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Abstract

Synthetic control methods are widely used to estimate the treatment effect on a single
treated unit in time series settings. A common approach for estimating synthetic controls is to
regress the pre-treatment outcomes of the treated unit on those of untreated control units via
ordinary least squares. However, this approach can perform poorly if the pre-treatment fit is not
near perfect, whether the weights are normalized or not. In this paper, we introduce a single
proxy synthetic control approach, which essentially views the outcomes of untreated control
units as proxies of the treatment-free potential outcome of the treated unit, a perspective we
formally leverage to construct a valid synthetic control. Under this framework, we establish
alternative identification and estimation methodology for synthetic controls and, in turn, for
the treatment effect on the treated unit. Notably, unlike a recently proposed proximal synthetic
control approach which requires two types of proxies for identification, ours relies on a single type
of proxy, thus facilitating its practical relevance. Additionally, we adapt a conformal inference
approach to perform inference on the treatment effect, obviating the need for a large number
of post-treatment data. Lastly, our framework can accommodate time-varying covariates and
nonlinear models, allowing binary and count outcomes. We demonstrate the proposed approach

in a simulation study and a real-world application.

Keywords: Average treatment effect on the treated, Conformal inference, Generalized method of

moments, Prediction interval, Synthetic control

1 Introduction

Synthetic control methods are popular for estimating the treatment effect of an intervention in
settings where a single unit is treated and pre- and post-treatment time series data are available

on the treated unit and a heterogeneous pool of untreated control units (Abadie and Gardeazabal,



2003; Abadie et al., 2010). In the absence of a natural control unit, the main idea of the approach
hinges on constructing a so-called synthetic control, corresponding to a certain weighted average
of control units’ outcomes (and potentially covariates), obtained by matching the outcome time
series of the treated unit to the weighted average in the pre-intervention period, to the extent
empirically feasible. The resulting synthetic control is then used to forecast the treatment-free
potential outcome of the treated unit in the post-treatment period, therefore delivering an estimate
of the treatment effect by comparing the treated unit’s outcome to the synthetic control forecast.

There is fast-growing literature concerned on various approaches to construct synthetic control
weights. Following Abadie et al. (2010) and subsequent works, the most common approach is to
use ordinary (or weighted) least squares by regressing the pre-treatment outcome and available
covariates of the treated unit on those of control units, typically restricting the weights to nonneg-
ative and sum to one; see Section 2.2 for a more detailed discussion. Despite intuitive appeal and
simplicity, the performance of the standard synthetic control approach may break down in settings
where the pre-treatment synthetic control match to the treated unit’s outcomes is not nearly per-
fect; an eventuality Abadie et al. (2010) warns against. In order to improve the performance of the
synthetic control approach in the event of an imperfect pre-treatment match, recent papers have
considered alternative formulations of the synthetic control framework. For example, Xu (2017);
Amjad et al. (2018); Ben-Michael et al. (2021); Ferman and Pinto (2021); Ferman (2021); Shi et al.
(2023) rely on variants of a so-called interactive fixed effects model (Bai, 2009). In particular,
the latter three papers specify a linear latent factor potential outcome model with an exogenous,
common set of latent factors with corresponding unit-specific factor loadings. Under this linear
factor model, a key identification condition is that the factor loading of the treated unit lies in the
vector space spanned by factor loadings of donor units and, thus, there exists a linear combination
of the latter that matches the former exactly. Using the corresponding matching weights, one can
therefore construct an unbiased synthetic control of the treated unit’s potential outcome which,
under certain conditions, can be used to mimic the treated unit’s outcome in the post-treatment
period, had the intervention been withheld. At their core, these methods substitute the require-
ment of a perfect pre-treatment match of the outcome of the treated unit and the synthetic control
(an empirically testable assumption) with finding a match for the treated unit’s factor loadings

in the linear span of the donors’ factor loadings (an empirically untestable assumption). Despite



the growing interest in synthetic control methods, limited research has considered synthetic control
methodology outside of the interactive fixed effects model or its nonparametric generalizations (Qiu
et al., 2022; Shi et al., 2023); one notable exception is Shi et al. (2022) where the units’ outcomes
are viewed as averages of more granular study units, allowing for construction of a synthetic control
under specific restrictions on the model of granular study units’ outcomes.

In this work, we consider an alternative theoretical framework to formalize the synthetic control
approach which obviates specification of an interactive fixed effects model. Specifically, we propose
to view the synthetic control model from a measurement error model perspective, whereby donor
units’ outcomes stand as error-prone proxy measurements of the treated unit’s treatment-free po-
tential outcome. In this framework, a synthetic control outcome can be obtained via a simple form
of calibration, say a linear combination of donor units, so that on average, it matches the treated
unit’s outcome in the pre-treatment period. Whereas the standard interactive fixed effects model
views the treated and control units’ outcomes as proxies of latent factors, our approach views donor
units’ outcomes as direct proxies of the treated unit’s treatment-free potential outcome. Thus, the
proposed framework shares similarity with the recent proximal synthetic control framework of Shi
et al. (2023), which also formalizes donor outcomes as so-called outcome proxies. However, a major
distinction is that the latter requires an additional group of proxies (so-called treatment proxies)
to identify synthetic control weights; in contrast, our proposed approach solely relies on a single
type of proxies, given by donor units and obviates the need to evoke existence of latent factors.

Interestingly, similar to the connection between the proximal synthetic control approach of Shi
et al. (2023) and proximal causal inference for independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) data
(Miao et al., 2018; Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2020), the proposed synthetic control framework
is likewise inspired by the control outcome calibration approach (Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2013) and
its recent generalization to a so-called single proxy control framework (Tchetgen Tchetgen et al.,
2023) both of which were proposed for i.i.d. samples subject to a stochastic treatment assignment
mechanism, albeit endogenous as confounded by hidden factors predictive of outcome. Therefore,
we aptly refer to our approach as single proxy synthetic control (SPSC) approach. Despite this
connection, the synthetic control generalization presents several new challenges related to (i) only
observing a single treated unit, and therefore treatment assignment is implicitly conditioned on,

and (ii) having access to pre-and post-treatment time series data for a heterogeneous pool of



untreated donor units, none of which can serve as a natural control; and (iii) serial correlation and
heteroskedasticity due to the time series nature of the data. We tackle each of challenges (i)-(iii) in

turn and develop a general formal framework for single proxy control in a synthetic control setting.

2 Setup And Review of Existing Synthetic Control Framework

2.1 Setup

Let us consider a setting where N + 1 units are observed over 7' time periods. Units and time
periods are indexed by ¢ = 0,1,..., N and ¢t = 1,...,T, respectively. Following the standard
synthetic control setting, we suppose that only the first unit with index ¢ = 0 is treated whereas
the latter N units with index ¢ = 1,..., N are untreated control units. Consider a binary treatment
indicator A; which encodes whether time ¢ is in the pre-treatment period, in which case A; = 0
for t = 1,...,Ty, or the post-treatment period, in which case A; = 1 for t = Ty + 1,...,T,
respectively. Thus, Ty is the number of pre-treatment periods and 77 = T — T is the number of
post-treatment periods. We assume that IV is fixed and Ty and 77 are large with similar order
of magnitude. Let Y; and W;; denote observed outcomes of the treated unit and the ith control
unit, respectively, for i = 1,..., N. We define W; = (Wy,...,Wx¢)T € RV as the N-dimensional
vector of the untreated units’ outcome at time ¢. For a set D = {Dy,..., Dy} C {1,...,N}, we
define Wpy = (Wpyt,..., Wp)" as a d-dimensional subvector of W;. We define Oy = (Y, W', A)
as the observed data at time ¢. Let Yt(a) and Wi(ta) denote the potential outcomes of the treated
and ith control units, respectively, which one would have observed had, possibly contrary to fact,
the treatment been set to A; = a at time t.

We introduce additional notation used throughout. Let 1(A) be the indicator function of an
event A, i.e., 1(A) = 1if A is satisfied and 1(.A) = 0 otherwise. Let R be the set of real numbers.
Let Vi 1l V5 ‘ V3 denote that Vi and V5 are conditionally independent given V3. Conversely, we use

Vi L Vs ‘ V3 to denote that Vi and Vs are conditionally dependent given V3.



2.2 Review of Existing Synthetic Control Framework

The common target estimand in the synthetic control setting is the average treatment effect on the

treated unit (ATT) at time ¢ in the post-treatment periods, i.e.,
7=y, v, t=Ty+1,....T.

Note that, by definition, Yt(l) — Yt(o) =71 +¢ fort =Ty +1,...,7 where ¢ is a mean-zero
idiosyncratic residual error and, therefore, 7 may be viewed as a deterministic function of time
capturing the expected effect of the treatment experienced by the treated unit. In Section 3.3,
we describe an approach for constructing prediction intervals for Yt(l) — Yt(o) by appropriately
accounting for the idiosyncratic error term €;. In order to make progress, we make the consistency

assumption:

Assumption 2.1 (Consistency). Y; = Y;(At) almost surely and W;;, = WZ-(tAt) almost surely for all

i=1,...,Nandt=1,...,T.

Additionally, we assume no interference, i.e., the treatment has no causal effect on control units.

Assumption 2.2 (No Interference on Control Units). Wi(to) = Wi(tl) almost surely for all ¢ =

1,...,Nandt=1,...,T.

Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, we have the following result almost surely:

YV, =Y %0 -4y +vPa,, wy=w=wl = i=1.. N, t=1,..T.

Therefore, for the post-treatment period, Yt(l) matches the observed outcome Y; while Y;(O) is
unobserved. Therefore, an additional set of assumptions is required to establish identification of
the ATT.

In the classical synthetic control setting, such assumptions are imposed by relating the observed
outcomes of the untreated units with the treatment-free potential outcome of the treated unit.

Specifically, following Abadie et al. (2010) and Ferman and Pinto (2021), suppose that units’



outcomes are generated from the following interactive fixed effects model (Bai, 2009):

Y = 7/ At pg e+ eor E(GOt ’ At) =0

Wit = wide + et s E(eit|A) =0, i=1,...,N, t=1,....,T. (1)

Here, 7 is the fixed treatment effect at time ¢, Ay € R" is a random r-dimensional vector of latent
factors which are known a priori to potentially causally impact the treated and donor units, despite
being unobserved, and may exhibit either stationary or nonstationary behavior over time, u; € R™
is a fixed r-dimensional vector of unit-specific factor loadings, and e; is a random error. It is
typically assumed that the number of latent factors r is no larger than the number of donor units
N and the pre-treatment periods Ty. Combined with Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, the interactive fixed
effects model (1) implies Yt(o) = g A + eor and Y;(l) =71/ A + Yt(o) where the ATT is represented
as 7 = Yt(l) — Y;(O) for t =Tp+1,...,T. In addition, if there exists a donor whose factor loading
is equal to that of the treated unit, i.e., u; = po for some ¢ = 1,..., N, then W;; is unbiased for
Yt(o) and, therefore, Yt(l) — Wi is unbiased for the ATT. This indicates that confounding bias of
the treatment effect on the treated unit’s outcome arises to the extent that donors’ factor loadings
are different from those of the treated unit.

Next, following Ferman and Pinto (2021) and Shi et al. (2023), suppose that there exist a set of
control units, denoted by D = {Dy,..., Dy} C {1,...,N} and a set of weights v = (fy;)l, .. ,7%d)T
satisfying

o=y i . (2)

1€D
Equations (1) and (2) imply that there exists a synthetic control Wi,y" = >,cp %T Wi satisfying
lﬂ(o):WEt’yT—l—eot—Zfﬁeit, t=1,...,T. (3)

€D
Therefore, 7} = E{Y;(I) — Wgt’yT} fort=Tp+1,...,T, ie., Y; — Wgt'ﬂ is unbiased for the ATT.
Unfortunately, it is infeasible to directly estimate ' from equation (2) because the factor loadings j;

are unknown. Importantly, the synthetic control weights satisfying (2) naturally accommodate an

imperfect pre-treatment fit as shown in (3), i.e., the synthetic control can significantly deviate from



the observed pre-treatment fit, however, the corresponding error is equal to zero in expectation.
Based on (3), one can consider estimating the weights « via penalized least squares minimization,

say:

To

~ . 1

Ap-OLS = arg min {To E (Y — Wgﬂ)Q + R(’Y)} (4)
v t=1

where R(7) is a penalty that places restrictions on v. For instance, Abadie et al. (2010) restricts
the weight to be non-negative and sum up to one, Doudchenko and Imbens (2016) uses elastic-net
penalization, and Robbins et al. (2017) uses entropy penalization. In words, Yp.org is obtained by
fitting a possibly constrained ordinary least squares (OLS) regression of Y; on Wj;. In particular,
without penalization, the moment restriction solving (4) reduces to E{Wors(O¢;v)} = 0 for t =
1,...,Ty where Wors(Oy;y) = Wpy (Yt — Wgﬂ) are standard least squares normal equations.
However, as discussed in Ferman and Pinto (2021) and Shi et al. (2023), the OLS weights from
(4) are generally inconsistent as Ty goes to infinity, which can result in biased estimation of the
treatment effect unless e;; is exactly zero for all i and ¢; see Section A.l of the Supplementary
Material for details. We remark that this result does not conflict with Abadie et al. (2010) because
their synthetic control weights are assumed to satisfy a perfect pre-treatment fit; specifically, there

exist values y# = (7%1, . ,ﬂi)T satisfying

VO =wg~#*, t=1,...,T, (5)

which is distinct from condition (2) of Ferman and Pinto (2021) and Shi et al. (2023). Moreover, as
discussed in Ferman and Pinto (2021), (5) can be expected to hold approximately under (2) when
the variance of the error e;; in (1) becomes negligible as T becomes large; see Abadie et al. (2010)
for related results, and Sections 1 and 3.1 of Ferman and Pinto (2021), and Section 2 Shi et al.
(2023) for detailed discussions.

Recently, Shi et al. (2023) introduced a proximal causal inference framework for synthetic con-
trols. Specifically, they assume that they have also observed proxy variables Z; = (Z1¢, ..., Zae)"

a priori known to satisfy the following condition in the pre-treatment periods:

ZtJ-l—(}/hW'Dt)‘)\ta t:]-a“'vTO' (6)



A reasonable candidate for Z; is the outcome of units excluded from the donor pool, i.e., Z; is
a collection of outcomes of observed units {Wit }2 € {1, e ,N} \ {Dl, e ,Dd}}; see Shi et al.
(2023) for alternative choices of proxies. Then, under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, the interactive
fixed effects model (1), Assumption (2), and the existence of proxy as in (6), the synthetic control
weights 71 in (2) satisfy E(Y; — WAt ‘ Z;) = 0 and E{Upgc(Oy;~+)} =0 for t = 1,..., Ty where
Upsc(Oy) = g(Zy) (Yt — Wgt’y); here, g is a user-specified function of Z; with dim(g) > d. Using
the second result as a basis, one can estimate the synthetic control weights as the solution to the
generalized method of moments (GMM) (Hansen, 1982), i.e., psc = (Apsc,pys - - -, Ypsc,p,) " is the
minimizer of TO_1 Z;“Fil {\prsc(Ot; 'y)}TSA){‘I/pSC(Ot; 'y)} where Q) is a user-specified symmetric and
positive-definite weight matrix. Importantly, in contrast with the OLS-based estimator Yp_ors in
(4), the proximal estimator Jpsc is consistent for 4T. Under certain regularity conditions, Shi et al.
(2023) established that the resulting GMM estimator of the ATT is consistent and asymptotically
normal. For instance, in the special case of constant ATT, i.e., 7 = 7" forall t =Ty + 1,...,T,
the estimator 7} * EtT:TOH(Y} — WhApsc) is consistent for 7%; see Section 3.2 of Shi et al. (2023)

for details.

3 Single Proxy Synthetic Control Approach

3.1 Identification of the Synthetic Control and the Treatment Effect

In this section, we provide a novel synthetic control approach which obviates the need for the
interactive fixed effects model and, in fact, does not postulate the existence of a latent factor
At. At its core, the approach views the outcomes of the untreated units W;; as proxies for the

(0)

treatment-free potential outcome of the treated unit Y, 0 , which is formally stated as follows:

Assumption 3.1 (Proxy). There exists a set of control units D = {D;,..., Dy} C {1,...,N}

satisfying
Wy gV ieD,  t=1,....T,. (7)

Condition (7) encodes that the outcome of the untreated units Wp; are associated with and,

(0)

therefore, predictive of Y, at time ¢t = 1,...,7p. Additionally, we assume that there exists a set



of synthetic control weights which satisfy the following condition:

Assumption 3.2 (Existence of Synthetic Control). Forallt = 1,..., T, there exists y* = (vp_, - - - ,'y;‘)d)T

satisfying Yt(o) = E{W5y* } Yt(o)} almost surely.

Assumption 3.2 is the key identification assumption of the SPSC framework. It states that a

(0)

synthetic control W;;~* is conditionally unbiased for ¥, . The assumption essentially implies that

i
Yt(o) falls in the linear span of E{Wpt } Yt(o) } The assumption plays an analogous role as condition
(2) in Ferman and Pinto (2021) and Shi et al. (2023) and condition (5) in Abadie et al. (2010);
however, Assumption 3.2 is fundamentally different from these assumptions because it obviates
the need for the existence of either latent factors and corresponding factor loadings, nor of the
interactive fixed effects model (1) or any related latent factor model. Additionally, for the pre-
treatment periods, Assumption 3.2 is strictly weaker than condition (5) as a mean-zero random
variable is not necessarily zero. We remark that the weights satisfying Assumption 3.2 may not be
unique, i.e., multiple values of v* that satisfy the equation.

To illustrate Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, we consider the following simple data generating mech-

anism:
Wi =aio+ V" + e, Blew |V} =0, ieD, t=1,...,T. (8)

Here, a;p and ayy are fixed constants with constraints «;y # 0, which encode Assumption 3.1.
This regression model is reminiscent of the nonclassical measurement model in measurement error
literature (Carroll et al., 2006; Freedman et al., 2008). In particular, if a;op = 0 and «;y = 1, one
recovers the classical measurement error model W;; = Y;(O) + e;+ with conditional mean-zero error
which has been studied extensively in measurement error literature. Note also that Assumption 3.2
implies certain constraints on v*, namely » .. = 0 and ) ;.7 iy = 1; clearly, multiple
~* may satisfy these two constraints if the number of donors d is greater than 2. From a regression
model perspective, the donors’ outcomes W;; and the treated unit’s treatment-free potential out-
come Yt(o) in model (8) can be viewed as dependent and independent variables, respectively. This
may appear somewhat unconventional at first glance, as some previous synthetic control methods
treat Yt(o) and Wy as dependent and independent variables, respectively, in estimation of synthetic

control weights. To be more precise, they use equation (4) to estimate the synthetic control weights



by regressing Yt(o) on Wy using standard ordinary (or weighted) least squares. However, as model
(8) suggests, our framework is different from previous works in synthetic control and better aligned
with regression calibration techniques in measurement error literature (Carroll et al., 2006) in that
we view the problem as the reverse regression model of W;; on Yt(o). From this perspective, syn-
thetic control weights 7* are sought to make the weighted response W, v* as close as possible to
the regressor Y;(O).

As a direct consequence of Assumptions 2.1-3.2; the synthetic control weights v* can be repre-

sented as a solution to the moment equation given in the following result:

Theorem 3.1. Under Assumptions 2.1-3.2, the synthetic control weights v* satisfy E(Wgﬂ* ‘ Yt) =

Y; almost surely fort=1,...,Ty.

The proof of the Theorem, as well as all other proofs, are provided in Section C of the Sup-
plementary Material. Theorem 3.1 serves to motivate our approach for estimating the synthetic
control weights v*, as it only involves the observed data. Another consequence of Assumptions
2.1-3.2 is that, as formalized in Theorem 3.2 below, the synthetic control Wj,v* can be used to
identify 7;":

Theorem 3.2. Under Assumptions 2.1-3.2, we have E{Y;(O)} = E(Wgtfy*) foranyt=1,...,T.

Additionally, the ATT is identified as 77 = E(Yt — Wgtfy*) fort=To+1,...,T.

Theorem 3.2 provides a theoretical basis for employing the synthetic control method to estimate
the ATT. In particular, following the observations in Abadie and Gardeazabal (2003) and Shi et al.
(2023), we use Y; — WE,7* in a standard time series regression where the ATT is identified as the
deterministic component of the decomposition Y; — W3,v* = 7/ 4 €, with €; representing a mean-
zero error. The following Sections elaborate on this approach, first describing how the identification

result leads to an estimator of v*.

3.2 Estimation and Inference of the Treatment Effect

We first discuss the estimation of the synthetic control weights v*. We consider the following

estimating function for the pre-treatment periods:
\Ilpre(Ot;py) :gt(Yt)(Yt - W’gtly) ) t= 17"'7T0 . (9)

10



Here, ¢; is a p-dimensional user-specified function of the outcome of the treated unit at time
t, where p > d = |D|. For instance, g; can be chosen as a collection of truncated polynomial
bases functions up to the pth power of y, i.e., g:(y) = (y,%? ...,y?)". Splines or wavelets among
other options may be used to generate g;(y). In addition, g; can be specified as a time-varying
function, potentially enhancing the finite sample performance of the proposed estimator, especially
in cases where the outcomes exhibit nonstationary behavior; see Section A.5 of the Supplementary
Material for an example of time-varying g;. From Theorem 3.1, the estimating function ¥, satisfies
E{Vpe(O;7*)} =0fort =1,...,Tp.

