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Abstract

Political scientists are increasingly attuned to the promises and pitfalls of establishing causal ef-
fects. But the vital question for many is not if a causal effect exists but why and how it exists. Even
so, many researchers avoid causal mediation analyses due to the assumptions required, instead
opting to explore causal mechanisms through what we call intermediate outcome tests. These tests
use the same research design used to estimate the effect of treatment on the outcome to estimate
the effect of the treatment on one or more mediators, with authors often concluding that evidence
of the latter is evidence of a causal mechanism. We show in this paper that, without further as-
sumptions, this can neither establish nor rule out the existence of a causal mechanism. Instead,
such conclusions about the indirect effect of treatment rely on implicit and usually very strong
assumptions that are often unmet. Thus, such causal mechanism tests, though very common in
political science, should not be viewed as a free lunch but rather should be used judiciously, and
researchers should explicitly state and defend the requisite assumptions.
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1 Introduction

Over the last few decades, causal inference has become a bedrock of quantitative research in political
science, with greater care devoted to defining causal quantities of interest and stating and assessing the
required assumptions. For good reasons, the main focus of this causal turn has been on establishing
the existence (or nonexistence) of a causal effect on some interesting outcome. But scholars are often
even more interested in why a causal effect exists as much as if a causal effect exists, leading to the
proliferation of causal mechanism tests in empirical political science.

There has long been disagreement about the proper way to test for causal mechanisms, leading
to a fractured landscape and difficulty in understanding how different tests relate. From a formal
point of view, causal mechanisms have been most closely linked to mediation analysis, wherein the
overall average treatment effect is decomposed into its direct (net of a mediating variable of interest)
and indirect effects (Pearl, 2001; Imai, Keele and Yamamoto, 2010; Imai et al., 2011). Some scholars,
however, object to causal mediation analysis because of the strong assumptions it requires (Green, Ha
and Bullock, 2010; Acharya, Blackwell and Sen, 2016; Bullock and Green, 2021; Callis, Dunning and
Tunodn, 2024). In particular, identification of the average direct and indirect effects relies on unver-
ifiable assumptions that (i) the mediator is as-if randomized condition on pretreatment covariates,
and (ii) there are no other post-treatment variables that confound the mediator-outcome relation-
ship. This skepticism is reflected in the relative lack of causal mediation analyses in recent empirical
political science articles. We analyzed 487 empirical papers published in the American Political Science
Review, the American Journal of Political Science, and The Journal of Politics between 2022 and 2023
and found that 161 (33%) provided at least one quantitative test for causal mechanisms. As shown by
Figure 1, however, of these 161 papers, only 16 (10%) employed a formal causal mediation analysis.

If these studies do not employ formal techniques of causal mediation, how do they assess causal
mechanisms? Figure 1 shows it is common for researchers to employ an alternative approach to eval-
uating causal mechanisms, which in this paper we call intermediate outcome tests or IOTs. In these tests,
researchers estimate the causal effect of the treatment on one or more potential mediators, often using

the same research design used to estimate the main effect of the treatment on the outcome (Green, Ha
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Figure 1: Proportion of papers analyzing causal mechanisms using different approaches from top
journals in political science (APSR, AJPS, JOP), 2022-2023.

and Bullock, 2010; Callis, Dunning and Tunén, 2024). Under this approach, if researchers detect an
average treatment effect on a mediator, this mediator is considered part of a potential “mechanism”
for the treatment effect on outcome. IOTs have clear, intuitive appeal since it seems to follow that,
for M to mediate the relationship between treatment A and outcome Y, there must be an effect of
A on M and then of M on Y. The (often implicit) argument for the IOT approach is that an average
effect of A on M is a necessary and sometimes sufficient condition for M to be a causal mechanism.
Thus, it is no surprise that this simple ad hoc approach is one of the dominant ways to estimate causal
mechanisms, accounting for roughly 40% of the papers in our literature review.

In this paper, we show that, in an experimental context, intermediate outcome tests under ran-
domization of treatment alone can neither establish nor rule out the existence of an indirect effect of
treatment on the outcome through that mediator. Papers that imply otherwise are engaging (often
unknowingly) in what we call assumption smuggling or presenting suspect conclusions that rely on

strong hidden assumptions alongside well-grounded findings that depend on the more reasonable,



explicitly stated assumptions. We establish the IOT’s inability to inform mechanisms using sharp
nonparametric bounds that contain all values of the indirect effect consistent with the observed data
and the maintained assumptions. Under randomization of treatment alone, these bounds are never
informative about the sign of the indirect effect for two reasons. First, the average effect of the treat-
ment on the mediator might mask heterogeneous treatment effects that are important to the causal
mechanism. Second, establishing indirect effects requires strong evidence or assumptions about the
effect of the mediator on the outcome at the individual level.

To help researchers navigate this, we further introduce a set of assumptions that, though very
rarely discussed in practice, do enable the IOT procedure to have a meaningful interpretation. Specif-
ically, we investigate a monotonic mediator response assumption that the units’ value of the mediator
can only be affected by treatment in one direction. Under this assumption, we show that a lack of
treatment effect on the mediator can, in fact, rule out indirect effects through that mediator. We also
derive the nonparametric sharp bounds for the average indirect effect under this assumption, show-
ing that IOTs can “approximately” rule out mechanisms in that small (zero) effects of the treatment
on the outcome imply small (zero) indirect effects. Of course, monotonicity is a strong, untestable
assumption that will frequently be violated in applied practice, and there is no design-based way to
ensure it holds. Thus, it is critical for researchers to state this assumption clearly and to interrogate
it if they wish to use IOTs to assess causal mechanisms at all.

Can IOTs ever establish the sign of an indirect effect? We also show that, unfortunately, it is
nearly impossible to establish the sign of an indirect effect even under very strong assumptions. In
particular, we show that even if we assume a positive average effect of the mediator on the outcome,
the sharp nonparametric bounds on the indirect effect will never be informative about the sign of
that effect. Thus, while the monotonic mediator response assumption may allow researchers to rule
out potential pathways, no intermediate outcome test can establish the simple existence of a causal
mechanism even if we make heroic assumptions about the mediator-outcome relationship.

