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Abstract
Brain disorders are characterised by impaired cognition, mood alteration, psychosis, depressive
episodes, and neurodegeneration, and comprise several psychiatric and neurological disorders. Clinical diagnoses primarily rely on a combination of life history information and questionnaires, with
a distinct lack of discriminative biomarkers in use for psychiatric disorders. Given that symptoms
across brain conditions are associated with functional alterations of cognitive and emotional processes,
which can correlate with anatomical variation, structural magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) data of
the brain are an important focus of research studies, particularly for predictive modelling. With the
advent of large MRI data consortiums (such as the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative) facilitating a greater number of MRI-based classification studies, convolutional neural networks (CNNs),
which are multi-layer representation-based models particularly well suited to image processing, have
become increasingly popular for research into brain conditions. Despite this, modelling practices,
the degree of transparency, and considerations of interpretability vary widely across studies, making
them difficult to both compare and/or reproduce. Modelling practices here refers to issues surrounding the data splitting procedure, the presence or absence of repeat experiments, the critical appraisal
of performance metrics, and the overall reliability of the modelling approach. Transparency refers
to how detailed the authors’ methodological descriptions are, and the availability of code. Finally,
interpretability refers to the attempt made by the authors to identify structural brain alterations
driving model predictions – this is particularly important as the application of deep learning systems
becomes more widespread in clinical settings. Here, we conduct a systematic literature review of 55
studies carrying out CNN-based predictive modelling of brain disorders using MRI data and critique
their modelling practices, transparency, and considerations of interpretability; we furthermore propose several practical recommendations aimed at promoting comprehensive, clear, and reproducible
research into brain disorders using MRI-based deep learning models.

1

Introduction

Brain disorders, which include bipolar disorder, Alzheimer’s Disease, and schizophrenia, are a collection
of debilitating neurological and psychiatric conditions characterised by a variety of features including impaired cognition, altered mood states, psychosis, neurodegeneration, and memory loss [1]. These phenotypes, each with varied clinical presentations, are all associated with pathophysiological neuroanatomical
changes, with considerable collective public health burden through reduced quality of life, social stigma,
and increased mortality [1, 2]. As such, these conditions are the focus of intense research across multiple
disciplines. In particular, there is significant interest in biomarkers for the differentiation of conditions and
their subtypes, which could yield greater mechanistic understanding of symptomatic presentations [3, 4].
Neurobiological markers, such as differential neuroanatomical variation, have been extensively studied
for discriminative and descriptive purposes [5, 6, 7]. This research is usually facilitated by magnetic
NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
resonance
imaging (MRI) data modalities, which can offer non-invasive measures of brain structure [8].
The increasing availability of MRI data, and the long term goal to incorporate biological information into
diagnostic systems, have enabled a wealth of research in this domain focused on predictive modelling [9].
For example, machine learning and classical statistical learning algorithms have previously highlighted
differential neuroanatomical patterns across several conditions, including subcortical structure volume
reduction in bipolar disorder and Alzheimer’s disease [10, 11]. However, incorporating such information
into clinical systems is non-trivial, as the precise dynamics and limitations of a particular biomarker
must be known and addressed prior to use [12, 13]. Additionally, the methods used to describe these
discriminative features have their own considerations, such as requiring preprocessing tools to derive
tabular brain summary information [14, 15]. These tools can produce variable results depending on the
parameters chosen, even when applied to the same dataset, partly owing to the large number of parameter choices available per tool – this means that domain expertise is often necessary to justify decisions
[16]. Finally, statistical modelling techniques often require formal specification of the expected variable
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relationships with the output, and generally are unsuited to high-dimensional data structures such as
structural MRI scans and/or pattern discovery. Machine learning approaches are also limited by their
inability to consider spatial relationships between groups of pixels in imaging data structures, making it
necessary to utilise the aforementioned tabular summary derivation tools. With these factors in mind,
deep learning algorithms – and particularly those well-suited to imaging data structures – have become
popular. This is because of their ability to consider arbitrarily complex relationships without tabular
summary derivation, meaning that researchers are afforded greater model flexibility and do not need
to specify expected variable relationships. Convolutional neural networks (CNNs), which have shown
impressive predictive performances in generic image classification tasks, have been applied to the medical imaging field more broadly for segmentation and prediction tasks, and are becoming increasingly
popular for predictive modelling of the brain in terms of aging and psychiatric/neurological disorders
[17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23]. These models are designed specifically to detect and leverage spatial patterns
in image data structures, making them well suited for these applications [24].
These recent developments have been further enabled by access to large standardised neuroimaging
data colelctions available for general research use, such as the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative
and the UK Biobank [25, 26]. In effect, this means that researchers can train complex predictive models
with relatively straightforward open-source frameworks (such as Tensorflow [27] and Pytorch [28]) on
large amounts of data without requiring domain expertise. While this makes the application of these
approaches more accessible, there are a few caveats that must be considered. Firstly, deep learning models
have a number of unique limitations, such as their high parameter dimensionality, lack of interpretability,
stochasticity in weight initialisation, lack of uncertainty, and difficulty to train [29, 30, 24, 31]. Secondly,
clinical decision systems require rigorous validation and reporting frameworks for more interpretable
models, meaning that the use of opaque deep learning algorithms make these principles of transparency
and validation even more difficult to achieve [32, 33]. Clinical decision systems that offer no indication as
to why they have made a particular classification are unsuitable for use in real world applications. These
factors combine to make the application of deep learning to clinical settings challenging.
As the number of studies applying deep learning to brain disorder neuroimaging data increases,
research highlighting the potential clinical utility of these methodologies must be proactive in addressing
these issues for the sake of patients and the scientific integrity of the field, with transparent reporting,
critical examination of performance metrics, and thorough considerations of interpretability. In this
paper, we seek to assess the state of 1) modelling practices, 2) transparency, and 3) interpretability in
imaging-based deep learning predictive models applied to brain disorders. We systematically review 55
papers and analyse their methodologies in the context of these important concepts.
Below, we first provide a brief overview of CNNs and their workflow in the context of brain disorder
imaging-based models, and subsequently detail our motivation behind focusing on these three topics in
particular; we then identify key challenges of the selected papers in the context of the aforementioned
principles and posit several recommendations for future studies based on our analysis.

