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Abstract
We consider mediated effects of an exposure, X on an outcome, Y , via a mediator,
M , under no unmeasured confounding assumptions in the setting where models for the
conditional expectation of the mediator and outcome are partially linear.
We propose G-estimators for the direct and indirect effect and demonstrate consistent
asymptotic normality for indirect effects when models for the conditional means of M , or X
and Y are correctly specified, and for direct effects, when models for the conditional means
of Y , or X and M are correct. This marks an improvement, in this particular setting, over
previous ‘triple’ robust methods, which do not assume partially linear mean models.
Testing of the no-mediation hypothesis is inherently problematic due to the composite
nature of the test (either X has no effect on M or M no effect on Y ), leading to low power
when both effect sizes are small. We use Generalized Methods of Moments (GMM) results
to construct a new score testing framework, which includes as special cases the no-mediation
and the no-direct-effect hypotheses. The proposed tests rely on an orthogonal estimation
strategy for estimating nuisance parameters.
Simulations show that the GMM based tests perform better in terms of power and small
sample performance compared with traditional tests in the partially linear setting, with
drastic improvement under model misspecification. New methods are illustrated in a mediation analysis of data from the COPERS trial, a randomized trial investigating the effect of a
non-pharmacological intervention of patients suffering from chronic pain. An accompanying
R package implementing these methods can be found at github.com/ohines/plmed.
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Introduction

Testing and estimation of mediated effects is important in psychology, sociology, epidemiology,
and econometrics, typically as a secondary analysis to understand the mechanism by which an
exposure (X) effects an outcome (Y ) through a mediating variable (M ) (MacKinnon, 2008;
Hayes, 2018). When the exposure is binary, one often considers the natural decomposition
of the average treatment effect, into a natural indirect effect (NIDE), and natural direct effect (NDE) (Robins and Greenland, 1992; Pearl, 2001), which, under standard identifiability
assumptions (sequential ignorability and consistency), may be written as functionals of the observed distribution (Imai et al., 2010a). These assumptions primarily require observation of a
set of variables, (Z), that are sufficient to adjust for confounding of the association between X
and M and between (X, M ) and Y .
Assuming fully parametric models, maximum likelihood inference for the NIDE and NDE
can be based on the so-called mediation formula (Pearl, 2001; VanderWeele and Vansteelandt,
2009; Imai et al., 2010a). Use of this formula gives rise to the popular difference and product-ofcoefficient methods (Alwin and Hauser, 1975; MacKinnon et al., 2002) when simple linear models
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for the mediator and outcome hold (VanderWeele and Vansteelandt, 2009), but it readily allows
extension to non-linear models (Imai et al., 2010a). A key concern about this approach is that
misspecification of models for the mediator or outcome can lead to NIDE and NDE estimators
with large bias; such misspecification can be difficult to diagnose when some confounders are
strongly associated with either the exposure or the mediator (Vansteelandt, 2012).
In contrast, nonparametric inference gives rise to so-called triple robust estimators (Tchetgen
Tchetgen and Shpitser, 2012) of the NIDE and NDE. These are less model-dependent, though
still necessitate some form of modelling in view of the curse of dimensionality. In particular,
these demand correct specification of an appropriate subset of: (i) the conditional expectation,
E(Y |M, X, Z), (ii) the conditional density of M given X, Z, and (iii) the conditional density of
X given Z. These estimators are called triple robust due to their similarity with ‘double robust’
methods. Double robust methods of the average treatment effect, for example, are Consistent
Asymptotically Normal (CAN) provided that either a mean outcome model, or propensity
score model is correctly specified (Kang and Schafer, 2007). The triple robust estimator of the
marginal NDE and NIDE is CAN provided any pair of (i), (ii), (iii) are correctly specified.
These methods are also efficient (under the nonparametric model) provided that (i), (ii), and
(iii) are all correctly specified. Additionally, Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2014) provide
CAN estimators for the parameters indexing a correctly specified parametric model for the
conditional NDE given Z, provided either (i), or (ii) and (iii) are correctly specified.
Considering the common use of continuous measurements of mediator and outcome in psychology, which lend themselves to linear modelling, we will consider a different approach in the
current work. In particular, we will continue to rely on linear modelling, but in view of the
aforementioned concerns about model misspecification, will consider estimation and inference
of the NIDE in a semi-parametric partially linear model indexed by (β1 , β2 ) which obeys
E(M |X, Z) = β1 X + f (Z)

(1)

E(Y |M, X, Z) = β2 M + g(X, Z)

(2)

where g(x, z) and f (x) are arbitrary functions. For the NDE, we consider the partially linear
model indexed by (β2 , β3 ) which obeys
E(Y |M, X, Z) = β2 M + β3 X + g(Z)

(3)

where g(z) is an arbitrary function. The union of these models (i.e. when (1) and (3) both
hold) is indexed by β = (β1 , β2 , β3 ). Early work by Baron and Kenny (1986) on the union model
defined indirect and direct effects as the product β1 β2 and coefficient β3 respectively, with the
total effect given by the sum of the two effects: β1 β2 + β3 . When the exposure is binary and
the union model holds, then the NIDE, NDE, and average treatment effect reduce to the effect
definitions of Baron and Kenny (1986) (See Section 2 for details).
G-estimation is a method of parameter estimation in structural nested models, such as those
in (1) and (3) developed by James Robins (and collaborators) over a number of years (Robins,
1994; Vansteelandt and Joffe, 2014; Naimi et al., 2017). In the current work, G-estimators for
the NIDE and NDE are constructed, assuming that the mediator and outcome mean models
are partially linear. Denoting, h(Z) = E(X|Z), we show that our G-estimator for the NIDE is
CAN when either
(a) (1) and (2) hold and a parametric model for f (z) is correctly specified
(b) (1) and (3) hold and parametric models for both g(z) and h(z) are correctly specified
and for the NDE, our G-estimator is CAN when either
(c) (3) holds and a parametric model for g(z) is correctly specified
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(d) (1) and (3) hold and parametric models for both f (z) and h(z) are correctly specified
Compared with the triple robust estimators of Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012); Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2014) (which do not require partial linearity), the proposed Gestimation methods (which do require some partial linearity) have the advantage that conditional densities for M and X do not need to specified, and conditional mean models for Y and
M are sufficient to estimate the NIDE and NDE respectively. Extensions to the G-estimation
methods where partial linearity is violated are discussed in Section 8.
We also consider testing of the no-mediation hypothesis (H0 : β1 β2 = 0) and the no-directeffect hypothesis (H1 : β3 = 0). Testing of the no-mediation hypothesis, H0 , is problematic
since the function used to constrain the hypothesized parameter space (ψ0 (β) = β1 β2 = 0) has
a Jacobian which is full rank almost everywhere, except for a singular point at β1 = β2 = 0.
This generally gives rise to test statistics with different asymptotic behaviour at this singular
point, and in finite samples, tests for H0 which are underpowered in its neighbourhood. We
refer the interested reader to Dufour et al. (2013); Drton and Xiao (2016) for further details.
Classical tests of the no-mediation hypothesis are constructed from t-test statistics for the
(OLS)
the OLS estimator, with
OLS parameter estimates of βj , for j = 1, 2. Denoting by βˆj
(OLS)

estimated standard error, σ̂j

(OLS)
T1

(OLS)

and squared t-statistics, Tj

(OLS)

= (β̂j

(OLS) 2
) ,

/σ̂j

it can

(OLS)
T2

be demonstrated that
and
are independent under the union model when f (z)
and g(z) are correctly specified.
Using these squared t-statistics, a Wald test for H0 , also known as the Sobel test (Sobel,
1982) can be constructed, based on the test statistic W (OLS) . Alternatively, a joint test (also
known as a Likelihood Ratio (LR) test)(MacKinnon et al., 2002; Giersbergen, 2014), has been
constructed, based on the statistic LR(OLS) . These test statistics are
W (OLS) =

T1 T2
β̂12 β̂22
=
T1 + T2
β̂12 σ̂22 + β̂22 σ̂12

LR(OLS) = min(T1 , T2 )

(4)
(5)

where, for readability, the superscript (OLS) has been dropped from all terms on the right
hand side. These statistics have received considerable attention, especially due to unexpected
properties regarding the relative power of total, direct, and indirect effect tests under different
true parameter values (Wang, 2018; Kenny and Judd, 2014; Fritz et al., 2012).
We propose two alternative tests based on moment conditions of the G-estimator: a Wald
type approach, and an approach analogous to a classical score (or Lagrange Multiplier) test,
but derived using a Generalized Methods of Moments (GMM) hypothesis testing framework
(Newey and West, 1987; Dufour et al., 2017). The relative merits of the new tests against the
OLS based tests above are discussed in Section 5.3. From a robustness perspective, tests based
on OLS estimating equations require that (1) and (3) hold and f (z) and g(z) are correctly specified, whereas those based on the G-estimation equations inherit the same robustness to model
misspecification as the G-estimator itself, provided that nuisance parameters are estimated orthogonally (in a sense defined in Section 4). A simulation study is carried out in Section 6 to
assess the behaviour of the new robust tests in finite samples, followed by an illustration on
clinical data in Section 7. All methods are made available through an R package, which can be
found at github.com/ohines/plmed.

2

Identifiability

Suppose iid data on (Y, M, X, Z) is collected for n individuals. We assume that there exists a
potential outcome variable Y (x, m), which expresses the outcome that would have been observed
if the exposure and mediator had taken the values (x, m). Similarly, we assume a potential
3

outcome, M (x), corresponding to the mediator if the exposure had taken the value x. We
define the expected potential outcome
η(a, b, z) = E[Y (a, M (b))|Z = z]
for arbitrary (a, b) on the support of X. We define the NIDE and NDE, conditional on Z = z,
respectively by
E[Y (x0 , M (x1 )) − Y (x0 , M (x0 ))|Z = z]
E[Y (x1 , M (x1 )) − Y (x0 , M (x1 ))|Z = z]
for two pre-specified levels of the exposure, (x0 , x1 ). For a binary exposure coded 0 or 1,
(x0 , x1 ) = (0, 1), however our definition also permits continuous exposures. Letting P (m|x, z)
denote the probability measure of M conditional on X = x and Z = z, then
Z
η(a, b, z) = E(Y |X = a, M = m, Z = z)dP (m|b, z)
under standard identifiability assumptions (Pearl, 2001; Imai et al., 2010a,b; VanderWeele and
Vansteelandt, 2009). These assumptions require consistency,
X = x =⇒ M (x) = M almost surely
X = x and M = m =⇒ Y (x, m) = Y almost surely
and sequential ignorability, which states that for all m on the support of M ,
Y (a, m) ⊥⊥ M |X = b, Z
(Y (a, m), M (b)) ⊥⊥ X|Z

Here A ⊥⊥ B|C denotes independence of A and B conditional on C. Under these identifiability
assumptions and the partial linearity in (2), then
η(a, b, z) = β2 f (b, z) + g(a, z)
where f (X, Z) = E(M |X, Z). We see, therefore, that one obtains the following two expressions
for the conditional NIDE and NDE when (1) and (3) hold respectively,
η(x0 , x1 , z) − η(x0 , x0 , z) = β1 β2 (x1 − x0 )
η(x1 , x1 , z) − η(x0 , x1 , z) = β3 (x1 − x0 )
for all z. It follows that when (1) and (2) hold then the product of coefficients β1 β2 , represents
the conditional NIDE per unit change in X, and when (3) holds then β3 represents the conditional NDE per unit change in X. Since these effects are constant then the marginal effects are
equal to the conditional effects. By way of comparison, Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2014)
consider estimation of a parameter ψ which indexes parametric models for the NDE conditional
on Z = z, when the exposure is binary,
η(1, 1, z) − η(0, 1, z) = δ(z, ψ)
where δ(z, ψ) is a known function. Our methods, in effect, consider the case δ(z, ψ) = ψ, i.e.
that the NDE is constant in subgroups of Z, however, we additionally require that partially
linear models hold. These assumptions are relaxed in Section 8.