An estimator 7 can in principle be obtained based on the empirical counterpart of the mean-zero
moment condition on V.. Since p, the dimension of W, is no smaller than d, the dimension of
~*, standard GMM theory (Hansen, 1982) readily applies. Specifically, the GMM estimator 7 is

the solution to the following minimization problem:

:y\ = arg min {(I\lpre (’}/) }Tﬁpre{{flpre (7)} ) (10)
Y

where (I\fpre('y) =T;" Z?ﬁl Uore(Or;7y) is the empirical mean of the estimating function over the
pre-treatment periods evaluated at v and ﬁpm € RP*P is a user-specified symmetric positive definite
matrix, which can be simply chosen as the identity matrix.

Equations (9) and (10) fortunately admit closed-form solutions. For instance, if Qpre is chosen
as the identity matrix, we have v* = G4, Gy + nfyy and 5 = @;’;Wayy + Nyw where

To TO

Gow = £ S BOOWE) R Gy = 23 Bl e
t=1 =1
To To

~ 1 ~ 1

Gyw = T th(Yt)W%t € RP*?, Gyy = T th(YZ)Yt eRP. (11)
t=1 t=1

Here, M denotes the Moore-Penrose inverse of a matrix M, and 7}, and 7jyw are arbitrary
vectors in the null spaces of G5 and @yw, respectively, i.e., G313 = 0 and @ywﬁyw =
0. If Gy and éyw are of full column rank, these solutions are uniquely defined as v* =
( Yw ;‘/W)_l ywGyy and 7 = (G}T/Wéyw)_lér}rfwéyy. In practice, the rank conditions can

be validated at least for éyw by investigating its singular values. In the event that @yw is found

to be column rank deficient, or nearly so, one may select an alternative choice for g:(-) and/or

11



discard donors that do not appear to contribute information on Y; in the pre-treatment period; see
Section A.6 of the Supplementary Material for a specific example of the procedure. Alternatively, if
@yw is column rank deficient, one may regularize (10) and solve a penalized version of GMM; see
Section A.2 of the Supplementary Material for details. In the remainder of the paper, we assume
that G5, is full column rank (a testable condition) such that v* is unique.

Once the synthetic control weights are estimated, one could in principle estimate the treatment-
free potential outcome and the ATT as }A/}/(O) = Wphy and 7 = Y, — W7, respectively, for t =
To+1,...,T. Unfortunately, without additional assumptions, it is impossible to perform inference
based on 73 because the latter will generally fail to be consistent given that we only have access
to one observation per each ¢t. Therefore, in practice, we posit a parsimonious working model for
the treatment effect as a function of time. Specifically, we assume that the ATT follows a model
indexed by a b-dimensional parameter 3 via a function 7(-;-) : [0,00) ® R® — R. Let 8* € R® be
the true parameter satisfying 7;° = 7(¢; %) for t = 1,...,T. This parametrization allows us to pool
information over time in the post-treatment period to infer 8* and, thus, the ATT. Possible forms

for 7(t; B) are given below:

Example 3.1 (Constant Effect). 7(¢;3) = ; this model is reasonable if the treatment yields a

rapid, short-term effect and it persists for a long period.

Example 3.2 (Linear Effect). 7(¢;8) = Bo + S1(t — To)+ /11 where let (¢)1 = max(c,0) for a

constant c. ; this model is appropriate if the treatment yields a gradual, increasing effect over time.

Example 3.3 (Nonlinear Effect). This includes a quadratic model 7(¢; 8) = o+ B1(t —To)+ /11 +
Ba(t — Tg)i/Tl, or an exponentially time-varying treatment model 7(¢;5) = exp {,6’0 + Bt —

To)+/ Tl}; this model is appropriate if the treatment yields a nonlinear effect over time.

For tractable inference, we assume that the error process is weakly independent, which is for-

mally stated as follows:

Assumption 3.3 (Weakly Dependent Error). Let ¢ = Y; — W y* — 7(¢;6%) for t = 1,...,T.
Then, the error process {et ‘ t=1,...,T } is weakly dependent, i.e., corr(es, €,44) converges to 0 as

t — +o0.

12



Assumption 3.3 applies to many standard time series models, including autoregressive (AR)
models, moving-average (MA) models, and autoregressive moving-average (ARMA) models.

Along with the assumptions, we will consider an asymptotic setting where Ty,77 — oo and
T1/Ty — r € (0,00). Specifically, let ¥(Oy;~, 5) be the following (p + b)-dimensional estimating

function:

Wore(Oy; 1— A)g () (Y, — W3
WO = | MO | U ABO0EEEA) gy

\IIpost(Ot;’Ya B) At%ﬁgﬂ){n - Wgt’Y—T(t;ﬁ)}

Then, GMM estimators of the synthetic control weights and treatment effect parameter are obtained

as the solution to the following minimization problem:

(3, 8) = argmin {¥(v, 8)} " Q{T(~, 8)}

(v:8)

where \/I\J('y, B)=T7"! Zthl U (Oy;7,B) is the empirical mean of the estimating function and Qe
R P+0)x(1+)) g yser-specified symmetric positive definite block-diagonal matrix as Q= diag(ﬁpre, (Alpost);
for simplicity, Q can be chosen as the identity matrix. Under our assumptions, the following result

establishes that (7, B) is asymptotically normal:

Theorem 3.3. Suppose that Assumptions 2.1-5.3 holds, G3ry, is full column rank, and regularity

conditions in Section C.2 of the Supplementary Material hold. Then, as T — oo, we have
\/T{ 7", ET)T - (7, ﬁ*T)T} converges in distribution to N (0, 5125517) .
Here, ¥} = (G*TQ*G*)AG*TQ* and 3% = limy_, var{T"/? - ‘Tl(’y*,ﬂ*)} where

, Q*= lim Q.

For inference, we propose the variance estimator S = f]l igif; here, f]l = (@TQG)AGTQ with G =
T-! Zthl 8\11(Ot;7,6)/8(7,,@’)“7:15:3. For 3, we use a heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation
consistent estimator (Newey and West, 1987; Andrews, 1991) given the time series nature of the
observed sample; see Section A.3 of the Supplementary Material for details. Alternatively, one
could implement the block bootstrap; see Section A.4 of the Supplementary Material for details.

In the event that donors appear to be highly correlated with each other, particularly in settings

13



with a large pool of donors, a form of regularization may be needed to improve the finite sample
behavior of the proposed estimator. Likewise, a related problem may be due to the smallest
singular value of the matrix G5y, in (11) being nearly equal to zero making the latter nearly
singular so that the true parameter (v*, 3*) may not be well-estimated by GMM. To resolve these
issues, one may include a regularization term for + such as ridge regularization. One may infer
the treatment effect based on the resulting regularized estimator provided that the regularization
parameter is appropriately chosen; see Section A.2 of the Supplementary Material for details. The
empirical results in the following sections demonstrate that such ridge regularization can improve
finite sample inferences.

Lastly, in practice, one may indeed have access to exogenous covariates. Incorporating these
covariates in the analysis may be of interest because it may improve the efficiency of the estimated
treatment effect. In Section A.7 of the Supplementary Materials, we provide details on how to

incorporate available covariates in the SPSC framework.

3.3 Conformal Inference of the Treatment Effect

Some drawbacks of the methodology proposed in the previous Section are that (i) a parsimonious
model choice for 7, = 7(¢; ) may be misspecified and (ii) it potentially requires large Ty and T}
for both a law of large numbers and a central limit theorem to apply such that our large sample
analysis can reliably be used to quantify uncertainty based on 5 and B The aforementioned
limitations may be prohibitive in real-world applications with limited post-treatment follow-up
data available. In order to address this specific challenge, previous works such as Cattaneo et al.
(2021); Chernozhukov et al. (2021) develop prediction intervals to assess statistical uncertainty,
obviating the need to specify a model for the treatment effect or require a large number of post-
treatment time series data. While other approaches can in principle be applied, we focus on the
conformal inference approach proposed by Chernozhukov et al. (2021) due to its ready adaptation
to the SPSC framework. The key idea of the approach is to construct pointwise prediction intervals
for the random treatment effects & = Yt(l) — Y;(O) fort =Ty +1,...,T by inverting permutation
tests about certain null hypotheses about &;. One crucial requirement for the approach is the
existence of an unbiased predictor for Yt(o) fort=1,...,T. In the context of SPSC, the synthetic

control Wj,~* is an unbiased predictor for Yt(o) as established in Theorem 3.2, and, consequently,
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their approach readily applies. In what follows, we present the approach in detail adapted to the
SPSC framework.

Consider an asymptotic regime whereby Ty goes to infinity while T} is fixed. Let s € {Tp +
1,...,T} be a post-treatment period for which one aims to construct a prediction interval for the
treatment effect; without loss of generality, we take s = Ty + 1. The null hypothesis of interest
can be expressed as Ho 1,41 : 5}0 11 = §0,7o+1, Where §o 1,41 represents a hypothesized treatment
effect value. Under Ho 1,41, the treatment-free potential outcome at time 7 + 1 can be identified
as YT(,(?i_l = Y741 — o, 1y+1 and, consequently, pre-treatment outcomes Y7,..., Y, may in fact be
supplemented with Y7, 11 —&p 7,41 to estimate the synthetic control weights. We may then redefine

the pre-treatment estimating function ¥, in equation (9) as follows:

gt(Yt)(Yt—Wgﬂ) ) tzl,...,To

9t (Y — &omp+1) (Ve — Somp+1 — W3Y) t=Tp+1

\ijre(Ot; Y, §U,To+1) =

At the true synthetic control weights ~v*, the redefined estimating function is mean-zero for ¢t =
1,...,To+ 1 under Horgy41. Therefore, a GMM estimator 7(€o,7,+1) can be obtained by solving

the following minimization problem, which is similar to (10):

A(éomy+1) = argmin { Wpre (v, 0.1041) ) Lpre{ Ypre (Vs E0.10+1) }
v

where @pre(% Sory1) = (To+1)7t ZtTffl Uore (Ot 7, €0,1541) and flpre is the weight matrix used in
(10). We may then compute residuals € ({0, 1,+1) = Yi — &o,1p+14¢ — W (&o,19+1), and use these

residuals to obtain a p-value for testing the null hypothesis as follows:

1 To+1
Pro+1(80,10+1) = To i1 > ﬂ{‘%\t(fo,To+1)‘ > ‘€T0+1(§0,T0+1)‘} :
=1

In words, the p-value is the proportion of residuals of magnitudes no smaller than the post-treatment
residual. Under Hy 1,41 and regularity conditions including that the error ¢, =Y; — £ — Wp,y* is
stationary and weakly dependent, the p-value is approximately unbiased, i.e., pr{pz+1(&o,mp+1) <
a} = a+ o(l) as Ty — oo for a user-specified confidence level o € (0,1); we refer the readers
to Theorem 1 of Chernozhukov et al. (2021) for technical details. Therefore, an approximate

100(1 — )% prediction interval for & can be constructed by inverting the hypothesis test based
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on pry+1(o0.1y+1). This prediction interval is formally defined as Cr,41(1 — ) = {5 ‘pTOH(f) > a}
and can be found via grid-search. We remark that the proposed conformal inference approach is

also valid for constructing a confidence interval for the ATT by replacing & with 7.

4 Simulation

We conducted a simulation study to evaluate the finite sample performance of the proposed esti-
mator under a variety of conditions. We considered the following data generating mechanisms with
pre- and post-treatment periods of length Ty = 77 € {50, 100,250, 1000} and donor pools of size
d € {2,5,9}. For each value of Ty, T, and d, we generated all residual errors for t = 1,...,T based
on the AR(2):

€yt = 0-26y,t—1 + O‘ley,t—Q + Tyt €Ert = 0.267—7,5_1 + 0.167775_2 + Nrit

Cw; t = 0-2€wi,t—1 + 0-1€wi,t—2 + Tt » i = 17 s 7d ’

where 7 are generated from a standard normal distribution. The errors ¢ at t = —1,0 were
initialized to equal zero. The treatment-free potential outcomes at t = 1,...,T were generated as
Yt(o) = 0.2Yt(_oi +0.1Yt(_0% +t/To+ €y, The potential outcomes under treatment at ¢t = 1,...,T were
generated as Y;(l) = Y;(O) + 3A; + €, 1; therefore, the ATT is 7 = 3 for all t =T +1,...,T. Lastly,
we generated Wp; € R? under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2; see Section A.8 of the Supplementary
Material for details. We set g¢(-) as time-invariant cubic B-spline bases functions with dimension
equal to twice the number of donors, i.e., dim(g;) = 2d € {4,10,18}. The knots of the spline
functions were chosen based on the empirical quantiles of the pre-treatment outcomes.

Using the generated data, we obtain two ATT estimators based on the proposed SPSC ap-
proaches both with and without ridge regularization; see Section A.2 of the Supplementary Ma-
terial for details on the regularized SPSC estimator. These estimators are referred to as SPSC
and SPSC-Ridge, respectively. For comparison, we also considered an OLS-based ATT estimator.
Unfortunately, the ATT estimators proposed by Abadie et al. (2010), implemented in synth R-
package (Abadie et al., 2011), and Ben-Michael et al. (2021) implemented in augsynth R-package
(Ben-Michael, 2023), do not appear to provide readily available standard errors. As a result, we

compared our methods to the OLS-based ATT estimator without regularization as described in
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Section 2.2, which we simply refer to as OLS hereafter. We repeated the simulation 500 times.
Figure 1 summarizes the empirical distribution of the estimators graphically. Across all sce-
narios, we find that the OLS estimator is biased for the ATT, particularly when the number of
donors is small, say d = 2; these results largely confirm our theoretical expectation as discussed
in Section 2.2 that the OLS estimator may be biased under a data generating process compatible
with the SPSC framework. In contrast, we find the SPSC estimator appears to be unbiased across
scenarios, and the corresponding 95% Monte Carlo confidence interval shrinks as the number of
time periods increases. This is consistent with the results established in Section 3. Table 1 provides
more detailed summary statistics under d = 9; those under the other two simulation scenarios are
reported in Section A.8 of the Supplementary Material. Unsurprisingly, confidence intervals based
on the OLS estimator fail to attain the nominal coverage rate, especially when Ty and 77 are large
due to non-diminishing bias. On the other hand, confidence intervals based on SPSC estimators
attain the nominal coverage rate regardless of whether ridge regularization is used or not. Com-
paring the two SPSC estimators, we find that SPSC-Ridge has a somewhat larger bias, however,
with a smaller standard error, resulting in a smaller mean squared error. In other words, we find
that incorporating ridge regularization can improve the estimator’s performance in terms of mean
squared error reflecting the well-known bias-variance trade-off phenomenon, which ridge regression

has been shown to achieve in many settings (Theobald, 1974; Randolph et al., 2012).

o _ d=2 : d=5 i d=9 Estimator

- i : oLs

© § : —— SPSC

° 7 —— SPSC-Ridge
Lo | - P TITT T oL LA - T
o %4 %} ¥§ {%i %f }%} m To=50

) A To=100

@] : : & To=250

° ® To=1000

Figure 1: Empirical Distributions of the Estimators for d = 2,5,9. The vertical solid segments
represent 95% Monte Carlo confidence interval for each estimator. The dots represent the empirical
mean of 500 estimates. The light gray, gray, and black colors encode a corresponding estimator,
and the shape of the dots encode the length of the pre-treatment period, respectively. The y-axis
represents the magnitude of bias.

Next, we evaluated the finite sample performance of the conformal inference approach in Section
3.3. As a competing method, we also implemented the approach proposed by Cattaneo et al. (2021),

referred to as SCPI hereafter, using the publicly available scpi R-package (Cattaneo et al., 2023).
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Estimator OLS SPSC SPSC-Ridge
To 50 100 | 250 | 1000 50 100 250 1000 50 100 250 1000
Bias (x10) | 1.305 |1.524|1.479|1.401 | —0.206 | 0.055 | —0.037 | —0.098 | —0.175 | —0.035 | —0.046 | —0.128
ASE (x10) | 2.356 |1.674]1.098|0.568 | 4.461 |3.008 | 1.927 | 0.930 | 3.245 | 2.358 | 1.487 | 0.747
ESE (x10) | 2.956 |1.934|1.149|0.603 | 4.182 |2.434| 1.614 | 0.800 | 3.578 | 2.261 | 1.455 | 0.721
MSE (x100) | 10.422 | 6.054 | 3.507 | 2.325 | 17.500 | 5.916 | 2.600 | 0.648 | 12.810 | 5.104 | 2.116 | 0.536
Coverage | 0.854 |0.788(0.710(0.306| 0.956 |0.962| 0.980 | 0.970 | 0.922 | 0.940 | 0.958 | 0.946

Table 1: Summary Statistics of Estimation Results. Bias row gives the empirical bias of 500
estimates. ASE row gives the asymptotic standard error obtained from the sandwich estimator
of the GMM. ESE row gives the standard deviation of 500 estimates. MSE row gives the mean
squared error of 500 estimates. Coverage row gives the empirical coverage rate of 95% confidence
intervals based on the asymptotic standard error. Bias, standard errors, and mean squared error
are scaled by factors of 10, 10, and 100, respectively.

For each simulated data set, we obtained pointwise 95% pointwise prediction intervals for the
treatment effect at the first post-treatment time ¢t = Ty + 1, i.e., &, 1 = 3 + €r1+1, using the
proposed conformal inference approach and SCPI. We then calculated the empirical coverage rates
of these pointwise prediction intervals based on 500 simulation repetitions, i.e., the proportions
of repetitions where {7, | is contained in 95% pointwise prediction intervals. Table 2 gives the
empirical coverage rates for each simulation scenario. We find that the conformal inference approach
for the SPSC attains the desired nominal coverage rate across all simulation scenarios in general
with and without ridge regularization, aligning closely with theoretical expectations. However, we
find that the SCPI approach sometimes fails to do so, especially when the number of donors is
small and the time periods are long, say d = 2 and Ty = 1000. This finding demonstrates that
existing inference methods may be invalid when applied to a dataset compatible with the SPSC

framework.

Estimator SPSC SPSC-Ridge SCPI

To 50 | 100 | 250 | 1000 | 50 | 100 | 250 | 1000 | 50 100 | 250 | 1000
2 0.964 [ 0.946 | 0.940 | 0.948 | 0.968 | 0.950 | 0.940 | 0.948 | 0.948 | 0.924 | 0.920 | 0.904

d 5 0.962 [ 0.956 | 0.956 | 0.942 | 0.956 | 0.946 | 0.960 | 0.932 ] 0.980 | 0.982 | 0.978 | 0.920

9 0.954 {0.948 | 0.966 | 0.944 | 0.942 | 0.942 | 0.964 | 0.952 | 0.984 [ 0.990 | 0.978 | 0.954

Table 2: Empirical Coverage Rates of 95% Pointwise Prediction Intervals. The numbers in SPSC
and SPSC-Ridge columns give the empirical coverage rates of 95% pointwise prediction intervals
obtained from the conformal inference approach in Section 3.3. The numbers in SCPI column
give the empirical coverage rates of 95% pointwise prediction intervals obtained from the approach
proposed by Cattaneo et al. (2021).

In Section A.8 of the Supplementary Material, we report results for additional simulation studies

where exogenous covariates are included and the ATT is linear. In brief, these additional results
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largely agree with the asymptotic properties established in the previous sections. Furthermore, in
Section A.9 of the Supplementary Material, we assess the finite sample performance of the proposed
conformal inference approach based on the simulation scenario given in Cattaneo et al. (2021), which
may not be compatible with the key identifying condition, Assumption 3.2, of SPSC. As expected,
the approach of Cattaneo et al. (2021) performs well in this setting, and our approach sometimes
fails to attain the nominal coverage rate, particularly when the outcomes are not stationary in the
pre-treatment period. However, explicitly incorporating time dependence in specification of g; in
(9) appears to significantly improve the performance of our conformal inference approach in such

cases.

5 Application

We applied the proposed method to analyze a real-world application. In particular, we revisited
the dataset analyzed in Fohlin and Lu (2021), which consists of time series data of length 384 for
59 trust companies, recorded between January 5, 1906, and December 30, 1908, with a triweekly
frequency. Notably, this time period includes the Panic of 1907 (Moen and Tallman, 1992), a
financial panic that lasted for three weeks in the United States starting in mid-October, 1907. As a
result of the panic, there was a significant drop in the stock market during this studied period. From
this context, we focused on the effect of the financial panic in October 1907 on the log stock price
of trust companies using Ty = 217 pre-treatment periods and 7} = 167 post-treatment periods,
respectively.

The treated unit and donors were defined as follows. According to Fohlin and Lu (2021),
Knickerbocker, Trust Company of America, and Lincoln were the three trust companies that were
most severely affected during the panic. However, despite the absence of the financial panic,
Lincoln’s stock price showed a strong downward trend over the pre-treatment period. Therefore,
we defined the average of the log stock prices of the first two trust companies as Y;, the outcome of
the treated units at time ¢ = 1,...,384. As for potential donors, Fohlin and Lu (2021) identified
49 trust companies that had weak financial connections with the aforementioned three severely
affected trust companies. However, some of these trust companies seem to violate the relevance

condition (7). Therefore, we chose donors based on the procedure proposed in Section A.6 of the
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Supplementary Material, which resulted in d = 24 trust companies. Accordingly, the log stock
prices of these 24 trust companies were defined as Wp;, the outcome of the donors. We remark
that the results remain consistent even when different donors are used; see Section A.10 of the
Supplementary Material for details. Following the choice in the simulation study, we chose the
function gt(Yt(O)) in (9) as time-invariant cubic B-spline bases functions of dimension 2d = 48
where the knots were chosen based on the empirical quantiles of the pre-treatment outcomes.