1.1

Convolutional Neural Networks

Glossary

CNNs are a popular deep learning
image algorithm in many areas of re• Node: Sum-weighted combination of inputs at a particsearch, particularly in studies makular layer.
ing use of MRI data [17, 18, 19, 20,
21, 22, 23]. Their structure is explic• Layer : Collection of nodes, the outputs of which can act
itly designed to account for spatial
as the input to the next layer of nodes.
data patterns; this is accomplished
• Activation function: Arbitrary function applied to
through the use of filters and feature maps. A feature map is derived
nodes which confers nonlinearity.
via convolutional operations, which
• Convolution: Matrix multiplication of input window by
are a matrix multiplication between
weights window of the same size.
a weights vector of an arbitrary size
(the filter, which for example, may
• Filter : Weights window that forms part of convolution
be 2x2 pixels large) and an input imoperation defined above.
age patch of the same size. The convolution of the same filter over ev• Feature map: Output image given by convolution of
ery patch of the input image outfilter across every window of a specified size.
puts the entire feature map, which
• Neural network : Model consisting of an arbitrary numis usually the same size as the input
ber of nodes and layers, which are thresholded by activaimage. Multiple feature maps are
tion functions.
used in CNN architectures, each with
their own filters, which, throughout
• Convolutional Neural Network : Model consisting of
model training, can detect distinct
an aribtrary number of feature maps with respective fildata patterns such as shapes and/or
ters, thresholded by activation functions, which recognise
edges. Because filters are convolved
spatial data patterns via convolutions. A standard neural
across entire input images, the exact
network is usually placed at the end of a Convolutional
spatial location of a pattern is unimNeural Network.
portant, allowing
the model to detect and leverage data patterns regardless of exact image coordinates; this is termed shift
invariance. The convolutional operation can be repeated multiple times and is usually accompanied by
downsampling operations which reduce the dimensionality of the output. This flattened list based vector
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is then usually passed to a typical neural network model, which consists of a series of layers with an
arbitrary number of nodes. Each node at a given layer is the sum-weighted output of the all previous
layer input values and their output is thresholded by an activation function, typical examples of which
include the rectified linear unit (max(0, x)) or the logistic function ( 1+e1−x ). After an arbitrary number of
layers, the sum-weighted output of all nodes at the penultimate layer can be passed through a sigmoidal
function which transforms the result into the probability space. Mathematically, a general neural network
can be defined as:
!
M
X
k
f (x, W ) = σ
wij
h+b
(1)
i=1
k
Here, f (x, W ) is the output of the network, M is the number of nodes at the previous layer, wij
represents the connection between node/input i and j at layer k, h refers to the output of the previous
layer nodes, b refers to the bias term, similar to  in a linear regression model, and σ refers to an arbitrary
activation function.
Weights are updated through backpropagation using the gradient of the output with respect to the input
which allows minimisation of an objective function (which is often the log-loss of the prediction vs. the
ground truth label in binary classification settings), and can be broadly defined as:

δf (x, W )
(2)
δx
Here, α is a hyperparameter controlling the severity of the weight update at a particular epoch/time
point, denoted by i, δ represents the gradient of a specified quantity, and f (x, W ) is the output of the
network where W is the weights vector and x is the input. The chain rule allows for weight updates to be
applied to all layers via partial derivatives, and a more in-depth consideration of neural network training
can be found in LeCun et al., 2012 [31].
Wi+1 = Wi − α

1.2

CNN Implementations

MRI-based predictive modelling of brain conditions with deep learning models generally follows the
pipeline presented in Figure 1, or a variant of this set of procedures. Preprocessing is usually applied to
skull strip, linearly or non-linearly register raw input images to a template, crop, resize, and/or contrast
normalise. The preprocessed inputs are then used as training data for a CNN (or an ensemble of CNNs).
Owing to the fact that many existing CNN models have been applied to 2D data domains, studies in
the medical imaging field can adapt their data to fit existing architectures via transfer learning or train
new models in the 3D space, as structural MRI scans are usually 3D [34, 35]. Some studies also train
custom architectures on 2D data [36, 37, 38]. The prediction output is usually presented as a probability,
with the final layer of outputs transformed via a sigmoidal/softmax function. This probability is then
used to calculate performance metrics such as the area under the receiver operating characteristic curve
(AUC) and accuracy. Interpretation of the results can be carried out with gradient based saliency metrics,
or by visualising feature maps at specific layers [39]. Counterfactuals can also be employed to further
understand what relationships have been captured by the model by generating plausible instances to
act as the input – often, saliency metrics reduce non-linear relationships into single-number measures of
‘importance‘, which can be difficult to interpret in isolation [40]. Weights are often randomly initialised
according to a specified statistical distribution, such as the Gaussian distribution, making the training
procedure sensitive to the starting conditions. Additionally, owing to the large number of parameters
(often in the millions) there is no strict definition of algorithmic convergence, meaning that there may
be multiple optimal or suboptimal sets of weights that minimise the objective function. Weights can be
updated according to an optimisation function, such as adaptive moment estimation, with each update
strategy having their own set of hyperparameters such as the learning rate (α from Equation 2) [41]. The
overall architecture specifics can also differ, with the number of layers, feature maps, and nodes per layer
varying widely according to the precise method. Additionally, several specific architectural variants of
CNNs are commonly applied, including DenseNet and Recurrent Neural Networks, which reorganise the
structure and operations of standard networks by altering how information is passed from one layer to
the next [42, 43].
In the following sections, we define and attempt to justify the need for good modelling practices,
transparency, and interpretability.

Figure 1: General experimental workflow. The preprocessed input image, either in 2 or 3 dimensional format is
passed to a CNN model (or ensemble of CNN models) for training and prediction, The weights vector w is updated
via backpropagation at each epoch, minimising the error of the objective function.
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1.3

Modelling Practices

Good modelling practices broadly refers to the robustness of the methodology used – as previously
mentioned, deep learning models have a number of unique limitations that must be considered. For
example, we can examine the presence of repeat experiments, the data splitting procedure, and whether
or not there was information leakage as indicators of whether or not good modelling practices have been
observed. Information leakage describes situations whereby model testing and training sets are not kept
entirely independent during training, which may lead to inflated model performance estimation; this
can impact reproducibility and ultimately the reliability of clinical applications. A useful type of repeat
experiment that can be carried out is k-fold cross validation, whereby the data is split into k folds,
and k − 1 folds are used to train the model. The remaining fold is used as the testing set, and this
procedure is repeated k times, until every fold has served as the testing set. Because neural networks
have stochastic weight initialisations and no numeric definition of convergence, repeat experiments can
ensure these limitations are mitigated by averaging over multiple random start points. An additional
benefit of k-fold cross validation in particular is its ability to estimate model performance on multiple
data splits, which can yield a more robust prediction metric compared to experiments with single data
splits.

1.4

Transparency

Transparency here refers to how thorough the study’s methodological discussions are. As previously
detailed, there are many hyperparameters associated with deep learning models, which can have effects
on the overall performance and utility of the system. Therefore, we can assess the degree of code sharing,
discussions of preprocessing and limitations, and model availability when considering the transparency of
a given study. These factors can influence the ability of researchers to reproduce reported experimental
findings, which can effect the overall confidence in the methodological approach. This is especially
important in the context of integrating deep learning models into clinical settings.

1.5

Interpretability

Interpretability here refers to the efforts made to explain model predictions. Understanding why a model
made a particular classification is important for patient trust, biomarker discovery, and the validation of
existing clinical knowledge. Deep learning models are not usually well suited to interpretative frameworks,
but studies underlining the potential clinical utility of a model must attempt to explain the model’s
decisions when considering healthcare applications. We evaluate the use of saliency or other methods
to explain model decisions and the discussion of interpretation findings to assess the attention given to
interpretability.

