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Abstract. The paper considers mediation analysis with longitudinal data under latent growth curve models within a
counterfactual framework. Estimators and their standard errors are derived for natural direct and indirect effects when
the mediator, the outcome, and possibly also the exposure can be modeled by an underlying latent variable giving rise
to a growth curve. Settings are also considered in which the exposure is instead fixed at a single point in time.

1 Introduction

There is a large body of published literature on mediation analysis [1-9]. Almost all of this literature has considered
mediation analysis for a single exposure, a single mediator and a single outcome all at one point in time. However
in many studies longitudinal data is available and often not used. Instead empirical analysis often rely on the cross
sectional models which do not allow for exploiting the temporal sequence of these variables. In addition, it has been
shown that cross-sectional mediation analysis typically generates substantially biased estimates of longitudinal pa-
rameters even under the ideal conditions when mediation is complete [10]. The use of longitudinal models would

allow for less bias and stronger claims of causality.

In the literature there are three main types of longitudinal models currently in use. Themodels are the autore-
gressive model [11, 12], latent growth curve models [13-18] and latent difference score models [19-21]. In this paper
the focus is on advancing the methodology of mediation with latent growth curve models. We make three major
contributions to the literature. We put the models into a formal causal framework so that they may be accurately
used to make causal inferences. We then clarify the assumptions needed in order to make causal inferences. Finally

we extend existing methodology to allow for interaction to be assessed with these models.

We first consider a latent growth curve model with binary treatment/exposure. With this model we consider the
assumptions needed for identifiabilty of the direct and indirect effects. We define the direct and indirect effects,
using counterfactuals, in the presence of interaction. We then consider the scenario where there is a longitudinal
treatment /exposure. We consider the assumptions needed for identification and define the direct and indirect ef-
fects using counterfactuals which allows for the presence of interaction. We finish this paper with an data analysis

example.



2 Definition of Model

When there is repeated measures data for the mediator and outcome, mediation models can be fit using latent
growth curve (LGC) modeling [13-18]. We use the parallel process model as shown by MacKinnon [18] in which
separate growth curves are specified for the mediator and outcome. The treatment/exposure can also have a speci-
fied growth curve, or as with a randomized trial, it can be binary. With these growth models there are latent factors
included. The first of these factors is the intercept or average baseline of the subjects at the first measurement
occasion. The second factor is the slope or the trajectory of the growth after the first measurement occasion. When
using these models in the mediation setting we examine the mediating relationships of these latent factors among

the growth models.

We begin with Model 1 shown in Figure 1. We have a binary treatment, X;; longitudinal mediator, M7, Ms and
M3; and a longitudinal outcome, Y7,Y5 and Y3. With this model X; affects both the intercept and slope of the
mediator and outcome growth models. The intercept and the slope of the mediator growth model also both effect

the intercept and the slope of the outcome growth model.

M, M, M

Figure 1: Model 1: Without Interaction, covariates C' left out for simplicity



More formally, equations (1) - (6) below specify the relationships shown in Figure 1 with 1,... ¢ measurement

occasions. We have the following growth curve for the mediator:

My = Ipgi + Shit + €nrin (1)
I =60+ 01X +05C + vy, (2)
Smi = Bo + 51X+ B5C + vs,,, (3)

and the following growth curve for the outcome:

Yie=Iy, + Syt +evi (4)
Iy; = ¢ + 01 Xi + dolnr; + ¢3Sn; + ¢aXilng; + ¢5XiSn; + 06C + viy, (5)
Sy = +nXi +v2lni + v3Smi + vaXilar; + 15 XiSni + 76C + vsy, (6)
Where E [errii] = Eley i) = Elvry,,] = Elvsy,,] =Evr,,] = Elvs,,] = 0and where ey, , €v;,, (V1,5 Vs, Jand(vry ,, Vsy ;)

are mutually independent and where C' denotes baseline covariates which, as discussed below we select to represent

the set of exposure-mediator, exposure-outcome and mediator-outcome confounders.

Equations 1 and 4 specify the growth models for individual i’s mediator and outcome data respectively at time ¢.
Both include an intercept, slope and error component. Equations 2-3 and 5-6 specify the intercept and slope func-
tions for the mediator and outcome models respectively. Note that equations 5 and 6 allow for treatment /exposure-

mediator interaction. In the absence interaction we specify ¢4 = ¢5 = 4 = v5 = 0.

We use counterfactual notation Iy ;i mys SYzmymes dMz and Sy, where Iy .., ., denotes the value of the
intercept model for Y if we were to set X = z, Iy = my and Sy = m2; Sy zm,m, denotes the value of the slope
model for Y if we were to set X = z, Iny = my and Sjp; = mo; I, denotes the value of the intercept model for M if
we were to set X = x and Sy, denotes the value of the slope model for M if we were to set X = x. We use Yom,m,
to denote the counterfactual outcome Y if we were to set X = x, Iy = my1 and Sj; = mo. The natural direct effect

for two values of the exposure, z and z*, is defined as E[Y, — Yo 10,4 Sar,- | and expresses how much the

It g Sat g
intercept and slope of the outcome process would change on average if the treatment/exposure were changed from
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level 2* = 0 to z = 1 but for each individual the intercept and slope of the mediator process is kept at the level
it would have taken under the absence of the treatment/exposure. The natural indirect effect for two values of
the exposure, x and z*, is defined as E[Y;1,,. 5., — Yary,.Su,.] and expresses how much the intercept and slope
of the outcome process would change on average if the treatment/exposure was controlled at level x = 1 but the
intercept and slope of the mediator process were changed from the level they would take if the treatment/exposure
was changed from z* = 0 to z = 1. We let AII B|C denote that A is independent of B conditional on C. We show

below that the natural direct and indirect effects are identified if:

Iv 1,80 9v 18y I X|C (no unmeasured confounding for the exposure-outcome relationship) (C1)