4

3

The G-estimator for mediation

Our objective is to derive direct and indirect effect estimators which are asymptotically linear
and hence CAN in the sense that they asymptotically follow normal distributions centred at the
true value, with variances of order n−1 . We refer readers to Kennedy (2015) for an introduction
to asymptotically linear estimators and influence function theory in causal inference.
We will consider the target parameter, β = (β1 , β2 , β3 ) in the union model (i.e. when (1) and
(3) both hold), and begin by introducing parametric working models for h(z), f (z), g(z) which we
denote h(z; γx ), f (z; γm ), g(z; γy ) where h, f, g are known differentiable functions parametrized
by the nuisance parameter vector γ = (γx , γm , γy ). This nuisance parameter and the target
parameter itself will be estimated jointly. Specifically, we consider an iterative estimation procedure by which the nuisance parameter estimate is obtained from a previous target parameter
estimate using a CAN estimator γ̂ = γ̂(β̂) which is consistent in the sense described by assumptions A1 to A3 below. The target parameter estimate may then be updated using the updated
nuisance parameter estimate. We assume that each component of the nuisance parameter estimator is consistent when the associated part of the model is correctly specified, that is, denoting
the correct target parameter value by superscript 0, we assume,
A1. If h(z) is correctly specified then plim γ̂x (β) = γx0 for all β
0 for all β such that β = β 0
A2. If f (z) is correctly specified then plim γ̂m (β) = γm
1
1

A3. If g(z) is correctly specified then plim γ̂y (β) = γy0 for all β such that (β2 , β3 ) = (β20 , β30 )
where assumptions A2 and A3 are only well defined when (1) and (3) hold respectively. For the
target parameter, we propose estimation based on the product of residuals in the union model
given by the vector U (β, γ), which we refer to as the G-moment conditions, with components,
U1 (β, γ) = {X − h(Z; γx )}{M − β1 X − f (Z; γm )}

(6)

U2 (β, γ) = {M − β1 X − f (Z; γm )}{Y − β2 M − β3 X − g(Z; γy )}

(7)

U3 (β, γ) = {X − h(Z; γx )}{Y − β2 M − β3 X − g(Z; γy )}

(8)

When all models are correctly specified, these residual products are zero in expectation, i.e.
E{U (β 0 , γ 0 )} = 0. The G-estimator for β, denoted by β̂ is the value which sets the sample
average of moment conditions to zero, that is it solves the system of three equations
En [U {β̂, γ̂}] = 0

(9)

P
where En [.] = n−1 ni=1 [.]i is the expectation with respect to the empirical distribution of the
data. To examine the behaviour of this estimator under model misspecification, we introduce
notation for the probability limit of this G-estimator, β ∗ = plim β̂, with associated nuisance
parameter estimator limit, γ ∗ = plim γ̂(β ∗ ). The probability limit of the G-estimator is the
solution to
E{U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = 0
We additionally assume (A4) that the 3 by 3 matrix,


∂U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
E
∂β
is non-singular. Finally we assume (A5) that β ∗ is unique. This assumption can be partly
justified by the linearity of the G-moment conditions, which implies that β ∗ is unique when
we disregard the dependence of γ ∗ on β ∗ , treating γ ∗ as constant. It is sufficient, therefore,
5

to assume that there is no pathological way by which the nuisance parameter estimator might
introduce extra solutions.
Under assumptions A1 to A5 one can derive the conditions for which the G-estimators of
(β1 , β2 ) and of (β2 , β3 ) are consistent, by examining the conditions under which all three moment
conditions are zero in expectation. These results are given in Lemmas 1 and 2 respectively. For
completeness, the union of these two cases, under which (β1 , β2 , β3 ) is consistent, is given by
Lemma 3. See supplementary material for proofs.
Lemma 1 (Consistency of the G-estimator of (β1 , β2 )) Provided the models for M and
Y are partially linear in X and M respectively, such that (1) and (2) both hold, and either
(i) The model for f (Z) is correctly specified
(ii) g(X, Z) = β3 X + g(Z) and the models for g(Z) and h(Z) are both correctly specified
then β ∗ = (β10 , β20 , β3∗ ), hence the G-estimator is consistent for (β1 , β2 ).
Lemma 2 (Consistency of the G-estimator of (β2 , β3 )) Provided the model for Y is partially linear in (M, X) such that (3) holds and either
(i) The model for g(Z) is correctly specified
(ii) f (X, Z) = β1 X + f (Z) and the models for f (Z) and h(Z) are both correctly specified
then β ∗ = (β1∗ , β20 , β30 ), hence the G-estimator is consistent for (β2 , β3 ).
Lemma 3 (Robustness of G moment conditions) Provided that the models for M and Y
are partially linear in X and (M, X) respectively, such that (1) and (3) both hold and any pair
of
(i) The model for h(Z)
(ii) The model for f (Z)
(iii) The model for g(Z)
are correctly specified, then β ∗ = (β10 , β20 , β30 ), hence the G-estimator is consistent for the full
target parameter. For proof observe that the conditions in Lemmas 1 and 2 are satisfied.
Theorem 1 describes the conditions under which the G-estimator will be asymptotically
linear.
Theorem 1 (Asymptotically linearity of β̂) Let β ∗ denote the probability limit of the Gestimator, as set out in Lemmas 1 to 3, and assume the nuisance parameter estimator, γ̂(β) is
CAN and obeys assumptions A1 to A3 such that


γ̂ − γ ∗ = En {φ(β ∗ , γ ∗ )} + op n−1/2
(10)
p

p

where op denotes stochastic order notation so that An = op (rn−1 ) means that An rn → 0 and →
denotes convergence in probability. Then, subject to regularity conditions, the estimator β̂ is
CAN


β̂ − β ∗ = En {ϕ(β ∗ , γ ∗ )} + op n−1/2
with influence function ϕ(.) given by

 



∂U (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) −1
∂U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
∗ ∗
∗ ∗
∗ ∗
ϕ(β , γ ) = E −
U (β , γ ) + E
φ(β , γ ) .
∂β
∂γ
See Supplementary material for proof.
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(11)

The G-estimator of the NIDE under the model in (1)–(2) is the product β̂1 β̂2 with influence
function,
ω(β ∗ , γ ∗ ) = β1 ϕ2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) + β2 ϕ1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )

(12)

where β ∗ = (β1 , β2 , β3∗ ) and for j = 1, 2, 3, ϕj (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) is the jth component of the influence
function in (11). Derivation of this influence function can be found in the Supplementary
material. Similarly, the G-estimator of the NDE under model (3) is β̂3 with influence function
ϕ3 (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) where β ∗ = (β1∗ , β2 , β3 ) and with consistency guaranteed under the conditions in
Lemma 2.
When, in truth, (β1 , β2 ) = (0, 0) then the (first-order) influence function in (12) is exactly
zero. In this case the NIDE estimator β̂1 β̂2 is asymptotically linear and CAN in the sense that
n1/2 β̂1 β̂2 asymptotically follows a normal distribution with zero variance. Multiplying β̂1 β̂2 by
higher powers of n yields more interesting behaviour. When all models are correctly specified,
nβ̂1 β̂2 asymptotically follows a ‘product normal’ distribution (the distribution of two mean zero
normal variables with known variances) (Aroian, 1947).

4

Nuisance parameter estimation

Theoretical results show that the choice of nuisance parameter estimators does not impact
the asymptotic variance of double robust estimators when both working models are correctly
specified (Tsiatis, 2006). Similarly, in our case, it is straightforward to show that, when the
models for X, M and Y are correctly specified then


∂U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
E
=0
(13)
∂γ
So the influence function in (11) does not depend on the nuisance influence function φ(β ∗ , γ ∗ ).
This property is sometimes referred to as (Neyman) orthogonality (Neyman, 1959; Chernozhukov
et al., 2017), with the intuition that the G-moment conditions are locally insensitive to nuisance
parameters when all models are correctly specified. Orthogonal estimators are particularly useful for the construction of score tests, which we describe in Section 5.1. Moreover, they ensure
that our asymptotic results continue to be valid when consistent variable selection procedures
(e.g. lasso) are employed for selecting confounders in each of the three working models.
When (13) is not satisfied, as may happen under model misspecification, then the influence
function in (11) does depend on the nuisance influence function φ(β ∗ , γ ∗ ). Under model misspecification, (11) therefore represents a class of G-estimators, indexed by the choice of nuisance
parameter estimation method. Choosing the nuisance parameter estimator under misspecification is non-trivial as it may greatly affect the asymptotic variance of the estimator. Various
proposals have been suggested for conventional double robust estimators which aim to minimize
either the variance under misspecification (Rotnitzky and Vansteelandt, 2014) or the bias when
models are misspecified (Vermeulen and Vansteelandt, 2015; Avagyan and Vansteelandt, 2017).
This second approach, referred to as a bias-reduction strategy, involves constructing a nuisance
parameter estimator, which is pseudo-orthogonal to the target parameter estimator so that (13)
is approximately satisfied. In effect, (13) is used as a set of moment conditions by which the
nuisance parameters are estimated.
To implement the bias-reduction strategy for our G-estimator, we must first augment the Gmoment functions (6)–(8), such that each estimating equation has a unique nuisance parameter.
In practice, this means, for example, that different estimators of γx may be used in (6) and (7),
which are both consistent when h(z) is correctly specified, with the same being true of γm and
γy . Denoting the augmented nuisance parameters with superscript (1) and (2), the augmented
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moment functions are given by
n

o n

o
(1)
U1 (β, γ) = X − h Z; γx(1)
M − β1 X − f Z; γm
n

o n

o
(2)
U2 (β, γ) = M − β1 X − f Z; γm
Y − β2 M − β3 X − g Z; γy(1)
n

o n

o
U2 (β, γ) = X − h Z; γx(2)
Y − β2 M − β3 X − g Z; γy(2)
(1)

(2)

(1)

(2)

(1)

(14)
(15)
(16)

(2)

with full nuisance parameter, γ = (γx , γx , γm , γm , γy , γy ). The bias-reduced nuisance
parameter estimator is that which solves
(
)
∂U (β̂, γ̂)
En
=0
∂γ
This estimator is asymptotically linear and obeys the consistency assumptions A1 to A3. For
identifiability, we require models where Dim(γx ) = Dim(γm ) = Dim(γy ). Such restrictions
are not uncommon e.g. Rotnitzky et al. (2012) and may be satisfied by enlarging the working
models. The accompanying plmed package implements G-estimation methods with bias-reduced
parameter estimation in the setting where f (z, γm ) and g(z, γy ) are linear predictors and h(z, γx )
is modelled by a Generalized Linear Model (GLM).

5

Hypothesis testing

We now consider tests of the null hypothesis, Hα : (α − 1)β1 β2 + αβ3 = 0, with α ∈ [0, 1]
known. This hypothesis includes the no-mediation hypothesis (α = 0) and the no-direct effect
hypothesis (α = 1) as special cases. We begin by constructing a score test, for general α, based
on the G-moment conditions. Provided the nuisance parameters are orthogonally estimated,
the score test is robust to certain model misspecification. Also, in the specific case where α = 0
and the true parameter takes the value (β10 , β20 ) = (0, 0), the score test is conservative, in the
sense that the Type I error rate is below the nominal test size.
The score test is compared with a Wald test for the special cases of the no-mediation
hypothesis and the no-direct-effect hypothesis. These tests are again constructed using the Gmoment conditions, and inherit the robustness properties of the G-estimator, without requiring
orthogonal nuisance parameter estimation.
Sobel (1982) proposed a Wald test of the no-mediation hypothesis, based on the OLS moment
conditions. Our Wald test for the no-mediation hypothesis is similar enough to Sobel’s work
that we shall refer to it as the Robust Sobel test (or Robust Wald test).

5.1

The Score Test

The score test is based on the observation that, since E{U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = 0, the classical central
limit theorem implies
d

n1/2 En {U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} → N (0, E {U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )T })
d

nEn {U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )}T E{U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )T }−1 En {U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} → χ23
d

(17)

where → denotes convergence in distribution (as n → ∞) and N (µ, Σ) and χ2r respectively
denote a normal distribution with mean µ and covariance Σ, and a chi-squared distribution
with r degrees of freedom. The left hand side of (17) is similar in form to a GMM estimator,
based on the objective function
Mn (β, γ, I) = En {U (β, γ)}T I −1 En {U (β, γ)}
8

≥ 0 ∀(β, γ)

where I is a positive semi-definite 3 by 3 matrix. The GMM estimator of β is the minimizer
arg minβ Mn (β, γ̂(β), I). In our case the GMM estimator is said to be exactly specified since
Dim(β) = Dim(U (β, γ)). In this exactly specified setting, minimization of the GMM objective
function is equivalent to solving (9) and the estimator is independent of the choice of weighting
matrix, I.
The minimization of Mn (β, γ̂(β), I) over a constrained parameter space, however, may be
exploited for hypothesis testing, using results by Newey and West (1987) for the GMM Two-Step
estimator, later extended by Dufour et al. (2017) to the GMM-Continuous Updating Estimator
(CUE), both discussed below.
Work by Hansen (1982) in the over-specified setting, (i.e. when Dim(β) < Dim{U (β, γ)}),
showed that the optimal GMM estimator is constructed using weights proportional to the variance matrix, I ∝ E{U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )T }. This is optimal in the sense that the asymptotic
covariance matrix of the resulting estimator is as small as possible (in the positive definite
sense) among the class of GMM estimators.
This optimal choice also lends itself to hypothesis testing, as suggested by (17). In this work
we consider minimization of the objective function, Mn , under two proposals. The first (TwoStep) proposal first estimates nuisance parameters and the variance matrix E{U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )T }.
Then, using these initial estimates, constrained estimates of β are obtained by a subsequent
minimization of the GMM estimator. The second, (CUE) proposal allows the estimates of
nuisance parameters and the variance matrix I to be updated continuously. Writing,
Iˆn (β, γ) = En {U (β, γ)U (β, γ)T }
then the proposed Two-Step and CUE objective functions are respectively given by


ˆ
S(β) = nMn β, γ̂(β̂), I(β̂, γ̂n (β̂))


ˆ γ̂n (β))
S̃(β) = nMn β, γ̂(β), I(β,

(18)
(19)

where β̂ is the unconstrained G-estimate of β. Defining the null parameter space as Bα =
{β|(α − 1)β1 β2 + αβ3 = 0}, the Two-step and CUE score type test statistics may be written as
Sα = min S(β)
β∈Bα

S̃α = min S̃(β)
β∈Bα

In practice, computation of the Two-Step score statistic may be achieved using the method of
Lagrange Multipliers to construct estimating equations for the constrained minimization problem. These may then be solved with a Newton-Raphson scheme. Similarly, computation of
the CUE score statistic can be achieved using Lagrange Multipliers to construct estimating
equations for β, however the Newton-Raphson procedure should additionally include the nuisance parameter estimating equations. When the bias-reduced nuisance estimation strategy is
used, computation by Newton-Raphson requires that f (.), g(.) and h(.) are twice continuously
differentiable.
To derive the asymptotic distributions of Sα and S̃α , we consider the general problem of
minimizing over some hypothesis set Bψ = {β|ψ(β) = 0}, where ψ(.) is a differentiable function. For example, when ψ(β) = β − β ∗ then Bψ represents a single point, and the asymptotic
distribution in (17) is recovered. Theorem 2 gives the general result for the asymptotic distribution of the objective functions, which follows by extending results for the test statistic in
Section 5.1 of Dufour et al. (2017), with related work by Newey and West (1987). Our result
accommodates nuisance parameter estimation and relies on the orthogonality of the nuisance
parameter estimator, see supplementary material for details.
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Theorem 2 (Constrained GMM) Consider a null hypothesis H0 : ψ(β ∗ ) = 0, where ψ is
a vector of dimension r ∈ {1, 2, 3} and is continuously differentiable in some non-empty, open
neighbourhood, N , of the true limiting value β ∗ . Provided that for all β ∈ N


∂ψ(β)
Rank
=r
(20)
∂β
and γ̂ is estimated orthogonally, in the sense that (13) holds, then for Bψ = {β|ψ(β) = 0},
d

min S(β) → χ2r

β∈Bψ

d

min S̃(β) → χ2r .

