lead
us astray: Active data acquisition in the presence of label bias,” in AAAI,
vol. 10, 2022, pp. 133–146.

[20] D. C. Castro, I. Walker, and B. Glocker, “Causality matters in medical
imaging,” Nat. Commun., vol. 11, no. 1, p. 3673, 2020.

[21] I. Cornelisz, P. Cuijpers, T. Donker, and C. van Klaveren, “Addressing
missing data in randomized clinical trials: A causal inference perspective,”
PLoS One, vol. 15, no. 7, p. e0234349, 2020.

[22] J. You, X. Ma, Y. Ding, M. J. Kochenderfer, and J. Leskovec, “Handling
missing data with graph representation learning,” NeurIPS, vol. 33, pp.
19 075–19 087, 2020.

[23] F. Ford and J. Ford, “Non-attendance for social security medical
examination: patients who cannot afford to get better?” Occup. Med.,
vol. 50, no. 7, pp. 504–507, 2000.

[24] Y. Pan, M. Liu, Y. Xia, and D. Shen, “Disease-image-specific learning for
diagnosis-oriented neuroimage synthesis with incomplete multi-modality
data,” IEEE Trans. Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., vol. 44, no. 10, pp.
6839–6853, 2021.

[25] P. Ramos-Cabrer, J. Van Duynhoven, A. Van der Toorn, and K. Nicolay,
“Mri of hip prostheses using single-point methods: in vitro studies towards
the artifact-free imaging of individuals with metal implants,” Magn. Reson.

Imaging, vol. 22, no. 8, pp. 1097–1103, 2004.
[26] C. R. Jack Jr, M. A. Bernstein, N. C. Fox, P. Thompson, G. Alexander,

D. Harvey, B. Borowski, P. J. Britson, J. L. Whitwell, C. Ward et al.,
“The alzheimer’s disease neuroimaging initiative (adni): Mri methods,” J.

Magn. Reson. Imaging, vol. 27, no. 4, pp. 685–691, 2008.
[27] R. Panda, J. Zhang, H. Li, J.-Y. Lee, X. Lu, and A. K. Roy-Chowdhury,

“Contemplating visual emotions: Understanding and overcoming dataset
bias,” in ECCV, 2018, pp. 579–595.

[28] J. Pearl, Causality. Cambridge university press, 2009.
[29] T. J. Pollard, A. E. Johnson, J. D. Raffa, L. A. Celi, R. G. Mark, and

O. Badawi, “The eicu collaborative research database, a freely available
multi-center database for critical care research,” Sci. Data, vol. 5, no. 1,
pp. 1–13, 2018.

[30] Y. Xu, S. Biswal, S. R. Deshpande, K. O. Maher, and J. Sun, “Raim:
Recurrent attentive and intensive model of multimodal patient monitoring
data,” in KDD, 2018, pp. 2565–2573.

[31] N. Hayat, K. J. Geras, and F. E. Shamout, “Medfuse: Multi-modal fusion
with clinical time-series data and chest x-ray images,” in MLHC. PMLR,
2022, pp. 479–503.

[32] K. Lee, S. Lee, S. Hahn, H. Hyun, E. Choi, B. Ahn, and J. Lee, “Learning
missing modal electronic health records with unified multi-modal data
embedding and modality-aware attention,” in MLHC. PMLR, 2023, pp.
423–442.

[33] B. Schölkopf, F. Locatello, S. Bauer, N. R. Ke, N. Kalchbrenner, A. Goyal,
and Y. Bengio, “Toward causal representation learning,” Proc. IEEE, vol.
109, no. 5, pp. 612–634, 2021.

[34] F. Shao, Y. Luo, F. Gao, Y. Yang, and J. Xiao, “Knowledge-guided
causal intervention for weakly-supervised object localization,” IEEE

Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering, vol. 36, no. 11, pp.
6477–6489, 2024.



4

[35] S. Li, F. Xue, K. Liu, D. Guo, and R. Hong, “Multimodal graph causal
embedding for multimedia-based recommendation,” IEEE Transactions

on Knowledge and Data Engineering, vol. 36, no. 12, pp. 8842–8858,
2024.

[36] K. Zhou, M. Jiang, B. Gabrys, and Y. Xu, “Learning causal represen-
tations based on a gae embedded autoencoder,” IEEE Transactions on

Knowledge and Data Engineering, 2025.
[37] Y. Liu, H. Wang, Z. Wang, X. Zhu, J. Liu, P. Sun, R. Tang, J. Du, V. C.

Leung, and L. Song, “Crcl: Causal representation consistency learning for
anomaly detection in surveillance videos,” IEEE Trans. Image Process.,
2025.

[38] R. Liu, H. Liu, G. Li, H. Hou, T. Yu, and T. Yang, “Contextual debiasing
for visual recognition with causal mechanisms,” in CVPR, 2022, pp.
12 755–12 765.

[39] X. Wang, Q. Li, D. Yu, P. Cui, Z. Wang, and G. Xu, “Causal
disentanglement for semantic-aware intent learning in recommendation,”
IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering, vol. 35, no. 10,
pp. 9836–9849, 2022.

[40] Y. Wei, X. Wang, L. Nie, S. Li, D. Wang, and T.-S. Chua, “Causal infer-
ence for knowledge graph based recommendation,” IEEE Transactions

on Knowledge and Data Engineering, vol. 35, no. 11, pp. 11 153–11 164,
2022.

[41] L. Liu, S. Sun, S. Zhi, F. Shi, Z. Liu, J. Heikkilä, and Y. Liu, “A causal
adjustment module for debiasing scene graph generation,” IEEE Trans.