We first report the ATT estimates under a constant treatment effect model 7(¢; 8) = 8. Similar
to Section 4, we compare the same three estimators: the unconstrained OLS synthetic control
estimator and SPSC estimators with and without ridge regularization. In addition, we compare
these estimators to the standard synthetic control approach proposed by Abadie et al. (2010), which
is essentially the OLS synthetic control estimator with constraints on synthetic control weights to
be non-negative and sum to one; we refer to this estimator as OLS-Standard hereafter. The results
are summarized in Table 3. Interestingly, all four estimators yield similar point estimates of the
treatment effect, ranging from —0.975 to —0.830. According to the 95% confidence intervals, three
estimates uniformly reject the null hypothesis of no treatment effect across time points, suggesting
that the financial panic led to a significant decrease in the average log stock price of Knickerbocker
and Trust Company of America. We remark that Abadie et al. (2010)’s approach does not provide
a standard error or 95% confidence interval for the ATT. In terms of the length of the confidence
interval, SPSC with ridge regularization yields the narrowest confidence interval, followed by SPSC

with no regularization, and the approach based on OLS.

Statistic Estimator
OLS OLS-Standard SPSC SPSC-Ridge
Estimate —0.966 —0.877 —0.975 —0.830
Asymptotic Standard Error 0.108 - 0.101 0.098
95% Confidence Interval | (—1.177,—0.755) - (—=1.172,-0.777) | (—1.022, —0.638)

Table 3: Summary Statistics of the Estimation of the Average Treatment Effect on the Treated.

Next, we construct the pointwise confidence intervals based on the SPSC approach with ridge
regularization using the conformal inference approach in Section 3.3. As a competing method,
we consider the approach in Cattaneo et al. (2021). Figure 2 provides the visual summary of the
result. For the post-treatment period ¢ = 218, ...,384, we find that }A/;(O), the predictive value of the

treatment-free potential outcome, have similar shapes for all two methods. However, 95% pointwise
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prediction intervals behave differently for the two methods. Specifically, we focus on the average
width of the prediction intervals over the post-treatment periods. The prediction intervals from
the approach proposed by Cattaneo et al. (2021) have an average width of 0.108; in contrast, our
method with ridge regularization yields prediction intervals with average widths of 0.046, which is
more than 50% narrower than those from the competing method. The comparison reveals that our
method appears to produce tighter predictions of treatment effect trends. Combining results in
the simulation study and the data application, we conclude that our approach appears to perform

quite competitively when compared to some leading alternative methods in the literature.
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Figure 2: Graphical Summaries of the 95% Prediction Intervals over the Post-treatment Periods.
The left and right plots present the results using the approach proposed by Cattaneo et al. (2021)
and the conformal inference approach presented in Section 3.3 with ridge regularization, respec-
tively. The numbers show the average length of the 95% prediction intervals over the post-treatment
periods.

Additionally, for the sake of credibility, we performed the following falsification study. We re-
stricted the entire analysis to the pre-treatment period in which the causal effect is expected to be
null. We artificially defined a financial panic time in late July 1907, which is roughly three months
before the actual financial panic. This resulted in the lengths of the pre- and post-treatment peri-
ods equal to Tj) = 181 and 7] = 36, respectively. The proposed SPSC estimators with and without
ridge regularization resulted in the placebo ATT estimates of 0.001 and 0.030 with 95% confidence
intervals of (—0.009,0.011) and (—0.029, 0.089), respectively. The placebo ATT estimate obtained
from the unconstrained OLS estimator was 0.009 with a 95% confidence interval of (—0.020,0.014).
All 95% prediction intervals include the null, consistent with the expectation of no treatment effect
in the placebo period. Lastly, the constrained OLS estimator (i.e., OLS-Standard) produced a
placebo ATT estimate of —0.013, which is also close to zero; however, corresponding statistical

inference was not available. Therefore, these results provide no evidence against any of the estima-
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tors. In Figure 9 of the Supplementary Material, we provide a trajectory of the synthetic controls
along with 95% prediction intervals under the placebo treatment.
In Section A.10 of the Supplementary Material, we provide additional results when different

donor pools are used. In brief, all results are similar across choices of donors.

6 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we propose a novel SPSC approach in which the synthetic control is defined as a
linear combination of donors’ outcomes whose conditional expectation matches the treatment-free
potential outcome in both pre- and post-treatment periods. The model is analogous to a nonclassi-
cal measurement error model widely studied in standard measurement error literature. Under the
framework, we establish the identification of a synthetic control, and provide an estimation strategy
for the ATT. Furthermore, we introduce a method for inferring the treatment effect through point-
wise prediction intervals, which remains valid even in the case of a short post-treatment period. We
validate our methods through simulation studies and provide an application analyzing a real-world
financial dataset related to the 1907 Panic.

As briefly mentioned in the introduction, the proposed SPSC framework has a connection to
the single proxy control framework (Tchetgen Tchetgen, 2013; Tchetgen Tchetgen et al., 2023)
developed for i.i.d. data. In particular, Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2023) proposed an approach
that relies on a so-called outcome bridge function, which is a (potentially nonlinear) function of
outcome proxies. Importantly, an important property of the outcome bridge function is that it
is conditionally unbiased for the treatment-free potential outcome. Therefore, the proposed SPSC
approach can be viewed as an adaptation of the outcome bridge function-based single proxy control
approach to the synthetic control setting, where the outcome bridge function is known a priori to
be a linear function of donors’ outcomes. In Section B of the Supplementary Material, we present a
general SPSC framework, which is designed to accommodate nonparametric and nonlinear synthetic
controls. Therefore, this framework eliminates the need for employing linear synthetic controls and
establishes a more direct connection with the outcome bridge function-based single proxy approach
presented in Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2023). Notably, the general SPSC framework addresses the

underdeveloped aspect of the synthetic control literature by allowing for various types of outcomes,
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including continuous, binary, count, or a combination of these.

In addition to the outcome bridge function-based approach, Tchetgen Tchetgen et al. (2023)
introduced two other single proxy control approaches for i.i.d. sampling. One approach relies on
propensity score weighting, eliminating the need for specifying an outcome bridge function. The
second approach uses both the propensity score and the outcome bridge function and, more impor-
tantly, exhibits a doubly-robust property in that the treatment effect in view is identified if either
propensity score or outcome bridge function, but not necessarily both, is correctly specified. Con-
sequently, a promising direction for future research would be to develop new SPSC approaches by
extending these single proxy methods to the synthetic control setting. Such new SPSC approaches
can be viewed as complementing the doubly-robust proximal synthetic control approach (Qiu et al.,
2022). However, such extensions pose significant challenges due to (i) a single treated unit with
non-random treatment assignment, (ii) multiple heterogeneous untreated donor units; and (iii) se-
rial correlation and heteroskedasticity due to the time series nature of the data. In particular,
non-random treatment assignment undermines the conventional notion of the propensity score,
rendering it undefined. Approaches for addressing these challenges and developing corresponding

statistical methods will be considered elsewhere.
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Supplementary Material

This document provides details of “Single Proxy Synthetic Control.” In Section A, we provide
details of the paper. In Section B, we provide details on the nonparametric single proxy synthetic

control framework. Lastly, we provide the proofs of the results in Section C.

A Details of the Paper

A.1 Inconsistency of the Ordinary Least Squares Estimator

Following Ferman and Pinto (2021), we provide details on why synthetic controls obtained from
the ordinary least squares (OLS) may be inconsistent. For simplicity, we consider an unconstrained

case, in which equation (4) of the main paper reduces to:

To

—~ . ]‘ T

Yous = arg min QM) , QM) = T > (vi- WH)” . (4)
=1

For a fixed v = (yp,,...,7p,)", the probability limit of Q(v) as Tp — oo is given as follows:

To
. . 1 T, \2
A, Q0) =l 72 3 (= Wh)
1 To t 2
Jim o ; DY =) + eor ; Vieit
1 To N 2
= i 2SS 6] e 3 e
0o L0333 Viep i=1
=S =P+ (14 0o (12)
€D €D

where the second and third lines hold from (3) and (1) of the main paper, respectively, which are

restated below:

Y: = Tt*At+ ug)\t + et E(e(]t ’ )\t) =0 (1)

Wit: MEAt+€it> E(e’it‘At):Oa izla"',N7 t:]-aaT
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and

Y;(O):W,Z’gthT+60t—Z’yJ€lt s t:].,,T (3)
€D

The last line holds under the following additional assumptions on A; and e; as Ty — oo:

1 1 Q&
_ T _
TOZ)\thP(l), %th = A+op(1)
t=1 t=1
1 & 1 & 1 &
?OZeit =op(1), f)zeitejt: l(i:j)ag , ?ozeit)\t =op(1)
t=1 t=1 t=1
where A is positive semidefinite. Clearly, 'y;r is not the minimizer of (12) unless 02 = 0, i.e., a

noiseless setting. Therefore, the OLS weights defined in (4) converge to the minimizer of Q(v) as
Ty — oo, which is different from the true synthetic control weights 7' satisfying pg = Y ieD ’y;r i

This implies that the OLS estimator is inconsistent for v unless o2 = 0.

A.2 A Synthetic Control Estimator based on Regularized Generalized Method

of Moments

We consider the following fo-regularized generalized method of moments (GMM) by including ridge

regularization in GMM:

~ 5 . = P 2
(s Bi) = angmin [ (¥, )} 0{D (. 8)} + Al ] (13)
fy’
We remark that other forms of regularization, such as lasso regularization (Tibshirani, 1996), are

possible. However, there are several advantages of using ridge regularization. First, for given A, we

can obtain a closed-form solution of the synthetic control weights to (13) as follows:

3= (G Gy +20) (@;Wﬁ@w) ,

~

Gyw == > _ g:(Y)Wp, , Gyy = th (Y)Y

Second, we can establish the asymptotic normality of the estimator in (13) when X is chosen at a

certain rate:

Theorem A.1. Suppose the conditions of Theorem 3.3 of the main paper are satisfied. Additionally,
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suppose the reqularization parameter has a rate of A = O(T_1/2). Then, T — 0o, we have

% .
\/T{ z " } converges in distribution to N(O, ETZEE{T) .
B A

Here, ¥} = (G*TQ*G*)_lG*TQ* and 35 = limp_, o var{\/T- \Tl(v*, ﬁ*)} where

T A 3‘1’(0t;%5)}
G =1 — S ——— 2~
e Z { a7, B)F

~

, Q= lim Q.

T—oo

y=v*,B=p*
We remark that similar results are established in Fu and Knight (2000); Fu (2003); Caner (2009).
In addition, we can establish a similar result when covariates are included.
Following Theorem 3.3, we may use S = (éTﬁé)_léTﬁ as an estimator of Xj. Alter-
natively, to incorporate ridge regularization, one can use f]l = (@iﬁ@A)_léiﬁ where (A:A =

Til 23;1 8\:[1/\(0157 v /B)/a(77 B)TM:&/@’:E where

(1= A)g:(Ye) (Ve — W)
UA(Onv,B) = Atagg}ﬁ){i/} - Why—T1(t:8)}| € RPHOH
VA

The matrix >3 can be estimated by a heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation consistent estimator
with or without incorporating ridge regularization. Or, one can use block bootstrap methods to
construct a variance estimator; see Section A.4 for details. Lastly, we choose A based on leave-one-

out cross-validation; see Algorithm 1 below.

A.3 A Heteroskedasticity and Autocorrelation Consistent Covariance Matrix

Estimator

We provide details of a heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation consistent (HAC) covariance matrix
estimator, which are obtained by following approaches of Newey and West (1987) and Andrews
(1991). Let (‘y\, @ and ¥ (Oy; v, ) be the GMM estimators used in Theorem 3.3 and the correspond-
ing estimating function, respectively. Then, for a given bandwidth w > 0 and a kernel function K(z),

a heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation consistent estimator of 3 = limr_; Var{\/T . \T/(fy*, ﬁ*)}
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Algorithm 1 Leave-one-out Cross-validation for Choosing the Regularization Parameter A

Require: Length of the pre-treatment periods Tj
1: fort=1,...,7y do
2:  Let GYW,(—t) and GYY,(—t) be

To To
~ 1 ~ 1
Gyw,(—t) = > a(YOWh,, Gyycpy==—— Y a(Ya)Ys
Ty —1 Ty —1
s=1,s#t s=1,s#t

3 Let oy = {G;F/W,(ft)QGYWK—t) + )‘Q}_l{G?/W,(ft)QGYYv(—t)}

4: Calculate the leave-one-out residual e\ = Y; — Wp,7 () 2

5: end for

6: Obtain the mean on the leave-one-out residuals e; y = T}, ! ZtTil €2

7: return Obtain the optimal A that minimizes the absolute value of & »:

Aopt = arg)l\rnin ‘Ety)\ ‘

is given as

{9(057.5)H{¥(0:7,5)}"
~ 1 ~ ~,
Yr= > |+ 5 K(s/w) {9067, B) (0157, B) )"
+ 3 K(s/w) {2 (014539, ) }{¥ (037, 5)}
Popular choices for the kernel function are Bartlett and quadratic spectral functions, which are

defined as follows:
e Bartlett kernel: K(z) = {1 — [z]}1{|z| < 1}
e Quadratic spectral kernel: K(z) = {25/(12n222)} - { sin(672/5)/(6mz/5) — cos(6mz/5)}
For these two kernel functions, the bandwidth parameter w can be chosen based on the approx-

imation to the first-order autoregressive model; see Algorithm 2 for details. We use the quadratic

spectral kernel function for the simulation studies and the data analysis of the main paper.

A.4 Block Bootstrap

In this section, we provide a moving block bootstrap method (Kunsch, 1989; Liu and Singh, 1992)
adapted to our setting. Algorithm 3 provides details of the block bootstrap implementation. We
remark that other block bootstrap methods can be adopted with minor modifications; see Lahiri

(1999) for examples of block bootstrap methods.
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Algorithm 2 Choice of Bandwidth Parameters for Bartlett and Quadratic Spectral Kernel Func-
tions
: Let (fy\,@ and Uyt (O, B) € R be the GMM estimators used in Theorem 3.3 and the
corresponding estimating function related to (3, respectively.
for s=1,...,bdo R
Fit AR(1) model for the sth component of the time series {Wpost(Oy;7, B)}tzl,...,T
Let ps and 52 be the estimated coefficient of the autoregressive coefficient and the estimated
variance of the error from the AR(1) model above, respectively.
: end for
6: For Barlett and quadratic spectral kernel functions, we choose the bandwidth as

s b 54 -1, b 4;?2”1
_ o 5 s0s
WBartlett = 11447{0&1 ’ T} ’ a1 = { Z (1—@)4} { Z (1 - ,03) (1 + 58)2 }

—_

&

w

-

ot

s=1 s=1
b ~4 —1 b A2A4
1/5 O 4'ps s
wos = 1.3221qao - T a2:{ A} { }
¢ oz 7} L= \&T-5r

7: return Bandwidth parameters wpartlett and wqs.

Algorithm 3 Moving Block Bootstrap in Single Proxy Synthetic Control Framework
Require: Length of the block L < T, Number of bootstrap repetitions B
1: Let the pre- and post-treatment blocks be

Bpre1 = {01,...,0L}, cee Borero—141 = {O1y—141,-- -, O }
Bpost1 = {0141, -, Oyt 1.}, cee Bypost,1y—1+1 = {Or—1+41,...,071}
2: forb=1,...,B do
3:  Randomly sample K, = [1/L] pre-treatment blocks and Kpos = [11/L] post-treatment
blocks with replacement, respectively; we denote these blocks as {B}gr)e Lree- 731(32, Kpre} and
(b) (b)
{Bpost 10 Bpost Kpost}
4:  Choose the first Ty and 77 observations from the resampled blocks, i.e.,
{O(b) R O(b)} = first Ty observations of {Bs;l Lreee ,BI()I;;KW}
{OT0+17 ...,0 } first T} observations of {BS;St Ioeo- ’BI()bO)St7Kpost}
5. Calculate B(b) from the GMM in Section 3.2 using {Ogb), e ,O%]), O%)H, ey Og))}.
6: end for R R
7: return Report the variance of the bootstrap estimates {5(1), ey B(B)}

The choice of block length L is critical to the performance of block bootstrap methods. The
optimal choice of L for minimizing mean square error is known to be O(T%/3). In the simulation
studies in Section 4, we use the bandwidth of the Bartlett kernel function wgaytiett in Algorithm 2

of which the rate is O(T'/3). As discussed, this choice seems reasonable based on the simulation
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results reported in Section A.8.

A.5 An Example of Time-varying ¢, Functions

© in the pre-treatment period appears to be nonstationary based on statistical

Suppose that Y,
procedures, such as Box-Pierce and Ljung-Box tests (Box and Pierce, 1970; Ljung and Box, 1978).
Under this case, one may use time periods in estimation of the synthetic control, which may improve

performance. In order to implement this, one can use a time-varying coefficient function g; in the

pre-treatment estimating function W... For example, one can specify g; as follows:

¢y (Y
gt(y) = v v c RPv P (14)
o7 (t)
where ¢ () : supp({Y;(O) [t=1,...,Tp}) = RP and ¢7 : [0,T] — RP* are collections of p, and p,
t

© and t, respectively. Using a time-varying g, one can obtain

bases functions associated with Y,
a synthetic control estimator and an ATT estimator by following the proposed approach in the
main paper. The aforementioned adjustment is also applicable to the conformal inference discussed
in Section 3.3. In particular, under null hypotheses Hy : & = &y for t € {Top + 1,...,T}, the
pre-treatment estimating function W, is given as follows:

9:(Yy) (Y: — WH) t=1,...,Tp

\I’pre(ot; v, fO,To+1a ce ,fo,T) = ,
gt(Yi—ﬁm)(l@—fw—Wgt'y) t=Tp+1,....,T

where g, is specified as (14). The rest of the procedure remains the same as in Section 3.3. In
Section A.9, we demonstrate that incorporating a time-varying g; improves the performance of the

conformal approach in Section 3.3 in the presence of nonstationarity.

A.6 Selection of a Donor Pool

We provide a procedure for how to choose a donor pool when many donor candidates are available.
In Algorithm 4, we present details of the procedure. The key idea of the procedure is to select
donors that seem to satisfy Assumption 3.1, which is Wy J{_Yt(o) forallie Dandt=1,...,Tp. In

(0)

other words, donor candidates that appear to be independent of Y,' are discarded. The approach

is akin to the widely-used backward selection technique employed in linear regression models.
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Algorithm 4 Choice of a Donor Pool
Require: Number of donor candidates IV, Threshold p-value level « (e.g., a = 0.05)
1: Initiate with D ={1,..., N}
2: while Until break in line 11 do
3: forieDdo
4: Using pre-treatment periods ¢t = 1,...,7p, fit a linear regression model of W;; on
(v, {Wthsep\(y), e, Wip = biy VO + > st bis Wt + €t
5 Let p; be the p-value of testing Hy : b;y = 0 based on the ordinary least squares estimator
6 end for
7:  Find a donor associated with the largest p-value, i.e., m = arg max;.p p;
8
9

if pp, > a then
Drop m from the donor pool, i.e., D «- D\ {m}

10:  else
11: Break the while loop
12:  end if

13: end while
14: return A subset of donors D C {1,..., N}

We provide some detailed explanations for each step. Initially, we include all W fori =1,..., N
in the donor pool, denoted by D (line 1). Next, we conduct regression models, treating each donor

() and the other donors in D as independent variables

as a dependent variable, while considering Y,
(line 4). From each regression model, we calculate the p-value of the coefficient associated with
Yt(o) (line 5). If the largest p-value exceeds the predetermined threshold level a, we discard the
donor associated with the largest p-value from D (line 9). This iterative process continues until all
p-values are below the threshold level « (line 11), resulting in the selection of the remaining donors
as the final donor pool (line 14).

We provide further justification for employing the regression model in line 4 of Algorithm 4. It
is well-recognized that spurious relationships among time series (especially in the presence of non-
stationarity) can lead to misleading results. In the context of synthetic control, regressing a donor
Wi solely on Y;(O) without adjusting other donors may exhibit a statistically significant relationship
even if they are statistically independent. Thus, relying solely on this marginal regression model
may not be sufficient for selecting appropriate donors. In order to address this concern, we propose
including the other donors { Wt ‘ s€D\ z} as additional regressors. By doing so, we can account

(0)

for potential spurious relationships and better detect genuine associations between W;; and Y, .

This refined approach improves the reliability and accuracy of the donor pool selection process.
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A.7 Extension: Covariate Adjustment

In practice, a rich collection of measured exogenous covariates may be available. One may want to
incorporate these covariates in the synthetic control analysis because using these covariates may
improve efficiency. In this Section, we provide details on the SPSC framework by incorporating
measured covariates. Specifically, we denote ¢g-dimensional measured exogenous covariates for unit
1=0,...,Nattimet=1,...,T as X;; € R%; we remind the readers that ¢ = 0 is the treated unit
and i = 1,..., N are the untreated units. Let Xp; = (X5, -- ,X%dt)T € R% be the collection of
all measured covariates of donors D at time ¢. To account for covariates, we modify Assumptions

3.1 and 3.2 as follows:

Assumption A.1 (Proxy in the Presence of Covariates). There exists a set of control units D =

{D1,...,Dyg} CA{1,..., N} satisfying
WitﬁM—}Q(O)‘(XOtaXDt)a iGD, tzla"'vTO'

Assumption A.2 (Existence of Synthetic Control in the Presence of Covariates). For all ¢ =
1,..., T, there exist v* = (vp,,...,7p,)"s 65 € RY, and 6, = (65,,...,0p )" € R% that satisfy

E[{” — X305} — {Wh* — X505} ¥, Xor, Xpi] = 0.

