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We analyze the effect of boundaries in the discrete Bass model on D-dimensional Cartesian networks. In

2D, this model describes the diffusion of new products that spread primarily by spatial peer effects, such as

residential photovoltaic solar systems. We show analytically that nodes (residential units) that are located

near the boundary are less likely to adopt than centrally-located ones. This boundary effect is local, and

decays exponentially with the distance from the boundary. At the aggregate level, boundary effects reduce

the overall adoption level. The magnitude of this reduction scales as 1

M1/D , whereM is the number of nodes.

Our analysis is supported by empirical evidence on the effect of boundaries on the adoption of solar.

Key words : Bass model, diffusion, new products, solar panels, stochastic models, agent-based models,

spreading in networks

1. Introduction

Diffusion in networks has attracted the attention of researchers in physics, mathematics, biology,

computer science, social sciences, economics, and management science, as it concerns the spreading

of “items” ranging from diseases and computer viruses to rumors, information, opinions, technolo-

gies and innovations (Albert et al. 2000, Anderson and May 1992, Jackson 2008, Pastor-Satorras

and Vespignani 2001, Rogers 2003, Strang and Soule 1998). Relatedly, understanding the diffusion

of new products is a central problem in marketing (Mahajan et al. 1993).

The first mathematical model of diffusion of new products was proposed by Bass (1969). In

the Bass model, individuals adopt a new product because of external influences by mass media,

and internal influences by individuals who have already adopted the product. This seminal paper

inspired a huge body of theoretical and empirical research (Hopp 2004). Most of this research was

also carried out using compartmental models, which are typically given by deterministic ordinary

differential equations. Such models implicitly assume that all individuals within the population are

equally likely to influence each other, i.e., that the underlying social network is a complete graph.

There is considerable evidence that some products spread predominantly through a spatial peer

effect, whereby geographically proximate households influence each other. In other words, if your
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neighbor adopts the product, you are more likely to adopt the product. These effects have been

shown in contexts such as residential rooftop solar systems (Barton-Henry et al. 2021, Kraft-Todd

et al. 2018, Rai et al. 2016, Rai and Robinson 2015, Wolske et al. 2018) and dry landscaping in desert

climates (Bollinger et al. 2020). Indeed, the key predictor of a new solar installation is having a

neighbor who already installed one (Bollinger and Gillingham 2012, Graziano and Gillingham 2015).

As a result, the diffusion dynamics is inherently spatio-temporal, rather than just temporal as in

compartmental models. A natural choice of a model for the diffusion of such products is the discrete

Bass model on a two-dimensional Cartesian grid, where each node represents a residential unit.

This network is sparse, and is thus fundamentally different from the complete network structure

associated with compartmental Bass models.

Discrete Bass models are stochastic particle models. As such, they are considerably harder to

analyze than compartmental Bass models. The discrete Bass model on D-dimensional Cartesian

grids was first analyzed by Fibich and Gibori (2010). That study considered infinite Cartesian

networks, and finite Cartesian networks with periodic (toroidal) boundary conditions. In both

cases, by translation invariance, all nodes have the same adoption probability, which leads to a

huge simplification in the analysis.

Real-life residential units, however, belong to a finite network (e.g., a town), such that units

(nodes) that lie at the town boundary can be influenced by fewer neighbors than centrally located

units. These 2D networks can also have interior boundaries which prevent adjacent units from

influencing each other (river, highway). Interior boundaries can also be non-physical. For exam-

ple, in Switzerland, there is a language boundary between French-speaking and German-speaking

regions that hinders the diffusion of solar systems (Carattini et al. 2018). The municipal boundary

between adjacent towns can also influence the diffusion, if, e.g., a marketing campaign occurs in

just one of the towns. The diffusion of residential rooftop solar is an especially interesting context

to explore the effects of boundaries, because it is a relatively new technology that is increasingly

being adopted by households in many countries, but it was only a few years ago when there were no

residential rooftop solar installations. And while they are becoming more common, even today most

households do not have rooftop solar, and so a clear diffusion process is underway in real-world

data.

As noted, the lack of translation invariance on finite networks makes the analysis more complex.

The qualitative effect of boundaries on the diffusion of new products was analyzed by Fibich et al.

(2019). In this paper, we analyze, apparently for the first time, the quantitative effect of boundaries

in the Bass model on D-dimensional Cartesian networks. Our main findings are:

1. The adoption probabilities of boundary nodes can be substantially lower than those of central

nodes, but are at least half those of central nodes.
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2. The effect of the boundary on the adoption probability of nodes is a local phenomenon, which

decays exponentially fast with the distance from the boundary.

3. At the aggregate level, the boundary reduces the aggregate adoption level, relative to that on

infinite networks. The magnitude of this reduction is inversely proportional to M 1/D, where M is

the network size.

4. We provide the empirical evidence for the effect of boundaries on the diffusion of residential

rooftop solar. Indeed, based on our empirical data, external boundaries (municipality borders)

reduce the adoption probability of near-boundary units by 30%.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the discrete Bass model on D-dimensional

Cartesian grids. The 2D case is the dimension of most relevance to applications; the 1D case is the

easiest to analyze, yet it captures all the essential aspects of boundary effects. Sections 3 and 4

analyze the local effect of boundaries on the adoption probability of nodes in one-dimensional and

in multi-dimensional networks, respectively. Section 5 concerns the global effect of boundaries on

the aggregate level of adoption. Section 6 provides empirical evidence for boundary effects in the

diffusion of solar. Section 7 discusses the robustness of the model and provides final remarks and

managerial implications.

From a theoretical perspective, this manuscript provides the first analysis of the quantitative

effects of boundaries on the diffusion of new products. From a managerial perspective, our results

indicate that at the municipal level, the effect of boundaries is small, and probably negligible. At

the local level, however, boundaries have a substantial influence of lowering the adoption of the

near-boundary residential units.

2. Discrete Bass model

In this paper, we analyze the diffusion of new products in the discrete Bass model on a D-

dimensional Cartesian box BD := [1, . . . ,M1]
D ⊂ZD with M =MD

1 nodes. The diffusion of rooftop

solar by households corresponds to D= 2. Let Xj(t) denote the state of node/individual/residental-

unit j := (j1, . . . , jD) at time t, so that

Xj(t) =

{
1, if j is an adopter at time t,

0, otherwise,
j∈BD.