β∈Bψ

Applying Theorem 2 to the target hypothesis, Hα , we see that the rank condition in (20)
is not necessarily satisfied for the no-mediation hypothesis (α = 0). Letting ψα (β) = (α −
1)β1 β2 + αβ3 then

 (


(α − 1)β2
0 for α = β1 = β2 = 0
∂ψα (β)
Rank
= Rank (α − 1)β1  =
∂β
1 otherwise
α
Therefore for α 6= 0 one may apply the result in Theorem 2 directly to construct a test which
rejects Hα when Sα > c for some critical value, c. This test size has size 1 − Fχ21 (c) where Fχ21 (x)
is the distribution function of a χ21 variable. One can show that this test is also a valid test of the
no-mediation hypothesis, H0 . To do so, we define the null parameter space B0 = {β|β1 β2 = 0}
and let Cj = {β|βj = 0} for j = 1, 2 so that B0 = C1 ∪ C2 . Hence


S0 = min min S(β), min S(β)
β∈C1
β∈C2


S̃0 = min min S̃(β), min S̃(β) .
β∈C1

β∈C2

Under H0 we know that either β1 = 0 or β2 = 0 and since the constraint function ψj (β) = βj
does satisfy the rank condition in (20), one can show, that under H0 ,
sup Pβ ∗ (S0 > x) → 1 − Fχ21 (x)

(21)



sup Pβ ∗ S̃0 > x → 1 − Fχ21 (x)

(22)

β ∗ ∈B0
β ∗ ∈B0

where Pβ ∗ denotes the probability measure with a true limiting parameter value of β ∗ and →
denotes convergence as n tends to infinity. See supplementary material for details.

5.2

Wald Tests

Using the asymptotic linearity of β̂1 β̂2 in (12) and under the conditions of Lemma 1, one can
demonstrate that n1/2 β̂1 β̂2 asymptotically follows a normal distribution when (β1 , β2 ) 6= (0, 0).
Estimating the variance of n1/2 β̂1 β̂2 by En {ω 2 (β̂, γ̂(β̂))} one arrives at a Wald test statistic, W ,
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for the no-mediation hypothesis: β1 β2 = 0
d

n1/2 (β̂1 β̂2 − β1 β2 ) → N 0, E{ω 2 (β0 , γ ∗ )}



nβ̂12 β̂22

W =

En {ω 2 (β̂, γ̂(β̂))}
T1 T2
√
=
T1 + T2 + 2ρ T1 T2

=

β̂12 β̂22
β̂12 σ̂22 + β̂22 σ̂12 + 2β̂1 β̂2 ∆

where for j = 1, 2, 3, the squared t-statistic is represented by Tj = β̂j2 /σ̂j2 , and ρ = ∆/σ̂1 σ̂2 with
σ̂j2 and ∆ given by n−1 En {ϕ2j (β̂, γ̂)} and n−1 En {ϕ1 (β̂, γ̂)ϕ2 (β̂, γ̂)} respectively.
The distribution

 of W is problematic since at the true parameter value (β1 , β2 ) = (0, 0),
1/2
then var n β̂1 β̂2 → 0 as n → ∞. A characterisation of Wald-type statistics for testing
polynomial constraints with singular points is given by Dufour et al. (2013). For the constraint
β1 β2 = 0, Glonek (1993) demonstrated that
(
1 2
χ for β1 = β2 = 0
d
W → 42 1
χ1
otherwise
This result suggests that one may reject the no-mediation hypothesis when the Wald statistic
exceeds some critical value, c, chosen with reference to the χ21 distribution. Such a test will have
size 1 − Fχ21 (c) when the null is satisfied but one of β1 or β2 is non-zero, and will be conservative
when β1 = β2 = 0. The fact that W behaves differently at a singular point is known to greatly
restrict the power of the Wald test to detect small indirect effects in finite samples (MacKinnon
et al., 2002).
Construction of a Wald based test for the NDE is fairly trivial. Under the conditions of
d
Lemma 2, the squared t-statistic, T3 → χ21 when β30 = 0.

5.3

Comparison of methods

Revisiting the classical tests for the no-mediation hypothesis, as given in (4) and (5) we see
(OLS)
that 0 ≤ W (OLS) ≤ LR(OLS) with equality as Tj
approaches infinity for either j = 1 or
j = 2, which occurs in the asymptotic limit when βj 6= 0. In fact, away from the singularity
at β10 = β20 = 0, both statistics have the same χ21 asymptotic distribution and (including the
singular point) a test which rejects when W (OLS) > c has equal size to that which rejects when
LR(OLS) > c for some critical value c. Hence, the test based on LR(OLS) is uniformly more
powerful (van Garderen and van Giersbergen, 2019).
We highlight this comparison between the two classical tests because it gives some intuition
as to why the G-estimation score test, which we argue is analogous to LR(OLS) , might be more
powerful than the G-estimation Wald test, analogous to W (OLS) . The analogy is made clearer
by rewriting LR(OLS) as a minimization over an objective function.
S

(OLS)

(β) =

2
X

− βj

!2

(OLS)

j=1

LR(OLS) =

(OLS)

β̂j

min

(23)

σ̂j

{β|β1 β2 =0}

S (OLS) (β)

This objective function resembles a sum of OLS squared t-statistics, minimization of which
(OLS)
(OLS)
(under the constraint β1 β2 = 0), either sets (β1 , β2 ) = (0, β̂2
) or (β̂1
, 0), thus removing
11

the contribution of a single term from the sum. To demonstrate the analogy between S (OLS) (β)
and our G-estimation score objective functions in (18) and (19), we consider the case where (1)
and (3) hold and f (z), g(z) and h(z) are correctly specified.
In this setting, the G-estimating equations are always orthogonal to the nuisance parameter
estimates. For illustration we additionally assume that var (Y |M, X, Z) = var (Y |X, Z), so that
the true covariance matrix, I = E{U (β, γ)U (β, γ)T } is diagonal. Under these assumptions, the
squared t-statistics for the null hypothesis βj = 0, are given by
Tj =

β̂j2
σ̂j2

=

nEn {ϕj (β̂−j , γ̂)}2
En {ϕ2j (β̂, γ̂)}

for j = 1,2,3

which reduces to
Tj =
T3 =

nEn {Uj (β̂−j , γ̂)}2
En {Uj2 (β̂, γ̂)}

for j = 1,2
nEn {U3 (β̂−3 , γ̂)}2

En {U32 (β̂, γ̂)} + β̂12 En {var
c (X|Z)}En {var
c (M |X, Z)}−1 En {U22 (β̂, γ̂)}

where β̂−j denotes the G-estimate of β with jth parameter set to zero and var
c (.) denotes
conditional variance estimated using the parameter G-estimates. Note that the denominator of
T3 contains an additional term due to the non-zero value of E{∂U3 (β, γ)/∂β2 }, which happens
to be the only non-zero off-diagonal term of the matrix E{∂U (β, γ)/∂β}.
Since the covariance matrix, I is diagonal in this setting, the two-step and CUE objective
functions may be written as
S(β) =

3
X
nEn {Uj (β, γ̂)}2
j=1

S̃(β) =

En {Uj2 (β̂, γ̂)}

3
X
nEn {Uj (β, γ̂(β))}2
j=1

En {Uj2 (β, γ̂(β))}

As in (23), these score test objective functions resemble sums of squared t-statistics, making
the G-estimation score test analogous to one based on LR(OLS) . Theorem 2 may consequently
be given the interpretation that the minimization procedure under the null ‘minimizes out’
independent χ21 terms from this score test objective function, leaving a sum of independent χ21
terms equal in number to the dimensions of the constraint.

6
6.1

Simulation Study
Simulation Study for estimation

A simulation study was carried out to examine the bias and variance of NIDE and NDE estimators in finite samples and under model misspecification. G-estimation methods (using
bias-reduced nuisance parameter estimation) were compared against the triply robust methods
of Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012) (using maximum likelihood methods to fit nuisance
parameters). Both the G-estimation methods and triply robust methods (referred to as TTS
methods) are available in the plmed package. The performance of the proposed score and
Wald tests was also compared with classical and TTS derived methods for the no-mediation
hypothesis (H0 ) and the no-direct effect hypothesis (H1 ). Datasets of size n were generated
for different (β1 , β2 , β3 ) values using several hierarchical data generating processes, the first of

12

which (Process A) was given by
Z ∼ N (0, 1)

X ∼ Bernoulli expit(Z + sx Z 2 )

M ∼ N β1 X + Z + sm Z 2 , 1
Y ∼ N β2 M + β3 X + Z + sy Z 2 , 1



with sx , sm , sy ∈ {0, 1} used to indicate model misspecification and where expit is the inverselogit function. Additional data generating processes (B and C) used the same models for Z, X, Y
with the mediator models instead respectively generated by
M = β1 X + Z + sm Z 2 + 
M ∼ Bernoulli expit(β1 X + Z + sm Z 2 )



where  follows a Student’s t-distribution with 5 degrees of freedom. This Student’s t-distribution
was chosen as a scenario where an investigator using the TTS methods might fail to correctly
model the fat tails of the mediator density. For the G-estimation methods, analysis was conducted under the assumed model
E(X|Z) = expit(γx1 Z + γx2 )
E(M |X, Z) = β1 X + γm1 Z + γm2
E(Y |M, X, Z) = β2 M + β3 X + γy1 Z + γy2
whereas, for processes A and B, the TTS methods additionally assumed that the mediator
followed a homoscedastic normal distribution (which is true in the case of process A, but not
process B). For process C, the TTS methods assumed that
M ∼ Bernoulli (expit(β1 X + γm1 Z + γm2 ))
It follows that for processes A and B, the models assumed by the G-methods are correctly
specified when the corresponding misspecification indicator (sx , sm , sy ) is equal to zero. For
process C, however, we see that (1) is satisfied only when β1 = 0, therefore we expect to obtain
valid estimation of the NIDE only when β1 = sx = sy = 0. For the NDE, however, (3) is correct,
thus we expect the G-estimation methods to obtain valid inference for the NDE when sy = 0.
To investigate the bias and variance properties of both estimators, two parameter vectors
were simulated, β = (0, 0, 0) and β = (1, 1, 1) with sample sizes n = 100, 500, 1000 and under
various levels of misspecification. 1000 dataset replicates were generated for each simulation,
and for each dataset the NIDE, NDE were estimated by both methods. The variance of the
G-estimator was also estimated based on influence function theory, and also by bootstrap with
1000 resampling iterations. Monte Carlo estimates for the expectation and variance of each
estimator were obtained across the 1000 dataset replicates.
Plots of the bias of each estimator can be seen for each data generating process in Figs. 1,
2, and 3. These figures show that when the conditions for the G-estimator are satisfied, the
bias remains close to zero, even in small samples. For all data generating process, the standard
error in the G-estimator is smaller than that of the TTS methods. This is due to the fact that
the G-estimation methods exploit the assumed partial linearity to gain efficiency, whereas the
TTS methods do not.
Interestingly, for process B, the TTS methods perform poorly when the mediator density
is misspecified, whereas the G-estimation methods, which do not assume knowledge of the
mediator density, perform similarly to data generating process A. This is likely due to large
erroneous inverse density weights in the TTS methods. For data generating process C, the
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Figure 1: Simulated results to investigate the biases of the NDE and NIDE under data generating
process A using G-estimation and TTS methods. The estimated bias from 103 dataset replicates
is plotted on the x-axis with error bars giving a 95% confidence interval of the Monte Carlo
estimate. Plots are arranged in a grid where each row represents a different sample size and true
target parameter value, and the header of each row lists the correctly specified models (those
for which the misspecification indicator is equal to zero). We draw the reader’s attention to the
different scales on the x-axis of these plots
G-estimator performs well for the NDE as expected, however, NIDE estimation is biased when
β1 6= 0.
In terms of variance estimation, theoretical results and bootstrap estimation performed
similarly with both approximating well the empirical variance of the G-estimator. Full data
tables for these simulations can be found in the Supplementary Material.