2

Methods

We conducted a systematic literature review according to PRISMA guidelines, the details of which are
provided below [44].

2.1

Inclusion/exclusion criteria

We limited our search to consider studies making use of CNN architectures, as CNN-based architectures
are the most popular deep learning modelling approach for medical imaging data structures. We also
focused our attention on studies that use structural MRI data, as functional MRI data structures can
often have different modelling requirements, including the use of time series methodologies that make
them difficult to compare relative to structural studies.

2.2

Search details

We performed a Web of Science (all databases) and Pubmed search with the following keywords:
((((structural) AND (imaging)) AND (MRI)) AND ((CNN) OR (convolutional neural network) OR (3DCNN))) AND (psychiatric OR depression OR autism OR bipolar OR Alzheimer’s OR neurological).
For Web of Science, 71 results were returned, and 110 results were returned from Pubmed. Titles and
abstracts were screened for relevance to the research question, and duplicates across both databases were
removed, leaving a total of 66 papers. 11 studies were excluded for various reasons, including functional
MRI data being the main focus of the study, and the use of hybrid models where CNNs were not the
primary modelling method; this resulted in a total of 55 papers remaining for review.

2.3

Desired variables

A standardised questionnaire was designed to evaluate the methodological details of the studies considered. No numerical variables were sought as this work aimed to examine implementation details and
transparency in a qualitative framework. A quantitative analysis of performance metric variation across
studies was not the focus of this work.
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3

Results

We organise our findings according to our three principles: modelling practices, transparency, and interpretability. The selected papers and their attributes can be found in Table 1, and a numerical summary
of the results can be found in Table 2.

3.1

Modelling practices

We found that a sizeable fraction of studies (20/55) represented data in 2D; while this is more computationally efficient than 3D representation, it can introduce potential sources of information leakage
(Table 2). Furthermore, accuracy calculation can be carried out per slice or per patient, introducing
issues surrounding the optimal majority voting method for clinical settings. Of the 20 studies making
use of 2D slices, only one explicitly referred to voting methods, and 15 studies suffered from potential
leakage [45]. Several studies made use of single slices, or the same slice indices across different patients
[46, 47, 37]. Given the often minimal preprocessing protocols that accompany deep learning papers,
there is no guarantee that the same biological information is considered per patient when taking this
approach. Additionally, relevant spatial information can be lost when modelling in 2D, even if multiple
slices are taken as they may not be considered in unison during training. One paper making use of 2D
slices provided code [48]. Additionally, ≈ 44% of studies (24/55) made use of multiple models for training
and prediction, which in some cases translated to stacking, whereby the output of one trained model is
passed to another for training as the input [49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54]. In a number of papers, statistical tests
or accuracy thresholds were used to pre-select informative image patches [54, 53, 46]. This can introduce
bias via focusing the model on ‘informative‘ regions that meet certain criteria which may not translate
directly to that region’s biological relevance or utility in a full model, which risk missing mechanistically
relevant revelations and could result in false negative studies.
In several studies, one model was trained and the weights from that model were used for transfer learning
of a subsequent model, or the predictive/statistical utility of individual patches was used to focus attention
on specific regions prior to testing [55, 56, 45, 46, 38]. This can be classed as a specific form of variable
selection bias that means the model is focusing on specific features highlighted by previous methods,
which would have major implications for biomarker discovery.
Thirty two out of 55 studies employed repeat experiments through cross validation or other means. A third
of studies carrying out repeat experiments (10/32) reported only point estimates for their results, and 5
provided code [57, 48, 58, 55, 59]. Of the 14 studies that had both repeat experiments and considerations
of interpretability, none detailed whether or not their saliency method was applied per fold or on a hold
out test set, and this information was also not detailed where code was provided. This suggests that while
most studies carried out repeat experiments, there remained issues in their methodologies and reporting.

3.2

Transparency

We found that ≈ 90% of papers (49/55) did not provide any code or model weights to supplement their
methodological descriptions, meaning that the majority of studies relied on textual summaries for their
methods sections. This highlights a lack of methodological transparency across the considered research,
especially considering the many different subjective choices required during model construction that can
have misleading effects on the overall performance of the system. Of the studies that did make code
available, no paper provided detailed tutorials of preprocessing and model construction – understandably, the quality and thoroughness of reported code is another important aspect of reproducibility and
transparency which is not solved by making code available [55, 57, 58, 59, 60, 48]. Additionally, most
papers considered were from journals, meaning that the majority of studies underwent some form of peer
review (43/55).
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Data representation

3D
2D
3D
2D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
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3D
2D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
3D
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Authors and citation