The diffusion starts when the new product is introduced into the market at time t= 0. Therefore,

initially all nodes are nonadopters, i.e.,

Xj(0) = 0, j∈BD. (1a)
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The adoption by each node is stochastic. Thus, each nonadopter j experiences internal influences

(word of mouth, peer effects) to adopt at the rate of q
2D

by its neighbors who already adopted. Let

us denote the number of adopters connected to j by

Nj(t) :=

D∑

i=1

(Xj−êi
(t)+Xj+êi

(t)) ,

where êi is the unit vector in the direction of the ith coordinate, and Xk(t) := 0 if k 6∈BD. Then the

rate of internal influences on j is q
2D
Nj(t). In addition, a nonadopter j experiences external influences

by mass media or commercials to adopt, at the constant rate of p. This assumption sets the Bass

model apart from epidemiological models (SI, SIR, . . . ) on networks (Kiss et al. 2017), and has

profound implications for the model robustness with respect to long-range connections (Section 7).

Finally, we assume that once j adopts the product, it remains an adopter at all later times. Thus,

for example, we are treating rooftop solar adoption as a one-time event, as for the most part it is

(nearly all of panels on a rooftop solar system last for upwards of 25 years). Therefore, so long that

j did not adopt, his/her adoption time is exponentially distributed with rate λj(t) = p+ q
2D
Nj(t).

Hence, the stochastic adoption of j∈BD in the time interval (t, t+∆t) as ∆t→ 0 evolves accroding

to

P(Xj(t+∆t) = 1 |X(t)) =

{(
p+ q

2D
Nj(t)

)
∆t, if Xj(t) = 0,

1, if Xj(t) = 1,
j∈BD, (1b)

where X(t) := {Xj(t) | j∈BD} are the states of the population at time t.

The influence rate of each adopter is defined as q
2D

(and not, e.g., as q), so that regardless of

the dimension, q is the maximal internal influence rate experienced by an interior node, which is

when all its 2D peers are adopters. This definition of q does not effect the diffusion dynamics

in each dimension, but it provides for a more meaningful comparison of networks with different

dimensions (Fibich and Gibori 2010).

The maximal internal influence that can be experienced by boundary nodes is strictly below q,

see (1b), since Nj(t)< 2D. Therefore, the boundaries have a local effect of lowering the adoption

probabilities

f
BD
j (t) := P(Xj(t) = 1)

of the near-boundary nodes, relative to those of more central nodes. As a result, the boundaries

have a global effect of reducing the expected adoption level on BD, defined by

fBD(t) :=
1

M

∑

j∈BD

f
BD
j (t). (2)

In this paper we study both the local and the global effects of boundaries on the diffusion.
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2.1. One-dimensional networks (lines and circles)

We will first analyze the one-dimensional case, which is considerably easier than the multi-

dimensional case. The discrete Bass model on the line B1D := [1, . . . ,M ] reads, see (1),

Xj(0) = 0, j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, (3a)

and as ∆t→ 0,

P(Xj(t+∆t) = 1 |X(t)) =

{
1, if Xj(t) = 1,(
p+ q

2
Nj(t)

)
∆t, if Xj(t) = 0,

j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, (3b)

where the number of adopters influencing j is

Nj(t) :=





X2(t), if j =1,

Xj−1(t)+Xj+1(t), if j =2, . . . ,M − 1,

XM−1(t), if j =M.

(3c)

We denote by f
[1,...,M ]
j (t) := P(Xj(t) = 1) the adoption probability of node j, where Xj(t) is the

solution of (3), and by f [1,...,M ] := 1
M

∑M

j=1 f
[1,...,M ]
j the expected adoption level on [1, . . . ,M ].

To isolate the boundary effect in 1D, we will compare the expected adoption level on the line with

that on a circle. The discrete Bass model on a circle withM nodes is also given by (3), except

that in (3c),N1(t) =XM (t)+X2(t) andNM (t) =XM−1(t)+X1(t). This problem is easier to analyze,

since by translation invariance, the probability of node j on the circle to adopt is independent of j,

i.e., f circle
j (t;p, q,M) ≡ f circle(t;p, q,M) for j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. Translation invarariance also holds on

the infinite line, i.e., fZ
j ≡ fZ, where Z := (−∞, . . . ,∞).

Using translation invariance, one can obtain explicit expressions for the infinite line and circle:

Lemma 1 (Fibich and Gibori (2010), Fibich et al. (2019)). The expected adoption level

on the infinite line and on the infinite circle are identical, and are given by

lim
M→∞

f circle(t;p, q,M) = fZ(t;p, q) = f 1D(t;p, q), f 1D(t;p, q) := 1− e−(p+q)t+ q
p(1−e−pt). (4)

3. Local boundary effects in 1D
3.1. Maximal local boundary effect

As noted, there is no translation invariance on finite or semi-infinite lines. To compute the maximal

effect of boundaries on the adoption probability of nodes, we compare the two extreme cases of

boundary (j = 1,M) and central (j ≈ M
2
) nodes. In addition, to avoid multiple effects from the

left and right boundaries, we begin with the semi-infinite line Z+ := [1, . . . ,∞) , which has a single

boundary at j = 1. We denote by fZ+

j (t) := P(Xj(t) = 1) the adoption probability of node j ∈ Z+,

where Xj(t) is the solution of (3) with M =∞. Denote the adoption probabilities of boundary and

central nodes on Z+ by

fZ+

bdry := fZ+

j=1, fZ+

central := lim
j→∞

fZ+

j . (5)

We can obtain explicit expressions for these two probabilities:
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Lemma 2.

fZ+

bdry(t;p, q) = f 1D
(
t;p,

q

2

)
, fZ+

central(t;p, q) = f 1D(t;p, q), (6)

where f 1D is the adoption probability on the infinite circle/line, see (4).

Proof. See Appendix A. �

Thus, the change in the adoption probability from a central node to a boundary node is equivalent

to reducing the peer-effect parameter from q to q
2
.

Using the explicit expressions (6), we show that throughout the diffusion process, the adoption

probability of the boundary node is lower than, but at least half, the adoption probability of a central

node:

Lemma 3. Let p, q > 0. Then

1

2
fZ+

central(t)<f
Z+

bdry(t)<f
Z+

central(t), t > 0. (7)

Proof. See Appendix B. �

Figure 1 (A) The adoption probability of central (fZ+

central, blue solid) and boundary (fZ+

bdry, red dashes) nodes on

the semi-infinite line, see (6), as a function of
√
pqt. Here q

p
= 10. (B) The ratio R := fZ+

bdry/f
Z+

central as

a function of 4
√
pq3t for q

p
=10. (C) and (D): Same as (A) and (B) for q

p
= 103.

Plotting the explicit expressions (6) in Figure 1 confirms that 1
2
fZ+

central < fZ+

bdry < fZ+

central. Intu-

itively, this is because central nodes can adopt due to internal influences from two infinite rays of

nodes arriving from the left and from the right, whereas the boundary node can only adopt due to

internal influences from a single infinite ray of nodes arriving from the right.