Similar to the result established under the absence of covariates, we establish the following

identification results under Assumptions A.1 and A.2 when covariates are available:

Theorem A.2. Under Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, A.1, and A.2, the synthetic control weights ~v* satisfy
E{(K—X&ég)—(Wgy*—Wgt&B) ‘ Y, Xot, Xpt} =0fort=1,...,Ty. Moreover, we have E{Yt(o) —
XoTtég} = E(Wgtﬁy* — X%t(%) foranyt=1,...,T. Lastly, the ATT is identified as 7 = E{ (Yt —
thég) — (Wgt’y* — X%t(%)} fort=Tp+1,...,T.

Leveraging the result of the Theorem, estimation and inference of the ATT with covariate

adjustment can be established, which is a straightforward extension of Section 3.2. First, we define
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the following estimating function:

\PCOV(Ot;Vaﬂ)5076D) (15)

_ (1 - At)gt(Yt7XOt7XDt){ (YZ - X(]Tt50) - (Wgﬂ - Xg)tst)} c szer 7

oT(t;
AT (Ve = X3i00) — (Whyy = Xyd) = (1 6)}
where Oy = (Y, Wpy, Xot, Xpt, A¢) is the collection of the observed data at time ¢, g¢(-) is a
py-dimensional user-specified function of (Y;, Xo¢, Xp¢) (which can be time-varying) with p, >
dim(Wpy, Xot, Xpt) = d + ¢ + dg, and 7(t; 5) is a user-specified treatment effect function. We
assume that the treatment effect function is chosen so that the associated error process is weakly

dependent:

Assumption A.3 (Weakly Dependent Error in the Presence of Covariates). Let €; be ¢, = (Yt —
thég) — (Wgt’y*—X%té*D) —7(t; 8*). Then, the error process {et } t=1,... ,T} satisfies Assumption

3.3, i.e., corr(es, €;44) converges to 0 as t' — +o0.

We then establish the asymptotic normality of the GMM estimators (7, B , ;5\0, gp); see the formal

statement below:

Theorem A.3. Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, A.1, A.2, and A.3 hold, (v*, B*, 65, 05) are unique,
and Regularity Conditions in Section C.2 hold. Let (7, 3, go, gp) be the GMM estimators where the
estimating function (15) is used, i.e.,

(:%Ba 3\0’3\@) = ar(grgl)in{(I\’Cov(lyaﬁvéoyéD)}TQCov{\/I\’Cov(/%ﬁaéov(;D)} )
Vs

where \TJCOU(%B,(SO,(SD) =71 Z;le U 00u(O4; 7, B, 00, 0p) is the empirical mean of the estimating
function and Qom, e RPHO*w+0) o yser-specified symmetric positive definite block-diagonal matrix

as Qcoy = diag(Qcov,pre, Lcov,post)- Then, as T — oo, we have

gl e
/B /8* . . . . * * *T
VT N converges in distribution to N(O, X Cou1 2 Con2 Cov,l) )
do 9
op &5
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where

-1

*

>|<Cov,l = ( *C:l;)v Cov >l&'ov) z:l;)v >E‘ov ’ *C'OU,Q = T!E};o ’UCLT’{\/T : ‘1100’0(7*7 B*v 687 5’;))}
T

* . 1 alI]COU(Ot; v, /87 507 5@) }
= lim — E
Cov T—o0 ; { a<77/875076'D)T

v Qoo = Tlim Qcop -
y=v*,8=B* 80=05,6p=0%, oo

Estimators of ¢, ; and X¢,, 5 can be similarly defined as in Section 3.2, thus we omit the

details here.

A.8 Additional Simulation Studies

We restate the data generating process of the simulation studies in Section 4. The length of pre-
and post-treatment periods were given by Ty = T3 € {50,100, 250, 1000} and the number of donors
were given by d € {2,5,9}. For each value of Ty, 71, and d, we generated all errors for t =1,...,T
based on the AR(2):

€x;t = 0'2€$i7t*1 =+ 0.16%,1572 + Nit 7= 0, - ,d R €yt = 0.26y7t71 =+ O.IEy’t72 + Nyt

€Ew; t = 0-26w¢,t71 + 0-1Ewi,t72 + Nw; t 1=1,...,d, €Ert = 0.267-7t,1 + 0.167-7,5,2 + Nt
where 1 were generated from a standard normal distribution. The errors ¢ at ¢t = —1,0 were
initialized to equal zero. The exogenous covariates X; = {Xot, Xp,¢,..., Xp,t} were generated as

X = O~2Xi,t—1 + O.lXi’t_Q + €zt 1=0,...,d.
The treatment-free potential outcomes at t = 1,...,T were generated as

Vi = 0.2, +0.1Y,% + /) + 6 X0 + €.z -

We considered two cases for 6 € {0, 1}, which encodes whether the covariates are predictive of Y;(O),

in which case § = 1, or not predictive, in which case § = 0, respectively. The potential outcomes

at t =1,...,T were under treatment were generated as

Y;(l)ZY;(O)—i-?)At‘i‘GT,tvtzl""’T'
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Therefore, the ATT is 77 = 3 for all t = Ty + 1,..., 7, and & = ;" — ¥;¥ = 31(t > 7)) + ers.
Lastly, we generated Wp; € RY so that it satisfies Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 if § = 0, and the
corresponding assumptions made for incorporating covariates if § = 1. Specifically, we considered

the following data generating process for Wp; according to the number of donors d € {2,5,9}:

Wpi = 0 + 0Xpt + €py

The true synthetic control weights are v* = (1/3,2/3).

(d=5)
(2 10 0o o[ 1 ]
0 2 -1 0 0 v,
Wpr= |0 2 1 0| 05{V 0} | +0Xp +ep

0
0 0 o 2 —1||1{v,?>3}
-1 0 0 0o 2]|[1{r%<o0}]

The true synthetic control weights are v* ~ (0.26,0.52,0.03,0.06, 0.13).

(d=9)

(2 10 0 0o 0 o0 0o o] 1 _
0 2 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0 VA
0 0 2 -1 0 0 0 0 0 0.5{v;"1?
0 0 0 2 -1 0 0 0 0 1{v,” > 3}

Wor=|0 0 0 0 2 -1 0 0 0 1{v” <0} +6Xp; + ey

0 0 0 0 0 2 -1 0 0 1{v,” € [0,1)}
0 0 0 0 0 0 2 -1 0 1{v;" € [1,2)}
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 —1|]| expl04{yY —15}]

-1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2] lexp[-04{¥-15}]

The true synthetic control weights are v* ~ (0.25,0.501, 0.002, 0.004, 0.008, 0.016, 0.031, 0.063, 0.125).
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We set gt(Yt(O)) as time-invariant cubic B-spline bases functions with dimensions equal to twice
the number of donors, i.e., g;(y) = bog(-) where by (-) the k-dimensional cubic B-spline bases func-
tion. The knots of the spline functions were chosen based on the empirical quantiles of the pre-
treatment outcomes.

In Table 4, we first present numerical summaries of the simulation studies considered in the
main paper. Each table is written in the following format:

Bias row shows the empirical bias of 500 estimates;

ASE row shows the asymptotic standard error obtained from the sandwich variance estimator;

BSE row shows the bootstrap standard error obtained from the approach in Section A.4 of the

Supplementary Material;
ESE row shows the standard deviation of 500 estimates;
MSE row shows the mean squared error of 500 estimates;

Cover (ASE) and Cover (BSE) show the empirical coverage rates of 95% confidence intervals based

on the asymptotic and bootstrap standard errors, respectively;

Bias, standard errors, and mean squared error are scaled by factors of 10, 10, and 100, respectively,

for readability.

We remark that the results in Table 4 are similar to those in Table 1.

d=2 | d=5 | d=9

2 - - ) Estimator
I R
sf ol e e el T

Figure 3: A Graphical Summary of Empirical Distributions of the Estimates for 7" = 3 for ¢t =
To+1,...,T.
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Estimator OLS SPSC SPSC-Ridge
0| d To 50 100 250 | 1000 50 100 250 1000 50 100 250 1000
Bias (x10) | 5.042 | 4.987 | 4.931 | 4.918 | —0.204 | —0.107 | —0.165 | —0.003 | 0.325 | 0.170 |—0.032| 0.047
ASE (x10) | 2.366 | 1.749 | 1.161 | 0.605 | 2.930 | 2.116 | 1.383 | 0.706 | 2.841 | 2.086 | 1.374 | 0.705
BSE (x10) | 2.620 | 1.952 | 1.332 | 0.742 | 3.385 | 2.371 | 1.611 | 0.860 | 3.127 | 2.332 | 1.577 | 0.858
2 | ESE (x10) | 2.874 | 1.979 | 1.264 | 0.605 | 3.331 | 2.430 | 1.486 | 0.741 | 3.270 | 2.403 | 1.470 | 0.742
MSE (x100) | 33.665 | 28.777 | 25.914 | 24.551 | 11.113 | 5.906 | 2.231 | 0.549 | 10.779 | 5.791 | 2.157 | 0.551
Cover (ASE) | 0.458 | 0.230 | 0.034 | 0.000 | 0.916 | 0.904 | 0.928 | 0.940 | 0.908 | 0.902 | 0.932 | 0.940
Cover (BSE) | 0.512 | 0.326 | 0.048 | 0.000 | 0.920 | 0.924 | 0.958 | 0.968 | 0.916 | 0.916 | 0.954 | 0.968
Bias (x10) | 1.871 | 1.786 | 2.050 | 1.934 | 0.004 | 0.110 | 0.376 | 0.091 |—0.222|—0.088| 0.221 | 0.161
ASE (x10) | 2.354 | 1.721 | 1.140 | 0.586 | 4.611 | 2.896 | 1.714 | 0.772 | 2.958 | 2.081 | 1.356 | 0.673
BSE (x10) | 2.855 | 2.035 | 1.361 | 0.719 | 5.633 | 3.440 | 2.223 | 1.049 | 3.589 | 2.523 | 1.702 | 0.870
0| 5| ESE (x10) | 2.834 | 2.021 | 1.258 | 0.629 | 4.333 | 2.955 | 1.657 | 0.759 | 3.411 | 2.236 | 1.464 | 0.693
MSE (x100) | 11.518 | 7.265 | 5.780 | 4.137 | 18.740 | 8.729 | 2.882 | 0.583 | 11.659 | 4.999 | 2.189 | 0.505
Cover (ASE) | 0.808 | 0.782 | 0.550 | 0.106 | 0.952 | 0.960 | 0.956 | 0.958 | 0.898 | 0.922 | 0.930 | 0.942
Cover (BSE) | 0.868 | 0.850 | 0.686 | 0.200 | 0.962 | 0.964 | 0.984 | 0.984 | 0.928 | 0.956 | 0.974 | 0.978
Bias (x10) | 1.305 | 1.524 | 1.479 | 1.401 | —0.206| 0.055 |—0.037 | —0.098 | —0.175 | —0.035 | —0.046 | —0.128
ASE (x10) | 2.356 | 1.674 | 1.098 | 0.568 | 4.461 | 3.008 | 1.927 | 0.930 | 3.245 | 2.358 | 1.487 | 0.747
BSE (x10) | 2.999 | 1.990 | 1.303 | 0.700 | 5.549 | 3.433 | 2.127 | 1.107 | 4.049 | 2.777 | 1.799 | 0.938
9 | ESE (x10) | 2.956 | 1.934 | 1.149 | 0.603 | 4.182 | 2.434 | 1.614 | 0.800 | 3.578 | 2.261 | 1.455 | 0.721
MSE (x100) | 10.422 | 6.054 | 3.507 | 2.325 | 17.500 | 5.916 | 2.600 | 0.648 | 12.810 | 5.104 | 2.116 | 0.536
Cover (ASE) | 0.854 | 0.788 | 0.710 | 0.306 | 0.956 | 0.962 | 0.980 | 0.970 | 0.922 | 0.940 | 0.958 | 0.946
Cover (BSE) | 0.916 | 0.842 | 0.802 | 0.480 | 0.978 | 0.980 | 0.984 | 0.982 | 0.950 | 0.958 | 0.986 | 0.986
Bias (x10) | 4.175 | 3.921 | 3.928 | 3.941 | —0.212| —0.260 | —0.123 | —0.001 | 0.197 | —0.086 | —0.044 | 0.028
ASE (x10) | 2.329 | 1.674 | 1.091 | 0.566 | 2.820 | 1.995 | 1.289 | 0.663 | 2.754 | 1.973 | 1.284 | 0.662
BSE (x10) | 2.485 | 1.845 | 1.275 | 0.697 | 4.281 | 3.087 | 2.089 | 1.117 | 4.178 | 3.118 | 2.063 | 1.103
2 | ESE (x10) | 2.780 | 1.854 | 1.223 | 0.581 | 3.313 | 2.125 | 1.453 | 0.677 | 3.356 | 2.120 | 1.450 | 0.673
MSE (x100) |25.141|18.810|16.921|15.870| 10.998 | 4.575 | 2.122 | 0.457 | 11.278 | 4.493 | 2.100 | 0.453
Cover (ASE) | 0.556 | 0.358 | 0.094 | 0.000 | 0.896 | 0.946 | 0.922 | 0.940 | 0.894 | 0.938 | 0.920 | 0.942
Cover (BSE) | 0.574 | 0.440 | 0.142 | 0.000 | 0.970 | 0.988 | 0.990 | 0.998 | 0.964 | 0.984 | 0.980 | 0.996
Bias (x10) | 1.646 | 1.686 | 1.620 | 1.630 |—0.160| —0.002 | —0.012| 0.006 | 0.135 | 0.096 | 0.040 | 0.032
ASE (x10) | 2.387 | 1.667 | 1.078 | 0.551 | 3.696 | 2.262 | 1.312 | 0.628 | 2.791 | 1.915 | 1.219 | 0.608
BSE (x10) | 2.854 | 1.935 | 1.270 | 0.678 | 4.907 | 3.543 | 2.232 | 1.102 | 4.768 | 3.347 | 2.121 | 1.070
1|5 | ESE (x10) | 2.919 | 2.010 | 1.151 | 0.590 | 4.111 | 2.335 | 1.326 | 0.669 | 3.775 | 2.221 | 1.324 | 0.650
MSE (x100) [11.212| 6.875 | 3.947 | 3.005 | 16.895 | 5.441 | 1.754 | 0.446 | 14.244 | 4.930 | 1.752 | 0.423
Cover (ASE) | 0.822 | 0.778 | 0.660 | 0.180 | 0.946 | 0.946 | 0.940 | 0.932 | 0.884 | 0.914 | 0.938 | 0.928
Cover (BSE) | 0.872 | 0.820 | 0.756 | 0.316 | 0.956 | 0.978 | 0.996 | 0.996 | 0.964 | 0.982 | 0.990 | 0.992
Bias (x10) | 1.358 | 1.188 | 1.236 | 1.277 | —0.164| —0.329 | —0.231 | —0.092 | 0.058 |—0.300 | —0.348 | —0.245
ASE (x10) | 2.503 | 1.720 | 1.096 | 0.577 | 3.955 | 2.684 | 1.572 | 0.714 | 3.202 | 2.167 | 1.320 | 0.623
BSE (x10) | 3.033 | 2.028 | 1.293 | 0.713 | 5.646 | 3.904 | 2.478 | 1.309 | 5.437 | 3.907 | 2.439 | 1.254
9 | ESE (x10) | 3.137 | 1.990 | 1.259 | 0.613 | 4.005 | 2.573 | 1.502 | 0.714 | 3.747 | 2.304 | 1.379 | 0.675
MSE (x100) | 11.665 | 5.363 | 3.109 | 2.005 | 16.036 | 6.713 | 2.304 | 0.517 | 14.018 | 5.386 | 2.019 | 0.515
Cover (ASE) | 0.842 | 0.832 | 0.742 | 0.396 | 0.954 | 0.970 | 0.946 | 0.956 | 0.930 | 0.940 | 0.926 | 0.908
Cover (BSE) | 0.874 | 0.866 | 0.830 | 0.564 | 0.974 | 0.982 | 0.990 | 0.996 | 0.970 | 0.990 | 0.996 | 0.988

Table 4: Summary Statistics of the Estimation Results Under the Constant ATT 77 = 3 for

t=T9+1,...,T.
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Next, we consider an additional case where the ATT is linear as Yt(l) = Yt(o) + G 1(Ty <
t)+ B11(t — To)+/To + €r+ where 5§ = 3 and 7 = 3, and (@) = max(a,0). As in the main paper,
we first present plots for the empirical distributions of the estimators. The plots have the same
format as Figure 1 of the main paper, i.e.,

e The left, center, and right columns are associated with the number of donors (d = 2,5, 9);

e The top and bottom plots are associated with whether covariates are excluded (0 = 0) or not

(6 =1);

e The vertical solid segments represent the range of the central 95% of 500 estimates obtained by

each estimation method;
e The dots represent the empirical mean of 500 estimates obtained by each estimation method;

e The light gray, gray, and black colors show the estimator types and the shape of the dots show

the length of the pre-treatment period, respectively;

e The red horizontal line shows the zero bias.

Figures 4 and 5 visually summarize the result. We remark that the OLS estimator is biased,

especially for the intercept 35 = 3.
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Figure 4: A Graphical Summary of Empirical Distributions of the Estimates for 5 = 3.
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Figure 5: A Graphical Summary of Empirical Distributions of the Estimates for 5] = 3.

Next, we present the numerical summaries in Table 5 and Table 6. We find that the SPSC

estimator with ridge regularization performs the best, agreeing with the findings in the main paper.
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Estimator OLS SPSC SPSC-Ridge
d To 50 100 250 | 1000 50 100 250 1000 50 100 250 1000
Bias (x10) | 4.230 | 3.675 | 3.992 | 3.955 | 0.065 | —0.416 | —0.008 | 0.006 | 0.405 | —0.231| 0.067 | 0.036
ASE (x10) | 3.733 | 2.809 | 1.888 | 1.008 | 4.289 | 3.176 | 2.120 | 1.123 | 4.221 | 3.153 | 2.114 | 1.122
BSE (x10) | 6.131 | 5.021 | 3.677 | 2.373 | 6.537 | 5.148 | 3.751 | 2.330 | 6.423 | 5.013 | 3.735 | 2.342
2 | ESE (x10) | 4.475 | 3.443 | 2.059 | 1.115 | 4.841 | 3.892 | 2.348 | 1.237 | 4.788 | 3.853 | 2.339 | 1.236
MSE (x100) | 37.875 | 25.339 | 20.167 | 16.880 | 23.389 | 15.293 | 5.504 | 1.527 |23.045| 14.871 | 5.466 | 1.527
Cover (ASE) | 0.738 | 0.678 | 0.436 | 0.040 | 0.916 | 0.874 | 0.912 | 0.934 | 0.906 | 0.876 | 0.906 | 0.932
Cover (BSE) | 0.872 | 0.874 | 0.860 | 0.668 | 0.972 | 0.976 | 0.978 | 0.994 | 0.970 | 0.972 | 0.988 | 0.994
Bias (x10) | 2.059 | 1.842 | 1.829 | 1.776 | 0.180 | 0.034 | 0.029 |—0.096 | 0.441 | 0.221 | 0.120 |—0.053
ASE (x10) | 3.619 | 2.715 | 1.811 | 0.959 | 6.162 | 3.751 | 2.243 | 1.076 | 4.177 | 3.034 | 1.968 | 1.028
BSE (x10) | 6.060 | 4.690 | 3.525 | 2.238 | 8.167 | 5.751 | 4.007 | 2.382 | 6.474 | 5.047 | 3.734 | 2.328
5 | ESE (x10) | 4.621 | 3.419 | 2.052 | 0.982 | 5.795 | 4.074 | 2.292 | 1.086 | 4.931 | 3.628 | 2.147 | 1.049
MSE (x100) | 25.555 | 15.060 | 7.544 | 4.116 | 33.549 | 16.563 | 5.246 | 1.186 |24.456 | 13.184 | 4.614 | 1.100
Cover (ASE)| 0.814 | 0.818 | 0.788 | 0.534 | 0.924 | 0.916 | 0.942 | 0.950 | 0.866 | 0.874 | 0.928 | 0.944
Cover (BSE) | 0.914 | 0.928 | 0.966 | 0.970 | 0.966 | 0.980 | 0.992 | 1.000 | 0.944 | 0.982 | 0.990 | 1.000
Bias (x10) | 1.878 | 1.713 | 1.955 | 1.940 | 0.265 | 0.043 | 0.184 | 0.120 | 0.451 | 0.139 | 0.185 | 0.130
ASE (x10) | 3.701 | 2.726 | 1.807 | 0.956 | 5.473 | 3.932 | 2.505 | 1.228 | 4.394 | 3.288 | 2.122 | 1.104
BSE (x10) | 6.016 | 4.761 | 3.427 | 2.223 | 8.047 | 5.700 | 3.941 | 2.407 | 6.974 | 5.252 | 3.805 | 2.299
9 | ESE (x10) | 4.094 | 3.362 | 1.972 | 1.017 | 4.964 | 3.878 | 2.328 | 1.158 | 4.548 | 3.588 | 2.187 | 1.108
MSE (x100) |20.250 | 14.215 | 7.705 | 4.795 | 24.663 | 15.007 | 5.445 | 1.353 |20.849 | 12.869 | 4.807 | 1.243
Cover (ASE)| 0.882 | 0.822 | 0.770 | 0.450 | 0.948 | 0.946 | 0.946 | 0.968 | 0.920 | 0.912 | 0.940 | 0.946
Cover (BSE) | 0.948 | 0.934 | 0.942 | 0.968 | 0.980 | 0.974 | 0.988 | 0.998 | 0.972 | 0.972 | 0.988 | 1.000
Bias (x10) | 3.722 | 3.518 | 3.430 | 3.455 | —0.037 | —0.130 | —0.128 | —0.024 | 0.291 | —0.009 | —0.073 | —0.004
ASE (x10) | 3.904 | 2.889 | 1.936 | 1.010 | 4.460 | 3.259 | 2.157 | 1.124 | 4.396 | 3.241 | 2.152 | 1.123
BSE (x10) | 6.223 | 4.843 | 3.717 | 2.356 | 7.106 | 5.507 | 4.038 | 2.418 | 7.298 | 5.545 | 4.099 | 2.451
2 | ESE (x10) | 4.501 | 3.445 | 2.166 | 1.060 | 5.086 | 3.713 | 2.454 | 1.172 | 5.068 | 3.703 | 2.448 | 1.170
MSE (x100) | 34.072 | 24.224 | 16.447 | 13.061 | 25.821 | 13.778 | 6.028 | 1.371 |25.719| 13.687 | 5.988 | 1.366
Cover (ASE)| 0.790 | 0.744 | 0.564 | 0.090 | 0.900 | 0.894 | 0.916 | 0.930 | 0.896 | 0.898 | 0.914 | 0.930
Cover (BSE) | 0.886 | 0.880 | 0.900 | 0.756 | 0.970 | 0.982 | 0.992 | 1.000 | 0.978 | 0.978 | 0.992 | 1.000
Bias (x10) | 1.527 | 1.462 | 1.444 | 1.469 | —0.140| 0.038 |—0.091|—0.084 | 0.297 | 0.202 | 0.052 |—0.031
ASE (x10) | 3.913 | 2.827 | 1.876 | 0.973 | 5.415 | 3.490 | 2.115 | 1.049 | 4.338 | 3.082 | 2.004 | 1.029
BSE (x10) | 6.405 | 4.794 | 3.589 | 2.273 | 7.771 | 5.668 | 4.029 | 2.363 | 7.649 | 5.481 | 3.949 | 2.389
5 | ESE (x10) | 4.941 | 3.387 | 2.002 | 0.984 | 5.933 | 3.883 | 2.215 | 1.055 | 5.303 | 3.627 | 2.163 | 1.045
MSE (x100) | 26.693 | 13.584 | 6.084 | 3.124 | 35.154 | 15.049 | 4.905 | 1.117 |28.150| 13.168 | 4.674 | 1.090
Cover (ASE) | 0.850 | 0.850 | 0.852 | 0.652 | 0.920 | 0.902 | 0.936 | 0.958 | 0.876 | 0.888 | 0.930 | 0.952
Cover (BSE) | 0.930 | 0.946 | 0.980 | 0.992 | 0.964 | 0.984 | 0.998 | 0.998 | 0.958 | 0.986 | 0.996 | 1.000
Bias (x10) | 1.761 | 1.705 | 1.682 | 1.605 | 0.389 | 0.120 | 0.103 | —0.011| 0.625 | 0.178 | 0.129 |—0.017
ASE (x10) | 4.131 | 2.922 | 1.908 | 0.980 | 5.894 | 3.946 | 2.362 | 1.135 | 4.914 | 3.416 | 2.110 | 1.039
BSE (x10) | 6.291 | 4.825 | 3.508 | 2.245 | 8.468 | 6.127 | 4.043 | 2.477 | 8.370 | 6.053 | 4.128 | 2.467
9 | ESE (x10) | 4.764 | 3.277 | 2.084 | 1.001 | 5.822 | 3.782 | 2.252 | 1.072 | 5.183 | 3.507 | 2.216 | 1.033
MSE (x100) | 25.753 | 13.625 | 7.163 | 3.578 | 33.981 | 14.289 | 5.074 | 1.146 |27.198| 12.308 | 4.919 | 1.066
Cover (ASE) | 0.878 | 0.860 | 0.836 | 0.624 | 0.942 | 0.954 | 0.942 | 0.954 | 0.920 | 0.932 | 0.914 | 0.940
Cover (BSE) | 0.934 | 0.964 | 0.964 | 0.986 | 0.968 | 0.990 | 0.990 | 0.998 | 0.966 | 0.992 | 0.996 | 1.000