Pattern Anal. Mach. Intell., 2025.
[42] Y. Fan, Y. Liu, Z. Liu, H. Wu, and Y. Zhang, “Disentangled graph

counterfactual learning for debiased social recommendation,” in KDD,
2022, pp. 2350–2360.

[43] M. Yang, F. Liu, Z. Chen, X. Shen, J. Hao, and J. Wang, “Causalvae:
Disentangled representation learning via neural structural causal models,”
in CVPR, 2021, pp. 9593–9602.

[44] D. Kaushik, E. Hovy, and Z. C. Lipton, “Learning the difference that
makes a difference with counterfactually-augmented data,” in ICLR, 2020.

[45] S. Deshpande, K. Wang, D. Sreenivas, Z. Li, and V. Kuleshov, “Deep
multi-modal structural equations for causal effect estimation with
unstructured proxies,” NeurIPS, vol. 35, pp. 10 931–10 944, 2022.

[46] J. Pearl, M. Glymour, and N. P. Jewell, Causal inference in statistics: A

primer. John Wiley & Sons, 2016.
[47] S. Rajendran, W. Pan, M. R. Sabuncu, Y. Chen, J. Zhou, and F. Wang,

“Learning across diverse biomedical data modalities and cohorts: Chal-
lenges and opportunities for innovation,” Patterns, vol. 5, no. 2, p. 100913,
2024.

[48] R. L. Colwell, A. K. Narayan, and A. B. Ross, “Patient race or ethnicity
and the use of diagnostic imaging: a systematic review,” J. Am. Coll.

Radiol., vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 521–528, 2022.
[49] C. Jones, D. C. Castro, F. De Sousa Ribeiro, O. Oktay, M. McCradden,

and B. Glocker, “A causal perspective on dataset bias in machine learning
for medical imaging,” Nat. Mach. Intell., vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 138–146,
2024.

[50] A. Pichet Binette, S. Janelidze, N. Cullen, J. L. Dage, R. J. Bateman,
H. Zetterberg, K. Blennow, E. Stomrud, N. Mattsson-Carlgren, and
O. Hansson, “Confounding factors of alzheimer’s disease plasma
biomarkers and their impact on clinical performance,” Alzheimer’s &

Dementia, vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 1403–1414, 2023.
[51] J. Lee, E. Kim, J. Lee, J. Lee, and J. Choo, “Learning debiased

representation via disentangled feature augmentation,” NeurIPS, vol. 34,
pp. 25 123–25 133, 2021.

[52] S. Fan, X. Wang, Y. Mo, C. Shi, and J. Tang, “Debiasing graph neural
networks via learning disentangled causal substructure,” NeurIPS, vol. 35,
pp. 24 934–24 946, 2022.

[53] Z. Zhang and M. Sabuncu, “Generalized cross entropy loss for training
deep neural networks with noisy labels,” NeurIPS, vol. 31, 2018.

[54] K. Xu, J. Ba, R. Kiros, K. Cho, A. Courville, R. Salakhudinov, R. Zemel,
and Y. Bengio, “Show, attend and tell: Neural image caption generation
with visual attention,” in ICML. PMLR, 2015, pp. 2048–2057.

[55] T. Wang, J. Huang, H. Zhang, and Q. Sun, “Visual commonsense r-cnn,”
in CVPR, 2020, pp. 10 760–10 770.

[56] A. v. d. Oord, Y. Li, and O. Vinyals, “Representation learning with
contrastive predictive coding,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1807.03748, 2018.

[57] B. Kim, H. Kim, K. Kim, S. Kim, and J. Kim, “Learning not to learn:
Training deep neural networks with biased data,” in CVPR, 2019, pp.
9012–9020.

[58] Y. Lu, J. Zhang, W. Zhang, H. Shi, K. Wang, Z. Li, and L. Sun, “Impact
of initial ventilation strategies on in-hospital mortality in sepsis patients:
insights from the mimic-iv database,” BMC Pulm. Med., vol. 25, no. 1,
p. 147, 2025.


	Introduction
	Related works
	Medical Multimodal Learning with Missing Modalities
	Causal Debiasing in Representation Learning

	Preliminaries and Problem Analysis
	Preliminaries
	Problem Analysis
	SCM under Missingness Bias
	SCM under Distribution Bias
	Unified SCMs

	Causal Debiasing
	Missingness Bias and Backdoor Adjustment
	Distribution Bias and Causal-Biased Disentanglement.


	Methodology
	Bipartite Graph Neural Network
	Encoder Initialization
	Message Passing

	Causal-Biased Disentanglement Module
	Dual-branch Graph Neural Network
	Uncorrelated Representation Learning

	Missingness Deconfounding Module
	Confounder Dictionary Construction.
	NWGM-Based Interventional Approximation

	Final Implementation

	Experiments
	Datasets and Task Description
	Baseline Models
	Implementation Details
	Main Results
	Results on the ICU Datasets
	Results on the ADNI Dataset
	Results on the AFib Dataset

	Ablation Study
	Effectiveness of Each Module
	Effect of Loss Functions
	Effect of Different Masking Strategies
	Robustness of Pre-trained Confounder Backbone
	Effect of Confounder Size
	Effect of Hyperparameter 
	Embedding Analysis

	Analysis of Different Missing Rates
	Shapley Values Analysis
	Runtime Analysis

	Conclusion
	References
	Additional Details on the Datasets
	ICU Datasets
	Alzheimer's Disease Dataset
	Atrial Fibrillation Dataset

	Additional Details on Baselines
	Limitations and Future Work
	References