Iy 1,500 SY 135y U, S| X, € (no unmeasured confounding for the mediator-outcome relationship)  (C2)

Inizy Sy I X|C (no unmeasured confounding for the exposure-mediator relationship) (C3)

Iy iy ma> SY myme U Ingze, Sare+|C (no mediator-outcome confounders which are affected by the exposure) (C4)

Proposition: For any function w if (C1) - (C4) hold then

E [u (IYzIMr* SM g SYxIMm*SMz* )] = Z E [U (IY7 SY) |l‘, my,ma, C] Pr (mlv m2|x*, C) PI‘(C)

c,my1,m2

Proof:



E [U (IYzIMm*SMw* v SY wIng pu Sar o )] = ZE [U (IYZIMz*SAIg;* Y 2lng o st*) |C = c] Pr(C =c¢) (Iterated Expectations)

= Z E[u([Ymm1m27SY1mlmz) ‘C: 0711\4.’5* :mlyst* :mQ]Pr(I]V[m* :ml,SMz* :m2|C’: C) PI'(C:C)

c,miq,Mma
(Iterated Expectations)
= Y EuUvemime SYemims) |C =] Pr(Inrge = ma, Sarpe = ma|X = 2°,C = ¢) Pr(C =) (C4 & C3)
c,mq,Mm

Z E (v (Iy 2myme> SYemims) | X =2, C = | Pr (Iny = m1, Sy = ma|X =2*,C =¢)Pr(C =¢) (C1 & consistency)

c,m1,m2

Z E[u Iy zmyme» SY wmyms) | X = @, I = ma, Sy =ma,C = ] Pr(Iny =ma, Sy = me|X =2",C = ¢) Pr(C = ¢)

c,mi,mo
(C2)
= Z Eu(Iy,Sy)|X =z, = m1,Smu = m2,C = | Pr(In = m1, Sy = ma|X =2%,C =) Pr(C = ¢)
c,miq,ma2
(consistency)

Z E[u (Iy,Sy) |x,m1, ma,c| Pr (m1, ma|z", c) Pr(c)

c,mj,ma

This completes the proof.

Then if we replace x with ™ we get:

E[u (IYZ*IMg;*SIVIw*’SYI*IAIg;*SMg;*):I = Z E[SY|x*,m17m2,C] Pr(m1,m2|x*7C)Pr(C)

¢,mi,m2

from this it follows with u(ly,Sy) = Iy + Syt + ey that the average natural direct effect is given by:

E [ (Iyaty vsnoes SYalngoeSaron) — 6 (I artng e Sagon s SYa* Ing e Snran )]

= Z {E[u(Iy,Sy) |z,m1,ma,c] — E[u(ly,Sy)|z",mi,ma, c|} Pr (m1, ma|z", c) Pr(c)

¢,mi,m2

If we replace z* with x we would get:

E [u(Iyary,Su, > SYaln,su,)] = Z E [u)ly, Sy)|z, m1, ma, c] Pr (m1, mz|z, ¢) Pr(c)

c,my1,ma
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from this it follows with u(Iy,Sy) = Iy + Syt + ¢y that the natural indirect effect is given by:

E[u(Iyary, Sn,SYarn,sa,) — & (Ivaln e Sagoe s SY ol e Sarae )]

Z E[u(Iy, Sy) |z, m1, ma, c] {Pr (m1, mz|z, c) — Pr (m1, ma|z™, c)} Pr(c)

c,m1,m2

Z E [u (Iy, Sy) |z, m1,ms2,c] Pr (m1, ma|z, c) Pr(c) — E[u (Iy, Sy) |z, m1, ma, ¢] Pr (m1, ma|z", c) Pr(c)

c,mi,my

With the model shown in Figure 1 we have that Y = u (Iy, Sy) = Iy + Syt + ey. Thus given (5) and (6) we have

E[u(Iy, Sy) |z, m1,ma,c] = o + 12 4+ pama + dama + daxmi + ¢pszma + dgc

+ (Y0 + M@ + 2 + y3ma + yazma + yszma + yse)t  (7)
and

Efu(Iy,Sy) |z*, m1,mz, c] = ¢o + ¢12* + ¢pami + dpsma + dax*m1 + ¢z ma + dgc

+ (Y0 + Mz + y2ma + ysma + yaz ma + 52 ma + yge)t - (8)

Therefore the average natural direct effect is

> (@1 + gami + dsma + it + qamat + ysmoat)(x — 2°)} Pr (ma, malz”, ¢) Pr(c)

c,mi,ma
= (@1 + Q4B [Mi|2", c] + 5B [Ma]z”, ] + Mt + uE [Mi]z”, o]t + B [Ma]z”, ] t) (2 — 27)

= (¢1 + ¢pa(b0 + 412" + 5é0) + &5(Bo + fiz” + Béc) +y1t + 74(60 + S12" + 5éC)t + 5 (Bo + 1z + ﬂéc)t)(l’ —z")

Given (2), (3), (5) and (6) we have

E [u(Iyary, Sy, SYeln,su,)] = (62 +72t)80 + (63 4+ y3t) Bo + do + Yot

+ (1 + 1t + (2 + 2t)61 + (@3 + v3t) B1 + (Pa + vat)(Jo + d5¢) + (p5 + v5t) (Bo + B2c))x

+ (¢4 + 7at)01 + (¢5 + ¥5t)B1)a” + (96 + Y6t + (P2 + 12t) 85 + (¢s + v3t)Bs)c



E [ (Iy oty e Sarpes SYalngpnSaron )] = (@2 +72t)00 + (¢3 + v3t) Bo + o + ot
+ (¢p1 + Y1t + (¢pa + vat) (6o + d5¢) + (¢5 + v5t) (Bo + Brc))x + ((p2 + Y2t)d1 + (¢3 + v3t)B1)x”