6.2

Simulation Study for hypothesis testing

To investigate hypothesis testing methods a greater number of resampled datasets (104 ) was
used, since the computationally intensive bootstrap variance estimation procedure did not need
to be carried out. The proposed tests based on G-estimation were compared with classical (nonrobust) methods and Wald tests based on TTS methods. Replicate datasets were generated for
n in the range 50 to 500 with various true values of β under various levels of misspecification.
Figures 4 and 5 respectively show the proportion of datasets for which the tests of H0 and H1
were rejected at the 5% level (indicated by a grey line) for data generating process A. When
the null is satisfied this rejection proportion corresponds to the Type I error rate, and otherwise
corresponds to the statistical power (as in the right most column of both figures). Additional
plots for data generating processes B and C can be found in the Supplementary Material, here
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Figure 2: Simulated results to investigate the biases of the NDE and NIDE under data generating
process B using G-estimation and TTS methods. The estimated bias from 103 dataset replicates
is plotted on the x-axis with error bars giving a 95% confidence interval of the Monte Carlo
estimate. Plots are arranged in a grid where each row represents a different sample size and true
target parameter value, and the header of each row lists the correctly specified models (those
for which the misspecification indicator is equal to zero). We draw the reader’s attention to the
different scales on the x-axis of these plots
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Figure 3: Simulated results to investigate the biases of the NDE and NIDE under data generating
process C using G-estimation and TTS methods. The estimated bias from 103 dataset replicates
is plotted on the x-axis with error bars giving a 95% confidence interval of the Monte Carlo
estimate. Plots are arranged in a grid where each row represents a different sample size and true
target parameter value, and the header of each row lists the correctly specified models (those
for which the misspecification indicator is equal to zero). We draw the reader’s attention to the
different scales on the x-axis of these plots
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Figure 4: Simulated results from data generating process A of the proportion of the 104 datasets
for which the no-mediation hypothesis (H0 ) is rejected at the 5% level testing using the CUE
score, Two-step score, Robust Sobel, Classical Sobel, Classical LR, and TTS methods. Each
column represents a different true β parameter, whilst each row gives the models which are
correctly specified (those for which the misspecification indicator is equal to zero)
we consider only data generating process A, as it is representative of all three processes.
In Fig.4 all testing methods fail to achieve the nominal size when the true parameter takes
the value (β1 , β2 ) = (0, 0), as expected by theory. All tests, however, do achieve nominal size
when one of β1 or β2 differs from zero, given the requisite misspecification conditions. Under
correct specification of all working models, the G-estimation score tests display similar power
to the classical LR test, dominating both the robust and classical Sobel tests, which also have
similar power to each other. This supports the heuristic argument in Section 5.3. G-estimation
based methods also perform well against those of TTS which, in many cases, seem to converge
slowly to the nominal level.
Although these results suggest that the Two-step procedure has greater power over the CUE
score test, the Two-step method appears to have an inflated Type I error rate in small samples,
which converges more slowly to the nominal level. This may explain the power discrepancy. This
behaviour is reflected also in Fig.5, where the Robust Wald test suffers from a slightly inflated
Type I error rate in small samples. In Fig.5 the robust tests perform better than classical test
when E(Y |M, X, Z) is misspecified, as in the central row.
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Illustrative example: the COPERS trial

We now illustrate our G-estimation procedure and hypothesis testing methods, by analysing
data from the COPERS (COping with persistent Pain, Effectiveness Research in Self-management)
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Figure 5: Simulated results from data generating process A of the proportion of the 104 datasets
for which the no-direct effect hypothesis (H1 ) is rejected at the 5% level testing using the CUE
score, Two-step score, Robust Wald, Classical Wald, and TTS methods. Each column represents
a different true β parameter, whilst each row gives the models which are correctly specified (those
for which the misspecification indicator is equal to zero)
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trial (Taylor et al., 2016). COPERS was a multi-centre, pragmatic, randomized controlled trial
examining the effectiveness of a novel non-pharmacological intervention on the management of
chronic musculoskeletal pain. Participants in the intervention arm (n = 384) were offered to
participate in group therapy sessions, while those in the control arm (n = 300) received usual
care. The group therapy introduced cognitive behavioural approaches to promote self-efficacy
in managing chronic pain. The sessions were delivered over three days within the first week with
a follow-up session two weeks later. The control arm participants had no access to the active
intervention sessions. Participants and group facilitators were not masked to the study arm
they belonged to. The primary outcome, Y , was pain-related disability at 12 months, measured
on the Chronic Pain Grade (CPG) disability sub-scale. This is a continuous measure on a scale
from 0 to 100, with higher scores indicating worse pain-related disability. The original analysis
found no evidence that the COPERS intervention had an effect on improving pain-related disability at 12 months (the average treatment effect on the CPG scale was −1.0, with a 95% CI
of −4.8 to 2.7).
The COPERS researchers were interested in investigating whether those in the intervention
arm that had attended the majority of sessions benefited more from treatment and whether
the effect of therapy was mediated by feelings of self-coping with pain. To this effect, trial
participants were also asked to fill out the Pain Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (PSEQ) at 12 weeks
(shortly after receiving the intervention), which is intended to measure the participant’s confidence to live a normal life despite chronic pain. We will use the score from this questionnaire
as a continuous mediator of interest (M).
Attendance at the 24 group therapy sessions was observed to vary between participants in
the intervention arm, with the original investigators considering those who had attended at least
12 sessions as receiving treatment (A = 1, n = 260), with the remaining patients considered as
non-treated (A = 0, n = 53). Though planned, a mediation analysis was not performed in the
primairy publication (Taylor et al., 2016) due to the lack of overall treatment effect. We will
examine only the patients randomized to the treatment arm, and conduct two analyses, one in
which the exposure of interest, A is binary (with treatment received if attended at least half the
sessions), and another where the number of sessions attended defines the continuous exposure
(X).
The baseline covariates included in the original primary analysis are treated, in our analysis, as potential confounders of the three relationships of interest (treatment–mediator, treatment–outcome and mediator–outcome) and thus make up the confounder vector, Z, (which also
contains an intercept term). These variables are: site of recruitment, employment status, age,
gender, Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale [HADS], Health Education Impact Questionnaire for social integration subscale, and pain-related disability at baseline. We note that these
variables may be insufficient to completely adjust for confounding and it is possible that residual
unobserved confounding remains. This is an important caveat for the causal interpretation of
the mediated effects, however, we proceed under the assumption that residual confounding is
negligible.
Several patients (n = 10) were excluded from our analysis as they were missing data on
several baseline covariates. Of the remaining patients, some (n = 51) were missing data on the
mediator or outcome variables. It was therefore decided to analyse complete cases (n = 323),
weighting each observation by inverse probability weights derived from a logistic regression
model for the missingness probability given Z. This method is valid assuming missing-atrandom given Z. Reported standard errors do not account for the uncertainty in estimating
weights, rendering them conservative (Rotnitzky et al., 2010).
For the binary exposure analysis, a logistic model was assumed for A given Z, whilst linear
models for the mediator and outcome were assumed (given (A, Z) and (A, M, Z) respectively).
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i.e.
E(A|Z) = expit(γxT Z)
T
E(M |A, Z) = β1 A + γm
Z

E(Y |M, A, Z) = β2 M + β3 A + γyT Z
The continuous exposure was analysed in a similar fashion, however, using a linear model for
X given Z, that is
E(X|Z) = γxT Z
T
E(M |X, Z) = β1 X + γm
Z

E(Y |M, X, Z) = β2 M + β3 X + γyT Z
Table 1 gives mediated effect estimates from the dichotomized exposure analysis by G-estimation,
TTS methods (assuming a normally distributed mediator) and OLS. Table 2 gives mediated
effect estimates from the continuous exposure analysis by G-estimation and OLS. Table 3 shows
p-values for the no-mediation and no-indirect effect hypotheses from both analyses, obtained
using our Robust Sobel and score tests, along with the classical Sobel and LR methods and (for
the dichotomized exposure) the TTS methods.
Table 1: Estimated mediation effects for the COPERS trial, treating the exposure as binary
and using G-estimation, TTS methods and Ordinary Least Squares
Parameter G-estimate(95% CI)
TTS(95% CI)
OLS(95% CI)
NDE
5.31(-4.00,14.6) -2.96(-15.9,9.97)
4.83(-2.98,12.6)
NIDE
-4.60(-7.35,-1.85) -3.52(-7.47,0.43) -4.32(-7.05,-1.60)
β1
6.06(3.42,8.70)
5.70(2.93,8.47)
β2
-0.76(-1.07,-0.45)
- -0.76(-1.06,-0.45)

Table 2: Estimated mediation effects for the COPERS trial, treating the exposure as continuous
and using G-estimation and Ordinary Least Squares
Parameter G-estimate(95% CI)
OLS(95% CI)
NDE
0.17(-0.23,0.57)
0.17(-0.18,0.53)
NIDE
-0.22(-0.35,-0.09) -0.22(-0.35,-0.09)
β1
0.29(0.17,0.41)
0.29(0.17,0.42)
β2
-0.75(-1.06,-0.44) -0.75(-1.06,-0.45)
This mediation analysis sheds some light on the null treatment effect, with significant evidence of an indirect effect. This evidence suggests that session attendance is associated with
an increased perception to cope with disability, which in turn, is associated decreased painrelated disability. Interpreting these results causally should be done with caution, due to the
possibility of unobserved confounding. Nevertheless, given the possibility of strong mediated
effects, researchers interested in cognitive behavioural therapy for chronic pain may want to
design add-on interventions that also change self-coping perceptions.
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Extensions

Suppose that an investigator is not confident of the partially linear model in (2), but instead
would like to conduct analysis under the semi-parametric model linear model with exposuremediator interaction,
E(Y |M, X, Z) = β2 M + θXM + g(X, Z)
20

(24)

Table 3: Hypothesis testing results on the COPERS dataset for the null hypotheses Hα (H0 is
the no-mediation hypothesis and H1 is the no-direct-effect hypothesis) for the analyses where
the exposure is treated as binary and continuous
Null α value Test
P-Value (binary) P-Value (continuous)
0
Robust Sobel
1.18×10−3
9.23×10−4
−5
0
Robust score (CUE) 1.26×10
1.28×10−5
0
Sobel
1.89×10−3
8.50×10−4
−5
0
LR
5.40×10
3.43×10−6
0
TTS
8.07×10−2
1
Robust Wald
0.264
0.396
1
Robust score (CUE) 0.256
0.397
1
Classical Wald
0.225
0.341
1
TTS
0.654
where θ is a model parameter, such that when θ = 0 there is no exposure-mediator interaction
and the model in (2) is recovered. Under this model, and assuming consistency and sequential
ignorability, the potential outcome mean η(a, b, z) may be written as,
η(a, b, z) = (β2 + θa)f (b, z) + g(a, z)
As in Section 2, one obtains the following two expressions for the conditional NIDE and NDE
when (1) holds and when g(x, z) = β3 x + g(z) respectively,
η(x0 , x1 , z) − η(x0 , x0 , z) = β1 (β2 + θx0 )(x1 − x0 )
η(x1 , x1 , z) − η(x0 , x1 , z) = (β3 + θf (x1 , z))(x1 − x0 )
The fact that f (x, z) appears in the expression for the NDE gives some indication as to why
robust estimation of mediated effects is generally difficult. The solution proposed by Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2014) in this setting would be to correctly specify a model for the
NDE, η(1, 1, z) − η(0, 1, z), implicitly suggesting a correct working model for the conditional
expectation of the mediator. This assumption gives the impression of allowing for consistent
estimation of the conditional NDE when only the outcome model is correct. The partially linear proposal in the current work is, instead, agnostic to the mediator model, but assumes that
θ = 0, obtaining valid estimation when the conditional expectation of the outcome is correctly
specified (and partially linear in the sense of (3)).
For the NIDE, an estimate may be obtained by estimating (β1 , β2 , θ), since (x1 , x0 ) are
known. One might use G-estimation methods to estimate these three parameters and hence the
NIDE itself. This might be achieved by estimation of (β1 , β2 , β3 , θ) in the union model using
the set of G-estimation moment conditions
U1 (β, γ) = {X − h(Z; γx )}{M − β1 X − f (Z; γm )}
U2 (β, γ) = {M − β1 X − f (Z; γm )}{Y − β2 M − θXM − β3 X − g(Z; γy )}
U3 (β, γ) = {X − h(Z; γx )}{Y − β2 M − θXM − β3 X − g(Z; γy )}
U4 (β, γ) = X{M − β1 X − f (Z; γm )}{Y − β2 M − θXM − β3 X − g(Z; γy )}
Hence, no additional working models are required. Using methods similar to those used to
show Lemma 1, one can show that these moment conditions have zero expectation (for some
β3 ) when (1) and (24) hold and either f (z) is correctly specified, or g(x, z) = β3 x + g(z) and
both g(z) and h(z) are correctly specified. Results concerning estimation and testing could also
be extended to account for the fourth moment conditions.
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In a similar way, additional estimating equations could also be included to estimate parameters associated with counfounder interactions, such as interactions of the form Zj X in the
mediator or outcome model, or of the form Zj M in the outcome model, where j indexes the
set of counfounders, Z. Alternatively, when the confounder variable, Zj , is categorical then
the partial linearity assumptions, (1), (2) and (3), may be satisfied within certain population
subgroups, i.e. the target parameters (β1 , β2 , β3 ) differ between subgroups. In this setting, one
simple strategy is to estimate mediation effects for each subgroup and take a weighted average
of these effects. In practice this could be achieved by passing indicator weights to the plmed
fitting functions.
Finally, we consider how the proposed G-estimation NIDE estimator (i.e. using moment
conditions moment (6)–(8)) performs when the true data generating distribution follows (1)
and (24). Lemma 1 considers the special case where θ = 0. In general, however, provided f (z)
is correctly specified then,
β1∗ β2∗ = β1 (β2 + θx̄)
E[Xvar(M |X, Z)]
x̄ =
E[var(M |X, Z)]
See supplementary material for details. For continuous exposures β1∗ β2∗ may thus be interpreted
as the NIDE per unit change in X at x0 = x̄. For binary exposures, however, the potential
outcome when X = x̄ is not well defined. For an analogous interpretation, one might consider
a conditional indirect effect defined by
Ψ(x) = η(x, 1, z) − η(x, 0, z)
= β1 (β2 + θx)
where x is some level of the exposure. For binary exposures, the G-estimator returns a weighted
average of Ψ(x), which retains the interpretation of an indirect effect
β1∗ β2∗ =

E[Ψ(X)var(M |X, Z)]
E[var(M |X, Z)]

By comparison, in this setting where the outcome model is misspecified, the TTS methods
return Ψ(1), provided that the exposure is binary and that h(z) and the conditional density of
M given X and Z are both correctly specified.