The contributions of this paper are twofold. First, we highlight for applied researchers that this

ad hoc, widely used approach to analyze causal mechanisms actually relies on strong and unusually



unstated assumptions; relaxing the assumptions, as we show, can render substantive conclusions in-
valid. Second, by clarifying the assumptions needed, we provide guidance for applied researchers
looking to provide substantive meaning for the interpretation of these IOTs. The takeaway message
of this paper reinforces what has been argued elsewhere: establishing causal mechanisms is difficult
and requires strong assumptions regardless of the approach. Researchers may not avoid this difficulty
even when using IOTs.

Our work contributes to a broader literature on causal mechanisms and (in)direct effects in mul-
tiple fields. Many scholars have formalized the concept of direct and indirect effects in terms of po-
tential outcomes and have derived assumptions that can point identify these quantities (Pearl, 2001;
Imai, Keele and Yamamoto, 2010). Most similar to our own work is Imai, Tingley and Yamamoto
(2013), which derived nonparametric bounds for indirect effects under several different experimental
designs, and Glynn (2012), which showed how individual-level heterogeneity in treatment effects ren-
ders many indirect effect tests ineffective. We expand on their results by showing how different causal
assumptions can change the bounds for a single experiment. Several studies have proposed alternative
ways to assess causal mechanisms, such as implicit mediation (Bullock and Green, 2021) and effect
heterogeneity (Fu and Slough, 2024). However, these papers show that these alternatives also rely on
strong assumptions. An alternative definition of causal mechanisms centers on a quantity known as
the “controlled direct effect” (CDE), which captures the average direct effect of a treatment variable
while holding the mediator fixed at a given value (Goetgeluk, Vansteelandt and Goetghebeur, 2008;
Acharya, Blackwell and Sen, 2016, 2018; Zhou and Wodtke, 2019; Blackwell and Strezhnev, 2022).
While identifying the CDE requires weaker assumptions than mediation, many mediation-skeptical
scholars object to these approaches because they require us to identify the effect of the mediator on
the outcome.!

This paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2, we discuss the setting of our two empirical appli-

cations, showing how researchers use IOTs in practice. Since the phrase “causal mechanisms” means

'Some recent work investigates how to handle multiple mediating variables (Imai and Yamamoto, 2013; Vander-
Weele, Vansteelandt and Robins, 2014; Daniel et al., 2015; Zhou and Yamamoto, 2023). These approaches typically rely
on stronger identification assumptions than in the single-mediator case, and multiple mechanism tests have yet to be
widely adopted in political science. For these reasons, we focus on the single-mediator setting.



different things to different scholars, we next lay out our preferred notation and definitions for causal
effects and causal mechanisms in Section 3. In Section 4, we formally analyze intermediate outcomes
tests using a principal stratification approach and derive sharp nonparametric bounds under different
assumptions. Section 5 applies these bounds to two recent studies, showing the limited amount that
can be learned about indirect effects with these tests. Section 6 discusses how scholars might consider
mechanisms when they cannot meet the assumptions we discuss in this paper. Section 7 concludes

and describes avenues for future research.

2 Two Motivating Examples
2.1 Reducing Outgroup Prejudice

An important literature in political psychology examines intergroup prejudices and which forms of
individual-oriented interventions might durably reduce such prejudices. An approach that has gar-
nered empirical support in a growing literature is the use of interpersonal conversations (Galinsky
and Moskowitz, 2000; Bruneau and Saxe, 2012; Broockman and Kalla, 2016; Adida, Lo and Platas,
2018; Simonovits, Kezdi and Kardos, 2018; Audette, Horowitz and Michelitch, 2020; Lowe, 2021;
Williamson et al., 2021), but an unresolved question in this recent work is which “narrative strategies”
are most effective at reducing prejudice. For example, an interpersonal conversation that emphasizes
taking the perspective of an outgroup member (“perspective taking”) may yield different outcomes
from one that simply describes the negative experiences of the outgroup (“ perspective getting”).

To evaluate the effects of distinct forms of interpersonal conversation on reducing prejudice, Kalla
and Broockman (2023) implement three field experiments alongside a survey experiment. In the field
experiments, volunteer canvassers went door to door (or phoned houses, in the case of the third) to
a sample of registered voters across multiple states, engaging in conversation about unauthorized
immigrants. Each respondent was randomly assigned to one of several narrative strategies. In the
survey experiment, researchers showed respondents a picture of an outgroup member and asked
them to engage in an exercise corresponding to different narrative strategies.

Across these experiments, the authors find narratives that simply describe the outgroup’s experi-



ence of discrimination consistently and durably reduce prejudicial attitudes as much as the narratives
that additionally ask respondents to imagine how they may feel if they had a similar experience. But
why does perspective-getting reduce prejudice? Addressing this question is important not only be-
cause of its theoretical dividends but also because it offers important insights for practitioners. Given
that prejudice interventions are often expensive and unscalable, discerning how perspective-getting
reduces exclusionary attitudes facilitates the development of more cost-effective interventions that
target these mechanisms. The authors implement an IOT to investigate mechanisms, showing pos-
itive, statistically significant effects of perspective-getting narratives on a handful of potential me-
diators, and argue that intervention “activates multiple mechanisms that have been found to reduce

prejudice” (Kalla and Broockman, 2023, p. 188).

2.2 Transitional Justice Museums and Support for Democracy

Transitional justice policies are frequently credited with facilitating democratic consolidation, recon-
ciliation, and peace-building in post-conflict societies (De Brito, Enriquez and Aguilar, 2001; Horne,
2014; Nalepa, 2010). Less is known, however, about how such policies operate at the individual level
and through what mechanisms. In a field experiment in Chile, Balcells, Palanza and Voytas (2022)
study one particular instance of transitional justice policy: museums. Students were randomized
into either a control condition or a treatment condition consisting of an hour-long tour of a museum
memorializing victims of General Augusto Pinochet’s dictatorship. The authors then fielded a survey
about beliefs about democracy and found that treated students “display greater support for demo-
cratic institutions, are more likely to reject institutions associated with the repressive period, and
are more supportive of restorative transitional justice policies" (Balcells, Palanza and Voytas, 2022, p.
496).

Identifying how such an intervention increases support for democratic institutions could help
inform the design of other, potentially less costly, policies. The authors implement an IOT procedure
using a battery of emotion-oriented questions to understand the mechanisms underlying their esti-

mated effects. They find that treated students demonstrate higher levels of emotion in both a positive



(e.g., feeling stimulated, inspired, interested) and negative (e.g., feeling tense, nervous, embarrassed)
sense. The authors take their IOT results as evidence that the “emotional experience" elicited by a

museum visit is an important pathway that explains its promotion of democratic sentiment.