How significant are these local boundary effects? Let

Rmin(p, q) := min
0≤t<∞

R(t;p, q), R(t;p, q) :=
fZ+

bdry(t;p, q)

fZ+

central(t;p, q)
=
f 1D (t;p, q)

f 1D
(
t;p, q

2

) . (8)

Then R = 1 when there are no boundary effects, and the maximal local boundary effect is cap-

tured by 1 − Rmin. By Lemma 3, 1
2
≤ Rmin ≤ 1. In addition, a standard dimensional argument
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Figure 2 Rmin(q̃), ploted on a semi-log scale.

(Appendix D) shows that Rmin =Rmin(q̃), where q̃ :=
q
p
is the ratio of internal and external influ-

ences. Since there are no boundary effects when q = 0, Rmin(q̃ = 0) = 1. As q̃ increases, internal

influences become more dominant, hence so do boundary effects, and so Rmin(q̃) decreases monoton-

ically, as confirmed numerically in Figure 2 (and compare also Figures 1B and 1D). In particular,

the theoretical lower bound Rmin =
1
2
is reached as q̃→∞:

Lemma 4. limq̃→∞Rmin(q̃) =
1
2
.

Proof. See Appendix C. �

3.2. Spatio-temporal decay of boundary effects

The adoption probabilities {fZ+

j } of nodes on the semi-infinite line are monotonically increasing

with j, from fZ+

bdry := fZ+

j=1 to fZ+

central := limj→∞ fZ+

j f 1D:

Lemma 5. fZ+

j (t;p, q) is monotonically increasing in j.

Proof. See Appendix E. �

Hence, boundary effects decay monotonically with the distance j from the boundary. At any

positive time, this decay occurs at the super-exponential rate of 1
jj

as j→∞:

Theorem 1. Let p, q > 0. Then for any t > 0,

0< f 1D(t;p, q)− fZ+

j (t;p, q)< e−(p+
q
2)t
(
e q
2
t

j

)j

, j ≥
q

2
t. (9)

Proof. See Appendix G. �

The upper bound in Theorem 1 is not sharp. Numerical simulations show that f 1D − fZ+

j ≈

e−α(t)
(

β(t)

j

)j

, see Figure 3A, i.e., that boundary effects do decay as 1
jj
. These simulations also show

that α(t) is considerably larger than the theoretical bound (p+ q
2
)t (Figure 3B), and that β(t)≈ e q

4
t

(Figure 3C), which is roughly one half the theoretical bound e q
2
t.

From Theorem 1, we can obtain a spatial estimate that shows that boundary effects decay

exponentially in j, uniformly for all times:

Corollary 1. Let p, q > 0. Then

0< f 1D(t;p, q)− fZ+

j (t;p, q)<

( q
2

p+ q
2

)j

, 0< t<∞, j ∈ Z+.
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Figure 3 (A) jj
(
f1D − fZ+

j

)
as a function of j ( ); y-axis is in log scale. Solid line is the fitted curve e−αβj

with α≈ 6.0 and β ≈ 3.7. Dashed line is the upper bound e−(p+
q
2 )t

(
e q
2
t
)j

of Theorem 1. Here, p= 0.01,

q = 0.1, and t = 4
q
. (B) Fitted value of α as a function of qt ( ). Dashed line is (p+ q

2
)t. (C) Fitted

values of β as a function of qt ( ). These values lie on the solid line 0.63qt ≈ e q
4
t. Dashed line is the

theoretical bound e q
2
t.

Proof. See Appendix G. �

Going back to the finite line, the left and right boundaries lower the adoption probability of

nodes, as follows:

Lemma 6. Let p, q > 0.

1. Let t > 0. Then for any j such that j ≥ t q
2
and M +1− j ≥ t q

2
,

0< f 1D(t;p, q)− f
[1,...,M ]
j (t;p, q)< e−(p+

q
2)t

((
e q
2
t

j

)j

︸ ︷︷ ︸
left bdry

+

(
e q
2
t

M +1− j

)M+1−j

︸ ︷︷ ︸
right bdry

)
. (10)

2. For any 0< t<∞ and j ∈M,

0< f 1D(t;p, q)− f
[1,...,M ]
j (t;p, q)<

( q
2

p+ q
2

)j

︸ ︷︷ ︸
left bdry

+

( q
2

p+ q
2

)M+1−j

︸ ︷︷ ︸
right bdry

. (11)

Proof. See Appendix G. �

The first and second terms on the right-hand sides of (10) and (11) are upper bounds for the

effects of the left and right boundaries, respectively. For a fixed t, each of these effects decays

super-exponentially with the distance j and M +1− j from the respective boundary, respectively,

so long that these distances are greater than q
2
t. Each of these effects also decays exponentially

with the distance from the respective boundary, uniformly for all times.

4. Local Boundary effects in multi dimensions

To extend the analysis of boundary effects to D ≥ 2, we consider the discrete Bass model on the

half-space Z+ ×ZD−1 = [1, . . . ,∞)× (−∞, . . . ,∞)D−1. Let

j := (j1, j−1)∈ Z+ ×ZD−1, j−1 := (j2, . . . , jD).
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Then

Xj(0) = 0, j∈Z+ ×ZD−1, (12a)

and as ∆t→ 0,

P(Xj(t+∆t) = 1 |X(t)) =

{(
p+ q

2D
Nj(t)

)
∆t, if Xj(t) = 0,

1, if Xj(t) = 1,
j∈Z+ ×ZD−1, (12b)

where

Nj(t) :=
D∑

i=1

(Xj−êi
(t)+Xj+êi

(t)) , j∈Z+ ×ZD−1, (12c)

is the number of adopters connected to j, and

X(j1=0,j−1)(t) := 0, j−1 ∈ ZD−1. (12d)

The analysis in multi-dimensions is harder, since we do not have explicit expressions such as (6).

Nevertheless, in what follows, we show that all the results in 1D extend naturally to multi-

dimensions.

4.1. Maximal local boundary effect

Denote the adoption probability of node j= (j1, j−1) in the discrete Bass model (12) by fZ+×ZD−1

(j1,j−1)
.

Lemma 7. Let p, q, t > 0. Then fZ+×ZD−1

(j1,j−1)
(t;p, q) is independent of j−1, and is monotonically

increasing in j1.

Proof. See Appendix J. �

The monotonicity in j1 implies that the maximal local boundary effect is obtained by comparing

the two extreme cases of boundary and central nodes, i.e.,

fZ+×ZD−1

bdry := fZ+×ZD−1

(j1=1,j−1)
, fZ+×ZD−1

central := lim
j1→∞

fZ+×ZD−1

(j1,j−1)
.