Table 5: Summary Statistics of the Estimation Results for 35 = 3.
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Estimator OLS SPSC SPSC-Ridge
d To 50 100 250 1000 50 100 250 1000 50 100 250 1000
Bias (x10) 1.593 | 2.404 | 1.988 | 1.990 | —0.527 | 0.435 |—0.078 | —0.019|—0.158 | 0.648 | 0.018 | 0.023
ASE (x10) | 6.261 | 4.786 | 3.213 | 1.722 | 6.967 | 5.243 | 3.516 | 1.868 | 6.880 | 5.215 | 3.508 | 1.867
BSE (x10) | 10.319 | 8.607 | 6.442 | 4.203 | 10.677 | 8.659 | 6.388 | 4.107 | 10.567 | 8.509 | 6.422 | 4.138
2 | ESE (x10) | 7.815 | 5.807 | 3.529 | 1.854 | 8.576 | 6.311 | 3.843 | 2.021 | 8.525 | 6.302 | 3.843 | 2.016
MSE (x100) | 63.489 | 39.435 | 16.381 | 7.391 | 73.683 | 39.942 | 14.746 | 4.075 | 72.557 | 40.052 | 14.740 | 4.059
Cover (ASE)| 0.866 | 0.850 | 0.866 | 0.780 | 0.880 | 0.878 | 0.924 | 0.948 | 0.878 | 0.878 | 0.922 | 0.948
Cover (BSE) | 0.972 | 0.974 | 0.998 | 1.000 | 0.956 | 0.974 | 0.984 | 0.994 | 0.952 | 0.966 | 0.988 | 0.994
Bias (x10) | —0.370|—0.075| 0.179 | 0.291 | —0.345 | —0.093 | 0.528 | 0.332 | —1.301 | —0.679| 0.026 | 0.384
ASE (x10) | 6.275 | 4.710 | 3.164 | 1.670 | 11.299 | 6.747 | 4.183 | 1.969 | 7.370 | 5.312 | 3.472 | 1.804
BSE (x10) | 9.965 | 7.980 | 6.167 | 3.946 | 11.499 | 8.774 | 6.596 | 4.068 | 10.297 | 8.257 | 6.256 | 4.011
5 | ESE (x10) | 8.016 | 5.903 | 3.377 | 1.740 | 9.887 | 7.479 | 4.133 | 1.954 | 8.509 | 6.570 | 3.658 | 1.845
MSE (x100) | 64.259 | 34.787 | 11.415 | 3.107 | 97.671 | 55.828 | 17.324 | 3.919 | 73.956 | 43.544 | 13.353 | 3.543
Cover (ASE)| 0.866 | 0.870 | 0.926 | 0.936 | 0.936 | 0.908 | 0.958 | 0.950 | 0.898 | 0.860 | 0.936 | 0.942
Cover (BSE) | 0.952 | 0.962 | 0.996 | 1.000 | 0.938 | 0.946 | 0.980 | 1.000 | 0.932 | 0.948 | 0.992 | 0.998
Bias (x10) |—1.123|—0.472|—1.026 | —0.910 | —0.923 | 0.228 | —0.402 | —0.317| —1.228 | —0.128 | —0.527 | —0.366
ASE (x10) | 6.414 | 4.778 | 3.178 | 1.678 9.985 7.101 | 4.573 | 2.255 | 7.856 | 5.851 | 3.830 | 1.982
BSE (x10) | 9.928 | 8.085 | 5.942 | 3.873 | 11.289 | 8.762 | 6.386 | 4.066 | 10.404 | 8.309 | 6.250 | 3.953
9 | ESE (x10) | 7.827 | 5.755 | 3.454 | 1.698 9.365 6.819 | 4.047 | 1.965 | 8.545 | 6.305 | 3.828 | 1.831
MSE (x100) | 62.394 | 33.277 | 12.960 | 3.707 | 88.380 | 46.453 | 16.510 | 3.954 | 74.376 | 39.688 | 14.904 | 3.480
Cover (ASE) | 0.872 | 0.884 | 0.918 | 0.906 | 0.952 | 0.940 | 0.970 | 0.980 | 0.920 | 0.912 | 0.942 | 0.952
Cover (BSE) | 0.948 | 0.960 | 0.984 | 1.000 | 0.952 | 0.958 | 0.980 | 1.000 | 0.948 | 0.964 | 0.976 | 1.000
Bias (x10) | 0.888 | 0.807 | 1.005 | 0.979 | —0.344 | —0.143| 0.038 |—0.000| —0.184 | —0.073 | 0.082 | 0.018
ASE (x10) | 6.556 | 4.877 | 3.290 | 1.726 | 7.270 | 5.341 | 3.565 | 1.867 | 7.204 | 5.322 | 3.559 | 1.866
BSE (x10) | 10.532 | 8.277 | 6.463 | 4.124 | 10.970 | 8.681 | 6.591 | 4.087 | 10.960 | 8.701 | 6.621 | 4.090
2 | ESE (x10) | 7.847 | 5.732 | 3.657 | 1.846 | 8.649 | 6.106 | 3.989 | 2.014 | 8.615 | 6.087 | 3.984 | 2.014
MSE (x100) | 62.241 | 33.444 | 14.359 | 4.359 | 74.777 | 37.232 | 15.883 | 4.047 | 74.097 | 36.983 | 15.844 | 4.047
Cover (ASE)| 0.876 | 0.878 | 0.900 | 0.888 0.890 | 0.890 | 0.928 | 0.926 | 0.880 | 0.890 | 0.928 | 0.926
Cover (BSE) | 0.960 | 0.972 | 0.994 | 1.000 | 0.962 0.958 | 0.988 | 1.000 | 0.958 | 0.962 | 0.992 | 1.000
Bias (x10) | 0.233 | 0.237 | 0.373 | 0.289 | —0.040 | —0.081| 0.251 | 0.113 | —0.318 | —0.302| 0.058 | 0.065
ASE (x10) | 6.646 | 4.836 | 3.206 | 1.663 8.961 5.860 | 3.585 | 1.772 | 7.362 | 5.229 | 3.418 | 1.742
BSE (x10) | 10.576 | 8.273 | 6.267 | 3.991 | 11.565 | 8.625 | 6.510 | 4.055 | 11.463 | 8.620 | 6.365 | 4.022
5 | ESE (x10) | 8.392 | 5.998 | 3.359 | 1.649 | 9.034 | 6.635 | 3.719 | 1.778 | 8.532 | 6.377 | 3.656 | 1.739
MSE (x100) | 70.342 | 35.961 | 11.400 | 2.798 | 81.459 | 43.944 | 13.870 | 3.169 | 72.748 | 40.676 | 13.346 | 3.022
Cover (ASE)| 0.852 | 0.896 | 0.922 | 0.954 | 0.932 | 0.898 | 0.934 | 0.948 | 0.908 | 0.882 | 0.920 | 0.948
Cover (BSE) | 0.960 | 0.960 | 0.992 | 0.998 | 0.962 | 0.944 | 0.998 | 1.000 | 0.968 | 0.952 | 0.992 | 0.998
Bias (x10) | —0.791| —0.996 | —0.848 | —0.698 | —1.083 | —0.953 | —0.647 | —0.126 | —1.113 | —1.088 | —0.862 | —0.462
ASE (x10) | 7.110 | 5.063 | 3.318 | 1.734 | 10.109 | 6.788 | 4.091 | 1.955 | 8.474 | 5.868 | 3.621 | 1.797
BSE (x10) | 10.357 | 8.326 | 6.151 | 3.990 | 12.310 | 9.066 | 6.505 | 4.091 | 12.003 | 9.126 | 6.420 | 4.101
9 | ESE (x10) | 8.532 | 5.691 | 3.610 | 1.830 | 9.964 | 6.548 | 3.895 | 1.867 | 9.185 | 6.135 | 3.781 | 1.848
MSE (x100) | 73.267 | 33.320 | 13.729 | 3.830 |100.256 | 43.702 | 15.558 | 3.496 | 85.438 | 38.742 | 15.014 | 3.623
Cover (ASE)| 0.894 | 0.908 | 0.908 | 0.910 | 0.948 | 0.960 | 0.956 | 0.952 | 0.926 | 0.930 | 0.924 | 0.940
Cover (BSE) | 0.942 | 0.980 | 0.990 | 1.000 | 0.960 | 0.986 | 0.984 | 0.998 | 0.956 | 0.984 | 0.990 | 0.998

Table 6: Summary Statistics of the Estimation Results for g7 = 3.

We report the performance of the conformal inference in Section 3.3 of the main paper under the

simulation scenarios in Section 4 of the main paper. First, we obtain the pointwise 95% pointwise

prediction interval for the random treatment effect at the first post-treatment time ¢t = Ty + 1,
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which are
Constant ATT : 1 =3+ eyt s Linear ATT : §ri1 =3 +3/To+ ermyr1 -

As a competing method, we construct 95% pointwise prediction intervals using the approach pro-
posed by Cattaneo et al. (2021), which is implemented in scpi R-package (Cattaneo et al., 2023). In
particular, we use the prediction interval estimating out-of-sample uncertainty with sub-Gaussian
bounds, which is stored in CI.all.gaussian object of a scpi output; see below for an example

R-code:

scpi.est < scpi::scpi(SCD) # SCD is a scdata object

scpi.PI < scpi.est$inference.results$CIl.all.gaussian

For each simulation repetition and each method, we calculate ]l(fi*p0 41 € CTOH) where Cr,41 is a
95% prediction interval obtained from each method, i.e., the indicator of whether a 95% prediction
interval at ¢ = Ty + 1 obtained from each method includes the random treatment effect. Ideally, the
average of these indicators across simulation repetitions (i.e., the empirical coverage rate of 95%
prediction intervals) should be close to the nominal coverage rate of 0.95.

Table 7 shows the empirical coverage rates obtained from 500 repetitions for each simulation
scenario. We find that the conformal inference approach for the SPSC achieves the nominal coverage
rate across all simulation scenarios in general. However, we find that scpi approach fails to achieve
the nominal coverage rate, especially when the number of donors is small (i.e., d = 2), the time
periods are long (i.e., Ty = 1000), and the average treatment effect varies across time (i.e., linear
treatment effects).

Next, we calculate the average length of the 95% prediction interval for ¢t = Ty + 1, i.e., the first
post-treatment period, across 500 repetitions. Table 8 shows the average lengths. We find that the
length of the prediction intervals decreases as the length of the pre-treatment periods increases.
Additionally, we find that including ridge regularization in the estimation leads to shorter prediction
intervals across all simulation scenarios. We remark that prediction intervals obtained from scpi
are generally narrower than those obtained from the SPSC.

Lastly, we report the bias and the empirical standard error of the estimators for the average

treatment effects on the treated (ATT) obtained from scpi. Specifically, the estimator is obtained
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Estimator

SPSC

SPSC-Ridge

SCPI

ATT é

U

To

To

To

50

100

250

1000

50

100 250

1000

50

100

250

1000

Constant

0.964

0.946

0.940

0.948

0.968

0.950 | 0.940

0.948

0.948

0.924

0.920

0.904

0.962

0.956

0.956

0.942

0.956

0.946 | 0.960

0.932

0.980

0.982

0.978

0.920

0.954

0.948

0.966

0.944

0.942

0.942 | 0.964

0.952

0.984

0.990

0.978

0.954

0.972

0.940

0.950

0.954

0.968

0.942 | 0.944

0.962

0.968

0.944

0.938

0.894

0.956

0.948

0.956

0.958

0.954

0.934 | 0.960

0.958

0.980

0.984

0.966

0.922

0.956

0.950

0.958

0.938

0.962

0.946 | 0.950

0.946

0.980

0.992

0.990

0.944

Linear

0.964

0.964

0.948

0.932

0.968

0.964 | 0.946

0.932

0.866

0.850

0.866

0.780

0.962

0.940

0.958

0.954

0.956

0.954 | 0.946

0.954

0.866

0.870

0.926

0.936

0.954

0.938

0.964

0.946

0.942

0.938 | 0.954

0.948

0.872

0.884

0.918

0.906

0.972

0.936

0.954

0.948

0.968

0.946 | 0.954

0.952

0.876

0.878

0.900

0.888

0.956

0.948

0.944

0.936

0.954

0.934 | 0.950

0.930

0.852

0.896

0.922

0.954
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0.956

0.940

0.954

0.942

0.962

0.938 | 0.950

0.950

0.894

0.908

0.908

0.910

Table 7: Empirical Coverage Rates of 95% Pointwise Prediction Intervals. The numbers in SPSC
and SPSC-Ridge columns show the empirical coverage rates of 95% pointwise prediction intervals
obtained from the conformal inference approach in Section 3.3. The numbers in SCPI column show
the empirical coverage rates of 95% pointwise prediction intervals obtained from the approach
proposed by Cattaneo et al. (2021) which is implemented in scpi R-package (Cattaneo et al.,

2023).

Estimator

SPSC

SPSC-Ridge

SCPI

ATT é

S8

To

To

To

50

100

250

1000

50

100 250

1000

50

100

250

1000

3.377

3.109

3.094

3.005

3.296

3.073 | 3.076

2.999

1.919

1.713

1.534

1.400

3.263

2.834

2.686

2.466

2.511

2.281 | 2.287

2.263

2.799

2.415

1.956

1.583

3.189

2.894

2.809

2.654

2.617

2.454 | 2.349

2.314

2.750

2.484

2.105

1.676

Constant

3.459

3.126

3.091

3.007

3.387

3.097 | 3.078

3.004

2.189

1.960

1.729

1.495

3.051

2.570

2.466

2.426

2.837

2.385 | 2.350

2.334

3.140

2.780

2.237

1.748

3.184

2.549

2.446

2.334

2.948

2.375 | 2.272

2.173

3.098

2.694

2.246

1.772

3.377

3.119

3.085

3.006

3.296

3.081 | 3.069

3.000

1.032

0.861

0.644

0.420

3.263

2.843

2.631

2.469

2.511

2.278 | 2.250

2.264

0.997

0.798

0.617

0.395

3.189

2.879

2.823

2.619

2.617

2.421 | 2.395

2.324

0.993

0.809

0.594

0.387

Linear

3.459

3.122

3.081

3.012

3.387

3.095 | 3.069

3.008

1.053

0.828

0.646

0.412

3.051

2.538

2.478

2.427

2.837

2.373 | 2.356

2.339

1.058

0.827

0.627

0.399

QU N QOO N[O U DO U N

3.184

2.551

2.431

2.331

2.948

2.398 | 2.272

2.173

1.036

0.833

0.615

0.399

Table 8: Average Lengths of 95% Pointwise Prediction Intervals at t = Ty + 1. The numbers
in SPSC and SPSC-Ridge columns show the average length of 95% pointwise prediction intervals
obtained from the conformal inference approach in Section 3.3. The numbers in SCPI column show
the average length of 95% pointwise prediction intervals obtained from the approach proposed by
Cattaneo et al. (2021) which is implemented in scpi R-package (Cattaneo et al., 2023).
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as TATT = Tfl ZtT:TO 41 {Yt — }/;t(o)} where 2(0) is a predicted value of the treatment-free potential
outcome at time ¢. For simplicity, we only consider the constant treatment effect case 7 = 3. Table
9 summarizes the result. Compared with the two estimators obtained from the SPSC, we find the
estimator obtained from scpi yields a significant magnitude of biases even under a large sample size.
Moreover, compared to the empirical standard errors, these biases are not negligible. Therefore,

we conclude that the undercoverage of scpi reported in Table 7 is because of the non-diminishing

bias.
Estimator SPSC SPSC-Ridge SCPI
.. To To To
0| d | Statistic 50 100 | 250 | 1000 | 50 100 | 250 | 1000 | 50 | 100 | 250 | 1000
, | Bias (x10) | 0527 | 0.435 | -0.078 [ -0.019 | -0.158 | 0.648 | 0.018 | 0.023 | 1.058 | 1.046 | 0.890 | 0.982
ESE (x10) | 8576 | 6.311 | 3.843 | 2.021 | 8.525 | 6.302 | 3.843 | 2.016 | 3.116 | 2.305 | 1.431 | 0.719
o | 5 [Bias (x10) [-0.345 | -0.093 | 0528 | 0.332 | -1.301 | -0.679 | 0.026 | 0.384 | 0.361 | 0.524 | 0.763 | 0.689
ESE (x10) | 9.887 | 7.479 | 4.133 | 1.954 | 8.509 | 6.570 | 3.658 | 1.845 | 3.044 | 2.089 | 1.309 | 0.642
o | Bias (x10) [ -0.923 | 0.228 | -0.402 | 0317 | -1.228 | -0.128 | -0.527 | -0.366 | 0.676 | 0.821 | 0.776 | 0.686
ESE (x10) | 9.365 | 6.810 | 4.047 | 1.965 | 8.545 | 6.305 | 3.828 | 1.831 | 2.805 | 1.925 | 1.167 | 0.599
, | Bias (x10) [ 0344 [ -0.143 | 0.038 [ -0.000 | -0.184 | -0.073 | 0.082 [ 0.018 | 0538 | 0.377 | 0.394 | 0.479
ESE (x10) | 8.649 | 6.106 | 3.980 | 2.014 | 8.615 | 6.087 | 3.084 | 2.014 | 3.046 | 2.090 | 1.458 | 0.674
. [ [Bias (x10) [-0.040 | -0.081 | 0.251 | 0.113 | -0.318 | -0.302 | 0.058 | 0.065 | 0.336 | 0.621 | 0.593 | 0.587
ESE (x10) | 9.034 | 6.635 | 3.710 | 1.778 | 8.532 | 6.377 | 3.656 | 1.730 | 2.000 | 2.064 | 1.241 | 0.628
o | Bias (x10) [ -1.083 | -0.953 | -0.647 | -0.126 | -1.113 | -1.088 | -0.862 | -0.462 | 0.122 | 0.226 | 0.295 | 0.358
ESE (x10) | 9.064 | 6.548 | 3.895 | 1.867 | 9.185 | 6.135 | 3.781 | 1.848 | 2.744 | 1.819 | 1.237 | 0.585

Table 9: Bias and Empirical Standard Errors of the Three ATT Estimators Obtained from Our
Approach and the SCPI Approach Proposed by Cattaneo et al. (2021). We remark that the results
of the SPSC estimators are the same as those in Table 4.