3 Causal mechanisms: notation and quantities of interest

These two studies illustrate how many political scientists generate substantive conclusions about
“causal mechanisms,” the meaning of which is the source of some debate in the methodological and
statistical literature. We explore the interpretation of mediation-style indirect effects as one measure
of a causal mechanism. To explore this, we focus on a simple yet common empirical setting in the so-
cial sciences: the effect of a binary treatment on a binary outcome with a binary mediator. Obviously,
this does not capture all settings in political science, but many of the core ideas we present generalize
to other settings easily. In this section, we introduce basic notation and some well-understood issues
in the identification of direct and indirect effects; this sets the stage for the paper’s contributions in
the following section, in which we formalize the assumptions necessary for the IOT approach to be
informative about the mechanism.

Let A; € {0, 1} be abinary treatment variable, M; € {0, 1} be the binary mediator, and Y; € {0, 1}
be the binary outcome. In some cases, there may also be a vector of pretreatment covariates, X;, to
aid identification or make estimates more efficient. We refer to the (A;, M;,Y;, X;) as the observed
data and assume the vector is an independent and identically distributed draw from some population
distribution.

We use the potential outcomes framework for causality. Let Y;(a, m) be the outcome that unit i
would have if (potentially counter to fact) they received treatment A; = a and mediator M; = m. We

make the usual consistency assumption that ties these potential outcomes to observed outcomes:
Y; =Y;i(a,m) if A;j=a,M; =m.
In mediation analyses, we are also concerned about the effect of treatment on the mediator, so we

define potential outcomes for the mediator, M;(a) as well. In this framework, causal effects are con-

trasts between different potential outcomes.



With this notation, it is possible to define potential outcomes that involve “natural” values of the
mediator, such as Y;(1, M;(0)), which is the outcome that unit i would take if it was assigned to
treatment but had received the mediator value under the control condition. These types of potential
outcomes are important to mediation, but they create challenges in estimation and interpretation due
to their “cross-world” nature. In particular, a unit cannot simultaneously be subject to treatment and
control conditions at the same time, so Y;(1, M;(0)) is not observable even in principle.

The first causal question in this setting is generally “what is the overall effect of treatment?” To
this end, the potential outcome is just setting the treatment as Y;(a) = Y;(a, M;(a)), and we define

the average treatment effect (ATE) as

7 = E[Y;(1) - Y;(0)].

Similarly, we define the average treatment effect on the mediator (ATM) as

a = E[M;(1) - M;(0)].

Finally, the average natural indirect effect (ANIE) for a given treatment level is defined as

6(a) = E[Y;(a, M;(1)) - Y;(a, M;(0))]. (1)

The ANIE captures the “path-specific” idea of causal mechanisms since it is the effect of the mediator
induced by a change in treatment status, holding the direct effect of treatment constant. In a similar

spirit, we define the average natural direct effect (ANDE) as

{(a) = E[Y;(1, M;(a)) - Yi(0, M;(a))], )

which is the direct effect of the treatment holding the mediator to its natural value under treatment

level a. An attractive property of these mediation quantities is that they decompose the ATE,

7=6(a) +{(1-a), 3)

allowing a researcher to determine how much of an overall effect is due to the mediator or other

factors (Pearl, 2001; Imai, Keele and Yamamoto, 2010).



3.1 Identifying assumptions

The identification of the above causal effects from observational data requires assumptions. In this
paper, we assume a setting where researchers believe the main effects of treatment are identified but
are more skeptical of assumptions about the relationship between the mediator and the outcome. We

begin with the core identifying assumption of an experimental study.
Assumption 1 (Randomization). For all a,a’,m, {Y;(a,m), M;(a’)} 1L A; | X.

Assumption 1 is justified by randomized experiments but is also the key identifying assumption
of papers that invoke selection on observables to justify causal interpretations of estimates. While the
latter setting is often thought to be less plausible, a large body of work focuses on so-called “natural”
experiments that could make this assumption believable. Under this assumption, we can identify the

ATE as the average of covariate-specific effects,
T=E[E[Y; | A; = 1,Xi] - E[Y; | A; = 0,Xi]].

This randomization assumption encodes our belief in the basic design of an empirical paper.
However, identifying the direct and indirect effects relies on stronger assumptions about the rela-
tionship between the mediator and the outcome. In particular, Pearl (2001) and Imai, Keele and Ya-
mamoto (2010) have shown that we can identify the ANIE and ANDE by assuming that the mediator

is also as-if randomized conditional on treatment and the covariates.
Assumption 2 (Mediator as-if randomization). Y;(a’,m) 1L M;(a) | A; = a,X;

Many authors have expressed skepticism about Assumption 2 since it requires that there are no
(measured or unmeasured) post-treatment confounders for the relationship between the mediator
and the outcome. This means the effect of M; on ¥; must be identified using the exact same design

as the overall effect of treatment.? This condition is often difficult to sustain when the mediator is

20ne alternative approach that has garnered some attention in recent years involves estimating a quantity known as
the controlled direct effect (CDE), which captures the causal effect of a treatment when the mediator is fixed to a given
value. This quantity is attractive because it is identified under a weaker assumption than Assumption 2, one that allows
for the existence of observed “intermediate confounders” (confounders that are affected by the treatment and which affect
the mediator and outcome). A drawback of this approach is that it does not quantify the extent of mediation through M;
and only enables a researcher to rule out the existence of alternative mediators other than M; (see Acharya, Blackwell and
Sen (2016)).
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observed at its natural value after treatment, as is commonly the case. Indeed, while many are willing
to believe the identifying assumptions for treatment, assuming the same condition for the mediator

is much less plausible.

3.2 Assumption smuggling

The rest of this paper will assume the position of the mediation skeptic who is willing to believe
Assumption 1 but not Assumption 2. We will show what these mediation-skeptical researchers can
learn about causal mechanisms and indirect effects from intermediate outcome tests alone.

We define assumption smuggling to be the (perhaps unintentional) practice of presenting evidence
for a claim that only tests the claim under additional assumptions that are strong and undisclosed.
(We limit this definition to strong assumptions to differentiate this practice from omitting regularity
conditions like the existence of fourth moments or other technicalities.) The disclosure requirement
for an assumption may be satisfied by common knowledge of an assumption (a linear functional form,
perhaps) or by explicit disclosure when presenting evidence for the claim.