Zou et al. (2017) [20]
Çitak-ER et al. (2017) [61]
Taheri Gorji and Kaabouch (2019) [62]
Spasov et al. (2018) [63]
Wang et al. (2018) [64]
Li and Liu (2019) [65]
Liu et al. (2020) [66]
Hosseini-Asl et al. (2016) [67]
Li et al. (2017) [68]
Folego et al. (2020) [55]
Marzban et al. (2020) [69]
Hosseini-Asl et al. (2018) [22]
Gunawardena et al. (2017) [70]
Basaia et al. (2019) [71]
Tufail et al. (2020) [72]
Hu et al. (2020) [73]
Cheng et al. (2017) [74]
Nanni et al. (2020) [75]
Lin et al. (2018) [56]
Billones et al. (2016) [35]
Barbaroux et al. (2020) [36]
Yigit and Işik (2020) [76]
Pan et al. (2020) [77]
Ahmed et al. (2020) [45]
Ortiz-Suárez et al. (2017) [78]
Aderghal et al. (2017) [37]
Lian et al. (2020) [79]
Li et al. (2021) [80]
Cui and Liu (2018) [81]
Aderghal et al. (2020) [82]
Böhle et al. (2019) [57]
Sarraf et al. (2019) [48]
Liu et al. (2018) [83]
Zhang et al. (2020) [21]
Lee et al. (2019) [84]
Qiu et al. (2020) [58]
Spasov et al. (2019) [59]
Sun et al. (2020) [85]
Oh et al. (2020) [86]
Lian et al. (2020) [49]
Cui and Liu (2019) [87]
Raju et al. (2020) [50]
Mendoza-Léon et al. (2020) [46]
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Pelka et al. (2020) [38]
Li and Liu (2018) [51]
Bae et al. (2021) [88]
Cui and Liu (2019) [52]
Liu et al. (2018) [53]
Liu et al. (2018) [54]
Al-Khuzaie et al. (2021) [89]
Zhang et al. (2021) [90]
Hu et al. (2021) [60]
Herzog and Magoulas (2021) [47]
Yee et al. (2021) [91]
Mukhtar and Farhan (2020) [92]
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Question
How are data represented?
Is code available?
Conference or Journal?
Is saliency considered?
Are there repeat experiments?
Is there potential information
leakage?

Answer
2D(n=20),
3D(n=35)
No(n=49),
Yes(n=6)
Conference(n=12),
Journal(n=43)
No(n=36),
Yes(n=19)
No(n=23),
Yes(n=32)
No(n=28),
Yes(n=27)

Table 2: Numeric summary of study attributes from the pool of 55 selected papers.

3.3

Interpretability

We noted that 19 out of 55 studies considered interpretability by applying a saliency method (such as
Gradient-based Class Activation Mapping [93]) or visualising feature maps [19]. Of the 19 studies considering saliency, 4 papers dedicated sections of their discussion to the interpretation of saliency outputs,
with the remainder reporting saliency outputs without further commentary [57, 83, 58, 50]. All 4 of these
papers with discussions of interpretability made use of a single saliency method and furthermore assumed
the relationship captured by the model was the same as previously reported neuroanatomical patterns,
without carrying out experiments to confirm or refute this assumption. Two of the 4 studies provided code
[57, 58]. Despite welcome considerations of saliency, the 19 studies considering interpretability had broad
variability in the quality and detail afforded to model interrogation. For instance, 9 studies presented
the results of a saliency method or an attempt at interpretability of their respective models with little to
no critical discussion of regions highlighted or methods employed [65, 66, 79, 80, 48, 83, 87, 51, 88]. The
9 aforementioned studies did not provide any information on implementation details. Of the remaining
10 studies, 5 provided code, but as previously mentioned did not include detailed walkthroughs of their
interpretation pipelines [57, 48, 58, 55, 60].
A subsection of studies also specifically underscored that extensive, expert driven preprocessing is not
required with deep learning studies, and almost all studies alluded to this fact in their introductions
[60, 69, 79, 51, 52]. This position downplays the importance of expert opinion in model interpretation and
preprocessing decisions for medical imaging studies. Without explicit knowledge concerning what image
aspects to exclude, researchers can include irrelevant information during model training, as demonstrated
by the inclusion of skull and neck information in several studies [60, 91, 38, 84, 67, 77]. In practice, this
would mean the models may have picked up on irrelevant information about neck size or skull thickness,
that, if used in clinical applications, could lead to misclassifications of patients with those specific physical
characteristics, which may have nothing to do with the condition of interest. Furthermore, certain studies
avoided considering interpretability in greater detail due to their lack of expertise, which implies that
expert knowledge is a requirement for thorough considerations of saliency [60]. These examples illustrate
the crucial importance of both domain knowledge and interpretability, which in this case would have
highlighted potentially spurious relationships the model may have been using during classification.