As in 1D, see Lemma 2, the effect of the boundary disappears as j1 →∞:

Lemma 8. Let p, q > 0. Then

fZ+×ZD−1

central (t;p, q) = fD(t;p, q),

where fD is the expected adoption level in the discrete Bass model (1) on ZD.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 9 below. �

As in 1D (Lemma 3), the adoption probability of boundary nodes is lower than of central nodes:

Corollary 2. For any p, q > 0,

fZ+×ZD−1

bdry (t;p, q)< fZ+×ZD−1

central (t;p, q), t > 0. (13)
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Figure 4 (A) The adoption probability of central (fZ+×Z
central, blue solid) and boundary (fZ+×Z

bdry , orange dashes)

nodes on Z+×Z, as a function of 3
√
pq2t. Here q

p
= 10. (B) The ratio R := fZ+×Z

bdry /fZ+×Z
central as a function

of 4
√
pq3t. (C) and (D): Same as (A) and (B) with q

p
= 106. The curves are obtained from simulations

of the discrete Bass model (12).

Proof. This follows from Lemma 7. �

Relation (13) is illustrated numerically in Figure 4, for D = 2. These simulations also suggest

that, as in 1D (see Lemma 3), the adoption probability of boundary nodes is at least half that of

the central nodes (Figures 4B and 4D), i.e., that

1

2
fZ+×ZD−1

central (t)<fZ+×ZD−1

bdry (t) t > 0.

In 1D we proved this inequality using the explicit expression fZ+

bdry(t;p, q) = f 1D
(
t;p, q

2

)
, see (6).

There is no similar explicit expression for fZ+×ZD−1

bdry (the D-dimensional analog of f 1D
(
t;p, q

2

)
is

smaller than fZ+×ZD−1

bdry , see Appendix EC.1). Therefore, we only provide an informal argument

in support of the above inequality, as follows. Any node adopts either due to external influences,

or due to a series of internal adoption events that started from a different node which adopted

externally. For any such adoption path on the half-space grid Z+ ×ZD−1 that ends in a boundary

node, there is also an identical adoption path on the full-space grid ZD which is symmetric with

respect to the boundary, and has exactly the same probability to occur. Therefore, the overall

adoption probability on the full-space domain is higher than that for a boundary node, but less

than twice that for a boundary node.

4.2. Spatial decay of boundary effects

As in 1D, for any fixed positive time, the effect of the boundary in Z+×ZD−1 decays at the super-

exponential rate of 1

j
j1
1

:

Lemma 9. Consider the discrete Bass model (12) on Z+ × ZD−1. Let p, q > 0. Then for any

t > 0,

0< fD(t;p, q)− fZ+×ZD−1

(j1,j−1)
(t;p, q)< e−(p+

q
2D )tee

D−1
D qt

(
e q
2D
t

j1

)j1

, j1>
q

2D
t. (14)
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Proof. See Section K. �

The upper bound in (14) only depends on j1, since f
Z+×ZD−1

(j1,j−1)
is independent of j−1 (Lemma 7).

It has the undesired property that it increases with t if 2e(D−1)−1

2D
q > p, and so is much less tight

than in 1D (Theorem 1), where it decays with t for any p, q > 0 (this is because (14) is derived by

summing the individual upper bounds of all possible 1D paths, without discounting for the large

overlap between the paths, see (56)). Nevertheless, the upper bound (14) does capture the 1

j
j1
1

decay as j1 →∞ at any fixed time.

We can extend Lemma 9 to finite domains:

Lemma 10. Consider the discrete Bass model (3) on the D-dimensional box BD := [1, . . . ,M1]
D.

Then boundary effects on the adoption probability of node j decay exponentially with the distances

from the boundaries, i.e.,

0<fD(t;p, q)− f
BD
j (t;p, q)< e−(p+

q
2D )tee

D−1
D qt

[
D∑

i=1

(
e q
2D
t

ji

)ji

+

(
e q
4
t

M1 − ji

)M1−ji
]
, (15)

for q
4
t≤ ji ≤M1 −

q
2D
t , where i=1, . . . ,D.

Proof See Section K. �

5. Global boundary effects

In Sections 3 and 4 we saw that boundary effects decay exponentially with the distance from the

boundary. Therefore, on the D-dimensional cube BD := [1, . . . ,M1]
D, there are, roughly speaking,

O(MD−1
1 ) nodes for which boundary effects are not exponentially small. Since the expected adop-

tion level is averaged over M =MD
1 nodes, the global effect of boundaries should be O( 1

M1
) =

O( 1

M1/D ). Indeed, we have

Theorem 2. Let fBD denote the expected adoption level in the discrete Bass model (1) on BD,

see (2). Then

0< fD(t;p, q)− fBD(t;p, q) =O

(
1

M 1/D

)
, M →∞, (16)

where fD is the expected adoption level in the discrete Bass model (1) on ZD.

Proof See Appendix L. �

The theoretical O
(

1

M1/D

)
reduction in f by the boundaries is confirmed numerically in Figure 5

for D=1, 2, and 3, where fD − fBD ∼ cD
MβD

and βD ≈ 1
D

with a two-digit accuracy.

5.1. Global effect of boundaries in 1D

In 1D, we can obtain an explicit expression for the leading-order global effect of the boundary:
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Figure 5 fD − fBD as a function of M =MD
1 , on a log-log scale ( ). Here q

p
= 10 and t = 20

q
. Solid line is

the fitted curve log(fD − f [1,...,M1]
D

)∼ αD + βD logM . (A) D= 1, α1 ∼−1.02, β1 ∼−1.00. (B) D= 2,

α2 ∼−1.54, β2 ∼−0.49. (C) D= 3, α3 ∼−1.32, β3 ∼−0.34. .

Theorem 3. Let f [1,...,M ] denote the expected adoption level in the discrete Bass model (3)

on [1, . . . ,M ]. Then

f [1,...,M ](t;p, q)− f 1D(t;p, q)∼−
2ψ(t;p, q)

M
, M →∞, (17)

where f 1D is the adoption level on the infinite line, see (4), and

ψ(t;p, q) :=
∞∑

j=1

(
f 1D(t;p, q)− fZ+

j (t;p, q)
)
. (18)

Proof. See Appendix H. �

The function ψ has the following properties:

Lemma 11. Let ψ be given by (18). Then

1. 0<ψ(t;p, q)< q
2p
<∞.

2. limt→0ψ(t;p, q) = limt→∞ψ(t;p, q) = 0.

3. lim q
p→0ψ(t;p, q) = 0, uniformly in t.

Proof. See Appendix I. �

Figure 6 ψ as a function of time, for q
p
=100 (blue solid), q

p
= 10 (orange dashes), and q

p
= 1 (green dots).