Empirical studies often contain a section on “mechanisms” with empirical tests that purport to
elucidate why a causal effect exists without laying out the assumptions these tests require. This is
a prime example of assumption smuggling: attempting to maintain nominally weak assumptions
with empirical tests that actually require a stronger set of unmentioned assumptions. Of course, like
with unattended luggage in an airport, most instances of assumption smuggling are unintentional.
Many strong assumptions have been embedded in the parametric models commonly used in political
science, and many of us have built our statistical intuitions from that foundation. But one benefit
of the recent “credibility revolution” has been to encourage researchers to be more clear about the
assumptions of their research designs. Our goal is to help mediation-skeptic scholars who wish to

test causal mechanisms do so with a clear articulation of what exactly they are assuming.
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4 Intermediate Outcome Tests

We now introduce the first common test for causal mechanisms in the empirical literature: the inter-
mediate outcome test. The logic of an IOT is quite compelling. We assume that a researcher believes
Assumption 1 to justify interpreting the estimated effect of A; on Y; as causal. That same assumption

will also justify estimating the causal effect of treatment on the mediator with the same basic strategy:
a=E[M;(1) - Mi(0)] = E[E[M; | A; = 1.X;] - E[M; | A; = 0,X]] .

Scholars using IOT usually present comparisons of 7 and @ as a “necessary but not sufficient
argument” for causal mechanisms. Suppose, for example, we have estimated a positive ATE, T >
0. We might believe that a certain mediator captures the mechanism of interest in the sense that a
positive indirect effect through it explains the positive 7. If indirect effects are effects along the path
A; — M; — Y;, then we might believe that a positive average treatment effect on the mediator would
establish the first of these arrows. Under this argument, a positive @ is necessary but not sufficient
since we also require information about the M; — Y; arrow. Green, Ha and Bullock (2010, p. 207)
explain the logic of this approach (see Callis, Dunning and Tunén (2024, pp. 61-2) for a similar

description):

A more judicious approach at this juncture in the development of social science would
be to encourage researchers to measure as many outcomes as possible when conducting
experiments... With many mediators and only one intervention, this kind of experiment
cannot identify which of the many causal pathways transmit the effect of the treatment,
but if certain pathways are unaffected by the treatment, one may begin to argue that they

do not explain why [the intervention] works.

In other words, under this argument, we might view IOTs as a kind of falsification test—we hope
they have the potential to rule out mechanisms such that passing the test has some informative value.
Scholars often take this strategy explicitly because they are uncomfortable with the assumptions re-

quired to estimate the causal relationship between the mediator and the outcome.

12



Unfortunately, the “necessary but not sufficient” argument above has been shown to be invalid.
Glynn (2012) showed that the product of the average effect of A; on M; and the average effect of M; on
Y; does not produce estimates of indirect effects when treatment effects can vary from unit to unit.>
We extend those results by providing nonparametric bounds on what we can learn about the indirect

effect from the maintained assumptions of the mediation skeptic.

4.1 Principal stratification approach to mediation

One advantage of the binary setting we explore in this paper is that it allows us to follow a principal
stratification approach (see also, Bullock and Green, 2021). In particular, we can stratify all units into

four groups based on how their mediator value responds to treatment:
« mechanism compliers, M;(0) = 0, M;(1) =1,
« mechanism defiers, M;(0) = 1, M;(1) =0,
« always takers M;(0) = M;(1) =1,
« never takers M;(0) = M;(1) = 0.

We borrow the terminology of compliers and defiers from the literature on instrumental variables
to mean units that comply with or defy the proposed causal mechanism (rather than treatment as-
signment as in the instrumental variables setting). We can define an individual-level indirect effect

as

(5,’(61) = Yl(a7Ml(1)) - Yi(a’Ml'(O))’

which makes it clear that the only individuals who will have an indirect effect are either mechanism

compliers or defiers. That is d;(a) = O for the always and never takers. This fact motivates the IOT

*Indeed, Green, Ha and Bullock (2010) recognize this when they say, “this kind of analysis makes some important
assumptions about homogeneous treatment effects, but the point is that this type of exploratory investigation may pro-
vide some useful clues to guide further experimental investigation.” We have not found researchers using IOTs to either
acknowledge these assumptions or be as cautious in the interpretation of IOTs as Green, Ha and Bullock (2010) recom-
mend.

13



approach: if no effect of A; on M; implies no indirect effect at the individual level, it feels natural that
it should apply at the average level. Unfortunately, this is not the case.

To see why the 10T approach falls down without further assumptions, let us relate the average
treatment effect on the mediator (ATM) to these principal strata. We can define the size of each of
these groups as

Pst = Pr[M;(1) = s, M;(0) =1t].

With these, we can show that ATM is equal to the proportion of mechanism compliers minus the

proportion of mechanism defiers,
a =E[M;(1) - M;(0)] =1-p1o+(=1) - po1 +0- p11+0-p00 = pio = po1,

where the second equality follows from an application of the iterated expectations. The always-takers
and never-takers contribute nothing because their values of M; never change with treatment.

We can also write the ANIE in terms of these principal strata,

5(a) = E[¥i(a, M;(1)) - Yi(a, M;(0))]
1
D El¥i(a,5) = Yi(a, )| Mi(1) = 5, M;(0) = 1] - p,;

s=0 t=0
=E[Yi(a,1) - Yi(a,0)|M;(1) = 1,M;(0) = 0] - p1o

M_

o

- E[Yi(a, 1) - Yi(a,0)|M;(1) = 0, M;(0) = 1] - por. (4)

The last expression shows that the ANIE is a function of the average effect of the mediator on the
outcome for the mechanism compliers and defiers. The compliers contribute positive effects of the
mediator while defiers contribute their negative effects.

The IOT approach restricts itself from identifying the ATM, or pjp — po; in the principal strata
framework. With no further assumptions, what can that tell us about mechanisms? From (4), we can
see that we can have a non-zero ANIE even with an ATM of exactly zero. In particular, the ATM
could be zero if there are equal numbers of mechanism compliers and defiers—that is, if an equal
number of respondents’ mediators are positively and negatively affected by treatment—but the effect

of M; onY; is different for these groups. Thus, IOTs alone cannot rule out an indirect effect without

14



further assumptions, leaving their interpretation as falsification tests suspect. Furthermore, non-zero
ATMs are also not sufficient for indirect effects because any difference between p1o and po; in (4) can
be offset by differences in the effect of M; on Y; in each of these groups. Thus, when we maintain the
set of mediation-skeptical assumptions, intermediate outcomes provide almost no information about
causal mechanisms, at least in the form of indirect effects.