+ (@4 4 7at)d1 + (¢5 + v5t) B1)xz™ + (dg + Yot + (P2 + 72t)02 + (¢s + v3t)B2)c

Therefore the average natural indirect effect is

Z E [u (Iy, Sy) |z, m1, msa, c] Pr (m1, ma|z, c) Pr(c) — E[u (Iy, Sy) |z, m1, ma, ¢] Pr (m1, ma|z", c) Pr(c)

c,mi1,m2

= (¢1 + it + (¢2 + 72t)01 + (¢34 73t) 1 + (¢ + 7at) (80 + 82¢) + (¢5 + 5t) (Bo + B2¢))x
+ ((pa +7at)01 + (5 + 75t)B)a” — (s + vat)d1 + (¢5 + 5t) Br)wa”
— (¢1 + it + (¢a + vat) (60 + 63¢) + (¢5 + ¥5t) (Bo + Bac))x — (P2 + Y2t)dr + (¢3 + yst)f1)x”

= ((¢2 + 72t)81 + (¢3 + 73t)B1)(x — x*) + ((da + 7at)S1 + (¢5 + y51)B1) (z” — z2™)

As discussed previously in the absence of interaction we specify ¢4 = ¢5 = 74 = 5 = 0. This leads to the following direct

effect:

> A($1+ damn + dsma + it + yamat + ysmat) (@ — 2)} Pr (my, ma|z”, ¢) Pr(c)

c,m1,ma

= (¢1 +mt)(z — ")

and the following indirect effect:

Z E [u (Iy, Sy) |z, m1, msa, c] Pr (m1, ma|z, c) Pr(c) — E[u (Iy, Sy) |z, m1, ma, ¢] Pr (m1, ma|z", c) Pr(c)

c,miy,ma

= ((¢2 +2t)01 + (¢3 + v3t)B1) (x — 27)

The equations modeled here differ from that of the ones presented by MacKinnon [18] in that the intercept of the outcome
is not a cause of the slope of the mediator. This follows because if Iy affected Sas then confounding assumption (C4) would
be violated because Iy would be a mediator-outcome confounder (i.e. a common cause of Sy and Y) that was itself affected

by the exposure. These equations here unlike those of MacKinnon also allow for exposure/treatment-mediator interaction.



3 Model with Growth Curve for Treatment/Exposure

In Section 2 the models were developed under the assumption of a binary treatment/exposure. This is often the case in
randomized trials. In this section we consider the model displayed in Figure 2. This model allows for the treatment/exposure

to change with time and fits a growth curve for this as well.

%
| ‘5\1
2 wa

M, My M3

Figure 2: Model 2: Without Interaction, covariates C' left out for simplicity

More formally, equations (9) - (17) specify the relationships shown in Figure 2 with 1,...,¢ measurement occasions. We

have the following growth curve for the treatment/exposure:

Xit =Ix; + Sxit +exi 9)
Ix; =po+viy, (10)
Sxi= o +Vsy, (11)
the following growth curve for the mediator:
My = Ing; + Syt + enir (12)
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Ingi = 80 + 01Ix; + 625x; + 05C + viy,, (13)

S :IBO+/61]Xi+/62SXi+ﬂéC+VIMi (14)

and the following growth curve for the outcome:

Yie = Iy, + Syt + ey (15)

Ivi = ¢o + ¢1lxi + ¢p2Sxi + d3lnri + paSars + dsIxilnri + ¢elxiSni + ¢prSxilni + ¢sSxiSmi + ¢oC + vry (16)

Sy i =0 +v1Ix; + v2Sx; + va3lnr; +vaSari + vsIxiInrs + Yelx:Sari + v SxiInr; + Y¥8Sx S + YoC + USy, 17

Where E [ex ;] = Elenmie) = Elevi) = E [viy,] = E [vsy,] =E [viy,] =E [vsy,] =E[viy,] = E[vsy,] = 0 and where
EXi11EMig>EYig> (Vix;r VSx; )y WIngss VSar, )and(vry, ,, Vs, ;) are mutually independent and where C' denotes baseline covariates
which as discussed below we select to represent exposure-mediator, exposure-outcome and mediator-outcome confounders.

Equations 9, 12 and 15 specify the growth model for individual ¢’s treatment/exposure, mediator and outcome respectively.
Equations 10-11, 13-14 and 16-17 specify the intercept and slope for the exposure, mediator and outcome respectively. Note
that equations 16 and 17 allow for exposure-mediator interaction. In the absence of interaction we specify ¢5 = ¢ = ¢p7 =
ps="7=77% =77 =78 =0.

We use counterfactual notation Iy, zommyy SY wyeamimes IMzyz, a0d SMzy 5y, Where Iy 4 5om, m, denotes the value of the
intercept model for Y if we were to set Ix = x1, Sx = 2, Inr = m1 and Syr = m2; Sy 4, 29m,m, denotes the value of the slope
model for Y if we were to set Ix = z1, Sx = 22, Iy = m1 and Sy = ma2; I, 5, denotes the value of the intercept model for
M if we were to set Ix = x1 and Sx = x2 and Sy, ,, denotes the value of the slope model for M if we were to set X = x.
We use Yz, zom;ms t0 denote the counterfactual outcome Y if we were to set Ix = z1, Sx = x2, Ipy = m1 and Sy = ma. The
natural direct effect for two values of the intercept function of the treatment/exposure z1 and zi and for two values of the

slope function of the treatment/exposure z2 and 3, is defined as E [lezz Infpt s Saiares — Ya and expresses
172 172

