To the Editor, Nursing Research:

The article by Krause et al. (2010) concerning the testing of mediation in nursing research
thoroughly presents the case against using the methods described by Baron and Kenny (1986).
However, their conclusion that the joint significance test of a and B is the best alternative due to
its computational ease and versatility may ignore some recent contributions to mediation
analysis methodology. SPSS and SAS software programs for mediation analysis created by
Preacher and Hayes (2004, 2008) allow researchers to easily use bootstrapping methods to test
for mediation effects. The bootstrapping procedure does not require a normal distribution for
the mediated or indirect effect, and thus provides the versatility of a nonparametric procedure.
In addition, the program for multiple mediators (2008) offers the ability to include more than one
potential mediating variable in the model. Given these recent user-friendly improvements in
mediation analysis methods, the advantages of using the joint significance test do not appear to

be clear-cut.
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