These properties are illustrated in Figure 6. Thus, ψ is positive since the boundary slows down

the diffusion, there are no boundary effects as t→ 0 since everyone is a nonadopter, as t→ ∞

since everyone is an adopter, and as q
p
→ 0 since internal influences become negligible, hence also

boundary effects.

Remark 1. The function ψ is also the 1
M

leading-oder global effect of an internal boundary

in 1D, see Lemma EC.2.
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5.1.1. Boundary versus network-size effects The difference between f on finite and infi-

nite lines can be written as, see (4),

f [1,...,M ] − f 1D = f [1,...,M ] − f circle(·,M)︸ ︷︷ ︸
boundary effect

+f circle(·,M)− lim
M→∞

f circle(·,M)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

network-size effect

.
(19)

Therefore, there are two sources for the O( 1
M
) difference between f 1D and f [1,...,M ] in Theorem 3:

1. Existence/non-existence of a boundary.

2. Difference in network size.

Comparing the diffusion on a finite and infinite circles (Lemma 16) shows that the effect of network-

size on f is exponentially small in M , i.e.,

0< lim
M→∞

f circle(t;p, q,M)− f circle(t;p, q,M)< e−(p+q)t

(
eqt

M

)M

, M →∞. (20)

Therefore, by (19) and (20), the effect of the boundary on f is O( 1
M
), i.e.,

f [1,...,M ](t;p, q)− f circle(t;p, q,M)∼−
2ψ(t;p, q)

M
, M →∞.

In particular, the O( 1
M
) difference in f between finite and infinite lines in Theorem 3 is due to the

boundary, and not to the difference in network size.

6. Empirical Evidence of Boundary Effects

The theory laid out thus far has direct implications for the patterns of diffusion of new tech-

nologies. In this section, we use the example of residential rooftop solar photovoltaic systems to

illustrate the power of the theory by exploring spatial data on adoption patterns. We consider the

local effect of external boundaries, which was analyzed in Section 4, and explore whether there is

empirical evidence that the adoption of solar by residential units near the municipality boundary

is substantially lower than that of centrally-located units.

Our empirical example is solar adoption in Connecticut, which has a vibrant market for rooftop

solar. From the start of the solar market around 2005, when there are no installations in Connecti-

cut, to December 2019, over 290 MW of rooftop solar capacity has been installed, consisting of

over 35,000 installations. In our analysis, we use administrative data from the Connecticut Green

Bank, which collects data on nearly every solar installation in the state (there are two small munic-

ipal utilities and these utilities run their own programs, so we do not observe solar adoptions in

these municipalities). These data, obtained under a non-disclosure agreement, include the date the

contract was signed to install solar, the date the installation was completed, the size of the system,

and the address of the installation. We observe all solar systems installed from 2005 through 2019,

but for this analysis we focus on the period after 2012 when there were a sufficient number of

installations for a meaningful statistical analysis.
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The year 2012 is also useful because it is when the set of solar campaigns that we exploit for our

analysis began. This set of campaigns is extremely useful because it provides a substantial boost to

solar installations, thus allowing for sufficiently powered statistical analyses. These grassroots cam-

paigns, called Solarize campaigns, aimed to encourage solar adoption by fostering word-of-mouth

and were run by a non-profit in cooperation with the state agency, the Connecticut Green Bank.

The campaigns involved a limited time frame of roughly 20 weeks, municipality-chosen installers,

volunteer community members who served as solar ambassadors to tell their friends about solar,

mailings to all households in the municipalities, local media attention, and multiple events to inform

residents. Gillingham and Bollinger (2021) showed that the rate of solar adoptions increases by

over 1,000% during the time frame of the campaigns, and the elevated rate of adoption continued

after the campaigns relative to control municipalities. While we avoid the actual campaign period

itself to avoid any influence of the marketing itself, the boost in adoption in the year after provides

substantial statistical power for an analysis of solar installations in different locations within a

municipality. The campaigns were run over several rounds, with anywhere from 6 to 18 municipali-

ties in each round from 2012 through 2019, for a total of 51 municipality-level campaigns analyzed

in this analysis. Importantly, the campaigns were run uniformly at the municipality level and there

were no central foci for the campaigns. For example, mailers went to all residents, events were held

in many locations around the municipality, and ambassadors were encouraged to reach anyone and

everyone in the municipality.

For our analysis we use ArcGIS and Python to geocode all of the addresses to obtain the latitude

and longitude. We count the number of solar installations within a small distance (e.g., one mile)

of the municipality boundary. We call this region within the municipality close to the border the

boundary-buffer zone. We also count of the number of owner-occupied homes within the same dis-

tance to calculate the market share (i.e., fraction) of owner-occupied homes that had an installation

during the one year just after the Solarize. We then compare the number of solar installations in

the boundary-buffer zone to the rest of the municipality, which we call the inner-core zone. We

focus on the adoption process on one year after each of the Solarize campaigns ended to assure that

the campaigns are fully over and there is sufficient time for the campaigns to exogenously lead to

a large increase in adoptions. All municipalities with Solarize campaigns since 2012 were included,

and if there were multiple Solarize campaigns by a municipality, only the first one is included.

In this analysis, the use of Solarize campaigns is valuable for three reasons. First, we need enough

solar adoptions in each municipality for a sufficiently strong signal-to-noise ratio. For many munic-

ipalities that do not have Solarize campaigns, we would not have enough rooftop solar adoptions

to test our theory with reasonable statistical power. Second, the Solarize campaigns provide a nice

uniform exogenous shock in rooftop solar installations across the entire municipality that could rule
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out some confounders, such as solar firms not working in some parts of the municipality. Third,

using Solarize campaigns illustrates that boundary effects also occur with non-physical boundaries

(i.e., the boundary between two bordering municipalities; one with a Solarize campaign and the

second without.)

We estimate the following model specification in a fixed-effects regression where solar adoption

in municipality i and zone category j ∈ {boundary buffer, inner core} is given as follows:

(installed %)i,j = β 1
boundary
j +Xi,jγ+µi + ǫi,j.

Here (installed %)ij is the market share of rooftop solar (fraction of owner-occupied homes) installed

in the one year after the end of each municipality’s Solarize campaign ended, 1boundary is an indicator

variable for the boundary buffer zone, Xij is a matrix of control variables, which include median

household income, median number of rooms in owner-occupied households, median home values,

and population density, and µi are fixed effects for municipalities. Therefore, β quantifies the

reduction in the adoption of residential rooftop solar in the boundary-buffer.

In this analysis, the inner-core zone acts as a control group for the boundary buffer after including

the controls. The key assumption for our analysis to be quantifying a causal effect of boundaries

on rooftop solar adoption is that the households in the inner core buffer zone serve as a valid

control group after including the controls. This seems very plausible because the inner-core zone is

in exactly the same municipality as the boundary buffer, the Solarize campaigns are run uniformly

across the municipalities, and we have controlled for any differences in homes or income. The

summary statistics for the data are given in Table EC.2.