172 1Moy SMIT%}
how much the intercept and slope of the outcome process would change on average if the intercept and slope functions of
the treatment/exposure were changed from levels 7 = 25 = 0 to £1 = a1 and z2 = a2 but for each individual the intercept
and slope of the mediator process is kept at the level it would have taken under the absence of the treatment/exposure.
The natural indirect effect for two values of the intercept function of the treatment/exposure 21 and z7 and for two values
of the slope function of the treatment/exposure x2 and z3, is defined as E [Y11221A“112 SMaywy — Yzlzszx;z; stiﬁw;] and
expresses how much the intercept and slope of the outcome process would change on average if the if the intercept and slope

functions of the treatment/exposure were controlled at levels z1 = a1 and z2 = a2 but the intercept and slope of the mediator

process were changed from the level they would take if the if the intercept and slope functions of the treatment/exposure

9



functions were changed from 7 = x5 = 0 to 1 = a1 and 2 = as. We show below that the natural direct and indirect effects

are identified if:

Iy sy Syiysy Ulx,Sx|C (no unmeasured confounding for the exposure-outcome relationship) (Ch)
Iy 1y, 80> SY 1y sy Wi, Sullx, Sx,C (no unmeasured confounding for the mediator-outcome relationship) (Co)
Infoy2g, SMayz, UIx,Sx|C (no unmeasured confounding for the exposure-mediator relationship) (C7)

Iy oy mas SYmy my WM ety SMatay |C' (no mediator-outcome confounders which are affected by the exposure)  (C8)

Proposition: For any function u if (C5) - (C-8) hold then

* *
E [u (IY131$211L1;ET:E§ SJW:ET.T,;7SYI112IMme§SMJ:Tm§)i| = Z E[u (Iy, Sy) |z1, 2, m1, ma, c] Pr (m1, ma|27, 23, ¢) Pr(c)
c,my,ma

Proof:
10



E [u (I“lzﬂwm; Srepoy) SY mroairasos Sszws)}

- ZE [u (IY“””?IMwIwgsMw;zg ’ SYZIW’M;»;zg SMgfl*w;) |IC = C} Pr(C =¢) (Iterated Expectations)

§ E [u (IYz112m1m27SYI1I2m1m2) |C =¢ IMz{zg = mai, SJWsz; = m2]

c,mi,ma
x Pr (IMzi‘zg =m1, SMajey = me|C = c) Pr(C =c¢) (Iterated Expectations)

== Z ]E['LL (IYzlz2m1m27SYzlzzm1m2) |C: C] Pr (IMz’l‘zz :thMzIz; :m2|IX :xTaSX :J];,C: C) PI‘(C: C)

¢,mj,m2

((C8) & (CT))

= Z E[u (Iywlﬁvzmlmwsymxzmlmz) |IX =x1,5x = x2,C = ]

¢,mi,m2

x Pr(Ing = ma,Su = me|lx = 27,Sx = x5,C = ¢) Pr(C = ¢) ((C5) & consistency)

= Z E [u (1Y 21 59mqma> OY s1m9myms) [ Ix = 21, Sx = x2, Ing = ma, Sy = ma, C =

c,mi,ma
x Pr(Inf = m1,Sm = me|lx = 27,Sx = 5,C = ¢) Pr(C = ¢) ((Ce))

= Z Efu(Iy,Sy) |Ix = x1,Sx = x2,Im = m1,Su = m2,C = (]

cmy,ma
x Pr(In = ma, Su = ma|lx = z1,5x = z3,C = ¢)Pr(C =¢) (consistency)

= Z E[u (Iy,Sy) |1, x2, m1, m2, c] Pr (m1, ma|z], x5, ) Pr(c)

¢,mi,m2

This completes the proof.

Then if we replace x with z* we get:

* * * *
E [u ([ymfmgzszmgqumg,Symfm;IqugsMw,fw;)] = E E[u (Iy, Sy) |z1, 3, m1, m2, ] Pr (m1, mz|z1, 23, c) Pr(c)
c¢,mi,ma

from this it follows with u(Iy,Sy) = Iy + Syt + ey that the average natural direct effect is given by:

E U(IYZE xol * % S * *7SY:L‘ zol # xS * *) 7u(IYz*z*I # xS * x7SY1‘*SL‘*I %% S * *):| =
|: 1¥2 Mg fal P Ml al 1¥2 Mz fal P Mol al 1P2 M aai P Majal 172 MzTaf P Ma]ad

Z {E [u (Iy, Sy) |*1,x2, m1,me, c] — E[u(Iy, Sy)|zI, 3, m1, ma,c|} Pr (m1,ma|z], z5,¢) Pr(c) (18)

c,mi,ma

If we replaced =™ with  we would get:

E [u (Iyx1w21lezQSNIIIIQ’SY:I)IszMIlZQSMJ;le)] = Z E[u (Iy, Sy) |m1,x2,m1,m2,c] Pr (m17m2 1’1,21’2,(2) Pr(c)

c,my1,ma
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from this it follows with u(Iy,Sy) = Iy + Syt + ¢y that the natural indirect effect is given by:

E [u (IyxlwlM.rlmQSMmlmQ’SYﬂclmIMxlmQSMmlzZ) —u (IYﬂclrQIMz’l‘m; SMmT:E;’SlexQIMmIzESMm*)} =

Z E[u(Iy,Sy) |z1, x2, m1, ma, c| {Pr (m1, mz|z1, 2, ¢) — Pr (m1, ma|z], x5,¢)} Pr(c) (19)

c,my,ma

With the model shown in Figure 2 we have that Y = u (Iy, Sy) = Iy + Syt + ey. Thus given (16) and (17) we have

E[u(Iy,Sy) |z1, T2, m1, M2, c] = ¢o + ¢121 + P22z + ¢p3mi + dama + dsx1m1 + Pex1M2 + drT2mi + PsTama + Poc

+ (Yo + 1171 + Y272 + Y3 + Yama + YsT1ma + YeT1ma2 + Y7 + Tama + YsTama + Yoc)t

and

E[u(Iy, Sy) |x3, x5, m1,m2, c] = ¢o + ¢127 + s + pami + pama + dsrimi + eximae + drramy + psrama + doc