4

Discussion

Our results demonstrated issues in modelling practices, transparency, and interpretability across a selected
pool of 55 papers concerned with CNN-based predictive modelling of brain disorders with MRI data. We
found that 20 out of 55 papers considered made use of 2D data structures, 49 did not provide code, 36
did not consider saliency, 32 employed repeat experiments, and 27 may have suffered from data leakage.
We discuss these findings below and propose several recommendations to improve the quality of studies
concerned with CNN-based predictive modelling of brain disorders using structural neuroimaging data.

4.1

Data representation

A majority of papers in this set of literature made use of 3-dimensional data representations, which is
computationally intensive but robust. Modelling data in 3D ensures that all biological information is
used during training, as opposed to individual 2D slices whose spatial inter-dependencies may not be
considered. 3D modelling also ensures the same biological information is utilised per patient, which may
not be the case for 2D experiments that work via indexing. There was still a significant minority of papers
making use of 2D data structures (20/55), which may pose issues for downstream clinical applications.
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As highlighted previously, 2D-data based models have a number of limitations, including not considering
the same biological information per patient, multiple potential majority voting strategies, and possible
information leakage. These factors in combination with a lack of thorough interpretability make these
models unsuitable for application to real-world clinical settings, a drawback not addressed seriously by any
work in the presented literature. We therefore recommend that researchers think critically about these
limitations before deciding to use 2D-based models, and take practical steps to ensure the reliability
of the methodology. For example, where multiple per-slice voting schemes are available, researchers
should examine how performance metrics change relative to the strategy implemented, and what potential
caveats each approach could have in practice. To proactively address information leakage, researchers
should take care to split data into 2D-based representations after data has been split into train, test, and
validation sets at the patient level, and should provide code to prove they followed this procedure. We
furthermore recommend that single-slice-based studies consider alternative modelling approaches, as the
implications of using one 2D slice from a 3D stack, along one dimension, with no guarantee the same
biological information is being considered per patient, may lead to performance estimation inflation which
will ultimately hamper reproducibility.

4.2

Repeat experiments

Most studies implemented repeat experiments, which ensures that stochasticity in weight initialisation
and/or performance estimation inflation due to particular fold splitting is mitigated. Averaging over
multiple random weight start points is a useful strategy to obtain a robust performance estimation, and
cross validation schemes are useful model diagnostics; these strategies can help to ensure the resultant
performance metrics are reliable. Despite this, 23 of the 55 considered papers did not employ repeat
experiments. Cross validation as a diagnostic is a useful way to assess model performance across various
splits of the data even when weight initialisation is not random – factoring in this added stochasticity
associated with deep learning models, repeat experiments become all the more important. Additionally,
a number of studies that did employ repeat experiments only reported point estimates, which undermines
the utility of carrying out this modelling practice to begin with. Code inaccessibility exacerbates this issue
further, leaving the reader unclear as to what procedure was followed. We recommend that researchers
employ repeat experiments via cross-validation or repeated model fitting where data is not split multiple
times and report their results as a spread of points with standard deviations. This can provide further
confidence in the ability of the model to generalise to differing data splits, and although in itself it is not
a remedy for overfitting, it remains a useful model diagnostic.

4.3

Code availability

The majority of studies in this set of literature did not provide any code. Wen et al. (2020) [94] previously
underlined the importance of fairness, accountability, and transparency in deep learning modelling studies,
but many studies fall short of fulfilling these principles. The construction of deep learning systems requires
many hyperparameter and algorithmic decisions which can influence overall model performance, introduce
bias, and impact reproducibility. Deep learning models are essentially systems that optimise an objective
function over a specified set of arguments, meaning that any decisions taken in preprocessing and model
construction, such as the choice of learning rate, loss function, and number of layers, can affect the
capabilities of the system as a whole, and as a result, propagate subjective choices throughout ‘objective‘
models [95]. For instance, several studies have examined algorithmic biases against underrepresented
and/or marginalised groups, which can persist even if code is freely available [96, 97, 98]. Aside from deep
learning-specific benefits to code sharing, the larger scientific community has recently shifted towards open
science frameworks, with several high-profile journals requiring thorough methodological transparency
[99, 100, 101]. Therefore, we recommend that thorough documentation of code and methodological
details is at the minimum an essential aspect of deep learning experiments in this domain. Patient
privacy concerns, while valid, are no impediment to model weight and code sharing, and minimal testing
datasets could be provided via anonymisation procedures [102]. Of the studies that did make code
available, no paper provided tutorials of preprocessing and model construction through, for example,
minimal Jupyter notebook/Google Colab implementations, with justifications provided for algorithmic
decisions. We further recommend such practical steps, which could facilitate greater methodological
transparency and allow researchers to understand the experimental decisions that gave rise to the results.
This would also have the useful properties of allowing researchers to examine what pipelines gave rise to
successful experiments, and allow them to spot potential ‘blind spots‘ that the model authors may have
overlooked. Making entire pipelines easily accessible and examinable facilitates accountability and aids
reproducibility efforts overall.