The main finding from this analysis is a very strong significant reduction in installations per

owner-occupied household in the boundary buffer zones. Before even getting to the regression, the

basic summary stats bear this out. The mean percentage of owner-occupied dwellings that have

solar installations during the Solarize campaign period is 1.37% in the inner core and 0.97% in the

boundary buffer zone, a difference of 0.40 percentage points (p-value=0.016 for t-test of equality

of means). Adding controls in a regression framework makes little difference.

Our preferred estimation that includes all of the controls results yields

β =−0.41.

This indicates that the probability of adoption is 0.41 percentage points less in the one-mile bound-

ary buffer zone than in the inner-core zone, which amounts to reducing the probability of adoption

by 30% (0.413/1.37). This coefficient is significant (p-value=0.000). The full estimation results can

be found in Table EC.3. To further confirm these results, we also run a robustness check by examin-

ing non-Solarize municipalities and the first half of the Solarize campaigns. The results are similar,
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although the effects are smaller (as would be expected with less word-of-mouth about solar) and

most statistical significance is lost, as can be seen in Table EC.4. These municipalities were chosen

because they never had a Solarize campaigns and were not adjacent to other Solarize campaigns,

but we analyzed a period that aligned with the other Solarize campaigns. The main takeaway

is that the boundary zones very clearly have a lower probability of adoption per owner-occupied

household than the internal zones, likely due to fewer social interactions or peer effects in the

boundary zone. We view this as solid evidence from the data that boundaries affect the diffusion

of solar, matching our theoretical findings in Section 4.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first empirical observation of boundary effects in diffusion

of new products. From an empirical methodological perspective, this is the first paper we are aware

of that develops a geographical information systems (GIS) buffer approach to examine boundary

effects in real-world data, as well as leverage marketing campaigns to examine boundary effects.

7. Discussion
7.1. Model Robustness

In this study we used the Bass model on a 2D grid to study the effect of boundaries on diffusion

of new products such as PV solar, for which peer effects are primarily exerted by geographical

neighbors. To gain confidence in the robustness of our results, we should test whether they remain

valid on networks with a more realistic structure, namely, on a 2D Cartesian network which is

perturbed by a small fraction of random long-range connections. The motivation for this robustness

test is that the addition of a small fraction of long-range connections to a Cartesian network in

epidemiological models can lead to a dramatic speedup in the spread of epidemics (Watts and

Strogatz 1998).

In the discrete Bass model for the diffusion of new products, however, the addition of a small

fraction of random long-range connections has a minor effect of the diffusion (Fibich and Gibori

2010, Fibich 2016). Briefly, the difference between epidemiological models and the Bass model is

that an epidemic starts from a few infected individuals at t= 0 (“patients zero”), and then pro-

gresses only through internal influences (i.e., is modeled using discrete SI/SIR models in which

p= 0). In that case, the key network property that determines the diffusion speed is the average

distance of nodes from patients zero, which is highly sensitive to the addition of long-range con-

nections. In diffusion of new products, however, there is an ongoing random creation of adopters

by external influences. Once an external adopter is created, it expands into a cluster of adopters

through internal adoptions. Therefore, the diffusion speed is determined by the growth rate of

clusters, which depends on local properties of the network, but not on global properties such as

the average distance from patients zero.
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Figure 7 (A) The adoption probability of central (fZ+×Z
central, green dash-dots) and boundary (fZ+×Z

bdry , black dots)

nodes on Z+×Z, as a function of 3
√
pq2t. Here q

p
= 10. (B) The ratio R := fZ+×Z

bdry /fZ+×Z
central as a function

of 4
√
pq3t (green dash-dots). (C) and (D): Same as (A) and (B) with q

p
= 106. The curves are obtained

from simulations of the discrete Bass model (12). The curves from Figure 4 are also showed for

comparison.

To test this numerically, in Figure 7 we repeat the simulations of Figure 4 on local boundary

effects in 2D, this time adding 5% random long-range connections (i.e., any two nodes have proba-

bility 5%
M−1

to be connected by an edge with weight q
2D

). The curves with and without the random

long-range connections are nearly indistinguishable. The only case where the agreement is only

qualitative is for boundary nodes, the extreme value of q
p
= 106 where there are so few external

adoptions, and the addition of a relatively large (5%) fraction of random long-range connections.

Even in that extreme case, however, the qualitative predictions that the adoption of boundary

nodes is slower than that of central nodes, but is at least half that of central nodes, remains valid

in the presence of random long-range connections.

Figure 8 f2D(t;p, q)− fB2D(t;p, q) as a function of M =M2
1 and on a log-log scale, for 2D grids without ( ) and

with ( ) 5% random long-range connections. The fitted solid lines are log(f2D− fB2D)∼ α2+β2 logM ,

with (α2, β2) =−(0.53,4.13) and with (α2, β2) =−(0.51,4.24), respectively. Here q
p
= 10 and t= 5

q
.

In Figure 8 we compute the global boundary effect on the aggregate adoption level on a 2D grid,

with and without 5% random long-range connections. In both cases, the theoretical O
(

1

M1/2

)

reduction in f by the boundaries is confirmed numerically, as α2 ≈
1
2
. In particular, it remains
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valid under the addition of random long-range connections. Together, Figures 7 and 8 demonstrate

the robustness of the 2D Bass model under the addition of a small fraction of random long-range

connections.

The reduced adoption probability for boundary nodes does not require the precise adoption

mechanism of the Bass model which was used in this study. Indeed, consider any stochastic adoption

mechanism on a 2D Cartesian grid, where any node can adopt externally, and adopting nodes

can influence their peers to adopt. Then the adoption by any node can be traced backward to

an adoption path that starts from some node that adopted externally, followed by a series of

peer to peer contagion events. From any node that adopts externally, there exist adoption paths

that reach all interior and boundary nodes. The average length of the adoption paths that reach

a boundary node, however, is substantially longer than for interior nodes. In addition, since a

longer adoption path requires more contagion events, its probability is lower. Therefore, the overall

adoption probability of boundary nodes is smaller.

The discrete 2D Bass model does not take into account the feature that peer effects of solar

installations on their neighbors decay after several months (Graziano and Gillingham 2015). A

more comprehensive model for the diffusion of solar is the discrete Bass-SIR model (Fibich 2016,

2017), in which adopters stop influencing their peers after some time. The 2D Bass-SIR model

can also be used for the spread of epidemics, in which the probability of an infection decays

with distance and with time, and for which there is a continuous influx (immigration) of infected

individuals into the domain, such as Covid 19. Boundary effects in the spatial-temporal dynamics

of such epidemics may occur, for example, at the boundary between two U.S. states that adopt

different epidemiological policies. Our results are expected to remain valid for the Bass-SIR model,

namely, that individuals near a boundary are less likely to get infected, and that boundary effects

on the infection probability of nodes decay exponentially with the distance from the boundary. A

systematic analysis of that model, however, is left for a future study.