9

Discussion

The main contribution of the current paper is a practical and robust method for carrying out
inference of mediated effects in settings where partial linearity of mediator and outcome conditional expectations can be assumed and the vector of variables needed to control for confounding
is low dimensional. We recommend estimation of the NIDE and NDE by G-estimation, in settings where partial linearity may be assumed, but a mediator density function may be difficult
to estimate, as required by the methods of Tchetgen Tchetgen and Shpitser (2012). This is for
instance the case when analysing continuous mediators, as often encountered in applications
in psychology. Compared with OLS, the G-estimators are consistent for the NIDE and NDE,
under misspecification of mediator and outcome models and outcome models respectively. The
variance of these estimators may be estimated by bootstrap or using asymptotic results with
both giving similar results. We also make available the methods in the R package plmed, which
calculates the NDE and NIDE by G-estimation with variances estimated using asymptotic results.
In terms of hypothesis testing we recommend the robust CUE score test over Two-step
robust score methods, due to its faster convergence of the Type I error rate to the nominal size
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in small samples, and improved power to detect small NIDEs over Wald based testing methods,
as demonstrated in simulation studies.
In future work one can hope to extend the proposed G-estimation results to the highdimentional setting, where the number of parameters indexing nuisance models does not need
to be small (compared with the number of observations). In particular, by exploiting the
orthogonality of the G-estimator when the exposure and outcome models are both correct,
one can show that valid inference of the average treatment effect is obtained even when crossvalidated data-adaptive methods (e.g. lasso or machine learning) are used to estimate the
nuisance models (such as f (z), g(z), and h(z) in the current paper), with the assumption that
such methods will converge to the true model at a sufficiently fast rate and an appropriate
sample splitting scheme is applied (Chernozhukov et al., 2017).
Other work by Dukes and Vansteelandt (2019) obtains valid inference of the average treatment effect using G-estimators when nuisance models are fitted using the bias-reduction strategy
with a lasso l1 penalty on the nuisance parameter. This work does not require sample splitting nor does it require that both the exposure and outcome models converge to the truth.
Indeed their methods are valid even when the number of confounding variables is allowed to
grow with sample size, provided certain sparsity assumptions on the nuisance parameter are
satisfied. These methods may be applied directly to the methods in the current paper, with
Theorem 2, holding even when the nuisance estimator is orthogonal and penalized (provided
that it continues to be orthogonal as for instance in Dukes and Vansteelandt (2019)).
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A

Proofs

A.1

Proof of Lemma 1

In Step 1 the following expressions for each component of E{U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} are derived for β ∗ =
(β1 , β2 , β3∗ ). In Step 2 we consider the behaviour of these expressions in each of the two misspecification cases.
∗
E{U1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = E [{h(Z) − h(Z; γx∗ )} {f (Z) − f (Z; γm
)}]



∗ ∗
∗
∗
E{U2 (β , γ )} = E {f (Z) − f (Z; γm )} g(X, Z) − β3 X − g(Z; γy∗ )



E{U3 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = E {X − h(Z; γx∗ )} g(X, Z) − β3∗ X − g(Z; γy∗ )

(25)
(26)
(27)

Step 1: For the first component we use the partial linearity to obtain
n
on
o
∗
E{U1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )|X, Z} = X − h(Z; γx∗ ) E(M − β1 X|X, Z) − f (Z; γm
)
n
on
o
∗
= X − h(Z; γx∗ ) f (Z) − f (Z; γm
)
n
on
o
∗
E{U1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )|Z} = h(Z) − h(Z; γx∗ ) f (Z) − f (Z; γm
)
Similarly for the second component,
n
on
o
∗
E{U2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )|M, X, Z} = M − β1 X − f (Z; γm
) E(Y − β2 M |M, X, Z) − β3∗ X − g(Z; γy∗ )
n
on
o
∗
E{U2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )|X, Z} = E(M − β1 X|X, Z) − f (Z; γm
) g(X, Z) − β3∗ X − g(Z; γy∗ )
n
on
o
∗
= f (Z) − f (Z; γm
) g(X, Z) − β3∗ X − g(Z; γy∗ )
Finally for the third component,
n
on
o
E{U3 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )|M, X, Z} = X − h(Z; γx∗ ) E(Y − β2 M |M, X, Z) − β3∗ X − g(Z; γy∗ )
n
on
o
E{U3 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )|X, Z} = X − h(Z; γx∗ ) g(X, Z) − β3∗ X − g(Z; γy∗ )
Step 2: We shall consider the cases (i) and (ii) separately. In case (i) the conditions for
∗ ) and so (25) and (26) are exactly zero. The
assumption A2 are met, hence f (Z) = f (Z; γm
proof for case (i) is completed by letting β3∗ be the value which solves (27) equal to zero.
For case (ii) the conditions of A1 are met, hence h(Z) = h(Z; γx∗ ) so (25) is exactly zero.
Also there exists β3 such that g(X, Z) = β3 X + g(Z) and for β3∗ = β3 then the conditions in
A3 are met so g(Z) = g(Z; γy∗ ) and hence (26) and (27) are exactly zero, which completes the
proof for case (ii).

A.2

Proof of Lemma 2

In Step 1 the following expressions for each component of E{U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} are derived for β ∗ =
(β1∗ , β2 , β3 ). In Step 2 we consider the behaviour of these expressions in each of the two misspecification cases.
hn
on
oi
∗
E{U1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = E X − h(Z; γx∗ ) f (X, Z) − β1∗ X − f (Z; γm
)
(28)
hn
on
oi
∗
) g(Z) − g(Z; γy∗ )
(29)
E{U2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = E f (X, Z) − β1∗ X − f (Z; γm
hn
on
oi
E{U3 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = E h(Z) − h(Z; γx∗ ) g(Z) − g(Z; γy∗ )
(30)
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Step 1. For the first component,
n
on
o
∗
E{U1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )|X, Z} = X − h(Z; γx∗ ) f (X, Z) − β1∗ X − f (Z; γm
)
For the second component we use the partial linearity to obtain
n
on
o
∗
E{U2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )|M, X, Z} = M − β1∗ X − f (Z; γm
) E(Y − β2 M − β3 X|M, X, Z) − g(Z; γy∗ )
n
on
o
∗
= M − β1∗ X − f (Z; γm
) g(Z) − g(Z; γy∗ )
n
on
o
∗
E{U2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )|X, Z} = f (X, Z) − β1∗ X − f (Z; γm
) g(Z) − g(Z; γy∗ )
Similarly for the third component,
n
on
o
E{U3 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )|M, X, Z} = X − h(Z; γx∗ ) E(Y − β2 M − β3 X|M, X, Z) − g(Z; γy∗ )
n
on
o
= X − h(Z; γx∗ ) g(Z) − g(Z; γy∗ )
n
on
o
∗ ∗
∗
∗
E{U3 (β , γ )|Z} = h(Z) − h(Z; γx ) g(Z) − g(Z; γy )
Step 2. We shall consider the cases (i) and (ii) separately. In case (i) the conditions for
assumption A3 are met, hence g(Z) = g(Z; γy∗ ) so (29) and (30) are exactly zero. Letting β1∗ be
the value which solves (28) equal to zero completes the proof for case (i).
For case (ii) the conditions of A1 are met, so h(Z) = h(Z; γx∗ ) and so (30) is zero. Also there
exists β1 such that f (X, Z) = β1 X + f (Z) and for β1∗ = β1 then the conditions in A2 are met so
f (Z) = f (Z; γy∗ ) and hence (28) and (29) are exactly zero, which completes the proof for case
(ii).

A.3

Proof of Theorem 1

Here we provide a sketch of the proof. Consider the Taylor Expansion


∂U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
En {U (β̂, γ̂)} = En {U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )}+En
(β̂ − β ∗ )
∂β




∂U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
+En
(γ̂ − γ ∗ ) + op n−1/2
∂γ
Since En {U (β̂, γ̂)} = 0 then

 





∂U (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) −1
∂U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
∗
∗ ∗
∗
β̂ − β = En −
En {U (β , γ )} + En
(γ̂ − γ ) + op n−1/2
∂β
∂γ

Using the estimator in (10) and rearranging gives

 


!


∗ , γ ∗ ) −1
∗, γ∗)
∂U
(β
∂U
(β
U (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) + En
φ(β ∗ , γ ∗ )
+ op n−1/2
β̂ − β ∗ = En En −
∂β
∂γ
Applying the weak law of large numbers to the partial derivative terms gives the form of the
influence function ϕ(.) in (11). We must further show that E{ϕ(β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = 0

 



∂U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
∂U (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) −1
E{U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} + E
E{φ(β ∗ , γ ∗ )}
E{ϕ(β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = E −
∂β
∂γ
Since φ(.) is an influence function, E{φ(β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = 0. Therefore provided E{U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = 0
then E{ϕ(β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = 0 as required.
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A.4

Derivation of Equation (12)

By Theorem 1,


β̂1 = β1 + En {ϕ1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} + op n−1/2


β̂2 = β2 + En {ϕ2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} + op n−1/2
Therefore, letting A = En {ϕ1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} and B = En {ϕ2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )},


β̂1 β̂2 − β1 β2 = En {ω(β ∗ , γ ∗ )} + AB + op n−1/2

and the desired result follows provided that AB = op n−1/2 . Using Markov’s inequality,
P (|n1/2 AB| ≥ ) = P (n(AB)2 ≥ 2 ) ≤

nE{(AB)2 }
2

Examining the expectation term, we find a sum over four indices
2

E{(AB) } = n

−4

n X
n X
n X
n
X

(i)

(j)

(k)

(l)

E{ϕ1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )ϕ1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )ϕ2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )ϕ2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )}

i=1 j=1 k=1 l=1

where the superscript (i) denotes that the influence function is evaluated on the ith observation.
Since the observations are iid and the influence function has mean zero, the terms of this
quadruple sum can only be non-zero when their indices are paired, i.e when (i = j and k = l)
or (i = k and j = l) or (i = l and j = k). The number of non-zero terms in the sum is therefore
of order n2 , and hence

P (|n1/2 AB| ≥ ) ≤ O n−1
where O denotes conventional
 big-O−1notation, i.e. for sufficiently large n there exists some
−1
constant k such that |O n
| ≤ kn

A.5

Proof of Theorem 2

Here we adapt the proof from Section 5.1 of Dufour et al. (2017) to allow for orthogonal nuisance
parameter estimation. We prove the results for the CUE estimator, however they are equally
applicable to the two-step estimator. Our extension to the original results relies on three
orthogonality-like derivative results for the test statistic of interest. These are derived assuming
that the nuisance parameter estimator is orthogonal to the moment conditions in the sense
that (13) holds. This may either be because all models are correctly specified or because a
bias-reduced strategy is used to estimate nuisance parameters, as described below. We begin
by defining the CUE objective function, which we denote by Mn as in the original notation of
Dufour et al. (2017),
Mn (β, γ) = Dn> (β, γ)In−1 (β, γ)Dn (β, γ)
where, for a target parameter moment function U (β, γ),
Dn (β, γ) = En [U (β, γ)]


∂Dn (β, γ)
∂U (β, γ)
=
Cn (β, γ) = En
∂γ
∂γ
In (β, γ) = En [U (β, γ)U (β, γ)> ]
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Theorem 2 in the text considers the exactly specified setting, i.e. Dim(β) = Dim(U (β, γ)). For
the current proof, however, we consider the over-specified setting, i.e. Dim(β) ≤ Dim(U (β, γ)).
Also define the probability limits, β ∗ , γ ∗ as the (assumed to be) unique values such that
∂Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) p
→0
∂β
p

Cn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) → 0
p

The first of these is equivalent to Dn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) → 0 in the exactly specified setting. By the central
limit theorem,
√
d
nDn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) → N (0, I0 )
p

In (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) → I0 = E[U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )> ]
The unconstrained estimated values β̂, γ̂ are those which solve
∂Mn (β̂, γ̂)
=0
∂β

(31)

Cn (β̂, γ̂) = 0
Again, the first of these is equivalent to Dn (β̂, γ̂) = 0 in the exactly specified setting. The
constrained estimated values β̂ψ , γ̂ψ are those which solve
∂Mn (β̂ψ , γ̂ψ ) ∂ψ(β̂ψ )
−
λ=0
∂β
∂β

(32)

Cn (β̂ψ , γ̂ψ ) = 0
ψ(β̂ψ ) = 0

(33)

for a constraint function ψ and where λ is a Lagrange multiplier. The statement that we intend
to prove is that
d

n[Mn (β̂ψ , γ̂ψ ) − Mn (β̂, γ̂)] → χ2r

(34)

where r is the rank of ∂ψ(β)/∂β in a neighbourhood of β ∗ . In the exactly specified setting,
Mn (β̂, γ̂) = 0.
Three necessary derivative results
In this subsection we show that, since Cn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) = op (1), Dn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) = op (1), and
Op (1) then
√ ∂Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
= op (1)
n
∂γ
∂ 2 Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
= op (1)
∂γ∂β
∂ 2 Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
= op (1)
∂γ∂γ

√

nDn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) =

(35)
(36)
(37)

To do so it is easier to work in an index notation where Di is the ith component of Dn (β, γ),
and Iij−1 is the i, jth component of In−1 (β, γ) and all quantities are evaluated at (β, γ) = (β ∗ , γ ∗ ).
For example, letting q = Dim(U (β, γ)), then
∗

∗

Mn (β , γ ) =

q X
q
X
i=1 j=1
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Di Iij−1 Dj

For the first derivative term of interest,
q

q

√ ∂Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) X X
n
=
∂γ
i=1 j=1

(

−1

∂Iij
∂Di −1
2
Iij + Di
∂γ
∂γ

!