4.4

Saliency and interpretability

We found a lack of adequate model interrogation in the presented studies. As previously stated, algorithmic biases in predictive settings against marginalised or underrepresented groups is of serious concern,
particularly for clinical settings, and saliency methods can help researchers to identify sources of potential bias. Additionally, biomarker discovery could be greatly assisted by meticulous interrogation
of model predictions in various scenarios. Thus, regardless of predictive performance, without at least
identifying what neuroanatomical patterns are driving decisions, studies not considering interpretability
are unsuitable for use in clinical settings. Additionally, the ‘importance‘ per pixel, the quantity most
often returned by saliency methods, has no direct interpretation that can relate region relevance back to
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human-interpretable neuroanatomical pathologies. In many instances, it represents the degree of change
in the output relative to a small change in the input pixel value, collapsing a potentially non-linear
relationship to a collection of single values without units. While an empirical measure, it offers little
interpretative value in comparison to the coefficients returned by classical statistical methods, which can
provide immediate explanatory insight. This is partly due to a focus of the deep learning field in general on prediction as opposed to inference, meaning that the mechanistic understanding of relationship
dynamics is of less importance than the final predictive performance. For previously specified reasons,
thorough examination of models, and their inferential properties, is crucial where patient care is concerned. We therefore recommend that saliency methods be employed in future studies. Furthermore,
individual saliency methods have their own unique limitations which must be considered, with various
implementation strategies (such as aggregation of local examples, what saliency outputs to report where
repeat experiments have been carried out, etc.), which should be carefully considered through consultation
of the relevant literature [39]. Where possible, multiple saliency methods should be employed. Additionally, we recommend that researchers use counterfactuals to confirm whether or not their findings are
the same as previously reported using different methods, as all studies in the considered set of literature
make this assumption without experimental confirmation [40]. Given the structure of neural networks
and their ability to highlight spatially invariant patterns, there is no guarantee that a salient group of
pixels in, for example, the amygdala, translates directly to volumetric reductions in that area previously
reported by logistic regression models. Another alternative would be to examine the correlation between,
for example, Freesurfer-derived tabular summary data for a particular region and the average saliency for
the same region across all patients, which could allow researchers to confirm or refute their hypotheses.
This could also mitigate the issues previously highlighted with interpreting ‘importance‘ metrics by using
a combination of explanatory methods.

4.5

Information leakage and model stacking

We observed a fraction of studies that may have been prone to information leakage through their data
splitting procedures. As previously mentioned, this could be mitigated by ensuring slice-level data is
derived after patient-level data splitting. Several studies also made use of model stacking, whereby the
output of one trained model, whose objective is to discriminate between classes, is fed as the input to
another trained model. This may have implications for predictive accuracy, leading to inflated model
performance estimation, as well as posing issues for biomarker discovery. This may also lead to further
model overfitting. We therefore recommend that researchers avoid model stacking where possible, especially considering that model interpretation is such an important aspect of predictive studies in this field.
Model stacking and variable selection may complicate interpretative efforts further.

4.6

Peer review

The majority of studies in this set of literature underwent peer review either through their journal or
conference submission process. This indicates that the issues in the methodologies and transparency of
the presented research may have been missed by reviewers. We encourage conferences and journals to
hold researchers accountable to the aforementioned recommendations by being critical of methodological
details, requiring code transparency, questioning unsubstantiated claims, and expecting well-detailed
interpretability.