A.9 Simulation Studies under the Simulation Scenario Given in Cattaneo et al.

(2021)

For a fair comparison, we adopt a simulation scenario setup in Cattaneo et al. (2021). In particular,
we consider the following data generating process. First, we consider the length of the pre- and
post-treatment periods as Top = 100 and 77 = 1. Second, we choose the number of donors as d = 10,

which are generated from the following AR(1) model:
Wit:PWi,t—1+77it ,t=1,....,)7,t=1,...,d.
Here, the autocorrelation coefficient p is chosen from p € {0,0.5,1}, n are generated from the

standard normal distribution and are independent and identically distributed, and the baseline
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value Wjq is set to zero. For the post-treatment period, we consider the following model for donors:

Wit,+1 = pPWir, + mo+1 + ¢(sd(Whi, ..., Wir,)

Wito+1 = pWiry + Mimo1 » 1 =2,...,d,

where ¢ € {—1,-0.5,0,0.5,1} parameterizes the degree of the shift in the first donor’s post-
treatment outcome. The treatment-free potential outcome of the treated unit is generated as

follows:

Y, = 0.3W1; + 0.4Wo; + 0.3Ws + 0.5¢, , t =1,..., To+ T ,

(0)

where e; are independently generated from a standard normal distribution. We consider Y, =
Yt(l), i.e., no treatment effect. We remark that the data generating process violates Assumption
3.2 because E{Y;(O) — (0.3W1t + 0.4Wy + 0.3W3t) |Yt(0)} = 0. Therefore, the proposed conformal
inference approach for the SPSC framework in Section 3.3 may fail in this data generating process.

For our methods, we consider the SPSC estimators with ridge regularization. For function g,
we consider the following two specifications: (i) time-invariant g and (ii) time-varying g;, which are

given as follows:
bao (V")) if {Y1,...,Yq,} is stationary

g1 = b (v ") (v = 0 (16)
if {Y1,...,Y,} is not stationary

Here, b, is chosen as the d-dimensional time-invariant cubic B-spline bases function. In order to
check the stationarity of Y;, we conduct Box-Pierce test (Box and Pierce, 1970) by using Box.text
function implemented in the base R. If the p-value is less than 0.01, we conclude that Y; is nonsta-
tionary. Note that the dimension of bs(¢) is chosen as the closest integer of TO1 /3 = 100'/3 = 4.64.
We repeat the simulation 500 times and calculate the empirical coverage rates of 95% confidence
intervals from these repetitions for each simulation scenario. The results are presented in Table
10, which exhibits somewhat opposite results compared to Table 7. More specifically, we find that
the scpi approach achieves the nominal coverage rate across all simulation scenarios in general.

However, we find that the conformal inference approach for the SPSC with time-invariant g fails
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to achieve the nominal coverage rate, especially when the autocorrelation coefficient is large (i.e.,
p = 1) and the first donor’s post-treatment outcome is significantly different from its pre-treatment
outcome (i.e., ¢ = £1). We conjecture that the undercoverage observed in these cases may be

attributed to the nonstationarity of W;; and Yt(o)

. In these problematic cases, the conformal infer-
ence approach for the SPSC with time-varying g; appears to significantly improve the performance
of our conformal inference approach. This confirms that the specification in Section A.5 is useful

for improving the performance of the proposed conformal inference approach in the presence of

nonstationarity.

p

0

0.5

1

¢

1

-0.5

0

0.5

1

1

-0.5

0

0.5

1

1

-0.5

0

0.5

SPSC-Ridge

Time-invariant g

0.942

0.946

0.946

0.944

0.934

0.920

0.942

0.956

0.956

0.946

0.808

0.852

0.858

0.856

0.824

Time-varying g;

0.942

0.946

0.946

0.944

0.934

0.946

0.954

0.960

0.958

0.952

0.914

0.932

0.942

0.952

0.948

SCPI

0.974

0.976

0.974

0.976

0.978

0.974

0.970

0.970

0.978

0.980

0.984

0.980

0.978

0.982

0.988

Table 10: Empirical Coverage Rates of 95% Pointwise Prediction Intervals. The numbers in SPSC-
Ridge columns show the results of the conformal inference approach in Section 3.3. Time-invariant
g and time-varying g; are chosen from (16). The numbers in SCPI column show the results from the
approach proposed by Cattaneo et al. (2021) which is implemented in scpi R-package (Cattaneo
et al., 2023).

Next, we calculate the average length of the 95% prediction interval for ¢t = Ty + 1, i.e., the first
post-treatment period, across 500 repetitions. Table 11 shows the average lengths. We find that
the prediction intervals obtained from scpi are generally narrower than those obtained from the

SPSC, except for the cases where p =1 and ( = +1.

p

0

0.5

1

¢

1

-0.5

0

0.5

1

-1

-0.5

0

0.5

1

1

-0.5

0

0.5

SPSC-Ridge

Time-invariant g

3.018

3.035

3.040

3.046

3.052

2.963

2.967

2.970

2.991

2.971

3.262

3.288

3.272

3.285

3.281

Time-varying g:

3.018

3.035

3.039

3.045

3.052

2.904

2.903

2.902

2.921

2.931

2.926

2.900

2.904

2.931

2.979

SCPI

2.657

2.596

2.576

2.597

2.658

2.654

2.593

2.574

2.598

2.662

3.154

3.024

2.985

3.035

3.165

Table 11: Average Lengths of 95% Pointwise Prediction Intervals at ¢ = Ty + 1. Each column has
the same specification as in Table 10.

Lastly, we report the bias and the empirical standard error of the estimators for the ATT
obtained from scpi. Specifically, the estimator is obtained as Tarp = Y; — }A/t(o) where }’;t(o) is
a predicted value of the treatment-free potential outcome at time ¢t = Ty + 1. Comparing the
estimator derived from scpi to the SPSC estimator, we observe that the latter leads to larger biases.

Nevertheless, when considering the empirical standard errors, these biases become negligible. As

a result, we deduce that the ATT estimator from the SPSC approach exhibits a negligible bias,

45




whereas the conformal inference approach can be anticonservative in the presence of nonstationarity.

P 0 0.5 1

¢ -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1

Time-invariant g |-0.030 | -0.034 |-0.038 | -0.041 |-0.045 | -0.084 | -0.085 | -0.085 | -0.086 | -0.086 | -0.181 | -0.102 | -0.023 | 0.055 | 0.1:

PSC-Ri
SPSC-Ridge Time-varying g: |-0.030 |-0.034 |-0.038 |-0.042 | -0.046 | -0.086 | -0.082 | -0.078 | -0.075 | -0.071 | -0.158 | -0.098 | -0.039 | 0.021 | 0.0¢
SCPI -0.063 | -0.051 |-0.038 | -0.025 | -0.013 | -0.062 | -0.048 | -0.035 | -0.021 | -0.008 | -0.068 | -0.048 | -0.028 | -0.008 | 0.01
p 0 0.5 1
¢ -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 -1 | -0.5 0 0.5 1

Time-invariant g | 0.774|0.753 | 0.748 | 0.760 | 0.789 | 0.789 | 0.765 | 0.754 | 0.757 | 0.774 | 1.152 | 1.070 | 1.037 | 1.057 | 1.127

SPSC-Ridge Time-varying g; | 0.774|0.753|0.748|0.760 | 0.789 | 0.756 | 0.736 | 0.728 | 0.733 | 0.752 | 0.852 | 0.786 | 0.761 | 0.780 | 0.840

SCPI 0.5160.512{0.510 | 0.509 | 0.509 | 0.517 | 0.514 | 0.512 | 0.510 | 0.510 | 0.536 | 0.533 | 0.533 | 0.535 | 0.540

Table 12: Biases (top table) and Empirical Standard Errors (bottom table) of the Three ATT
Estimators Obtained from Our Approach and the SCPI Approach proposed by Cattaneo et al.
(2021). We remark that the results of the SPSC estimators are the same as those in Table 4.

A.10 Additional Results of the Data Analysis

In this Section, we provide additional results of the data analysis in Section 5. First, we provide
details on how to choose the donor pool. As we briefly mentioned in the data analysis section, some
donor candidates had severely different stock price values. In the most severe cases, the ranges of
the pre- and post-treatment periods of the stock prices do not overlap. As a criterion for choosing

the donor pools, we use the following overlap metric:
T
1
Overlap;, = T Z ]I{Wkt S range(Wkl, .. -7WkTo)} , k=1,...,49.
t=To+1
Based on the overlap, we define the four groups of roughly equal size. Specifically, Group 1, 2, and

4 has 12 donors and Group 3 has 13 donors, respectively; see Figure 6.

2 oooooooo
o o Group 1 (12 donors)
o | o0
o
© % X Group 2 (12 donors)
Q
8 o T
§ < XXX +  Group 3 (13 donors)
O o 7 x
N xxX o Group 4 (12 donors)
o 7 XXX
A+t
SIS
o | 00000000000
S Io : ‘ : ] |
0 10 20 30 40 50

Donor Candidates

Figure 6: Distribution of the Overlap Metric of the 49 Donor Candidates.

In addition to the four groups based on the overlap metric, we choose the donors based on lasso
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regularization (Tibshirani, 1996). Specifically, we solve the following GMM with ¢; regularization:

A\ = argFin {{‘T’pre(’Y)}T{@pre(V)} + )‘HVHJ
= arg min [H@YY - A?wng + )‘HVHJ ’
v

where CAJYW and @yy are defined in (11). The regularization parameter is chosen from cross-
validation. We remark that the number of non-zero 7, depends on the dimension of gt(Yt(O)).
Therefore, we vary the dimension of g; across a range from 2 to 98, which spans twice the number
of donors. Nonetheless, as in Figure 7, we find the number of selected donors does not vary a

(0))

lot across the dimension of ¢;(Y; ). In particular, five donors are selected when dim(g;) = 10, in
alignment with the relationship dim(g;) = 2d specified in the simulation studies. Therefore, we

define these five donors as Group 5.

14

g @ / dim(g) = 2d

o ~ 4 . / .

2

‘8 © — L} ] oo o o000 o .

glﬂ— ../.,... L] LN ] L] L] L] L[] L] o0 LN J LN ) L]

gv— ,'I LN ] L] o0 000000 o0 L]

3 /

E o Group 5

z

n N

° T T T T T T
0 20 40 60 80 100

dim(g) = dimension of g(y)

Figure 7: Number of Selected Donors Across the Dimension of gt(Yt(O)). The dashed line visually
guides the relationship dim(g) = 2d.

Lastly, we follow the approach in Section A.6, which yields 24 donors. We refer to this donor
pool as Group 6. Of note, this group is reported in the main paper.

For the coefficient function g;, we consider the following two specifications g;-(i) and g;-(ii):

(i) (Time-invariant g) Following the approach in the main paper, we define g(Y;(O)) as a time-

invariant function as follows:
g(Yt(O)) = bg(Yt(O)) , e {24,24,24,24,10,48} for Groups 1-6

where by is the ¢-dimensional cubic B-spline bases function. In other words, for Groups 1-4,
we define g as the 24-dimensional cubic B-spline bases function. For Group 5, we define g

as the 10-dimensional cubic B-spline bases function. Lastly, for Group 6, we define g as the
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48-dimensional cubic B-spline bases function.

11 1me-varying g¢) Next, we consider time-varying g; y following the specification in Sec-
(T . N ider ti . };an by follows h fication in S

tion A.5. In particular, we define

g (") =

bo(Y, ")

, 0 e{24,24,24,24,10,48} for Groups 1-6

be(?)

where bg () is the 6-dimensional cubic B-spline bases function where the dimension is obtained

by choosing the closest integer of T01/3 = 2173 = 6.01.

Using these six choices for the donor pool and the two choices for g;, we focus on the estimation

of the ATT. Table 13 summarizes the result. We find that the results are similar to each other.

In terms of the length of the 95% confidence intervals, the SPSC with ridge regularization results

in the narrowest confidence intervals in general, except for Group 2 with time-invariayt g. These

additional analyses for the ATT corroborate the results in Table 3 of the main paper.

Time-invariant g

Time-varying g¢

Donor Pool | Statistic
OLS SPSC SPSC-Ridge OLS SPSC SPSC-Ridge

Estimate —0.906 —0.855 —0.855 —0.847 —0.883 —0.850
Group 1 (12) ASE 0.101 0.115 0.100 0.117 0.124 0.094

95% CI | (—1.103,—-0.709) | (—1.081, —0.629) | (—1.051, —0.660) | (—1.076, —0.618) | (—1.127, —0.639) | (—1.034, —0.666)

Estimate —0.840 —0.787 —0.887 —0.897 —0.790 —0.892
Group 2 (12) ASE 0.089 0.104 0.098 0.132 0.107 0.097

95% CI | (—1.014,—0.667) | (—0.991, —0.583) | (—1.079, —0.696) | (—1.156, —0.638) | (—0.999, —0.580) | (—1.082, —0.703)

Estimate —0.875 —0.520 —0.798 —0.797 —0.614 —0.798
Group 3 (13) ASE 0.154 0.235 0.084 0.184 0.212 0.084

95% CI | (—1.177,—0.574) | (—0.982, —0.059) | (—0.963, —0.633) | (—1.158, —0.437) | (—1.030, —0.198) | (—0.963, —0.633)

Estimate —0.922 —0.852 —0.713 —0.708 —0.879 —0.710
Group 4 (12) ASE 0.095 0.138 0.072 0.259 0.137 0.073

95% CI | (—1.109,—0.735) | (—1.122,—0.581) | (—0.854,—0.571) | (—1.216,—0.200) | (—1.147,—0.610) | (—0.854, —0.567)

Estimate —0.852 —0.887 —0.886 —0.816 —0.868 —0.635
Group 5 (5) ASE 0.120 0.111 0.107 0.102 0.106 0.080

95% CI | (—1.087,—0.616) | (—1.105, —0.669) | (—1.096, —0.677) | (—1.016, —0.615) | (—1.077,—0.660) | (—0.791, —0.479)

Estimate —0.966 —0.975 —0.830 —0.822 —0.910 —0.797
Group 6 (24) ASE 0.108 0.101 0.098 0.134 0.096 0.086

95% CI | (—1.177,—0.755) | (=1.172,—0.777) | (—1.022, —0.638) | (—1.084, —0.560) | (—1.098, —0.722) | (—0.965, —0.628)

Table 13: Bias and Asymptotic Standard Errors of the Three ATT Estimators under time-invariant
g and time-varying g;. The numbers in the parentheses show the number of donors in each group.

We remark that the results of Group 6 under gt(Yt(o)) are the same as those in Table 3 of the main

paper.

Next, we conduct the conformal inference on the SPSC with ridge regularization. Following the
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main paper, we compare the proposed approach to the recent work by Cattaneo et al. (2021). Of
note, we increased sims parameter in scpi function from its default value of 200 to 2000. This

adjustment was made to reduce variability in the results. Figure 8 visually summarizes the predicted

© and the 95% prediction intervals for all five donor pool groups. In

(0)

treatment-free outcome l?t
general, two approaches produce similar z in terms of the shape. However, we find the average
width of the prediction intervals over the post-treatment periods are significantly different, which
is summarized in Table 14. Except for Groups 2 and 4, our approach produces narrower prediction

intervals compared to the approach by Cattaneo et al. (2021). These additional results from the

conformal inference approaches certify the results in the main paper are robust to the choice of the

donor pool.
Donor Pool Group 1 (12) | Group 2 (12) | Group 3 (13) | Group 4 (12) | Group 5 (5) | Group 6 (24)
SCPI 0.197 0.104 0.410 0.178 0.430 0.108
. Time-invariant g 0.054 0.108 0.149 0.205 0.119 0.046
PSC-
SPSC-Ridge I Narying g: 0.067 0.104 0.148 0.208 0.249 0.072

Table 14: Average Width of the 95% Prediction Intervals over the Post-treatment Periods. The
numbers in the parentheses show the number of donors in each group. The numbers in SCPI
row show the average length of 95% pointwise prediction intervals obtained from the approach
proposed by Cattaneo et al. (2021) which is implemented in scpi R-package (Cattaneo et al.,
2023). The numbers in SPSC-Ridge rows show the average length of 95% pointwise prediction
intervals obtained from the conformal inference approach in Section 3.3 where g; is either time-
invariant or time-varying. We remark that the results of Group 6 are the same as those in Figure
2 of the main paper.
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Lastly, we provide the details of the placebo study. Table 15 shows the numerical summary of the

analysis. We find that both placebo ATT estimators obtained from SPSC with and without ridge

regularization suggest no effect across all donor specifications. Figure 9 visually shows the synthetic

controls under the placebo treatment. Except for Group 1, we find 95% prediction intervals for

Yt(o) include the true treatment-free potential outcome Y;(O). These results suggest that our SPSC

approach seems reasonable for analyzing the effect of the 1907 panic on the stock price of the two

trust companies.

Based on these additional analyses, we can further strengthen the causal conclusions estab-

lished in the main paper, i.e., the 1907 panic led to a decrease in the average log stock price of
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Figure 8: Graphical Summaries of the 95% Prediction Intervals over the Post-treatment Periods.
The left figures titled SCPI show 95% pointwise prediction intervals obtained from the approach
proposed by Cattaneo et al. (2021) which is implemented in scpi R-package (Cattaneo et al.,
2023). The right figures titled SPSC-Ridge show 95% pointwise prediction intervals obtained from
the conformal inference approach in Section 3.3. We remark that the results under Group 6 are
the same as those in Figure 2 of the main paper.

Knickerbocker and Trust Company of America.
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Estimator

Donor Pool | Statistic
OLS SPSC SPSC-Ridge
Estimate —0.058 —0.088 —0.016
Group 1 (12) ASE 0.025 0.049 0.013
95% CI | (—0.107,—0.010) | (—0.184,0.009) | (—0.042,0.009)
Estimate —0.023 —0.015 —0.001
Group 2 (12) ASE 0.015 0.023 0.010
95% CI | (—0.053,0.006) | (—0.061,0.031) | (—0.020,0.018)
Estimate —0.100 —0.075 0.002
Group 3 (13) ASE 0.021 0.044 0.009
95% CI | (—0.142,—0.058) | (—0.160,0.010) | (—0.016,0.020)
Estimate —0.016 0.028 0.020
Group 4 (12) ASE 0.014 0.117 0.012
95% CI | (—0.044,0.011) | (—0.202,0.258) | (—0.003,0.043)
Estimate —0.002 0.003 0.018
Group 5 (5) ASE 0.016 0.021 0.012
95% CI | (—0.034,0.029) |(—0.037,0.043) | (—0.007,0.042)
Estimate —0.003 0.030 0.001
Group 6 (24) ASE 0.009 0.030 0.005
95% CI | (—0.020,0.014) |(—0.029,0.089) | (—0.009,0.011)

Table 15: Bias and Asymptotic Standard Errors of the Three ATT Estimators Under the Placebo
Study. The numbers in the parentheses show the number of donors in each group. We remark that

the results of Group 6 are the same as those in Section 5 of the main paper.
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Figure 9: Graphical Summaries of the 95% Prediction Intervals over the Placebo Post-treatment
Periods. Each plot shows 95% pointwise prediction intervals obtained from the conformal inference
approach in Section 3.3 with ridge regularization.

B Nonparametric Single Proxy Synthetic Control Framework

B.1 General Methodology

The SPSC framework can be generalized to the case in which the synthetic control is nonlinear
and/or nonparametric, thus allowing the outcome to have arbitrary types such as binary, count,
and continuous over a bounded interval. The nonparametric identification of the synthetic control

relies on the existence of the bridge function satisfying the following condition.

Assumption B.1 (Existence of Nonparametric Bridge Function). For all t = 1,..., T, there exists

a function h* : R? — R that satisfies Y;(O) = E{h*(Wpy) | Yt(o)} = 0 almost surely.

In words, there exists a function of donors h*, possibly linear or nonlinear, of which conditional

expectation given Yt(o) ©

recovers Y, ; the function h* is a kind of bridge functions (Tchetgen Tch-
etgen et al., 2020, 2023), and we aptly refer to h* as the synthetic control bridge function in this

paper. The synthetic control bridge function A* is a solution to a Fredholm integral equation of the
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first kind, and sufficient conditions for the existence of a solution are well studied in previous works
such as Miao et al. (2018) and Cui et al. (2023); see Section B.2 of the Supplementary Material for
details. We remark that Assumption 3.2 is a special case of Assumption B.1 where the synthetic
control bridge function is restricted to a linear form of h(Wp;) = W5,~.

Similar to the results established under the linear synthetic control, the synthetic control bridge
function h* can be used as a basis for identifying the ATT; the following Theorem formally estab-

lishes the result.

Theorem B.1. Under Assumptions 2.1-3.1 and B.1, the synthetic control bridge function h*

satisfies the following equation:
E{Y} — h*(Wpy) ‘ Y}} =0 almost surely, t=1,...,Ty . (17)

Moreover, we have E{Y;(O) — h*(WDt)} =0 forany t = 1,...,T. Lastly, the ATT at time t =

To+1,...,T is identified as 7 = E{Y; — h*(Wpy)}.