+ (Yo + MTT + Y275 + y3ma + Yame + YTIma + YeTime + 7 + T3Ma + YsT3Me + Yoc)t

Therefore the average natural direct effect is

D A Fmt+ (&5 + vst)ma + (d6 + v6t)ma) (@1 — a1) + (¢2 + 2t + (7 + yrt)ma + (ds + yst)ma) (w2 — 23)}

c,mi,ma

= (¢1 + 7t + (¢5 +0)E [Mi]zy, x5, ] + (o6 + ¥6t)E [Ma|zT, 23, ]) (x1 — 27) + (d2 + 72t + (¢7 + 7t)E [Mi|z7T, 23,
+ (¢s + yst)E [Ma|x1, 23, ]) (z2 — x3)

= (¢1 + 71t + (5 + 75t) (S0 + 127 + F2x3 + 55¢) + (d6 + Yot )(Bo + Brxt + Boxs + B5¢))(x1 — )

+ (2 + 2t + (7 + y7t) (8o + S127 + Saxs + d5¢) + (Ps + Yst)(Bo + Bix] + Baxs + B5¢)) (x2 — 3)

Given (13), (14), (15) and (16) we have

E [t (I er0aars,y 1y Sy ras SY 1300001 g a1 010y )| = 90+ 70t + (61 + 718)21 + (62 + 2t)2
+ (é3 +3t) (80 + 3¢) + (ha +74t) (Bo + B3¢) + ((¢5 + 75t) (0 + 85¢) + (6 + 76t) (Bo + Bac))a
+ (&7 +77t) (80 + d5¢) + (ds + 75t)(Bo + Bac))a2 + ((¢3 +738)81 + (¢a +7at) B1) 1
+ ((¢3 +73t)02 + (¢ + 7at)B2)w2 + ((d5 + 51)d1 + (6 + V6t) B1) 2121
+ ((¢5 + ¥5t)02 + (d6 + Y6t) B2) 122 + ((d7 + Y7t)01 + (¢8 + Y8t)B1) 221

+ ((¢7 + y7t)d2 + (¢s + yst) B2) w222
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E [t (I e10aars,y 0y Sy rar SY 12310001 g a1 010y )| = 00+ 708 + (61 + 110)21 + (92 + 2)2
+ (63 + 73t) (do + 03¢) + (4 + 7at) (Bo + Bzc) + ((é5 + 75t) (do + 05¢) + (¥6 + Y61) (Bo + B3c)) 71
+ ((¢7 4 v7t) (3o + 85¢) + (B8 + st) (o + B3¢))z2 + ((¢3 + 73t)01 + (¢4 + 7at) Br) ]
+ ((¢3 + 73t)02 + (Pa +7at) B2)x5 + ((¢5 + y5t)01 + (d6 + Y6t) B1)T127
+ ((¢5 + 58)02 + (6 + Y6t) B2)z125 + ((P7 + ¥7t)01 + (@8 + Y8t)B1)z2]

+ ((¢7 + v7t)d2 + (ds + vst) B2)z2x5

Therefore the average natural indirect effect is:

Z E[u(Iy, Sy) |z1, T2, m1, ma, ¢] Pr (m1, ma|z1, x2, ¢) Pr(c) — E [u Iy, Sy) |z1, T2, m1, ma, c] Pr (m1, ma|z], 73, c) Pr(c)

c¢,mi,m2

= (3 +3t)01 + (¢4 + yat) Br)z1 + ((d3 + Y3t)02 + (P4 + 7at)B2) w2 + ((d5 + 5t)01 + (d6 + Y6t) B1)x121
+ ((¢5 +¥5t)02 + (P6 + Y6t) B2)T122 + (97 + ¥7t)01 + (P8 + ¥8t) Br)T2T1 + (@7 + Y7t)02 + (@8 + V81) B2 ) T222
= ((¢s +v3t)01 + (¢4 + yat) Br)ar — (63 + yst)d2 + (¢a + 7at)B2)2z — (5 + V5t)01 + (b6 + y6t) Br)z121
= ((¢5 + 5t)02 + (d6 + 16t)B2)x122 — (($7 + Y7t)d1 + (P8 + ¥8t) Br) w221 — ((P7 + 178)02 + (P8 + Yst) B2) w272
= ((¢3 + y3t)d1 + (¢a + vat) 1) (z1 — 21) + ((¢3 + 73t)02 + (da + 7at)B2) (22 — 23)
+ ((#5 + 75t)01 + (¢6 + 6t)B1) (2121 — 2127) + (5 + ¥5t)02 + (d6 + Y6t) B2) (T122 — T123)

+ ((¢7 +y7t)01 + (P + ys8t) B1) (w21 — x227) + ((P7 4 y7t)d2 + (@8 + Y8t) Bo) (T22 — 273)

As discussed previously in the absence of interaction we specify ¢5 = ¢ = 7 = s = 75 = 76 = v = ys = 0. This leads

to the following direct effect:

D @+ mt) (@1 —ai) + (62 +2t) (22 — 23)} Pr(ma, mafa”, ¢) Pr(c)

c,mi,ma

= {1 +mt) (w1 —27) + (¢2 +12t) (2 —23)} D> Pr(mi,mofz”, ) Pr(c)

c,my,ma

= (¢1 + mt)(z1 — 1) + (P2 + v2t) (z2 — 3)

and the following indirect effect:

13



Z E[u(Iy,Sy) |1, T2, m1, m2, c| Pr (m1, ma|z1, 22, ¢) Pr(c) — E[u (Iy, Sy) |1, T2, m1, m2, | Pr (m1, ma|z], 25, ¢) Pr(c)

c¢,mj,m2

= ((¢3 +y3t)01 + (¢a +vat)B1)(x1 — 1) + ((¢3 + Y3t)d2 + (Pa + vat)B2) (x2 — x3)