√

)
nDj

and for the second derivative term of interest,
! )
(
q
q
−1
−1
∂ 2 Iij−1
∂ 2 Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) X X
∂Di −1 ∂Dj
∂ 2 Di −1
∂Di ∂Iij
∂Di ∂Iij
Dj
=
2
I
+ 2
I +2
+2
+ Di
∂γ∂β
∂β ij ∂γ
∂γ∂β ij
∂β ∂γ
∂γ ∂β
∂γ∂β
i=1 j=1

For the third,
(
q
q
∂ 2 Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) X X
∂Di −1 ∂Dj
=
2
I
+
∂γ∂γ
∂γ ij ∂γ
i=1 j=1

−1
−1
∂ 2 Iij−1
∂ 2 Di −1
∂Di ∂Iij
∂Di ∂Iij
2
Iij + 2
+2
+ Di
∂γ∂γ
∂β ∂γ
∂γ ∂γ
∂γ∂γ

By the orthogonality of the nuisance parameter estimator, ∂Dj /∂γ = op (1), and since Dj =
√
op (1), and nDj = Op (1) then the results follow.
Applying the derivative results
Consider the test statistic
ξ = Mn (β̂ψ , γ̂ψ ) − Mn (β̂, γ̂)
Under standard regularity conditions, and the rank condition in (20) (see Dufour et al. (2017)
for details), γ̂, γ̂ψ , β̂ and β̂ψ are CAN, hence expanding this test statistics to second order gives
o
√
√ ∂Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) n√
∗
∗
n(
β̂
−
β
)
−
n(
β̂
−
β
)
nξ = n
ψ
∂β >
√ ∂Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) √
√
+ n
n(γ̂ψ − γ ∗ ) − n(γ̂ − γ ∗ )
>
∂γ


2
∗ ∗
2
∗ ∗
√
1 √
∗ > ∂ Mn (β , γ ) √
∗ >
∗ > ∂ Mn (β , γ ) √
∗ >
+
n(β̂ψ − β )
n(β̂ψ − β ) − n(β̂ − β )
n(β̂ − β )
2
∂β∂β >
∂β∂β >


2
∗ ∗
2
∗ ∗
√
1 √
∗ > ∂ Mn (β , γ ) √
∗ >
∗ > ∂ Mn (β , γ ) √
∗ >
n(γ̂ψ − γ )
n(γ̂ψ − γ ) − n(γ̂ − γ )
n(γ̂ − γ )
+
2
∂γ∂γ >
∂γ∂γ >


2
∗ ∗
2
∗ ∗
√
√
∗ > ∂ Mn (β , γ ) √
∗ >
∗ > ∂ Mn (β , γ ) √
∗ >
+
n(γ̂ψ − γ )
n(β̂ψ − β ) − n(γ̂ − γ )
n(β̂ − β )
∂γ∂β >
∂γ∂β >
+ op (1)
Using the derivative results (35) to (37) our expansion reduces to
o
√
√ ∂Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) n√
∗
∗
n(
β̂
−
β
)
−
n(
β̂
−
β
)
nξ = n
ψ
∂β >


2
∗ ∗
2
∗ ∗
√
1 √
∗ > ∂ Mn (β , γ ) √
∗ >
∗ > ∂ Mn (β , γ ) √
∗ >
+
n(β̂ψ − β )
n(β̂ψ − β ) − n(β̂ − β )
n(β̂ − β )
2
∂β∂β >
∂β∂β >
+ op (1)
Next we consider the first order Taylor expansions of the estimating equations (31) to (33),
taken about the probability limit values. Again, since γ̂, γ̂ψ , β̂ and β̂ψ are CAN,
0=

∂ 2 Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
∂Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) ∂ 2 Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
+
(β̂ − β ∗ ) +
(γ̂ − γ ∗ ) + op (n−1/2 )
∂β
∂β∂β
∂γ∂β

∂ψ(β̂ψ )
∂Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) ∂ 2 Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
∂ 2 Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
+
(β̂ψ − β ∗ ) +
(γ̂ψ − γ ∗ ) −
λ + op (n−1/2 )
∂β
∂β∂β
∂γ∂β
∂β
∂ψ(β ∗ )
(β̂ψ − β ∗ ) + op (n−1/2 )
0 = ψ(β ∗ ) +
∂β

0=
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)

!
Dj

Under the null, ψ(β ∗ ) = 0, application of (36) gives
0 = Xn + V0 (β̂ − β ∗ ) + op (n−1/2 )
0 = Xn + V0 (β̂ψ − β ∗ ) − P0 λ + op (n−1/2 )
0 = P0 (β̂ψ − β ∗ ) + op (n−1/2 )
where,
∂ψ(β ∗ )
= P0
∂β
∂Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ )
= Xn
∂β
∂ 2 Mn (β ∗ , γ ∗ ) p
→ V0
∂β∂β
It follows immediately from the original proof in Dufour et al. (2017) that
1
ξ = Xn> V0−1 P0> (P0 V0−1 P0> )−1 P0 V0−1 Xn + op (n−1 )
2
√
d
The final result follows when nXn → N (0, 2V0 ). This can be shown using the same derivative
methods as used to show (35) to (37).

A.6

Proof of Equations (21) and (22)

We will prove (21) with the result for (22) proceeding in a similar fashion.
Consider Theorem 2 under the null hypothesis ψ (0) (β ∗ ) = β1 β2 = 0. With the null parameter
space given by B0 = {β|ψ (0) (β) = 0}, with
! (
0 for β1 = β2 = 0
∂ψ (0) (β)
=
Rank
∂β
1 otherwise
One may decompose the supremum in (21) as
(
sup Pβ ∗ (S0 > x) = max
β∗ ∈B0

)

sup
β ∗ ∈B0 \A

Pβ ∗ (S0 > x) , sup Pβ ∗ (S0 > x)

(38)

β ∗ ∈A

where A = {β|β1 = β2 = 0}. For the first term in the max bracket above, the rank condition of
Theorem 2 holds, so for all β ∗ ∈ B0 \ A
Pβ ∗ (S0 > x) → 1 − Fχ21 (x)
Considering the second term, one may decompose the test statistic as
Pβ ∗ (S0 > x) = Pβ ∗ (S1 > x, S2 > x) ≤ Pβ ∗ (S1 > x)
where (for j = 1, 2) Sj = minβ∈Cj S(β) and Cj = {β|βj = 0}. By Theorem 2, for all β ∗ in A,
Pβ ∗ (S1 > x) → 1 − Fχ21 (x)
Hence Pβ ∗ (S0 > x) is asymptotically bounded from above by 1 − Fχ21 (x) for all β ∗ in B0 , so
(21) holds.
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A.7

G-estimation when outcome model has exposure-mediator interaction

In the following we reason about the NIDE obtained by G-estimation using moment conditions
(6) – (8), when one has erroneously excluded an interaction term from the outcome model,
but the mediator model, E(M |X, Z) is correctly specified and partially linear, i.e. in truth,
(1) and (24) both hold. We define the probability limit as β ∗ = (β1∗ , β2∗ , β3∗ ) which solves
E{U (β ∗ , γ ∗ )} = 0 and use assumption A2 as before. Let,
δj = βj − βj∗
x = X − E(X|Z)
m = M − E(M |X, Z)
E(x g(X, Z))
β3 =
E(x X)
∗
∆f = f (Z) − f (Z; γm
)
∗
∆g = g(X, Z) − β3 X − g(Z; γm
)
∗
∆h = h(Z) − h(Z; γm
)

for j = 1, 2, 3. Here β3 is the least squares coefficient of a regression of g(X, Z) on X. It follows
that the expected moment conditions can be written
E[U1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )] = E{(x + ∆h )(δ1 X + ∆f )}
E[U2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )] = E{(m + δ1 X + ∆f )(δ2 M + θM X + δ3 X + ∆g )}
E[U3 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )] = E{(x + ∆h )(δ2 M + θM X + δ3 X + ∆g )}
For the first equation, since E(x ∆f ) = 0, then
E[U1 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )] = δ1 E[(x + ∆h )X] + E(∆h ∆f )
We assume that f (z) is modelled correctly and when δ1 = 0 then assumption A2 is satisfied
and ∆f = 0. Using this fact, the second equation becomes
E[U2 (β ∗ , γ ∗ )] = δ2 E(m M ) + θE(m M X)
where we have used the fact that E(m X) = E(m ∆g ) = 0. Hence,
δ2 = −θ

E(m M X)
E(m M )

which, since δ1 = 0, gives the result
β1∗ β2∗ = β1 (β2 + θx̄)
where
x̄ =

E[Xvar(M |X, Z)]
E(m M X)
=
E(m M )
E[var(M |X, Z)]

(39)

can be thought of as a weighted average of X, or as a population least squares regression
coefficient from regressing M X on M .

B

Additional Simulation Plots
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Figure 6: Simulated results from data generating process B of the proportion of the 104 datasets
for which the no-mediation hypothesis (H0 ) is rejected at the 5% level testing using the CUE
score, Two-step score, Robust Sobel, Classical Sobel, Classical LR, and TTS methods. Each
column represents a different true β parameter, whilst each row gives the models which are
correctly specified (those for which the misspecification indicator is equal to zero)

C

Simulation Data Tables

The Tables 4 to 9 present the results of the bias simulation where 103 dataset replicates were
used to estimate the bias and variance of the G-estimator and the TTS based estimators. The
variance of the G-estimators were calculated in 3 different ways, using the empirical variance
over the 103 data set replicates, using theoretical results presented in this paper and using
Bootstrap with 103 bootstrap iterations. For the TTS methods only the empirical variance was
calculated. All variances estimates have been scaled by the sample size N . Theoretical and
Bootstrap estimates are given as the mean over the 103 dataset replicates. The standard error
of each quantity is given in brackets.
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Figure 7: Simulated results from data generating process B of the proportion of the 104 datasets
for which the no-direct effect hypothesis (H1 ) is rejected at the 5% level testing using the CUE
score, Two-step score, Robust Wald, Classical Wald, and TTS methods. Each column represents
a different true β parameter, whilst each row gives the models which are correctly specified (those
for which the misspecification indicator is equal to zero)
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Figure 8: Simulated results from data generating process C of the proportion of the 104 datasets
for which the no-mediation hypothesis (H0 ) is rejected at the 5% level testing using the CUE
score, Two-step score, Robust Sobel, Classical Sobel, Classical LR, and TTS methods. Each
column represents a different true β parameter, whilst each row gives the models which are
correctly specified (those for which the misspecification indicator is equal to zero)
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Figure 9: Simulated results from data generating process C of the proportion of the 104 datasets
for which the no-direct effect hypothesis (H1 ) is rejected at the 5% level testing using the CUE
score, Two-step score, Robust Wald, Classical Wald, and TTS methods. Each column represents
a different true β parameter, whilst each row gives the models which are correctly specified (those
for which the misspecification indicator is equal to zero)
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Table 4: NDE estimand for Data Generating Process A
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Beta
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)

N
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000

Spec
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y

Bias G
0.00205(0.00718)
-0.000128(0.00708)
0.0171(0.00974)
0.843(0.0104)
-0.00524(0.00728)
0.00409(0.00311)
0.00205(0.00308)
0.00245(0.00443)
0.861(0.00444)
0.0026(0.00316)
-0.00136(0.00221)
0.000526(0.00218)
-0.000147(0.00309)
0.869(0.00331)
0.00184(0.00216)
0.0107(0.00776)
-0.00412(0.00745)
-0.0089(0.0112)
0.838(0.0115)
-0.0135(0.0073)
0.00438(0.00351)
0.00309(0.00316)
-0.00834(0.00511)
0.872(0.00511)
0.00428(0.00336)
4.3e-05(0.00237)
-8.16e-05(0.00223)
0.00194(0.00361)
0.863(0.0037)
0.00272(0.00243)