4.7

Future perspectives and commentary

The findings from this systematic literature review highlight long-standing differences between deep
learning and classical statistics. Deep learning has historically been concerned with minimising the loss
of objective functions without making or testing formal assumptions of the data generating processes,
or discovering the inferential dynamics of the considered system. This has led to numerous advances
in image processing, with several state-of-the-art approaches developed to address tasks not suited to
classical statistical modelling [19, 24]. In such cases where inferential dynamics are not the main focus of
the model, neural networks have clear advantages in their depth and ability to consider non-linearities.
However, as deep learning becomes more readily applied to medical imaging applications, with highstake consequences for patients, the previously-mentioned dichotomy of prediction versus inference must
be abandoned. It is no longer sufficient to have flexible predictive machines returning ‘black-box‘ decisions
with no indication as to what relationships have been captured or are being leveraged. In order to achieve
the highest standard of care for patients, it is crucial to understand what input features deep learning
models are basing their decisions on, in order to increase confidence in these approaches. Considering
the widespread ramifications of diagnoses for brain disorders, and the aforementioned examples of deep
learning-amplified modelling biases, it is essential to ensure deep learning models are making use of salient
information; a focus on inference would also have clear benefits for biomarker discovery.
We posit that the successful application of deep learning to the diagnoses of brain disorders in clinical settings using structural neuroimaging data is contingent upon adherence to the principles of good
modelling practices, interpretability, and transparency. We therefore encourage researchers carrying out
experiments in the field, as well as readers and reviewers of published research, to carefully consider the
recommendations outlined in this paper which are summarised in Table 3.
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Key Recommendations

Benefits

Risk from non-adherence

- Improve chances
of reproducibility
Make well-annotated code freely available

– Readers can better
understand workflow

- Limit reproducibility efforts
– Models remain opaque

– Encourage accountability
and transparency

- Improve confidence
in model estimation
Employ repeat experiments
– Mitigate random
weight initialisation

- Validate that model is
using relevant information
Use saliency metrics and counterfactuals

– Potential biomarker
discovery
– Improve confidence in
system overall
- Ensure spatial information
between slices is considered

Avoid 2D data structures where possible

– Lessen chance of
information leakage
– No requirement of
multiple voting strategies

- Risk reporting overfitted
results
– Performance estimation
inflation
– Diminished confidence
in system overall
- Models remain opaque
– Diminished confidence
in system overall
– Unsure what
information is being
used by models
- Information leakage
is more likely to occur
– No guarantee
spatial information
between slices is
considered
– Must consider
multiple voting strategies

Table 3: Key recommendations arising from the results of this systematic literature review, their benefits, and the
risks associated with non-adherence.

5

Limitations

This work reviewed studies from 2 database sources, but is not guaranteed to have evaluated all available
relevant research. This study also did not undertake a quantitative review of reported accuracy metrics,
which would be a worthwhile endeavour. This work also did not include considerations of studies making
use of functional neuroimaging data, and it would be interesting to examine whether or not the same
trends exist in research using a different data modality.

6

Conclusion

In summation, we conducted a systematic literature review of 55 studies carrying out CNN-based predictive modelling of brain disorders using structural brain imaging data and found issues with modelling
practices, transparency, and interpretability. We strongly recommend that researchers place greater
emphasis on these principles in their experiments for the sake of patients, and that in combination journal/conference editors be mindful of the importance of the outlined concepts. Careful consideration
of these principles will inform a clinical framework that can effectively incorporate deep learning into
diagnostic and prognostic systems, furthering our physiological understanding of these disorders and
enhancing our ability to improve patient care.
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Kudlur, Josh Levenberg, Dandelion Mané, Rajat Monga, Sherry Moore, Derek Murray, Chris
Olah, Mike Schuster, Jonathon Shlens, Benoit Steiner, Ilya Sutskever, Kunal Talwar, Paul Tucker,
Vincent Vanhoucke, Vijay Vasudevan, Fernanda Viégas, Oriol Vinyals, Pete Warden, Martin Wattenberg, Martin Wicke, Yuan Yu, and Xiaoqiang Zheng. TensorFlow: Large-scale machine learning
on heterogeneous systems, 2015. URL https://www.tensorflow.org/. Software available from
tensorflow.org.
[28] Adam Paszke, Sam Gross, Francisco Massa, Adam Lerer, James Bradbury, Gregory Chanan, Trevor
Killeen, Zeming Lin, Natalia Gimelshein, Luca Antiga, Alban Desmaison, Andreas Kopf, Edward
Yang, Zachary DeVito, Martin Raison, Alykhan Tejani, Sasank Chilamkurthy, Benoit Steiner,
Lu Fang, Junjie Bai, and Soumith Chintala. Pytorch: An imperative style, high-performance
deep learning library. In H. Wallach, H. Larochelle, A. Beygelzimer, F. d'Alché-Buc, E. Fox, and
R. Garnett, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 32, pages 8024–8035.
Curran Associates, Inc., 2019.
[29] Zhongheng Zhang, Marcus W Beck, David A Winkler, Bin Huang, Wilbert Sibanda, Hemant Goyal,
et al. Opening the black box of neural networks: methods for interpreting neural network models
in clinical applications. Annals of translational medicine, 6(11), 2018.
[30] Jim YF Yam and Tommy WS Chow. A weight initialization method for improving training speed
in feedforward neural network. Neurocomputing, 30(1-4):219–232, 2000.
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