4 Standard Errors of Direct and Indirect Effects

When considering the direct and indirect effects it is important to be able to test the statistical significance of these effects.
Folmer|[22], Sobel[23, 24], Bollen[25] and Bollen & Stine[26] suggest applying the delta method to estimate the asymptotic
variances of the indirect and total effect. We suggest that the delta method is used in this case as well. In the latent growth
mediation context both the direct and indirect effects are nonlinear functions of several model coefficient estimators. We

then use the first order multivariate delta method in order to approximate the standard errors:

9(0) ~900)+ 2> (20)

Considering equation 20 we see that g(f) is approximately equal to a linear function of §. We have from large sample
theory that g (9) is approximately normal. Given that g(0) is a constant we have a constant plus a multiple of a normally

distributed variable so in large samples g (é) is approximately normal[26].

g (0) ~ N (9(0),Vg(6) Var(9)Vg(6))

This means that we can use the normal distribution to create confidence intervals as well as perform hypothesis tests on

the direct and indirect effects of models 1 and 2.

4.1 Standard Errors for Model 1
Using standard SEM software to fit model 1 results in estimates 8 of § = (8o,01,05)", B of B = (Bo,B1,Bs), ¢ of ¢ =

(¢07 ¢17¢27¢37¢47¢57¢é)/ and ’3/ of Y= (70771772773,7477577é)l' USng these we take

0= (5,8,6,7) = (80, 61,05, Bo, B1, Ba, b0, b1, b2, $3, Pa, B5, B6, Y0, Y15 V2, V3, Va5 V55 V6)-

Given the direct effect for model 1 in Section 2 we have

g(0) = (1 + ¢a(b0 + 1™ + 5é0) + ¢5(Bo + Brx™ + Béc) + 71t 4+ v4(do + d12™ + 5é0)t +95(Bo + Prx™ + 5éc)t)

Thus we have

14



Vg(0) = (¢a + vat, (pa + yat)x™, (pa + yat)c', ¢5 + Y5t, (¢5 + vs5t)z™, (¢5 + Y5t)c’, 0,1

,0,0,80 + 812* + ¢, Bo + Prx™ + Bhe,0',0,1,0,0, (8o + d12™ + dhc)t, (Bo + Bia™ + Bae)t,0')

Thus SE (g(0)) = +/Vg(0)'Var(0)Vg(0). This leads to the standard error of the direct effect in model 1:

VVg(0)Var(0)Vg(0)|z — 27|

Given the indirect effect for model 1 in Section 2 we have

9(0) = [(¢2 + 72t)01 + (5 + vst)B] (x — &™) + [(Pa + 7at)d1 + (¢5 + V5t) B (z” — zz™)]

Thus we have

Vg(0) = (0, (d2 + ya2t)(x — ™) + (¢4 + yat) (a® — 22%),0,0, (¢3 + v3t)(z — 2*) + (¢35 + 5t)(z° — 22),0",0,0

Lo (z — %), Bi(z — x¥), 01 (2 — zx™), 1 (a® — xx™),0,0,01t(z — x*), fut(z — x*), 61t (z° — zx*), But(z”® — zz"),0")

Thus the standard error of the indirect effect in model 1:

VVg(0)' Var(0)Vg(0)

4.2 Standard Errors for Model 2

Using standard SEM software to fit model 2 results in estimates go of po, 5\0 of Ao, 5of 5 = (60,51,527(5;';)’, B of 8 =

(Bo, B, B2, B5), & of ¢ = (¢o, b1, P2, P3, Pa, P5, b6, b7, ds, ) and 4 of ¥ = (Y0, 71,72, Y3, Vas V5, Ve, V7, 78, ¥6) - Using these

we take

0= (P0>>\0757ﬁ7¢7’7) = (pO»)\0760761a6275é7ﬂ07/817:327:3é7¢0a¢17¢21¢3,¢47¢57¢67¢77¢87¢/97707’717727737747757’767777787’Yﬁ/))'

Given the direct effect for model 2 in Section 3 we have

g(0) = (¢1 + vt + (@5 + v5t) (G0 + d127 + S225 + d5¢) + (d6 + Y6t) (Bo + 1zl + B2x5 + Bsc)) (w1 — o7)

+ (g2 + Y2t + (@7 + 7t) (B0 + 0127 + 0225 + 03¢) + (ps + Yst)(Bo + Pra] + Paxs + Bic)(x2 — x3)

Thus we have

15



Vg(0) = (0,0, (¢5 + vst) (@1 — x1) + (7 + v7t) (x2 — 23), (¢5 + yst)xi (21 — 21) + (7 + yrt) 2] (w2 — 3)
(05 +yst)as(zr — af) + (b7 + yrt)as(x2 — 23), (¢5 + 5t) (21 — 1) + (7 + yrt)c (w2 — x3)
s (d6 + v6t) (x1 — 27) + (P8 + y8t) (T2 — 23), (D6 + v6t) 21 (21 — 27) + (P + st) 2] (T2 — 73)
s (6 + yet) w3 (z1 — 27) + (¢s +yst)as (v2 — 23), (P +Y6t)c (21 — 1) + (P58 + yst)c (w2 — 23)
,0, (z1 — 27), (2 — 3),0,0, (60 + 6125 + Sazs + 85¢)(z1 — 1), (Bo + Pzt + Boxsy + Bsc)(z1 — z7)
, (60 + 6125 + dozs + 5¢) (z2 — x3), (Bo + Bzt + Baxs + Bsc) (w2 — 23),0°,0, (z1 — 21)t, (2 — 3)t
10,0, (60 + 6127 + 225 + 5¢) (21 — x7), (Bo + Prai + Pzl + Bic) (w1 — 1)

, (80 + 6127 + 825 + 85¢) (z2 — 3), (Bo + Brzl + Baxs + Bsc) (w2 — 3),0")