Bias TTS
-0.00188(0.0077)
-0.00336(0.00737)
0.0147(0.016)
0.932(0.0112)
-0.0053(0.00738)
0.00318(0.00327)
0.00241(0.0032)
0.00352(0.00791)
0.941(0.00456)
0.00141(0.00321)
-0.00103(0.00227)
0.000912(0.00226)
0.00113(0.0051)
0.95(0.0034)
0.00153(0.00221)
0.00396(0.0103)
-0.00188(0.00778)
-0.0113(0.0193)
0.914(0.0159)
-0.00428(0.00813)
0.00847(0.00445)
0.00385(0.0033)
-0.00323(0.0115)
0.954(0.00691)
0.0034(0.00358)
-0.000762(0.00309)
0.000244(0.00232)
0.0103(0.00841)
0.943(0.00521)
0.0014(0.00259)

Var G
5.15(0.23)
5.01(0.224)
9.49(0.425)
10.9(0.488)
5.3(0.237)
4.83(0.216)
4.73(0.212)
9.8(0.438)
9.88(0.442)
4.99(0.223)
4.87(0.218)
4.76(0.213)
9.57(0.428)
11(0.491)
4.66(0.208)
6.03(0.27)
5.55(0.249)
12.4(0.557)
13.3(0.596)
5.33(0.238)
6.14(0.275)
4.99(0.223)
13(0.583)
13(0.584)
5.64(0.252)
5.6(0.251)
4.98(0.223)
13(0.583)
13.7(0.611)
5.92(0.265)

Var TTS
5.92(0.265)
5.44(0.243)
25.6(1.15)
12.5(0.558)
5.45(0.244)
5.35(0.239)
5.12(0.229)
31.3(1.4)
10.4(0.464)
5.14(0.23)
5.16(0.231)
5.09(0.228)
26.1(1.17)
11.6(0.518)
4.88(0.218)
10.5(0.471)
6.05(0.271)
37.4(1.67)
25.2(1.13)
6.61(0.296)
9.92(0.444)
5.44(0.243)
66.5(2.98)
23.9(1.07)
6.42(0.287)
9.53(0.426)
5.37(0.24)
70.7(3.16)
27.2(1.22)
6.7(0.3)

Theory Var G
4.76(0.0327)
4.75(0.0327)
9.37(0.115)
10.2(0.108)
4.72(0.0299)
4.84(0.0142)
4.82(0.0133)
9.69(0.0554)
10.4(0.0487)
4.79(0.0125)
4.85(0.00996)
4.83(0.00941)
9.58(0.038)
10.6(0.0383)
4.8(0.00878)
5.82(0.0437)
5.13(0.036)
12.2(0.152)
12.8(0.145)
5.7(0.0387)
5.85(0.0192)
5.16(0.0151)
12.6(0.0688)
13.3(0.0709)
5.7(0.0161)
5.81(0.0138)
5.16(0.0109)
12.7(0.0531)
13.5(0.0581)
5.74(0.0115)

Boot Var G
4.97(0.035)
4.94(0.0347)
9.64(0.111)
10.6(0.111)
4.89(0.0319)
4.88(0.0156)
4.84(0.0149)
9.73(0.057)
10.5(0.0499)
4.82(0.0143)
4.86(0.0123)
4.83(0.0113)
9.59(0.0395)
10.7(0.0406)
4.82(0.0113)
6.11(0.0459)
5.39(0.0388)
12.7(0.152)
13.4(0.149)
5.95(0.0407)
5.9(0.0211)
5.21(0.0173)
12.7(0.0705)
13.4(0.0732)
5.75(0.0182)
5.85(0.0163)
5.2(0.0131)
12.7(0.0564)
13.6(0.061)
5.76(0.014)

Table 5: NIDE estimand for Data Generating Process A

38

Beta
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)

N
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000

Spec
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y

Bias G
-0.000762(0.00069)
0.00211(0.000644)
0.00241(0.00128)
0.000992(0.00121)
0.00209(0.00181)
-2.61e-05(0.000136)
9.12e-06(0.000105)
-0.000496(0.000261)
0.000276(0.000243)
-0.00153(0.000734)
2.98e-05(6.83e-05)
-3.7e-05(5.58e-05)
-2.77e-05(0.000126)
4.46e-05(0.000115)
-0.00055(0.000508)
0.003(0.00743)
-0.000413(0.0103)
0.00459(0.0093)
-0.00994(0.00879)
0.831(0.0111)
0.000102(0.00352)
-0.00721(0.00441)
0.00657(0.00394)
-0.00231(0.00376)
0.855(0.00516)
-0.00296(0.00241)
0.00151(0.00319)
0.00169(0.00286)
-0.000208(0.0028)
0.865(0.00339)

Bias TTS
-0.000561(0.00123)
0.00228(0.00151)
0.0055(0.0022)
0.00284(0.00223)
0.00264(0.00228)
-0.000147(0.000248)
-6.06e-06(0.000298)
-0.000989(0.000548)
0.000609(0.000412)
-0.00077(0.000933)
-0.000152(0.000112)
-1.95e-05(0.000161)
5.37e-05(0.000268)
4.94e-05(0.000194)
-0.000439(0.000653)
0.011(0.0103)
-0.00162(0.0178)
0.0116(0.0145)
0.0058(0.0134)
0.921(0.0124)
-0.00223(0.0044)
-0.0119(0.00778)
0.00122(0.00917)
-0.00462(0.00599)
0.937(0.0055)
-0.00196(0.00314)
-0.00187(0.00545)
-0.00207(0.00693)
0.00131(0.00458)
0.946(0.00361)

Var G
0.0476(0.00213)
0.0414(0.00185)
0.163(0.0073)
0.146(0.00651)
0.328(0.0147)
0.0093(0.000416)
0.00556(0.000249)
0.0341(0.00153)
0.0295(0.00132)
0.27(0.0121)
0.00466(0.000209)
0.00312(0.00014)
0.0158(0.000706)
0.0133(0.000594)
0.258(0.0115)
5.52(0.247)
10.5(0.472)
8.65(0.387)
7.73(0.346)
12.4(0.553)
6.19(0.277)
9.73(0.435)
7.77(0.348)
7.06(0.316)
13.3(0.596)
5.83(0.261)
10.2(0.454)
8.18(0.366)
7.81(0.35)
11.5(0.514)

Var TTS
0.151(0.00675)
0.229(0.0103)
0.486(0.0217)
0.497(0.0223)
0.518(0.0232)
0.0308(0.00138)
0.0445(0.00199)
0.15(0.00673)
0.0847(0.00379)
0.436(0.0195)
0.0125(0.000561)
0.0259(0.00116)
0.0716(0.0032)
0.0375(0.00168)
0.426(0.0191)
10.7(0.478)
31.7(1.42)
21(0.942)
17.9(0.802)
15.5(0.693)
9.67(0.433)
30.3(1.35)
42.1(1.88)
17.9(0.803)
15.1(0.677)
9.83(0.44)
29.7(1.33)
48.1(2.15)
21(0.938)
13.1(0.584)

Theory Var G
0.0974(0.00342)
0.0731(0.00303)
0.29(0.0112)
0.271(0.0101)
0.311(0.0075)
0.019(0.000606)
0.0125(0.000427)
0.0621(0.00217)
0.0536(0.00184)
0.27(0.00291)
0.00954(0.000296)
0.00646(0.000211)
0.0292(0.000954)
0.0267(0.000878)
0.266(0.00217)
5.88(0.0507)
9.58(0.109)
8.03(0.0955)
7.39(0.0889)
11.3(0.111)
5.84(0.0236)
9.88(0.0587)
7.92(0.0416)
7.42(0.0403)
11.8(0.0618)
5.84(0.0181)
9.99(0.0444)
7.89(0.0308)
7.45(0.0309)
11.8(0.0447)

Boot Var G
0.154(0.154)
0.112(0.112)
0.445(0.445)
0.413(0.413)
0.36(0.36)
0.029(0.029)
0.0192(0.0192)
0.0921(0.0921)
0.0796(0.0796)
0.279(0.279)
0.0145(0.0145)
0.00974(0.00974)
0.0437(0.0437)
0.0399(0.0399)
0.269(0.269)
6.16(6.16)
9.8(9.8)
8.51(8.51)
7.91(7.91)
11.7(11.7)
5.9(5.9)
9.9(9.9)
8.03(8.03)
7.58(7.58)
11.8(11.8)
5.87(5.87)
10(10)
7.93(7.93)
7.6(7.6)
11.8(11.8)

Table 6: NDE estimand for Data Generating Process B
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Beta
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)

N
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000

Spec
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y

Bias G
-0.00368(0.00703)
-0.0067(0.00723)
0.00277(0.00967)
0.859(0.0106)
0.014(0.00713)
0.000774(0.00305)
0.00594(0.00324)
-0.00153(0.00435)
0.864(0.00459)
-0.00428(0.00308)
0.000397(0.00226)
-0.000543(0.00224)
0.00162(0.00325)
0.868(0.00323)
0.00221(0.00214)
0.012(0.00748)
0.0157(0.00721)
0.000393(0.0108)
0.849(0.0109)
0.00425(0.00763)
0.000856(0.00326)
-0.00366(0.00313)
0.00671(0.0049)
0.862(0.00503)
-0.000415(0.00329)
0.00236(0.00228)
-0.000313(0.00221)
0.00758(0.00329)
0.864(0.00339)
-0.000468(0.00235)

Bias TTS
-0.00329(0.00757)
-0.00355(0.00782)
0.0136(0.0149)
0.946(0.0112)
0.0153(0.00731)
-0.000145(0.00323)
0.00598(0.00343)
-0.00482(0.00808)
0.947(0.00475)
-0.00494(0.00313)
0.00151(0.00238)
-0.00172(0.00232)
0.00184(0.00547)
0.948(0.00333)
0.00212(0.00218)
0.0165(0.0104)
0.0209(0.00754)
-0.0156(0.0217)
0.917(0.0166)
0.0164(0.00931)
-0.00715(0.0112)
-0.00349(0.00337)
-0.0199(0.0274)
1.19(0.24)
-0.00134(0.00975)
0.0089(0.0455)
-0.00102(0.00234)
0.113(0.0773)
0.87(0.0548)
-0.199(0.221)

Var G
4.95(0.221)
5.22(0.234)
9.35(0.419)
11.2(0.499)
5.09(0.228)
4.65(0.208)
5.24(0.234)
9.45(0.423)
10.5(0.472)
4.73(0.212)
5.12(0.229)
5(0.224)
10.6(0.473)
10.5(0.468)
4.58(0.205)
5.59(0.25)
5.2(0.233)
11.7(0.525)
11.9(0.532)
5.82(0.261)
5.33(0.238)
4.91(0.22)
12(0.537)
12.7(0.567)
5.41(0.242)
5.21(0.233)
4.87(0.218)
10.8(0.483)
11.5(0.513)
5.51(0.247)

Var TTS
5.73(0.256)
6.11(0.273)
22.2(0.993)
12.5(0.558)
5.34(0.239)
5.23(0.234)
5.87(0.263)
32.7(1.46)
11.3(0.504)
4.89(0.219)
5.65(0.253)
5.38(0.241)
30(1.34)
11.1(0.498)
4.73(0.212)
10.7(0.481)
5.68(0.254)
47.3(2.12)
27.6(1.24)
8.66(0.388)
63.1(2.82)
5.67(0.254)
374(16.7)
28800(1290)
47.5(2.13)
2070(92.6)
5.48(0.245)
5980(268)
3010(135)
49000(2190)

Theory Var G
4.8(0.0329)
4.8(0.0342)
9.1(0.0968)
10.1(0.0966)
4.7(0.029)
4.81(0.0137)
4.83(0.0136)
9.63(0.0557)
10.6(0.0526)
4.75(0.012)
4.83(0.00957)
4.82(0.00953)
9.67(0.0395)
10.6(0.0381)
4.76(0.0087)
5.48(0.0399)
5.07(0.0358)
11(0.127)
11.7(0.133)
5.47(0.0368)
5.4(0.0175)
5.12(0.0148)
11.3(0.0617)
12.4(0.0697)
5.5(0.0164)
5.43(0.0119)
5.1(0.0106)
11.4(0.0459)
12.3(0.0469)
5.5(0.0108)

Boot Var G
5.02(0.0354)
5(0.036)
9.44(0.097)
10.5(0.0994)
4.87(0.0308)
4.85(0.0154)
4.85(0.0155)
9.69(0.0565)
10.7(0.0541)
4.78(0.0138)
4.86(0.0116)
4.83(0.012)
9.7(0.0425)
10.7(0.0415)
4.78(0.011)
5.76(0.0431)
5.29(0.0377)
11.5(0.128)
12.2(0.136)
5.71(0.0393)
5.45(0.0193)
5.16(0.0159)
11.3(0.0635)
12.5(0.0707)
5.53(0.018)
5.46(0.0144)
5.12(0.0129)
11.5(0.048)
12.3(0.0508)
5.52(0.0133)

Table 7: NIDE estimand for Data Generating Process B
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Beta
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)

N
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000

Spec
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y

Bias G
0.000217(0.000709)
0.000536(0.000679)
-0.000557(0.00124)
0.000394(0.00114)
-0.000822(0.0016)
8.56e-05(0.000149)
1.89e-05(0.000119)
3.9e-05(0.000242)
1.1e-05(0.000228)
0.000357(0.000675)
1.94e-05(7.09e-05)
4.19e-05(6.36e-05)
-0.000164(0.000122)
-0.000187(0.000119)
-0.000691(0.000461)
-0.0104(0.00965)
-0.0215(0.0116)
0.00847(0.00995)
-0.0017(0.00999)
0.834(0.0119)
-0.0118(0.00416)
0.0018(0.00523)
0.000698(0.00445)
0.00828(0.00433)
0.855(0.00529)
0.00217(0.00298)
-0.00308(0.00367)
0.00129(0.00319)
-0.00305(0.00302)
0.862(0.00374)