Theorem B.1 is a generalization of Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 to nonparametric settings. If the
synthetic control bridge function A* is unique, standard nonparametric or parametric estimation
strategies can result in consistent estimators for h*; the GMM estimator in Section 3.2 is an example
of the parametric estimation strategy. However, in general, the integral equation (17) may have
multiple solutions. Still, all solutions are valid synthetic controls and, consequently, result in the
same ATT. When the bridge functions are not unique, we follow the approaches in Li et al. (2023)
and Zhang et al. (2023) to obtain a nonparametric series estimator; see Section B.4. Given the
synthetic control bridge function, the post-treatment residual process Y; — h*(Wpy) is equivalent
to the ATT plus the post-treatment error, i.e., Y; — h*(Wp;) = 77" + ¢ where the ATT 7 encodes
the deterministic trend of the residual process via model 77 = 7(¢; %) and the error process ¢
satisfies the conditions in Assumption 3.3. The estimation of the ATT parameter 8* can be easily
performed by following the results in the previous section with minor modifications.

Lastly, we extend the results when exogenous covariates are available, which are parallel to

Section A.7.

Assumption B.2 (Existence of Bridge Function in the Presence of Covariates). For all ¢ =

1,...,T, there exists a function ~* : R4+ — R that satisfies Y;(O) = E{h*(WDt, Xot, Xpt) ‘ Yt(o),Xot, Xpt}
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almost surely.

Theorem B.2. Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 2.2, A.1, and B.2 are satisfied. Then, the synthetic
control bridge function h* satisfies E{Yt — W (Wopy, Xot, Xpt) | Y, Xot, Xpt} =0 fort=1,...,Tp.
Moreover, we have E{Yt(o) — h*(Wopy, Xot, Xpt)} =0 foranyt=1,...,T. Lastly, the ATT at time
t=To+1,...,T is identified as 1" = E{Yt W’]_)t,XOt,XDt>}

The estimation of inference of the synthetic control bridge function and the ATT is analogous

to that established in the absence of covariates, so we omit the details here.

B.2 Sufficient Conditions for the Existence of the Synthetic Control Bridge
Function

In this Section, we provide sufficient conditions for the existence of the synthetic control bridge
function h*. In brief, we follow the approach in Miao et al. (2018). The proof relies on Theorem

15.18 of Kress (2014), which is stated below for completeness.

Theorem 15.18. (Kress, 2014) Let A : X — Y be a compact operator with singular system

{ s Py gn}nzl o - The integral equation of the first kind A¢ = f is solvable if and only if

1. f e N(ArdiintyL — f| gadioint( ) — 0} + 2. > wl(fgn)
n=1

To apply the Theorem, we introduce some additional notations. Let Ly and Ly be the

(0)

spaces of square-integrable functions of Wp, and Y,", respectively, which are equipped with the

inner products (hy,ho)w = fhl w)ha (w) fW(w) dw = E{hi(Wpy)ho(Wpy)} and (g1, 92)y 0 =

[ a1()92(y) fy o (y) dy = E{gl 92 } respectively. Let K : Lyy — Ly be the condi-

tional expectation of h(Wpy) € Ly given Yt( ), ie.,

K(h) € Ly satistying (K(h))(y) = BE{h(Wpy) | Y,*) =y} for h € Ly
Then, the synthetic control bridge function h* € Ly solves IC(h*) = [identity map] € Ly, i.e.,

/h*(w)fw|y(0) (w|y)dw =y, Yy

Now, we assume the following conditions:
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(NPSC-1) The variables (Yt(o), Wpy) are stationary;

(NPSC-2) ff fW\Y(O) (w ’ y)fY<0)|W(y ‘ w) dw dy < o0;
(NPSC-3) For g € Ly (0, E{g(Yt(O)) ’ Wpt} = 0 implies g(Yt(O)) = 0 almost surely;
(NPSC-4) E[{V;”}?] < oo;

(NPSC-5) Let the singular system of K be { tin, ¢n, gn } . Then, we have >0 | ji-2 | <Yt(0), an))? <

n=1,2,...

Q.

We remark that the expectation can be defined without using ¢ under Condition (NPSC-1).
First, we show that K is a compact operator under Condition (NPSC-2). Let Kadiolnt . £ o — Ly

be the conditional expectation of g(Y;(O)) € Ly given Wpy, ie.,
Then, K and K2d°" are the adjoint operator of each other as follows:

(K(h), 9)yo = E[E{h(Wpy) | ;O }g (¥, )]
= BE[h(Wpy)g(V,?)]

— B[h(Wo)E{g(Y,) | Wi }] = (h, K2 (g))yy,

Additionally, as shown in page 5659 of Carrasco et al. (2007), K and K2d°" are compact operators
under Condition (NPSC-1). Moreover, by Theorem 15.16 of Kress (2014), there exists a singular
value decomposition of K as {,un, Ons gn}nzl 9 -

Second, we show that N/ (Kadioint)L = £, which suffices to show N (Kadont) = {0} C Ly (o).

Under Condition (NPSC-3), we have
g S N(]Cadjoint) = E{Q(Y%(O)) } WDt = "LU} = 07 Yw = g(Y;(O)) =0

where the first arrow is from the definition of the null space N, and the second arrow is from
Condition (NPSC-3). Therefore, any g € N (K2dm) must satisfy g(y) = 0 almost surely, i.e.,
N (KCadionty — [0} C Ly o) almost surely.

Third, from the definition of Ly, g(¥;”) = ¥} € £, = N(Kadont)L ynder Condition
(NPSC-4).
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Combining the three results, we establish that Y;(O) satisfies the first condition of Theorem 15.18
of Kress (2014). The second condition of the Theorem is exactly the same as Condition (NPSC-5).
Therefore, we establish that the Fredholm integral equation of the first kind K(h) = [identity map]

is solvable under Conditions (NPSC-1)-(NPSC-5).

B.3 Uniqueness of Synthetic Control Bridge Function Under Completeness

In Section B.1, we showed that (17) is satisfied under Assumptions 2.1-3.1 and B.1; for readability,
we restate Assumption B.1 and (17) below:

Assumption B.1 (Existence of Nonparametric Bridge Function) For allt =1,...,T, there exists a
function h* : R* — R that satisfies Yt(o) = E{h*(Wp) | Yt(o)} = 0 almost surely.

and
E{Y; — h*(Wpy) ‘ Y;} =0 almost surely , ¢t=1,...,Tp . (17)

In this section, we show the reverse is satisfied. Suppose a function h* satisfies (17). Then, we

obtain the following result for t =1,...,Tp:
y=E{h*(Wpy) | Vi =y} = E{h*(Wpy) | ¥, =y} |

where the second equality holds from Assumption 2.1. Therefore, h* satisfies Assumption B.1.
We can further show that the bridge function h* is indeed unique under an additional assump-

tion, namely the completeness assumption:

Assumption B.3 (Completeness). For ¢t = 1,...,Tj, suppose E{q(WDt) ‘ Yt} = 0 almost surely

for a square integrable function gq. Then, ¢(Wp;) = 0 almost surely.

The assumption states that Y; should be Wp;-relevant over the pre-treatment periods in the
sense that any variation in Wopy is captured by variation in Y; for the pre-treatment periods.

Under Assumptions 2.1-3.1, B.1, and B.3, the solution to (17) is unique almost surely. To
show this, let h] and hj be synthetic control bridge functions that satisfy (17). We then find
E{hi(Wp¢) — h3(Wpy) | Yy} = 0 for t = 1,...,Tp, implying h}(Wp;) and h3(Wp;) = 0 almost

surely from Assumption B.3. Therefore, the solution to (17) must be unique almost surely, i.e.,
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hi(Wpe) = h3(Wpy) almost surely. Moreover, suppose hj be a synthetic control bridge function
that satisfies Assumption B.1. Then, hj is a solution to (17), indicating that h(Wp:) = hi(Wpt)
almost surely because of the same reasoning. Therefore, the unique solution to (17) is also the
unique function satisfying Assumption B.1.

We remark that Assumption B.3 may not be satisfied if the cardinality of the support of Wp; is
strictly larger than that of Y;. For instance, suppose that the outcomes are binary and two donors

are available, i.e., Wp; € {0,1}? and Y; € {0,1}. Then, the equation in Assumption B.3 reduces to

pwy (0,0]0) pwy(0,1]0) puy(1,0]0) pwy(L,1]0)| |q
pwy(0,0]1) pwy(0,1]1) pwy(1,0]1) pwy(1,1]1)] |g

where pyy(a,b|y) = Pr{Wp; = (a,b) | Yt(o) = y}. Since (18) is an underdetermined system,
there are multiple non-zero ¢ functions satisfying (18), indicating that Assumption B.3 cannot be
satisfied.

In the following section, we introduce a nonparametric SPSC framework that accommodates

non-unique synthetic control bridge functions.

B.4 Single Proxy Synthetic Control Approach without the Uniqueness Assump-

tion

The synthetic control bridge function h is defined as a function satisfying (17); we restate the

equation below for readability.
E{Yt — h*(Wpy) ! Y}} =0 almost surely , t=1,...,Tp . (17)

We consider the case where there are multiple synthetic control bridge functions h satisfying (17).
Even so, the identification of the ATT established in Theorem B.1 is satisfied regardless of the
choice of the bridge function. However, estimation and inference of the ATT can be complicated in
the presence of multiple synthetic control bridge functions. To resolve this issue, we use approaches

proposed by a series of recent works (Li et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2023). In brief, their approaches
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involve the following three stages. In the first stage, we estimate a set of synthetic control bridge
functions based on a sieve estimator; see Stage 1 below. In the second stage, we define a criterion
function, denoted by M, and focus on the estimation of the minimizer of M, denoted by hg. Then,
an estimator of the ATT can be constructed based on the estimator of hg; see Stage 2 below.
In the third stage, we consider a de-biasing procedure for the estimator obtained in the previ-
ous stage to attain the asymptotic normality; see Stage 3 below. The following sections present
details under general nonparametric settings, but the method can be applied to the parametric
synthetic controls, including cases where there are multiple synthetic control weights that satisfy
Assumption 3.2. We have included only the essential assumptions and notations in this work to

ensure clarity. We refer the readers to Li et al. (2023) and Zhang et al. (2023) for additional details.

Stage 1: Estimation of the Solution Set Hjg

Let H be a collection of user-specified smooth functions, and let Hy be the collection of the

solutions of (17), i.e.,
Hy = {he’H‘Yt:E{h(Wm)\Yt}, tzl,...,TO}

Alternatively, we can represent Hg using a criterion function. Let € : H — R be a criterion function

having the following form:
€(h) = E[[Yt —E{h(Wpy) | Yt}ﬂ ct=1,....Tp .

It is straightforward to check that Ho = {h € #|€(h) = 0}.
We consider a sieve approach as follows. First, we choose a sequence of approximating bases
functions of Wp¢, denoted by {gok(w)} k—1o. - For this sequence, we define an approximating

function space for H by using the first k7 bases functions, i.e.,

Hrp = {h cH ' h(w) = gbw(w)} )

where kr is a known parameter and by, ..., b, are unknown scalar parameters.

A sample analogue of the criterion function €, denoted by &p, can be obtained based on
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the sieve approach. We choose a sequence of approximating bases functions of Y, ), denoted

by {qﬁk(y)} p—1o. - Then, we choose the first kr bases function and construct a kp-dimensional
function of y, denoted by ¢(y) = {¢1 (Y)s- -, Pkp (y)}T. Using the pre-treatment observations, we

construct a (Tp X kr) matrix as follows:

¢* (Y1)

. Toxk
Ppre= | 1 | e RToxkr

¢"(Y,)

For a given function h, a sieve estimator of the conditional expectation E{h(WDt) ‘ Yt} for t =

1,...,Ty can be obtained by regressing h(Wp¢) on ¢(Y;), i.e.,

To
ﬁpre(y; h) = sieve (E{h(WDt) ’Y; = y}) = ¢T(y) ((I)greq)Pre)_l{ Z h(W’Dt)QZ)(Y;)} .

Therefore, €7 can be obtained based on a sieve estimator, i.e.,

To

er(h) = — Z{Yt—ﬁpm(Yt;h)}2

T =

The proposed estimator of Hy is
Ho={heHr ] er(h) < er )

where ¢ is an appropriately chosen sequence with ¢ — 0 as T'— oco. Under regularity conditions,

we have

it (Ho, Ho, ||+ [lc) = or(1)

where dg(H1, Ha, H . H) is the Hausdorff distance between H1 and Ho with respect to a given norm

I

; see Section 3.2 of Li et al. (2023) and Section 3.2 of Zhang et al. (2023) for details.

Stage 2: A Representer-based Estimator

After obtaining a consistent set estimator of Hy (i.e., ’ﬁo), we select an estimator of A from Ho

so that it converges to a unique element in Hg. Specifically, we define a function M : H — R that
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has a unique minimum hg on Hy. Let M7 be its sample analogue, and let /Iio be the minimum of

My (h) over Ho, i.e.,

ho € arg min Mr(h) .
heHo

To obtain a unique minimum Eo, ‘H and M are chosen to satisfy the following assumption:
Assumption B.4. The following conditions are satisfied:

1. The set H is convex;

2. The functional M : H — R is strictly convex, and have a unique minimum at hg on Ho;
3. The sample analogue My : H — R is continuous and sup,cy ‘MT(h) - M(h)| =op(1).

Possible choices for M and its sample analogue My are
M(h) =E[{h(Wp)}?] , t=1,..., Ty, Mr(h) = = {h(Wp)}

Under regularity conditions, we have HEO — ho”oo = op(1); see Theorem 3 of Li et al. (2023) and
Proposition 3.2 of Zhang et al. (2023) for details. In turn, we obtain an estimator of the ATT as
=Y — EO(WDt) for t = Ty + 1,...,T where inference based on 7; can be established by the
conformal inference in Section 3.3 in the Supplementary Material. Alternatively, we may posit a
parametric form for the ATT as 7, = 7(¢; 3). Considering /I{O as a fixed function, an estimator of 8
can be obtained as a solution to the following equation:

T

/g solves Ti Z ‘IJpOSt(Ot;/Bv/HO) =0 ) (19)
L =Tt
0 t; im
W post (O B, h) = Téﬁﬁ) {Yt —7(t:8) — h(WDt)} e RO t=Ty4+1,...,T. (20

To characterize the asymptotic property of B, we additionally define the following objects. Let
<h1, h2>w be

(b1, ha)w = E[E{hi(Wpy) | VO B e (W) | YV | t = Ty +1,...,T,

and H be the closure of the linear span of H under H . Hw Then, we assume the following conditions.

Assumption B.5. The following conditions are satisfied:
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1. For any h € H, there exists a function go, € H satisfying (gon, h)w = E{h(Wpt)} for t =
To+1,...,T.

2. There exists a projection of H on Hr, denoted by Il : H — Hp, which satisfies

sup ||h — HThH =O(nr) .
heH

where nr = o(1) satisfies regularity conditions; see Assumptions 7-10 of Li et al. (2023) and

Assumptions 4-7 of Zhang et al. (2023) for details.

We now characterize the asymptotic representation of Tl1 /2 (B —-p *) under regularity conditions

including stationarity and independent errors. Applying a first-order Taylor expansion, we find

\Ilpost(Oﬁ B\y /};0)

a\IJpos‘c(OtQ B, /HO)
0BT

1 T
0=z >
Tl t=Top+1
T
=3
Tl t=Tp+1

{\I/post(Ot; 5*7/};0) +

' (B— 5*)} +op(1) .
p=p*

Therefore, we find that (19) has the following asymptotic representation for t = Tp + 1,..., 7"

VTi(B - BY)

o i d a\I’post(Ot;Bv/ﬁO) !
N [T1 t—%:—i-l 08T ,8—,8*]
::V;Bi*7ﬁo)
T . R
T o~
(6", o) [ PR T ¥ r0:57) = Ro(Won) } | + oe(1)
=To+1
T
~1(B*, ho) [ Z { T(t8%) — hO(WDt)}} (21)
=To+1
- T
~1(p, ho) Z [E{ho Wpy) — EO(WDt)}H (22)
t=To+
N T or ho(Wpy) — ho(Wpy) }
1 h) | = 3 2GS [{ ’ . ” (23)
’ _mt%—l OB | —B{ho(Wpr) — ho(Wpy)}
+op(1) .
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Following Theorem 4 of Li et al. (2023) and Supplementary Material of Zhang et al. (2023), we

establish that (23) is op(1). In addition, for t = Ty + 1,..., 7T, the numerator of (22) is equal to
\/t Z E{ho Wpy) — ho(Wny) }

T
__ Z E{go,ho(WDt) YY" — ho(Wpy)}

\/T
+ L i ME{HTQO ho (Wor) | Y(O)} [Y(O) — E{EO(WDt) | Y(O)H +op(1) (24)
\/Tl 0 8ﬁ ,lo t t t .

Here, go 5 and its projection Il7gg j are chosen to satisfy Assumption B.5, and Eisa generic estima-
tor of the conditional expectation operator of the distribution Wpt|Y;(0) having a fast convergence

rate; see Stage 3 below for details on how these estimators are constructed. Combining all results,

we have the following result for t =Ty +1,...,7T":
VT (B - 5")
T
IR 1 or(t; B* Yi — 7(t;8%) — ho(Wpt)
(8" ko) [\/T 2 (8/36 ) O 1y
Li=To+ —E{gono W) | Y, 1Y, — ho(Wpy) }

71(5*,};0) T17’T(/f{o) +op(1)

where

T
7 X T Bt o) [0 [ B [ 3)].

t=To+

Stage 3: A De-biased Estimator

To obtain the asymptotic normality of E, we need to de-bias B by subtracting an estimated

value of rr (iALg). To do so, we define a new criterion function and its sample analogue for h € H as

follows:

R(h) = B[[E{h(Wp) | V1) - 2B{a(Wp)} , t =Ty +1,....T,

T
1
Rr(h) = 7 ST [E{rwo) | 1) - Z h(Wpy) -
t=To+1 t To+1
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We obtain an estimator of Il7gg p,, denoted by g, as

§ € argmin Ry (ho)

ho€H
and the resulting estimator of rp (iALO) is
T ~
nf 1 oT(t;8) =~ (.~ ~ o~
Pri(ho) = T > ((% )E{Q(Wm) | YO} ¥” — E{ho(Wpr) } YO t=Ty+1,...,T.
t=Tp+1

Unfortunately, the above estimator ?iﬁf is infeasible because it involves with counterfactual out-
comes. Therefore, we use Y; — 7(¢; B\) as realizations of the treatment-free potential outcomes Y;(O)

and construct a (77 X kr) matrix as follows:
o <YTO+1 —7(To + 1 B))
q)post = € RTleT .
o* (Yr - (T3 8))
We consider additional sieve estimators of E{ﬁ(WDt) ’ Yt(o)} and E{Eo(WDt) | Y;(O)} for t = Ty +
1,...,T:

Lpost (Y5 §) = sieve (E{’g\(WDt) ‘ Y;(O) _ y})

T o~
= ) (B pt) | D Wm0 (Yi— (1))}

t=Tp+1

ﬁpost(y;ﬁo) = sieve (E{EO(WDt) | Yt(O) _ y})

T
| e(si—rc)}

t=Top+1

Using these sieve estimators, we obtain a feasible estimator of ’I“T(/Ho) as
~ 1 & oarth) - . S
i) = g 32 O G (4 = 3550 (¥ = 706 ) s (¥i — (035 0) }
—

Under regularity conditions, we establish that

sup \/Tl‘?T(ﬁo) _ rT(ﬁo)( —op(1) ;
ﬁoEﬁo
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see Lemma 1 of Li et al. (2023) and Lemma 3.3 of Zhang et al. (2023) for details. Based on this
result, we subtract T11 / 2?T(ﬁo) in both hand sides of (24). We then obtain a de-biased estimator

//B\db as
Bav = B = V7B, ho)V/Tirr(ho)

which is asymptotically normal in that 7T’ 11 /2 (Bdb — [3*) converges in distribution to N (0, S}.55557)

as T" — oo where ST and S5 are given as follows:

8E{\I}post(oif; B, h0>} -
op

S; = var |:\Ilpost(0t; 6*7 ho)

si= |

_0r(5:587)

TE{QO,hO(WDt) | YOUY — ho(Wpn)}|

Here, W05t (Oy; B, h) is defined in (20) for t = To + 1,...,T. The ATT estimator is obtained from
the plug-in formula 7, = 7(¢; Bdb)- Consequently, inference of the ATT can be attained based on

the standard delta-method applied to the asymptotic normal distribution of Bdb-

65



C Proof of Theorems

C.1 Proof of Theorems 3.1, 3.2, A.2, B.1, and B.2

We first prove the most general case with a nonlinear bridge function A* and under the presence of

covariates (i.e., Theorem B.2). For the pre-treatment periods t = 1,..., Ty, we establish
y = E{n*(Wpy, Xot, Xpt) | Y;(o) =y, Xot, Xpt } = B{h*(Wpy, Xot, Xpt) | Vs = y, Xot, X } -

The first equality holds from Assumption B.2. The second equality holds from Assumption 2.1.

Furthermore, for any t = 1,...,T, we establish

E{Y, | Xor, Xt} = E[E{B* (W, Xot, Xpo) | VL, Xot, Xi } | Xor, Xot]

= E{1"(Wpy. Xor, Xpr) | Xor, Xpt} -

The first equality holds from Assumption B.2, and the second equality holds from the law of iterated

expectation. Therefore, we have
E{Y Y = E{h*(Wpr, Xor, X)) - (25)
Next, we prove the second result. For the post-treatment periods t =Ty + 1,...,7T, we have
B{Y" -7} = B{Y; - ¥/} = B{Yi — b (W1, Xor, Xp1)}

The first equality holds from Assumption 2.1. The second equality holds from (25).