Thus the standard error of the direct effect in model 2:

V/Vg(0)Var(0)Vg(0)

Given the indirect effect for model 2 in Section 3 we have

9(0) = ((¢3 + v3t)01 + (¢4 + vat) B1) (@1 — 21) + ((¢3 + Yat)d2 + (¢4 + vat)B2) (w2 — x3)
+ ((¢5 + y5t)01 + (d6 + v6t)B1) (121 — z127) + ((¢5 + Y5t)02 + (P6 + Y6t)P2) (T122 — T123)

+ ((¢7 + v7t)d1 + (¢ps + vst) B1) (w21 — 2271 ) + ((P7 + Y7t)d2 + (¢bs + Yst)B2) (T2T2 — T2T3)

Thus we have
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Vg(0) = (0,0,0, (¢3 + v3t)(z1 — 1) + (¢5 + v5t) (121 — 127) + (P7 + Y7t) (W21 — T27)
(@3 +73t) (z2 — @3) + (¢5 + Y5t) (@122 — T123) + (7 + Y7t) (2222 — T275),07,0
(64 +yat) (@1 — 21) + (¢6 + Y6t) (z171 — 2171) + (s + Y8t) (w271 — T227)
, (P4 + vat) (z2 — 25) + (P6 + Y6t) (T172 — T125) + (Ps + Yst) (T2x2 — T273)
,01,0,0,0,81(z1 — x7) 4 02 (w2 — x3), Bi(z1 — 27) + Ba(z2 — z3)
JO01(z1xr — z1a)) + Sa (w122 — 2125), Br(z121 — 2127) + Ba(z122 — 2125)
,01(z2m1 — 22x]) + O2(2x2 — T215), B (Tv2w1 — x22]) + Po(T2x2 — T275)
,01,0,0,0,81t(z1 — x7) + dat (w2 — x3), Bit(z1 — x7) + Pot(z2 — 3)
J0rt(ziy — x1al) + Got(z1me — 123), rt(zrz1 — z127) + Bat(z1m2 — 2123)

,01t(woxy — waxy) 4 Oot(woms — x2x3), frt(zams — 22]) + Bat(T2x2 — 2273), 0’

Thus the standard error of the indirect effect in model 2:

VVg(0)' Var(0)Vg(0)

5 An Example

In this section we give an example of a longitudinal mediation analysis using latent growth curve models and the definition
of the direct and indirect effects shown in section 2. The data and motivation of this example comes from Gunzler et al.[27].
Their goal was to develop an adjusted screening tool to better assess depressive symptoms in Multiple Sclerosis (MS) pa-
tients. Screening for depression in this population can be challenging due to the overlap of MS symptoms with symptoms of
depression. Disentangling these relationships can be key for treatment as depression is the most frequent psychiatric diagnosis

in MS patients [28].

Consider the latent growth curve model as shown in figure 3. We are interested in how MS type (0 — relapsing, —1 —
progessive) affects self-reported depression screening (PHQ-9) directly and indirectly through a timed 25-foot walk. As noted
in Figure 3, log timed walk (Itw) and PHQ-9 (PHQ) are measured at 6 different time points. These time points vary between

subjects.

PHQ-9 is used both in screening and monitoring of depression in patients. Patients respond to a likert scale from 0

(not at all) to 3 (every day) about 9 different symptoms over the prior 2 weeks before their appointment[27]. This leads
17
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Figure 3: MS and Depression Example

to a total score with a range from 0 to 27. The 25-foot timed walk is a quantitative test of mobility and leg function.
Gunzler et al used an additional peg test to quantitatively assess arm and hand function as well as using each symptom of

PHQ-9 as an outcome. Here we focus on the total PHQ-9 score as the outcome and only the log timed walk for the mediator. .

Gunzler et al.[27] used data from the Knowledge Program developed at Cleveland Clinic’s Neurological Institute [29]
which links PHQ-9 data to its EPIC electronic health record. The Mellen Center[30] for MS manages more than 20,000 visits
and 1,000 new patients every year for MS treatment. The Knowledge Program tracks illness severity and treatment efficacy
over time across the Mellen Center. This data comes from a retrospective cohort containing patients with measurements of
PHQ-9 and a 25-foot timed walk data available. Table 1 displays the demographic information of the 3,507 patients in the

sample from 2008 - 2011. In the table the patients are split by a PHQ-9 score of < 10 and > 10, where 10 is a validated

threshold for moderate depression[31].

For this example we fit the following mediator process

ltwis = Dipw,; + Sttw; + Ettw,,

Litw, = 60 + 01CCLBL; + vy,
Sitw; = Po + p1CCLBL; + VSitw,;

and the following outcome process

PHQit = Ipag, + Spuq; + €PHQ,;

Ipnq; = ¢o + ¢1CCLBl; + ¢alitw; + ¢3lstw; + Vipyg,
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PHQ-9<10 PHQ-9>10

n = 2,502 n—1,005 1 -value
PHQ-9 3.64 +2.75 15.26 + 4.40 < 0.001
MSPS fatigue 1.62+1.25 3.35 £ 1.12 < 0.001
MSPS cognitive 0.86 £ 0.96 2.23£1.30 < 0.001
MSPS mobility 1.37+1.58 2.39£1.48 < 0.001
MSPS hand function 0.77 £ 0.94 1.79 £1.27 < 0.001
25-Foot time walk 7.85 + 10.56 8.83 £ 7.61 0.002
9-hole peg test 23.68 +10.66  26.82+12.48 < 0.001
Age 46.12 +11.88 44.474+11.20 < 0.001
Baseline time since diagnosis ~ 11.80 £ 10.00 10.89 £ 9.37 0.016
Female (%) 1,836(74) 740(74) 0.879
Race, n(%) 0.07
Caucasian 2,112 (85) 821 (82)
African-American 225 (9) 114 (11)
Other 144 (6) 65 (7)
MS type, n(%) 0.067
Relapsing 2,045 (84) 787 (82)
Progressive 383 (16) 177 (18)

Table 1: Demographics of the 3,507 Patients in Sample

SpuQ; =7 + NCCLBLi + ¢2litw; + ¢3lstw; + Vsy,, -

Where E [e1wi] = E[epuq;) = E [v,,,] = E[vsy.,] =E [VIPHQi] =E [VSPHQJ = 0 and where €itw;,, EPHQ:1 > (VI ;1 VSitw,; ) 0NA(VI,

are mutually independent. For simplicity here were no baseline covariates adjusted for in the analysis.