7.2. Final remarks

This study draws attention to the role that boundaries play in the spread of solar. In particular, it

shows that the distance of an adopter from the town boundary is important for its expected influ-

ence on other non-adopters. This observation suggests that if we have scarce resources that enable

us to focus on limited number of residential units (via financial incentives or direct marketing), we

should focus on central residential units, rather than on the boundary units.

At a more fundamental level, the striking agreement between the theoretical prediction that

boundary nodes adopt considerably slower than central nodes, and our empirical findings, provides

further support to the robustness of the discrete Bass model on 2D Cartesian grids, which has
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important managerial implications in that is suggests that the Bass model may have further useful-

ness beyond what was previously understood. All models are simply representations of reality and

future work could explore the conditions under which the Bass model works the best for modeling

the diffusion of solar, as well as other related pro-social products.

Appendix A: Proof of Lemma 2

The adoption probabilities of the two boundary nodes are (Fibich et al. 2019)

f
[1,...,M]
j=1 (t;p, q) = f

[1,...,M]
j=M (t;p, q) = f circle

(
t;p,

q

2
,M
)
, (21)

where f circle is the expected adoption level in a circle with M nodes (see Section 2.1). Letting M →∞ and

using (4) yields the left relation of (6). Let [Scircle] := 1− f circle and [S
[1,...,M]
j ] := 1− f

[1,...,M]
j be the non-

adoption probabilities of nodes on the circle and on the line, respectively. Fibich and Levin (2023) showed

that

[S
[1,...,M]
j ](t;p, q) = ept[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
,M +1− j

)
, j = 1, . . . ,M. (22)

Letting M →∞ and using (4) gives

[SZ+

j ](t;p, q) = lim
M→∞

[S
[1,...,M]
j ](t;p, q) = lim

M→∞
ept[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
,M +1− j

)

= ept[Scircle]
(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
[S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

)
,

(23)

where [SZ+

j ] := 1− fZ+

j . Letting j→∞ and using (4) again gives [SZ+

central](t;p, q) = ept[S1D]2(t;p, q
2
). Since

ept[S1D]2
(
t;p,

q

2

)
= ept

(
e
−(p+ q

2 )t+
q
2p (1−e

−pt)
)2

= e
−(p+q)t+ q

p (1−e
−pt) = [S1D](t;p, q), (24)

see (4), then [SZ+

central](t;p, q) = [S1D](t;p, q). Hence, the right relation of (6) follows.

Appendix B: Proof of Lemma 3

The right inequality follows from Lemma 2, since f1D(t;p, q) is monotonically increasing in q, see (4). To

prove the left inequality, we first note that for t > 0,

1− 2[S1D]
(
t;p,

q

2

)
+ ept[S1D]2

(
t;p,

q

2

)
=
(
1− [S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

))2
+ [S1D]2

(
t;p,

q

2

)
(ept− 1)> 0.

Hence, 1− ept[S1D]2
(
t;p, q

2

)
< 2

(
1− [S1D]

(
t;p, q

2

))
. Therefore, by (24),

f1D(t;p, q)

f1D
(
t;p, q

2

) = 1− [S1D](t;p, q)

1− [S1D]
(
t;p, q

2

) = 1− ept[S1D]2
(
t;p, q

2

)

1− [S1D]
(
t;p, q

2

) < 2,

which, together with (6), proves the left inequality.

Appendix C: Proof of Lemma 4

When 0< pt≪ 1, a Taylor expansion of (4) yields f1D(t;p, q)∼ 1− e−pt−
qpt2

2 . If, in addition, 0< qpt2 ≪ 1,

then

f1D(t;p, q)∼ pt+
qpt2

2
. (25)

Next, let q

p
≫ 1 and let tα := p−

1
1+α q−

α
1+α for some α > 1. Then qpt2α = p

α−1
α+1 q

1−α
α+1 = ( q

p
)−

α−1
α+1 ≪ 1, ptα =

p
α

1+α q−
α

1+α = ( q
p
)−

α
1+α ≪ 1, and qtα = p−

1
1+α q

1
1+α =

(
q

p

) 1
1+α

≫ 1. Hence, by Lemma 2 and (25),

Rmin ≤R(tα)∼
ptα+

qpt2α
4

ptα+
qpt2α
2

=
1+ qtα

4

1+ qtα
2

∼
qtα
4
qtα
2

=
1

2
.

Since Rmin ≥
1
2
, see Lemma 3, the result follows.
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Appendix D: Dimensional argument

By (4), we can rewrite f1D using dimensionless variables as f1D(t;p, q) = f1D(t̃; q̃), where t̃ := pt and q̃ := q

p
.

Therefore, by (8), R=R(t̃; q̃), and so Rmin(p, q) :=min0≤t<∞R(t;p, q) =min0≤t̃<∞R(t̃; q̃) =Rmin(q̃).

Appendix E: Proof of Lemma 5

Let network Ñ be obtained from the original line by deleting the edge 1 —– 2 . Then fZ+

j > f̃Z+

j = fZ+

j−1 for

j ≥ 2. where the inequality follows from the dominance principle (Fibich et al. 2019).

Appendix F: One-sided line
−→

Z+

In the derivation of the decay rate of boundary effects (Appendix G), we begin with the discrete Bass model

on the homogeneous one-sided semi-infinite line
−→

Z+, which is given by

Xj(0) = 0, j ∈ Z+, (26a)

and for j ∈Z+, as ∆t→ 0,

P(Xj(t+∆t) = 1 |X(t)) =





1, if Xj(t) = 1,

p∆t, if j =1 and X1(t) = 0,

(p+ qXj−1(t))∆t, if j > 1 and Xj(t) = 0.

(26b)

The adoption probability f
−→

Z+

j := P(Xj(t) = 1) of node j on the one-sided line, where Xj is the solution

of (26), is equal to that of any node on a circle with j nodes (Fibich et al. 2019), i.e.,

f
−→

Z+

j (t;p, q) = f circle(t;p, q, j). (27)

F.1. Artificial boundary condition

Consider the discrete Bass model on the p1-heterogeneous one-sided line
−→

Z+, where

Xj(0) = 0, j ∈ Z+, (28a)

and for j ∈Z+, as ∆t→ 0,

P(Xj(t+∆t) = 1 |X(t)) =





1, if Xj(t) = 1,

p1(t)∆t, if j =1 and X1(t) = 0,

(p+ qXj−1(t))∆t, if j > 1 and Xj(t) = 0.