We remark that the other Theorems can be shown in a similar manner. Specifically, we take
h*(Wopy, Xot, Xpr) = X065 + WphHy* — X505 for the linear bridge function case, and we view
covariates as empty sets when there is no covariate available. The results can then be established

under Assumptions 3.2, A.2, and B.1.

C.2 Proof of Theorems 3.3 and A.3

We denote the collection of parameters as . When there is no covariate as in Section 3.2, we have

0 = (v,0); when there are covariates as in Section A.7, we have § = (v,3,d). Let the moment
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function be ¥(Oy; #) where O = supp(O;) and © = supp(f). We denote the true parameters as 6*.

Remark C.1. We will consider a simple case as an example to motivate the assumptions below.
Specifically, suppose the treatment effect function is constant, i.e., ¥(Oy; ) = S. Then, the moment

function is

re ) —A - Wp
WO — | MO | | A0 =AY (26)
‘I’post(Ot; v, /B) At (Yt - W;t7 - fB)

Note that the derivative of (26) is

(0. 0) __ | (1= A0S ODWE 0| b iqann
8(77 ﬂ)T AtVVgt At

We present proofs for Theorem 3.3 under different sets of regularity conditions. In the first
proof, we establish the result using commonly employed conditions for time series data, such as
strong stationarity and ergodicity. In the second proof, we establish the result under more general

conditions, avoiding the need to rely on these strong assumptions of stationarity and ergodicity.
Proof 1: Proof under Strong Stationarity and Ergodicity

We first present regularity conditions, which are the extensions of assumptions in Chapter 3 of

Hall (2004).

Regularity Condition 1 (Sufficiently Long Pre- and Post-treatment Periods). As T' — oo,

Ty, 71 — oo and Tl/TO — T e (0,00)

Regularity Condition 1 is reasonable if the pre- and post-treatment periods are of roughly the

same size and sufficiently large.
Regularity Condition 2 (Compactness). The parameter space © is compact.
Regularity Condition 2 is standard in parametric estimation.

Regularity Condition 3 (Weighting Matrix). Qisa positive semi-definite matrix, and converges

to a non-random positive definite matrix Q* as T' — oo.
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Regularity Condition 3 is easily satisfied if Q is chosen as a fixed matrix such as the identity

matrix.

Regularity Condition 4 (Strict Stationarity). The process {Ot} rez, 18 strictly stationary, i.e., for

any subset {t1,...,t,} € Z and any ¢, we have {Otl, .. .,Otn} L {Ot1+c, . .,Othrc}.

Regularity Condition 4 implies that any expectation of O; does not depend on t. Unfortunately,
Regularity Condition 4 is insufficient to apply the law of large numbers and central limit theorem.

Therefore, the following ergodicity assumption is required:

Regularity Condition 5 (Ergodicity). The process {Ot is ergodic.

e
Under Regularity Condition 4 and Regularity Condition 5, the sample average of f(O;) con-

verges to its expectation, i.e., T~} EtT:l f(Oy) K E{f(Oy)}.

Regularity Condition 6 (Regularity Conditions for ¥). The moment function ¥(Oy;0) : OO —
RP*? satisfies
(i) ¥(Oy;0) is continuous on O for each O, € O;
(ii) E{¥(Oy;0)} exists and is finite for any 6 € ©;
(iii) E{®(O¢; )} is continuous on ©.
(iv) g4 is time-invariant, i.e., g;(y) = g(y) for all ¢.
Under model (26), Regularity Condition 6 is satisfied if E{g;(Y;)Y;} and E{g:(Y;)Wg,} for

t=1,...,Ty and E(Yt) and E(Wpt) fort =Ty + 1,...,T are finite and well-defined. Hereafter,

we assume that these vectors and matrices are finite and well-defined.

Regularity Condition T (Regularity for 0W(Oy;0)/00" & Local Identification). The function
OU(Oy;0)/00™ € RPHI*(A+D) gatisfies:
(i) 0¥ (0y;0)/00"™ exists and is continuous on O for each O; € O;
(i) 6* € int(©);
(iii) E{OW(O¢;0)/00™ } exists and is finite;

(iv) rank(E{0¥(0y;6)/00"}) = d +b.
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Under model (26), Regularity Condition 7 (iii) is satisfied if E{g;(Y;)W2,} fort = 1,...,Tp and
E(Wpy) for t = To +1,...,T are finite and well-defined. Condition (iv) is satisfied if the vectors

Ty = E{gt(E)Wit}/E(Wit») € RP (i € Dy,...,Dy) are linearly independent.
Regularity Condition 8 (Population Moment Restriction & Global Identification). The true
parameter 6* is the unique parameter that satisfies E{\II(Ot; 9*)} = 0.

Under model (26), Regularity Condition 8 is satisfied if G5 is of full column rank, i.e.,
rank(Gyy,) = d.
Regularity Condition 9 (Domination of ¥). The expectation of the moment function is uniformly

bounded over O, i.e., supgeg E{H\IJ(O,:;H)H2} < 0.

Under model (26), Regularity Condition 9 is satisfied if the second-order moments of g;(Y;)Y;
and g4(Y;)Wp, for t =1,...,Ty and Y; and Wp, for ¢t =Ty + 1,...,T are finite.

Regularity Condition 10 (Properties of the Variance). Following conditions hold:
(i) E{U(O¢;6*)¥(Oy; 6%)T} exists and finite
(i) X5 =limyr 00 V&I‘{T_l/2 Zthl W(Oy;60%)} exists and is a finite valued positive definite matrix.

Under model (26), Regularity Condition 10 (i) is satisfied if the second-order moments of
(Y)Y, gt(Yo)Wpy for t = 1,...,Tp and those of Y; and Wp, for ¢t = Ty + 1,...,T are finite.

Condition (ii) is satisfied if {Ot} are weakly serially dependent (e.g., m-dependent).

Regularity Condition 11 (Properties of Gradient). Following conditions hold for Oy, some

neighborhood of 6*:
(i) E{0¥(Oy;6)/06"} is continuous on O y;
(i) supgeoy |77 1y OU(04;0)/00T — E{0T(Oy;0) /007 }||, = op(1).

Under model (26), Regularity Condition 11 (i) is satisfied if E{g¢(Y;)Wp, } for t = 1,..., Ty and

E(Wpt) for t =Tp+1,...,T are finite and well-defined. Regularity Condition 11 (ii) is satisfied if

To
1 P
ﬁth(Yt)Wgt = E{g(YOWp,} t=1,...,Tp
=1
1 < p
— Wpr — E t =T 1,....7.
Tl Z Dt (WDt)7 0+ ) )
t=To+1
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Note that these two conditions are satisfied under the asymptotic regime in Regularity Condition

1, stationarity (Regularity Condition 4), and ergodicity (Regularity Condition 5).

~

Under these assumptions, the asymptotic normality of (7, 8) is achieved by Theorem 3.2 of Hall
(2004).

Proof 2: Proof without Strong Stationarity and Ergodicity

We adapt the proof of Theorem S6 in Qiu et al. (2022) to our setting. First, we introduce
regularity conditions that are applicable to general cases, without imposing strict requirements of

strong stationarity and ergodicity.

General Regularity Condition 1 (Sufficiently Long Pre- and Post-treatment Periods). As T" —

oo, Ty, T1 — oo and Tl/T[) — T E (0, OO)
General Regularity Condition 2 (Compactness). The parameter space © is compact.

General Regularity Condition 3 (Weighting Matrix). Qis a positive semi-definite matrix, and

converges to a non-random positive definite matrix Q* as T — oc.
General Regularity Conditions 1-3 are the same as Regularity Conditions 1-3, respectively.

General Regularity Condition 4 (Regularity Conditions for ). The moment function W(Oy; 0) :
O ® O — RP satisfies
(i) lim7_eo {T*1 Zthl U (Oy; 9)} is continuous on © for each O, € O;
(i) limpoo [T Zthl E{¥(0y;0)}] exists and is finite for any 6 € ©;
(iii) limp_yeo [T71 Zthl E{¥(0y;6)}] is continuous on ©.
General Regularity Condition 5 (Regularity for 90U (Oy;0)/00" & Local Identification). The
function OW(Oy;0)/00" € RPH*(4+h) gatisfies:
(1) limp_eo {Tfl Zthl OV (Oy; 0)/80T} exists and is continuous on O for each O; € O;
(ii) T-' 2], OW(0y;0) /06" is uniformly bounded for all T = 1,2, ...
(iii) #* € int(O);
(iv) limpoee [T ZtT:1 E{0W(0y;6)/00" }] exists and is finite;
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(v) rank(limy_eo [T71 307 E{OW(04;0)/00"}]) = d +b.

General Regularity Condition 6 (Population Moment Restriction & Global Identification). The

true parameter 6* is the unique parameter that satisfies limp_, [T‘l Zthl E{‘If(Ot; 9*)}] =0.
General Regularity Conditions 4-6 are similar to Regularity Conditions 6-S8.

General Regularity Condition 7 (Uniform Weak Law of Large Numbers for ¥).

sup

T
(0:0) — lim — S E{T(04;0)}| = T =
oo pn oo oo

T' =00 T

General Regularity Condition 8 (Uniform Weak Law of Large Numbers for the Gradient of

sup
0cO

T
) 1 9 _ _
72 (00 = 3y S B w060 || = on(h) w5 T e

General Regularity Conditions 7 and 8 hold if the underlying process is strictly stationary,
strongly mixing, or ¢-mixing processes; see Andrews (1988), Pétscher and Prucha (1997, Chapter

5) and Qiu et al. (2022, Section S2) for details.

General Regularity Condition 9 (Asymptotic Normality). As T — oo, we have

T
Z (Oy; 6%) converges in distribution to N (0, X3) ,

T
1
35 =1l — (O 0%) 5 .
Here, 333 is a finite valued positive definite matrix.

Assumption 9 directly assumes the asymptotic normality of the sample mean of the estimating
function; see Section S2 of Qiu et al. (2022) for the plausibility of the assumption. We remark that
General Regularity Conditions 7-9 are satisfied under Regularity Conditions 4-11.

Under General Regularity Conditions 1-9, we establish the desired result. We simply denote
V() =T ST U(04;0) and W(6) = limg oo T~ 07, E{U(O;0)}. First, we establish consis-

tency, i.e., = (7, 6) = (v*,B*) +op(1) = 0" + op(1). From General Regularity Conditions 3 and
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7, we establish the following result as T' — oo:

sup H{@(e)}Tﬁ{@(e)} - {xy(e)}TQ*{\y(e)}H = op(1) . (27)

[dSS)
Note that @ is the minimizer of {@(9)}%3{@(9)}
Let s > 0 be an arbitrary positive constant. From (27) and the definition of 9, the following

conditions hold with probability tending to one:

[{BE} Q) - {wE} o {we)}| <2

{2@)}"0{9@0)} - {(v@)} 0 {v@)} | < /2

{T0)}" @)} < {v(e)} {w (")} -
These three inequalities imply that
(w(O)} Q0 {w(O)} < {w(O)} ' {w(©O*)} +s=5.

The right hand side reduces to s under General Regularity Condition 6.
Let N € © be an arbitrary open set containing 6*. Let us define the following quantity:

S0 = eeing {T@O)} " {w(0)}.

Combining the fact that © \ N is compact under General Regularity Condition 2, and General
Regularity Conditions 2, 4, 6, we establish sq is positive. Therefore, by taking s > sg, the event
{{\11(67) }T(AZ{\IJ(a)} < so} occurs with probability tending to one, which further implies that heN.
Since AV is arbitrary chosen, this establishes 6 = 6* + op(l) as T — oc.

Next, we establish the asymptotic normality of 9. Under General Regularity Condition 5, the

following expansion holds from a first-order Taylor expansion and the consistency of 0:

T(0) = W(0") + {(;ZT\T/(@)

}(5_9*)+OP(H5_9*H) .

0=0*
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The first order condition of 6 along with General Regularity Condition 5 implies

0= 1 0 [{we)y afwe))|
{0 }agay
_ {;W@(e) H*} a{F(0m) + {;;T@(e) H*} @{8‘;@(9) H*}Q— 6)

+op

/N

j0-e]l) -

Therefore, by multiplying T%/2, we get

9 ~ 1 &
0= {w } Q{ m(@t;m}
0 ~ T (0 ~ —~ N
—W(h Q! —W(h TYV2(H — o* Y29 — 6*
+{89T ( )90*} {89T ( )99*} ( )+0P< | H)
B T R
= {W\IJ(H) 9_0*} Q {TIEI;OM;W(Ot;G )}
=:G*T
) T ) ~ ~
+{89T ©) H*} {aeT ©) H*} 0=07) +or(TH20— ") +1)

The last equality holds from General Regularity Conditions 3, 7, and 8 and the consistency of 0.

This implies
1/2(p -1 1 & Lana
26 - (o) 1 S w000 ) (150 ).
t=1

From General Regularity Condition 3 and 9, we find 7/2 (5—9*) = Op(1), implying that op (Tl/2 H@—

9*” +1) = op(1). Therefore, from Slutsky’s theorem, we find
T'/? (é\— 0*) converges in distribution to N (0, {G*TQ*G*}_lG*TQ*EQG*Q*{G*TQ*G*}_T)
Note that {G*TQ*G*}_IG*TQ*EQG*Q*{G*TQ*G*}_T = 33¥5%]T. This concludes the proof.

C.3 Proof of Theorem A.1

We denote the collection of parameters as 6 = (-, ) and the true parameters as 6* = (v*, 5*).

Similar to the proofs of Theorem 3.3 in Section C.2, we present proofs under different sets of
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regularity conditions.
Proof 1: Proof under Strong Stationarity and Ergodicity

The solution to £s-penalized GMM is given as follows:

~

Qe 0

o~

0\ = arggmin [{@(0)}%{@(0)} + )\nyHz] Q=

~

post
The solution to the minimization problem satisfies the following first order condition, i.e.,

O [y TS IT
0= %%[{W)} Q{w(o)} “HV”EHGZ@; '

Therefore, from a few lines of algebra, we find 7 and v* are represented as
~ AT A ] AN -1/A7r & ~ *T * * -1 *T * *
M = (GYwQpreGyw + Ae) (G QoreGyy) 7 = (G Qe Gyw)  (GYw Qe GYy) -

where G5y, Gyry, éyw, and Gyy are defined in (11), which is rewritten below for readability:

To To
1 1
Gyw =7 S E{q(Yo)Wp,} € R Gy =7 > E{a(V)Yi} eRP,
t=1 t=1
To To
~ 1 ~ 1
Gyw = ?0 > g (Y)Wh, € RP*4 Gyy = T > gV eRP. (11)
t=1 t=1

The forms of B\,\ and 3 depend on 7(t; #), which are defined as follows:

B)\ = arggnin {\/I}post (ﬁ)\a 5) }Tﬁpost { \/I\’post (’/7\)\7 ﬁ) } >

B* = argﬁmin {Tpost (7, B) } st { Upost (v*, B) }

where
- 1 & 9
R 0
Wpost (7, B) = T t:§)+1E [85T7(t; B){Yt — Why — 7(t; 5)} .
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In the constant treatment effect case, B,\ and £* reduces to

T T

~ 1 = 1

Br = T Z (Yt - Wgt%\) ) B = T Z E(Y;S - Wgn*) .
Lyt LT io41

First, we prove that (7, B)\) LY (v*, 8%). This is trivial because, under the asymptotic regime in
Regularity Condition 1, stationarity (Regularity Condition 4), and ergodicity (Regularity Condition

5), we have

~ ~ T

nygG*yy,GngG*YW,?;—)T,

1 & Pl 1 & Pl

72 Yo X B X W ) E(Wn)
| Ly L r1 Lt

We then have the following result from the continuous mapping theorem:
~ ~ A A\ Ll/A Yl P * * vk -1 * * vk *

Therefore, using the convergence of 7, LA ~v*, we can establish the convergence of 3,\ L 5*. For
instance, under the constant treatment effect case, we have
~ 1 < 1 < \
By = <T1 Y V- T > ng) = E(Y; - WHy") = 85 -
t=To+1 t=To+1
We can establish the consistency under nonlinear treatment effects using the uniform weak law of
large numbers; see Proof 2 below for details.

To establish the asymptotic normality, we use the following Taylor expansion, which holds from

the consistency of 6 and the Regularity Conditions 1-11:

T(6y) = U(6*) + {(;:T‘W)

}(@_Q*HOP(H@_a*H) .

0=06*

Combining the first order condition of f and regularity conditions on W(Oy; 6) and 8 (Oy; ) /967,
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we get,

T(0)

00"

+op(||or - 07| + T71/2) .

The last line is from TV/2\7y = TV/2X(3x + v*) = op(1). Therefore, by multiplying 77/2, we get

0§ ol 0 1/2 * 1207, %
H{og0)| ol Arra - o on(r) -0 +1)

0 T 1 &

_{aGT\D(e) } Q {Tl_rgo —i7 > w(046 )}
6=0" t=1
_:G*

d o) 0 1o . Uaie

+{89T (0) 9:9*} Q {W\y(e) 0:9*}T (6 —6 )+oP(T 165 — 6 H+1) ,

This implies
_ -1 1 « -
t=1

Since T2 7 W(04;6*) = Op(1), we find TV/2(6) — 6*) = Op(1), implying that op (T"/2]|6) —

O*H + 1) = op(1). Therefore, from Slutsky’s theorem, we find

T'/? (5)\ — 6*) converges in distribution to N (0, {G*TQ*G*}AG*TQ*EQG*Q*{G*TQ*G*}fT) .
Note that {G*TQ*G*}AG*TQ*EQG*Q*{G*TQ*G*}fT = 3335%T. This concludes the proof.
Proof 2: Proof without Strong Stationarity and Ergodicity

Under General Regularity Conditions 1-9, we establish the desired result. We simply denote
@(6) =T Zthl U(Oy;0) and ¥(0) = limp 0o T71 Zthl E{¥(O;0)}. First, we establish con-

sistency, i.e., 0y = (ﬁ,\,a\) = (v, B*) +op(l) = 0" + op(1l). From the triangle inequality, we
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find

™

[{2O}"TO)} + A7 - {w@)} 2 {wO)}

<[ (@) 230} - {wo} @ {wo)}| + Al ;-

Note that A\ = o(T~/?) and H7H2 < diam(©) for any . which implies supycgo )‘H7H§ = o(1).
Therefore, combining with (27) which is valid under General Regularity Conditions 3 and 7, we
obtain

up [[{T(0)}"0{T0)} + A l; - {w®)} 0 {w0))|

< sup |[{TO)}"0{(0)} ~ {2(0)} 2" (¥O)} | + sup |

= op(1) . (28)

Note that 8 is the minimizer of {@(0)}%3{@(0)} + )\H'yHZ
Let s > 0 be an arbitrary positive constant. From (28) and the definition of 5)\, the following

conditions hold with probability tending to one:

{2 LT} + Al [l; - (@)} o {wE)} ] < /2

(@Y} + AR - (9B} (9| <72

{T00} {T@)} + Al < {2} TE)} + A7]l5 -
These three inequalities imply that
[0} QWb < (")} 0w} +s=5.

The right hand side reduces to s under General Regularity Condition 6.

Let A/ € © be an arbitrary open set containing 6*. Let us define the following quantity:

s = GEIS{N {w(o) }TQ*{\II(H)}

Combining the fact that © \ N is compact under General Regularity Condition 2, and General

Regularity Conditions 2, 4, 6, we establish sy is positive. Therefore, by taking s > sg, the event
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{{@(@\)}Tﬁ{\y(é\)\)} < s} occurs with probability tending to one, which further implies that
§>\ € N. Since N is arbitrary chosen, this establishes §>\ =0*+op(l) as T — oo.

Next, we establish the asymptotic normality of 5)\. Under General Regularity Condition 5, the
following expansion holds from a first-order Taylor expansion and the consistency of 0:

0 ~

5ov 7 ®)

T8 :@(9*)+{ }(5)\—9*)—{—01:»0‘5)\—9*”) .

0=0*

The first order condition of 5,\ along with General Regularity Condition 5 implies

0= 5507 {(FOY O} + A1,
_ {a?T@(e) 9:9*}T§{@(})} + M9y
_ {;W@e) N 0*} Q(E(07)) + {;Q’T@w) 9:9*} 6{8‘;@(9) H*}@ )

sop([s -0+ 777

The last line is from TY/2)\7y = Tl/ZA(;y\A + v*) = op(1). Therefore, by multiplying TY2 we get

o ~ 1 &
2 50 i@ T2, ~0%) + op (T2||f — 0] +1)
_{aeT 99*} Q{TIEEOTl/zz‘I’O“@)}
* 1/2(n. _ p* 1/2||n9. _ p*
+{89T - 9*} 0 {%T - m}T (Bx — 07) + op (T2||8) — 0] +1) .

The last equality holds from General Regularity Conditions 3, 7, and 8 and the consistency of 5,\.

This implies
1/2(p * *T () *71 *T ()* 1 d * 1/2||p. *
TV (60— 67) = (G7G") G s Y W(056%) 4+ op (TV2[0 07 + 1) -
t=1

From General Regularity Condition 3 and 9, we find Tl/Q(@\)\ — 6*) = Op(1), implying that
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op (T1/2H§)\ — 9*H + 1) = op(1). Therefore, from Slutsky’s theorem, we find
TY2(fy — 0%) converges in distribution to N (0, {G*Q*G*} ' G*TQ LG { GG )

Note that {G*TQ*G*}_IG*TQ*EQG*Q*{G*TQ*G*}_T = 33¥5%]". This concludes the proof.
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