Variable | Estimate | Std. Err. t Pr > |t 95% CI

do 2.361 0.029 81.106 | < 0.001 | 2.30416  2.41784
01 0.59 0.031 19.057 | < 0.001 | 0.52924  0.65076
Bo 0.066 0.012 5.695 | < 0.001 | 0.04248  0.08952
51 0.049 0.012 4.018 | < 0.001 | 0.02548  0.07252
oo -0.825 0.996 -0.828 0.408 -2.77716  1.12716
01 -1.238 0.377 -3.288 0.001 | -1.97692 -0.49908
02 3.677 0.499 7.365 | <0.001 | 2.69896  4.65504
o3 -8.897 4.343 -2.049 0.04 -17.4093  -0.38472
Yo 1.643 0.463 3.552 | <0.001 | 0.73552  2.55048
a1 0.396 0.18 2.205 0.027 0.0432 0.7488

Y2 -0.904 0.233 -3.875 | < 0.001 | -1.36068 -0.44732
Y3 8.185 2.096 3.905 | <0.001 | 4.07684 12.29316

Table 2: Estimates from Model showin if Figure 3. Obtained using Mplus version 7.2[32]

Table 2 displays the results estimated by fitting the above model in Mplus. Recall from Section 2 that for this model
without interaction the direct effect is (¢1 + v1t)(z — z*) and the indirect effect is ((¢p2 + Y2t)d1 + (¢p3 + v3t) 1) (z — z¥). We

let z =0 and z* = —1 to reflect a change in MS status from relapsing to progressive such that the direct effect is

(¢p1 +7t)(x — ") = —1.238 + 0.396t
19



and the indirect effect is

((d2 + 72t)01 + (B3 +v3t)B1) (& — 2*) = ((3.677 — 0.904£)0.59 + (—8.897 + 8.185£)0.049)

Recall from Section 4.1 that the standard error of the direct effect is \/Vg(04)'Var(0)Vg(0a)|z — z*| where Vg(64)'

(0,0,0,0,0,1,0,0,0,¢,0,0) and the standard error for the indirect effect is \/Vg(0;q)'Var(0)Vg(0:qa) where Vg(0;a) =
((0,(p2 + y2 * t)(x — 27),0,(p3 + 73 * t)(x — "), 0,0, (61, B1)(z — 27),0,0,1 * t(x — z*), B1 * t(x — ")), where Var(0) is

estimated by Mplus.

Table 3 displays the direct and indirect effects at various time points as well as a 95% confidence interval at each time
point and p-value of the effect at that particular time point. We see that initially direct effect is negative however it becomes
statistically insignificant sometime between 1 and 2 years. However the indirect effect is positive with decreasing effect size

yet remains statistically significant throughout the duration of this study.

Time Direct Effect 95%Cl Indirect Effect 95%Cl

(years) Lower ‘ Upper | p-value Lower ‘ Upper
0 -1.238 | -1.97659 | -0.49942 0.001 1.733477 | 1.270811 | 2.196144 | < 0.001
1 -0.842 | -1.50667 | -0.17733 0.013 1.601182 | 1.245434 1.95693 | < 0.001
2 -0.446 | -1.21115 | 0.319154 0.253 1.468887 | 1.065199 | 1.872575 | < 0.001
3 -0.05 -1.0382 | 0.938198 0.921 1.336592 | 0.768012 | 1.905172 | < 0.001

Table 3: Direct and Indirect Effects of Model in Figure 3

MacKinnon[18] defines the direct effect as y1 = 0.396 95% CI (0.043, 0.749) and an indirect effect of 513 = (0.049)(8.185) =
0.401 95% CI (0.122, 0.680), where the standard error of the indirect effect is |/B702, + 7303, = 0.142. This makes the fur-
ther assumption that the direct and indirect effect remain constant throughout time as opposed to the methods in this paper

which allow for the direct and indirect effect to change with time.

6 Discussion

This paper mathematically defines the direct and indirect effects of longitudinal mediation with latent growth curve mod-
els using counterfactuals. We build upon the models considered by MacKinnon[17, 18] but allowed for the presence of
treatment/exposure-mediator interaction. We then considered the assumptions needed for identifiability of these direct and

indirect effects. Those assumptions are:

1. No unmeasured confounding of the exposure-outcome relationship

2. No unmeasured confounding of the mediator-outcome relationship

20



3. No unmeasured confounding of the exposure-mediator relationship

4. No mediator-outcome confounders which are affected by the exposure

We mathematically define these effects using the above assumptions first with a model in which the treatment/exposure is
binary, followed by a model in which the treatment/exposure itself changes with time. We find that latent growth mediation
models in current literature allow for the intercept of the outcome to be a cause for the slope of the mediator. This violates
assumption 4 since the intercept of the outcome would become a mediator-outcome confounder which itself was affected by
exposure. We also find that with models currently in the literature it is assumed that the direct and indirect effects remain
constant while these methods allow them to vary with time. With the direct and indirect effects defined we consider the
delta method for estimating the standard error of those effects.

We then gave an example using model 1 and found the direct and indirect effects along with their 95% confidence intervals.

We compared this to the direct and indirect effect estimates obtained using MacKinnon’s method.
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