
Purpose and Scope 

Supplementary Table Sl presents 106 empirical examples in which authors explicitly linked cross-sectional data or analysis to limitations on causal 

interpretation. The collection was assembled to document the forms and disciplinary breadth of this reporting convention rather than to estimate its 

prevalence. 

Assembly of the Examples 

The 106 examples were assembled through iterative, purposive searches rather than a systematic review. Searches using the Journal/Author Name 

Estimator (JANE) paired terms related to cross-sectional design or analysis, including "cross-sectional" and "cross-sectional data," with terms related 

to causal interpretation, including "causal," "causality," "causal inference," "cannot infer causality," and related variants. Retrieved articles were 

reviewed to identify empirical reports in which authors explicitly linked their own cross-sectional data or analysis to a limitation on causal 

interpretation. 

Additional searches combined cross-sectional and causal-language terms with terms describing proposed remedies, including "longitudinal," 

"prospective," "future research," and "further research." Selected prevention, public health, behavioral, clinical, and epidemiology journals were also 

searched directly for relevant examples. Proposing a remedy was not required for inclusion; eligible reports could recommend longitudinal, 

prospective, experimental, or other research, or state no specific remedy. 

The collection was assembled to document the forms and disciplinary breadth of this reporting convention. It was not intended to be exhaustive, 

constitute a systematic review, or provide a representative sample from which the prevalence of the convention could be estimated. 

Interpretation Notes 

Statements were included when authors explicitly linked their own cross-sectional data or analytic approach to limits on causal interpretation, 

temporal ordering, directionality, or related concerns. Remedy categories are non-exclusive because an article could recommend more than one form 

of future research. Inclusion does not imply that the cited authors' caution about causal interpretation was unwarranted. 