None of these results depend on any uncertainty in our estimates. These results show what we
could learn about indirect effects if we had access to infinite data and thus no sampling uncertainty.

In reality, we will estimate these quantities, leading these tests to have even less informativeness.

4.2 The hidden assumptions of intermediate outcome tests

If intermediate outcomes are largely uninformative for mediation skeptics, why do we see them in
widespread use? In this section, we show how to recover the intended informativeness of IOTs by
making additional assumptions. We call these the hidden assumptions since they are often implicitly
invoked when using 1OTs.

We begin with assumptions on the relationship between the treatment and moderator since most
researchers will be more comfortable with assumptions on the primary research design than on the
effects of the mediator. We can recover part of the informativeness of the IOT approach by assuming

that the treatment only affects the mediator in one direction.
Assumption 3 (Monotonic Mediator Response (MMR)). P[M;(1) > M;(0)] = 1.

In words, Assumption 3 states that an individual’s potential mediator value is always weakly
greater if they were to receive the treatment. This rules out the existence of mediator-defiers in
the population (that is, units for which M;(1) = 0, M;(0) = 1), meaning that pg; = 0 and the ATM

will be equal to pjo. Applying this assumption to (4) allows us to write the ANIE as
6(a) = E[Yi(a,1) - Yi(a,0)[M;(1) = 1, M;(0) = 0] - p10, (5)

i.e., ascaled (by pjo) controlled direct effect (CDE) of M; on ¥; among the mechanism compliers. Thus,

under MMR, we recover a weak “product rule” interpretation of the indirect effect. We can write the

15



ANIE as the product of the effect of the treatment on the mediator and the effect of the mediator on

the outcome among units whose mediator is affected by treatment, or
6(a) =E[Y(a,1) =Y (a,0)|M(1) =1,M(0) =0] - ATM. (6)

Thus, under MMR, an average effect of treatment on the moderator of zero rules out an average
indirect effect, and the IOT can now properly function as a falsification test. Unfortunately, interme-
diate outcome tests remain insufficient for establishing causal mediation because even if the ATM is
non-zero, the effect of M; on Y; for the mechanism compliers may still be zero. Is the MMR assump-
tion plausible? The answer to this question will, of course, depend on the context. There may be
many settings where this is a perfectly reasonable assumption. A survey experiment with a prompt
designed to anger respondents is unlikely to make some respondents less angry. The difficulty with
this assumption is that it must be true for all units to make the above interpretations correct, which

may be difficult to sustain in many cases.

4.3 Sharp bounds for the indirect effect

The previous section showed when IOTs can be used to rule out causal mechanisms. These results,
however, are somewhat broad, and it would be useful to have a more precise sense of what we can
learn about the indirect effect from a given empirical setting. We next turn to establishing nonpara-
metric bounds for the indirect effect, which are the values of an indirect effect that are consistent with
a set of empirical results and assumptions (Manski, 1995). To do so, we use the linear programming
approach of Balke and Pearl (1997) and Sachs et al. (2023).*

Let pym.a = P(Y; =y, M; = m | A; = a) be thejoint distribution of the outcome and the mediator

within levels of treatment. Imai, Tingley and Yamamoto (2013) derived the sharp nonparametric

“We ignore covariates in these derivations for presentational simplicity, but it is possible to incorporate covariates for
either identification or for narrowing the bounds (Levis et al., 2023).
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bounds for the ANIE under the mediation-skeptic assumptions (that is, Assumption 1) as

—P10-.0 — P11-0 Poo-.0 T Po1-o

max | —por1 = P11~ P10 ( < 6(0) <minj{ por1+ pir1+ Poro (s
—Poo-1 — P1o-1 — P100 Poo-o + Poo-1 + P1o1
—Poo-1 — Poi1-1 P1o1t+ P11

maxy —poi-1 — Poio — Pi1o ( < 6(1) <min{ poro+ P10+ P
—P00-0 — Poo-1 — P100 Poo-o + P1o.0 t P1o1

These bounds tell us the most we can learn about the ANIE from the joint distribution of the data
(including the mediator) under the mediation-skeptical assumptions. Note that because p,,., is non-
negative, zero will always be contained in these bounds, which is consistent with the earlier discussion
that IOTs are uninformative about indirect effects under the mediation-skeptical assumptions. With
these bounds, we cannot rule out a mechanism even if the ATM is zero since non-zero indirect effects
will always be in the bounds, no matter the values of the ATM. Thus, we are extremely limited in what
we can learn about indirect effects from IOTs.

We can derive sharp bounds for the indirect effect under different assumptions. The bounds under

MMR provide bounds that we can write in terms of the ATM.

Proposition 1. Under Assumption 3, the sharp bounds for the ANIE are

max {—ATM, —pioo} < 6(0) < min{ATM, pooo}, 7)

max {~ATM, —por.1} < 6(1) < min{ATM, p11.1} 8)

These sharp bounds under the MMR assumption provide a more nuanced interpretation of [OTs.
When the ATM is relatively small (compared to pi¢.0, P00-0, Po1-1, and p11.1), the sharp bounds for the
ANIE will be [-ATM, ATM]. Thus, when the ATM is close to 0, the bounds will also be close to zero,
and we will be able to rule out large indirect effects. At the extreme, if the ATM is zero, then the ANIE
is also point identified as zero, as the discussion above implies. This result implies that IOTs under
MMR are “approximately necessary” in that small (zero) ATMs imply small (zero) indirect effects.
Again, however, we emphasize that this interpretation of an IOT relies on the monotonic mediator

response assumption, which cannot be guaranteed to hold by design.
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What assumptions would be necessary to allow an IOT to establish the presence of an indirect
effect? Any such assumption would need to place restrictions on the causal relationship between the
mediator and the outcome. Indeed, as shown by Pearl (2001) and Imai, Keele and Yamamoto (2010),
we must assume that the mediator is as-if randomized with respect to the outcome (conditional on
pretreatment covariates) to point identify the ANIE. Of course, the mediation-skeptical approach
seeks to avoid any such assumptions.