Bias TTS
0.00168(0.00121)
0.00193(0.00154)
-0.00262(0.00261)
0.0045(0.00231)
-0.0018(0.00223)
0.000237(0.000246)
0.000217(0.000285)
-0.000221(0.000528)
0.000383(0.000398)
0.000558(0.000943)
-0.000156(0.000121)
7.49e-05(0.000152)
-4.87e-05(0.000261)
-0.000146(0.000199)
-0.000609(0.000637)
-0.017(0.0121)
-0.0301(0.0175)
0.00372(0.0188)
0.0244(0.0162)
0.906(0.0135)
-0.00184(0.0116)
-0.00395(0.00823)
0.0333(0.0266)
-0.238(0.24)
0.938(0.0106)
-0.00639(0.0457)
-0.0062(0.00601)
-0.0985(0.0772)
0.0711(0.055)
1.14(0.221)

Var G
0.0503(0.00225)
0.0461(0.00206)
0.154(0.00688)
0.13(0.00582)
0.258(0.0115)
0.0111(0.000495)
0.00702(0.000314)
0.0293(0.00131)
0.026(0.00116)
0.228(0.0102)
0.00502(0.000225)
0.00405(0.000181)
0.0149(0.000665)
0.0142(0.000636)
0.213(0.00953)
9.3(0.416)
13.4(0.6)
9.89(0.443)
9.97(0.446)
14.1(0.632)
8.65(0.387)
13.7(0.611)
9.89(0.443)
9.37(0.419)
14(0.626)
8.9(0.398)
13.5(0.603)
10.2(0.456)
9.12(0.408)
14(0.624)

Var TTS
0.147(0.00659)
0.237(0.0106)
0.679(0.0304)
0.535(0.0239)
0.498(0.0223)
0.0302(0.00135)
0.0407(0.00182)
0.139(0.00624)
0.0794(0.00355)
0.444(0.0199)
0.0146(0.000652)
0.023(0.00103)
0.0681(0.00305)
0.0396(0.00177)
0.406(0.0182)
14.6(0.652)
30.5(1.36)
35.2(1.57)
26.2(1.17)
18.1(0.811)
67.8(3.04)
33.9(1.52)
353(15.8)
28800(1290)
55.8(2.5)
2090(93.3)
36.1(1.62)
5960(267)
3020(135)
49000(2190)

Theory Var G
0.0984(0.00356)
0.0742(0.00289)
0.285(0.0112)
0.242(0.0106)
0.28(0.00735)
0.0196(0.000666)
0.0141(0.000477)
0.0571(0.00189)
0.0517(0.00181)
0.222(0.00265)
0.00985(0.000324)
0.00729(0.000251)
0.0293(0.000969)
0.0258(0.000902)
0.219(0.00194)
8.7(0.11)
12.6(0.145)
9.97(0.128)
9.42(0.129)
13.8(0.141)
8.61(0.0449)
13.1(0.0755)
9.88(0.0565)
9.39(0.0647)
14.5(0.0749)
8.71(0.0361)
13.2(0.0548)
9.84(0.0422)
9.39(0.0538)
14.7(0.0584)

Boot Var G
0.155(0.155)
0.117(0.117)
0.441(0.441)
0.381(0.381)
0.332(0.332)
0.0296(0.0296)
0.0213(0.0213)
0.0856(0.0856)
0.0779(0.0779)
0.23(0.23)
0.0148(0.0148)
0.0108(0.0108)
0.044(0.044)
0.0388(0.0388)
0.223(0.223)
9.09(9.09)
12.9(12.9)
10.6(10.6)
10(10)
14.3(14.3)
8.68(8.68)
13.2(13.2)
9.99(9.99)
9.65(9.65)
14.6(14.6)
8.75(8.75)
13.2(13.2)
9.92(9.92)
9.55(9.55)
14.7(14.7)

Table 8: NDE estimand for Data Generating Process C
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Beta
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)

N
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000

Spec
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y

Bias G
-0.00301(0.00656)
0.00514(0.00733)
0.00579(0.0101)
0.836(0.0105)
0.00444(0.00685)
0.000106(0.00301)
0.000599(0.00315)
-0.00674(0.00455)
0.862(0.00472)
0.000134(0.00313)
-0.00227(0.00225)
-0.00111(0.00221)
-0.00127(0.00302)
0.863(0.00337)
-0.000594(0.00219)
0.00449(0.00736)
-0.00356(0.00714)
0.0209(0.0103)
0.888(0.0109)
-0.00842(0.00693)
-0.000439(0.00312)
-0.00397(0.0032)
0.0303(0.00452)
0.901(0.00479)
0.00265(0.00313)
-0.00664(0.0022)
-0.00122(0.00242)
0.029(0.00318)
0.918(0.00339)
0.000258(0.00229)

Bias TTS
0.00107(0.00705)
0.00348(0.00803)
0.0267(0.0184)
0.92(0.0111)
0.00214(0.00691)
0.00157(0.00314)
0.0014(0.00335)
-0.00605(0.00887)
0.944(0.0048)
0.000521(0.00314)
-0.00227(0.00238)
-0.000989(0.0023)
0.000813(0.00527)
0.942(0.0034)
-0.00018(0.00222)
0.00319(0.00818)
0.00596(0.00833)
-0.00588(0.0212)
0.924(0.0115)
-0.00814(0.00754)
-0.000264(0.00336)
-0.00326(0.00347)
-0.00829(0.0084)
0.935(0.00495)
0.00292(0.00328)
-0.00507(0.00238)
-0.000419(0.00257)
-0.0139(0.00569)
0.951(0.00349)
-0.000654(0.00239)

Var G
4.31(0.193)
5.37(0.24)
10.2(0.455)
11(0.494)
4.69(0.21)
4.52(0.202)
4.98(0.223)
10.4(0.464)
11.1(0.499)
4.9(0.219)
5.07(0.227)
4.88(0.218)
9.12(0.408)
11.4(0.509)
4.8(0.215)
5.42(0.242)
5.1(0.228)
10.6(0.474)
11.9(0.534)
4.81(0.215)
4.87(0.218)
5.11(0.229)
10.2(0.457)
11.5(0.513)
4.91(0.219)
4.83(0.216)
5.86(0.262)
10.1(0.453)
11.5(0.515)
5.24(0.234)

Var TTS
4.97(0.222)
6.45(0.288)
34(1.52)
12.3(0.552)
4.78(0.214)
4.94(0.221)
5.62(0.252)
39.3(1.76)
11.5(0.515)
4.93(0.221)
5.67(0.254)
5.28(0.236)
27.8(1.24)
11.6(0.518)
4.91(0.22)
6.69(0.299)
6.95(0.311)
45.1(2.02)
13.3(0.595)
5.69(0.255)
5.64(0.252)
6.03(0.27)
35.3(1.58)
12.3(0.548)
5.38(0.241)
5.65(0.253)
6.6(0.296)
32.4(1.45)
12.2(0.546)
5.73(0.257)

Theory Var G
4.77(0.0313)
4.79(0.0321)
9.3(0.122)
9.96(0.0995)
4.59(0.0306)
4.83(0.0136)
4.83(0.0139)
9.64(0.0593)
10.5(0.0534)
4.61(0.0121)
4.83(0.00983)
4.84(0.0101)
9.64(0.0377)
10.6(0.0371)
4.64(0.00849)
5.11(0.0375)
4.97(0.0351)
9.77(0.121)
10.9(0.108)
5.03(0.0372)
5.06(0.0155)
5.04(0.0154)
10.2(0.0614)
11.2(0.0545)
5.02(0.0151)
5.07(0.0111)
5.04(0.0108)
10.4(0.0411)
11.5(0.0405)
5.05(0.0111)

Boot Var G
6.54(0.248)
7.62(0.303)
12.3(0.503)
80.9(1.9)
7.85(0.311)
6.86(0.264)
6.85(0.267)
12.3(0.488)
378(4.19)
14.2(0.497)
7.16(0.288)
7.07(0.258)
11.7(0.472)
742(5.98)
21.4(0.633)
70.7(1.34)
73.6(1.33)
79.3(1.83)
298(3.81)
57.5(1.1)
323(2.79)
336(2.86)
352(3.92)
1460(8.46)
267(2.49)
629(3.77)
675(4.3)
691(5.43)
2970(12.1)
523(3.62)

Table 9: NIDE estimand for Data Generating Process C
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Beta
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(0,0,0)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)
(1,1,1)

N
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000
100
100
100
100
100
500
500
500
500
500
1000
1000
1000
1000
1000

Spec
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y
XYM
XY
XM
M
Y

Bias G
-0.000386(0.000758)
0.000943(0.000678)
0.00118(0.00118)
-0.00348(0.00116)
-0.00104(0.00105)
0.000136(0.000144)
-0.000105(0.000137)
0.000125(0.000217)
-0.000259(0.000191)
0.000414(0.000398)
-6.41e-05(7.27e-05)
3.72e-05(6.75e-05)
-1.45e-05(0.000103)
-0.000306(0.000115)
6.49e-05(0.00027)
0.0155(0.00379)
0.0132(0.00346)
-0.033(0.00366)
-0.0495(0.0036)
0.112(0.00395)
0.00586(0.00163)
0.0154(0.00148)
-0.0269(0.00157)
-0.0453(0.00149)
0.111(0.00167)
0.00812(0.00112)
0.0115(0.00106)
-0.0276(0.00111)
-0.0464(0.00102)
0.113(0.0012)

Bias TTS
1.94e-05(0.0011)
0.00172(0.00138)
0.00274(0.00183)
-0.00133(0.00158)
-0.000516(0.00147)
-0.000222(0.000225)
-7.15e-05(0.00026)
0.00019(0.00033)
0.000187(0.000271)
0.000288(0.000525)
5.69e-05(0.000113)
2.97e-05(0.000135)
-9.14e-05(0.000177)
9.28e-05(0.000152)
-0.00032(0.000358)
0.00598(0.0045)
-0.00869(0.00528)
-0.00466(0.00569)
-0.00195(0.00502)
0.11(0.00469)
-0.00301(0.00181)
0.00137(0.00175)
0.000325(0.00247)
-0.00169(0.00193)
0.107(0.00192)
-0.00125(0.00122)
-0.00175(0.00123)
-0.000538(0.00162)
-0.0035(0.00134)
0.109(0.00141)

Var G
0.0574(0.00257)
0.0459(0.00206)
0.14(0.00625)
0.135(0.00602)
0.111(0.00495)
0.0103(0.000461)
0.00934(0.000418)
0.0234(0.00105)
0.0183(0.000817)
0.079(0.00354)
0.00529(0.000237)
0.00456(0.000204)
0.0107(0.000477)
0.0133(0.000595)
0.0727(0.00325)
1.44(0.0643)
1.2(0.0535)
1.34(0.0599)
1.29(0.0579)
1.56(0.0699)
1.32(0.0591)
1.1(0.0492)
1.24(0.0553)
1.12(0.0499)
1.4(0.0626)
1.25(0.0558)
1.13(0.0505)
1.23(0.0549)
1.05(0.0469)
1.45(0.0647)

Var TTS
0.12(0.00537)
0.19(0.00849)
0.336(0.015)
0.251(0.0112)
0.216(0.00967)
0.0252(0.00113)
0.0339(0.00152)
0.0543(0.00243)
0.0369(0.00165)
0.138(0.00616)
0.0128(0.000571)
0.0182(0.000813)
0.0315(0.00141)
0.0231(0.00103)
0.128(0.00572)
2.02(0.0905)
2.78(0.125)
3.24(0.145)
2.52(0.113)
2.2(0.0985)
1.65(0.0736)
1.53(0.0683)
3.05(0.137)
1.86(0.0833)
1.84(0.0823)
1.49(0.0669)
1.51(0.0677)
2.64(0.118)
1.81(0.0809)
1.98(0.0888)

Theory Var G
0.0994(0.273)
0.0945(0.21)
0.241(0.596)
0.224(0.58)
0.159(0.179)
0.0198(0.223)
0.0192(0.221)
0.0461(0.506)
0.0392(0.467)
0.0888(0.16)
0.0101(0.202)
0.0099(0.193)
0.0227(0.419)
0.0224(0.506)
0.0769(0.162)
1.39(1.13)
1.23(1.21)
1.43(1.29)
1.35(1.19)
1.57(1)
1.26(2.43)
1.14(2.49)
1.26(2.57)
1.13(2.63)
1.44(2.08)
1.26(3.39)
1.12(3.57)
1.24(3.78)
1.09(3.57)
1.44(2.92)

Boot Var G
9.98(9.98)
9.26(9.26)
22.5(22.5)
21.9(21.9)
8.59(8.59)
9.59(9.59)
9.3(9.3)
21.8(21.8)
20.2(20.2)
8.2(8.2)
9.45(9.45)
9.01(9.01)
20.6(20.6)
21.3(21.3)
8.28(8.28)
73.4(73.4)
78.1(78.1)
62.1(62.1)
56.9(56.9)
63.5(63.5)
322(322)
343(343)
234(234)
206(206)
268(268)
644(644)
675(675)
451(451)
385(385)
529(529)