One potential justification for the IOT approach is if past empirical evidence or theory implies
there should be an average effect of the mediator on the outcome. If the treatment “activates” the
pathway from A; to M; in the experimental data (that is, there is an ATM), then this should provide
sufficient evidence to establish the causal mechanism if the supposition is true, or so the reason-
ing goes. In the next proposition, we provide sharp bounds on the indirect effect under MMR and
knowledge that the average treatment effect of M; on Y; is positive. Even under these very strong

assumptions, the bounds always include an indirect effect of zero.

Proposition 2. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds and E[Y;(1,1) — Y;(1,0)] > 0. Then,

-ATM ATM
11— 0— . - 1+ o0+ )
max P10-1 — P10-0 — P00-0 < §(1) < min P111 + P1o.o + Poo-o )
—P11-1 — Poo-1 — P10-0 2p11-1 + Poo-1 + Poo-1
—Po1-1 P11

and these bounds are sharp. Furthermore, all lower bounds are nonpositive, and all upper bounds are

nonnegative.

Proposition 2 shows that even if we assume monotonic mediator response and a positive average
treatment effect of the mediator on the outcome, we still cannot learn the direction of the indirect ef-
fect. Equation 6 shows why this is the case—the indirect effect focuses on the effect of M; onY; for the
mechanism compliers, whereas the average treatment effect of M; on Y; is the effect averaged across

all units. Thus, even under these assumptions, IOTs cannot be sufficient tests for causal mechanisms.
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4.4 Estimation and inference for the bounds

The above bounds are all functions of the population probabilities py,,.4, but researchers only have
access to the observed data {(A;, M;,Y;, X;) }i=1....n- To perform estimation and inference for these
bounds, we rely on the intersection bounds approach of Chernozhukov, Lee and Rosen (2013). Tra-
ditional plug-in estimators for the bounds tend to be biased so that the plug-in bounds are narrower
than the population bounds because of the use of the minimum and maximum operators. Further-
more, the estimated standard error of the selected bounding expression would ignore the uncertainty
that the other bounding expressions also have, which contributes to uncertainty about the overall
bound. The approach of Chernozhukov, Lee and Rosen (2013) uses precision-corrected versions of
each bounding expression to obtain (a) upper and lower bound estimates that are half-median unbi-
ased and (b) provides confidence intervals for the true indirect effect that cover the true value of the
indirect effect at nominal rates. Half-median unbiased means that the probability that the estimated
upper (lower) bound is greater (less) than the population upper (lower) bound is at least one-half. This
is a common desirable property of estimators in partially identified settings like ours where previous
work has shown that traditional unbiasedness is not possible to achieve (Hirano and Porter, 2012).

In the next section, we implement these empirical procedures for our two motivating examples.

5 Empirical Analyses
5.1 Reducing Outgroup Prejudice

We first re-analyze data from the Kalla and Broockman (2023) study of intergroup prejudice. In one
of their studies, the authors showed respondents a picture of an outgroup member (either undocu-
mented immigrants or transgender people) and then asked them to engage in a randomly assigned

exercise corresponding to different narrative strategies.’

We focus on the pooled (i.e., across the
unauthorized immigrants and transgender people arms) effects of the “perspective getting with essay”

treatment relative to the baseline condition, since this treatment yields the highest effect on prejudice

>These are traditional perspective-taking, analogic perspective-taking, perspective getting with an essay task to sum-
marize the story heard, and perspective getting without the essay task.

19



reduction of the four treatment conditions considered. In this treatment condition, respondents read
a story about an outgroup member and were then asked to summarize the story they just read.

To assess which mechanisms explain these effects, the authors asked respondents four additional
questions as potential mediators: (i) whether respondents have a lot in common with the outgroup; (ii)
whether the suffering of the outgroup is of concern ; (iii) whether outgroup members face challenges
that are no fault of their own, and (iv) whether the outgroup’s name elicits thoughts about individual
people or a group of people. Importantly for our purposes, the authors implement an IOT approach
on these four mediators.

Since our sharp bounds for the indirect effect (as described in Section 4.3) rely on dichotomous
mediators and outcomes, we first dichotomize the four mediators and the outcome variable at their
medians. We then implement the IOT approach, estimating IOT effects without covariate controls.
We do so because the treatment is randomly assigned in this study. As shown in the right panel of
Figure 2, these IOT estimates largely replicate the direction, magnitude, and statistical significance of
those reported by Kalla and Broockman (2023): perspective-getting with an essay task has a positive
and statistically significant effect on whether the suffering of the outgroup is of concern (0.04, 95%
confidence interval of [0.03, 0.06]) and whether respondents have a lot in common with the outgroup
(also 0.04, 95% confidence interval of [0.03, 0.06]).° The authors rule out the last of these mediators
because placebo interventions also induced a sense of commonality with the outgroup. Thus, they
argue that concern about outgroup suffering is likely a key pathway for the effect of their interven-
tion.”

Does this conclusion hold if we implement our nonparametric bounds for the indirect effect?
Figure 2, right panel, suggests it does not. This panel displays the sharp bounds for the indirect effect
with the treatment reference category of A = 0, i.e.,, §(0), and calibrates these bounds both against

zero (dotted black line) and the overall ATE of the intervention (dotted red line), which was 0.03.

®Note that the authors also find a positive effect of perspective-getting with an essay task on whether outgroup mem-
bers face challenges that are no fault of their own, a finding that does not replicate without controlling for the battery of
covariates included in the authors’ models.

70f course, these different mediators overlap to some degree. We treat each mediator separately, but a fruitful path
for future research would be to incorporate multiple mediators into these bounds.
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Figure 2: Establishing causal mechanisms for the effect of perspective-getting on prejudice reduction
(Kalla and Broockman, 2023). The figure displays IOT point estimates (left panel) and sharp bounds
estimates (thick, transparent lines) for the indirect effect of perspective-getting with an essay assign-
ment on prejudice reduction via each of the putative mediators at reference level A = 0 (6(0)), as
well as the 95% confidence intervals for these bounds (thin lines). No-assumption bounds are shown
in blue, while MMR bounds derived under Assumption 3) are shown in green. The dotted black line
marks zero, while the dotted red line marks the ATE (0.03).

For both the no-assumption bounds (blue-colored bounds) and the MMR bounds (green-colored
bounds), we present the sharp bounds (thick, transparent lines) in addition to their 95% confidence
intervals (thin lines). The estimated no-assumption bounds are extremely wide and approximately
center around 0, providing little to no information about the existence of an indirect effect for each
of the mediators considered, nor their direction or magnitude. In particular, the no-assumption
bounds estimated for the key mediator cited by Kalla and Broockman (2023) — reactive empathy —
is [—0.39,0.50], an interval that contains a large range of positive and negative effect sizes, contains
zero, and includes a set of indirect effect sizes on the order of 10 times larger in absolute value than

the estimate recovered by the IOT approach. In short, the no-assumption bounds do not allow us
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to conclude that any of the four mediators considered mediate the effect of perspective-getting on
prejudice reduction, even those mediators that “pass” an IOT (i.e., those mediators that are themselves
affected by the treatment), such as reactive empathy and attributional thinking.

Does assuming mediator monotonicity — that the treatment affects the mediator in one direction
for all respondents — enable us to recover the informativeness of the IOT approach? The green bands
in Figure 2 panel B address this question. Two points are of particular note. First, the bounds shrink
substantially compared with those computed without restriction on the distribution of potential out-
comes. For example, the bounds estimate for reactive empathy shrinks from [—0.39, 0.50] under no
assumption to [—0.05,0.043] under MMR, a considerably smaller interval that ranges from approx-
imately —ATM to +AT M. Second, and despite this, for the two putative mediators with non-zero
IOT estimates (concern about outgroup suffering and feeling commonality with the outgroup), the
bounds are uninformative about either the existence or the sign of the relevant indirect effect. The
bounds all contain zero and a large range of positive and negative values, including the overall ATE
(red dotted line). In other words, the observed data are consistent with the indirect effect via these
mediators being zero, as well as with the indirect effect via these mediators being equal to the ATE
(and thus, consistent with these mediators serving as the sole mechanism through which the ATE op-
erates). Only for the group vs. individual mediator — and to a lesser extent, the “outgroup suffering
is not their fault” mediator — is the MMR bounds estimate extremely narrow: in this case, it almost
collapses on zero, a result which mirrors the IOT finding of an extremely small effect of treatment on
those mediators. This result highlights the ‘approximately necessary” condition of IOTs under MMR,
in that small ATMs imply small indirect effects.

Is the MMR a reasonable assumption in this setting? For the group vs. individual mediator pro-
posed by Kalla and Broockman (2023), this means assuming that no individual for whom hearing
about the feelings of prejudice of trans people or immigrants would make them more likely to view
them as individuals rather than as a group. Given the amorphous nature of this kind of evaluation, it

seems difficult to maintain this strong of an assumption.
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5.2 Transitional Justice Museums and Support for Democracy

We now turn to the field experiment of Balcells, Palanza and Voytas (2022) on transitional justice
museums. Around 500 university students in Santiago, Chile, were randomly assigned to either a
treatment or control condition. Students in the control group were issued an end-line survey with
questions about their political attitudes; students in the treatment group participated in a one-hour
tour of the Museum of Memory and Human Rights and then immediately after completed a survey
analogous to that administered to the control group. The authors find that museum visitation signif-
icantly increased students’ support for democratic institutions and transitional justice policies and
decreased support for repressive institutions.

The authors posit that museums’ narratives of past events may have elicited emotional reactions
among their visitors. To test this hypothesis, they measured treated and untreated students’ responses
to the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule, which asks respondents to consider a range of positive
and negative emotions and to indicate which they feel in the present moment (Watson, Clark and
Tellegen, 1988). We focus on the negative emotion questions as the authors find treatment effects on
these emotions to be substantively larger and more consistent than the positive emotion questions.
Similar to the previous example, we dichotomize all mediators as well as the outcome variable at
their medians. Moreover, given the randomized nature of treatment in this study, we estimate the
IOT effects using bivariate regression between treatment and mediator, similar to the previous ap-
plication. The left panel of Figure 3 reports the IOT estimates, which replicate the patterns reported
by Balcells, Palanza and Voytas (2022): the visit to the transitional justice museum has a positive and
statistically significant effect on the overall negative emotions experienced by respondents (0.46, 95%
confidence interval of [0.35,0.57]). In particular, the authors find positive and significant treatment
effects on feeling tense, scared, guilty, hostile, fearful, afraid, and embarrassed. Balcells, Palanza and
Voytas (2022) argue that these findings indicate that the emotional experience of a transitional justice
museum may act as a key mechanism by which the museum visit alters political attitudes.

While the IOTs could indicate that the strong and significant emotional reactions elicited by a

museum Vvisit could serve as an important mediating pathway for the overall museum effect, the right
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Figure 3: Establishing causal mechanisms for the effect of a transitional justice museum visit on sup-
port for democratic institutions (Balcells, Palanza and Voytas, 2022). The figure displays IOT point
estimates (left panel) and sharp bounds estimates (thick, transparent lines) for the indirect effect of
the museum intervention via each of the putative mediators at reference level A = 0 (6(0)), as well as
the 95% confidence intervals for these bounds (thin lines). No-assumption bounds are shown in blue,
while MMR bounds derived under Assumption 3) are shown in green. The dotted black line indicates
zero, the dotted red line indicates the ATE (0.15) of the museum visit on support for democracy.

panel of fig. 3 cautions against such an interpretation. Paralleling the canvassing example, we make
three remarks about the bounds on §(0). First, all no-assumption bounds are extremely wide, and all
contain zero. For example, the bounds for the overall negative emotion outcome is [-0.22, 0.80]. Sec-
ond, the MMR bounds are significantly shorter than their no-assumption counterparts, although they
still contain zero. Therefore, while the MMR assumption seems relatively plausible under this em-
pirical setting—that compared to the control condition, visiting a museum recounting the country’s
past political violence only increases negative emotions such as fear and guilt—the bounds derived
under this assumption remain uninformative about mediation via each of the variables considered.

Finally, smaller IOT coefficients correspond to shorter bounds under the MMR assumption. For in-
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stance, the effect of the museum visit on “feeling irritable” has a point estimate of 0.07, the smallest
among all estimates. Correspondingly, the bound for “feeling irritable” is also the shortest, ranging
from [—0.09, 0.07], which is approximately —ATM to +AT M. Even for these mediators, however,
the confidence intervals are close to the overall ATE, meaning we cannot rule out the possibility that

they account for the entire effect of the museum intervention.

6 What Is the Point of Mechanism Tests?

As these examples show, the question of mechanisms has become an important part of empirical
political science. Indeed, according to our literature review, over a third of recent empirical papers
in top political science journals deploy some form of mechanism testing. Why is there an emphasis
on this project if many believe the assumptions necessary to sustain such tests are implausible?

In the social sciences, the idealized version of empirical research happens by a process where re-
searchers (a) develop a relatively broad causal theory (or explanation), (b) use this theory to derive
specific hypotheses about specific causal effects, and (c) use convincing causal identification and suit-
able data and estimators to test these hypotheses. One hopes the connection between a hypothesis
and the estimated causal effect will be strong, but one hypothesis (and the resulting causal effect) may
be consistent with several broader causal theories. Researchers hope to use mechanism tests to bridge
this gap by showing the path by which the treatment affects the outcome. A causal mechanism helps
generalize a specific causal effect into a more general form, allowing us to hopefully better under-
stand all situations in which this mechanism is activated. Unfortunately, there are many instances
where all approaches to establishing indirect effects, including IOTs, rely on shaky assumptions that
are difficult to justify. What can be done in that case?

We encourage researchers to pursue the time-tested approach of “implication analysis” (Lieber-
son and Horwich, 2008) or “inference to the best explanation” (Spirling and Stewart, 2024), whereby
researchers generate many different hypotheses that differentiate between the proposed theory and
alternatives. The benefit of this approach is that these secondary hypotheses can be completely un-

related to the direct or indirect effects of the main causal effect of interest. This can free researchers
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from focusing on research designs with assumptions ill-suited to a particular setting. Of course, as
we have articulated here, we must be clear about the assumptions needed to draw conclusions from
these tests. In many ways, the main goal of Kalla and Broockman (2023) takes this exact approach.
Earlier work showed that interpersonal conversations can lead to reductions in exclusionary atti-
tudes, but it was not clear why these conversations worked. The experimental design of Kalla and
Broockman (2023) is tailored to test different types of narrative strategies to help adjudicate between
different theoretical mechanisms of different narrative strategies. Thus, their main analysis helps

clarify causal mechanisms without resorting to IOTs, effect heterogeneity, or causal mediation.

7 Conclusion

This paper shows how a popular way of assessing causal mechanisms—the intermediate outcome
test—relies on strong and often undisclosed assumptions. In these tests, authors present the average
effects of treatment on the mediator and often argue that these effects show plausible causal pathways
of the overall effect of the treatment on the outcome. However, our analysis shows that IOTs can
neither establish nor rule out indirect effects through a mediator under randomization of treatment
alone. We showed that IOTs can rule out indirect effects if the effect of treatment on the mediator
can only move units in one direction, which is a very strong monotonicity assumption. Furthermore,
IOTs cannot establish an indirect effect even if we assume a positive average effect of the mediator
on the outcome. We derive sharp nonparametric bounds for the indirect effect under these various
assumptions and estimate these bounds in two empirical applications. Finally, we also discussed how
causal mechanisms might be assessed in situations where the assumptions needed to make inferences
about indirect effects are questionable.

We believe there is much future research to be completed in the field of causal mechanisms. In
particular, future research should attempt to unify different accounts of “mechanisms” in a single
broad framework. Currently, mechanisms are sometimes used interchangeably with “indirect effects,”
but other times, scholars use mechanisms to refer to a theoretical construct that can explain an effect

without reference to any mediation at all. In epidemiology, there is a tradition of defining causal
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mechanisms in the “sufficient cause framework,” where authors seek to find sets of variable levels
that are sufficient to produce a particular outcome (VanderWeele, 2009). Connecting the ideas of
mediation and mechanism to the theoretical underpinnings of the social sciences would help scholars

develop better empirical tests of their theories.
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Supplemental Materials (to appear online)

A Overview of the linear programming approach

The bounds we have derived in the main text come from an optimization problem that can be solved
via a linear programming approach. This approach largely follows the discussion of Imai, Tingley and
Yamamoto (2013) with different maintained assumptions. For each indirect effect, one of the values
in the causal contrast is identified. For instance, with 6(1), we only need to consider E[Y;(1, M;(0))]
since E[Y;(1, M;(1))] = E[Y;(1)] = E[Y; | A; = 1] is identified without further assumptions. The
goal of the partial identification, then, is to find the maximum and minimum value of E[Y;(1, M;(0))]
that is consistent with the data and the maintained assumptions. To do this, we introduce an aug-

mented set of principal strata,

wylyomlmo = "E[)]l(la 1) = ylaYl(170) = YO,Mi(l) = mlaMi(O) = m0]~

Note that we only need to consider the potential outcomes under treatment Y;(1, m) here since they
are the only quantities that appear in the ANIE.
We can write the subject of optimization, the cross-world counterfactual, in terms of the principal

strata as

1 1
ELY (1, My(0))] = > > Wiymt +Wyimo (10)

y=0 m=0

There are several constraints that must hold on the principal strata dictated by the axioms of proba-
bility or assumptions about how the observed data and potential outcomes relate. First, we have the

logical constraint

1 1 1 1
Z_ Z_ Z Z l/’YWOmlmo =1,

m1=0 m0=0

and the relationship between the observed probabilities and the principal strata,

Pym-1 = =0 Zmo—o wyyommo ifm=1
ym-1 — . .
Y1=0 Zmo=0 wylymmo ifm=0

These two restrictions (along with a nonnegativity constraint on all  values) are the only restrictions

from just randomization. Assumption 3 (MMR) implies that any mechanism defier strata has zero
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probability of occurring,

Wyiy01 =0 Vyi1 € {0, 1}, yo € {0, 1}.

Finally, for Proposition 2, we can add the restriction that the effect of E[Y;(1, 1) — Y;(1,0)] > 0 with

LI 11
Z Z Y 1omimo = Z Z Wotmm, = 0.

m1=0 mg=0 m1=0 mo=0
Using standard linear programming techniques, we can obtain bounds by maximizing or mini-
mizing (10) with respect to these restrictions. We can then combine these with the already identified
expressions for E[Y;(1, M;(1))] to obtain sharp bounds for 6(1). A similar approach can obtain
bounds for 6(0).
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