(28b)

We can set p1 so that the adoption probabilities of all nodes on
−→

Z+ would be identical to those on the

homogeneous infinite line:

Lemma 12. Let f
−→

Z+

j denote the adoption probability of node j in the discrete Bass model (28). If

p1 = p+ q (1− e−pt) , (29)

then f
−→

Z+

j (t)≡ f1D(t;p, q) for j ∈ Z+, where f1D is given by (4).
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Proof. Let [Sj ] := 1−f
−→

Z+

j and [S1D] := 1−f1D. We prove that [Sj ]≡ [S1D] by induction on j. Recall that

[S1D] is the solution of (Fibich and Gibori 2010)

d

dt
[S1D] =− (p+ q (1− e−pt)) [S1D], [S1D](0) = 1. (30)

On the p1-heterogeneous line (28b), the master equation for [S1] is, see (Fibich and Nordmann 2022).

d

dt
[S1] =−p1[S1], [S1](0) = 1,

Since p1 = p+ q(1− e−pt), then [S1]≡ [S1D], see (30).

Assume by induction that [Sj−1] ≡ [S1D]. The master equations for the interior nodes on the p1-

heterogeneous line are (Fibich and Nordmann 2022),

d

dt
[Sj](t)+ (p+ q) [Sj ] = qe−pt[Sj−1], [Sj ](0) = 1, j = 2,3, . . .

Substituting [Sj−1]≡ [S1D] shows that [Sj ] satisfies (30). Hence, [Sj ]≡ [S1D]. �

Appendix G: Super-exponential decay of boundary effects (1D)

We begin with some auxiliary lemmas.

Lemma 13. For any p, q, t > 0 and any network, [S](t;p, q)< e−pt.

Proof. When q= 0, all nodes are isolated. The non-adoption probability of an isolated node is [S] = e−pt,

see e.g., (Fibich et al. 2019, eq. (3.8)). Hence, by the dominance principle (Fibich et al. 2019), [S](t;p, q)<

[S](t;p, q= 0)= e−pt. �

Lemma 14. Let {tm}Jm=1 be J independent identically distributed random variables, such that tm ∼ exp(q).

Let t > 0. Then

P

(
J∑

m=1

tm < t

)
< e−qt

(
eqt

J

)J
, J > qt. (31)

Proof. Let ǫ > 0. Then E [e−ǫtm ] =
∫∞

0
e−ǫτ qe−qτdτ = q

ǫ+q
. Therefore, by the independence of {tm}

J

m=1,

hence of {e−ǫtm}J
m=1,

E
[
e−ǫ

∑J
m=1 tm

]
=E

[
J∏

m=1

e−ǫtm

]
=

J∏

m=1

E [e−ǫtm ] =

(
q

ǫ+ q

)J
. (32)

In addition, for any x ∈R,

e−ǫt 1{x>−ǫt} < e
x.

Therefore, setting x=−ǫ
∑J

m=1 tm, and noting that 1{−ǫ
∑

J
m=1 tm>−ǫt} = 1{

∑J
m=1 tm<t}

, yields

e−ǫt 1{
∑J

m=1
tm<t} < e

−ǫ
∑J

m=1
tm .

Taking the expectation of both sides and using (32) gives e−ǫt P
(∑J

m=1 tm < t
)
<
(

q

ǫ+q

)J
, and so

P

(
J∑

m=1

tm < t

)
< eǫt

(
q

ǫ+ q

)J
, ǫ > 0. (33)

Inequality (33) was derived for all ǫ > 0. Substituting ǫ = 0 yields the trivial upper

bound P
(∑J

m=1 tm < t
)
< 1, and so (33) holds for ǫ≥ 0. Hence,

P

(
J∑

m=1

tm < t

)
<min

ǫ≥0
eǫt
(

q

ǫ+ q

)J
.

Standard calculus yields ǫmin := argminǫ≥0 e
ǫt
(

q

ǫ+q

)J
= J

t
− q. Since 0< t≤ J

q
, then ǫmin ≥ 0, as needed.

Plugging ǫmin in (33) gives (31). �
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G.1. One-sided line

We now prove the super-exponential decay of boundary effects on the one-sided line:

Lemma 15. Consider the discrete Bass model (26) on the homogeneous one-sided line
−→

Z+. Let p, q > 0.

Then for any t > 0,

0< f1D(t;p, q)− f
−→

Z+

j (t;p, q)< e−(p+q)t

(
eqt

j

)j
, j ≥ qt. (34)

Proof. Let fj := f
−→

Z+

j , fj := f

−→

Z+

j , and f̂j := f̂
−→

Z+

j denote the adoption probability of node j in (28) with

p1 = p, with p1 = p+ q, and with p̂1 = p+ q (1− e−pt), respectively. Since p1 < p̂1 < p1 and all other rate

parameters are identical, then by the dominance principle (Fibich et al. 2019),

fj(t)< f̂j(t)< fj(t), j ∈ Z+, t > 0.

In addition, by Lemma 12, f̂j(t)≡ f1D(t) for j ∈Z+. Hence,

fj(t)< f
1D(t)< f j(t), j ∈ Z+, t > 0.

Therefore, to prove (34), it is sufficient to show that

fj(t;p, q)− fj(t;p, q)< e
−(p+q)t

(
eqt

j

)j
, j ≥ qt. (35)

To prove (35), we define stochastic realizations of the discrete Bass model (28) on the p1-heterogeneous

line as follows. Let tk = k∆t. A specific realization X̃m(tk) of Xm(tk) for nodes m∈Z+ is defined as follows:

• X̃m(0) = 0 for m∈Z+

• for k= 0,1, . . .

• sample a random vector ωk = (ωk1 , ω
k
2 , . . .) from the uniform distribution on [0,1]

Z+

• for m= 1,2, . . .

• if X̃m(tk) = 1, then X̃m(tk+1) = 1,

• if X̃m(tk) = 0, then

• if m= 1 and 0≤ ωk1 ≤ p1(tk)∆t, then X̃1(tk+1) = 1, else X̃1(tk+1) = 0

• if m> 1 and 0≤ ωkm ≤
(
p+ qX̃m−1(tk)

)
∆t, then X̃m(tk+1) = 1, else X̃m(tk+1) = 0

• end

• end

Let us denote by Xj and Xj the solutions of (28) with p1 = p and with p1 = p+ q, respectively. By the

dominance principle (Fibich et al. 2019), P
(
Xj(t)≥Xj(t)

)
=1. Therefore,

fj(t;p, q)− fj(t;p, q) = P
(
Xj(t)>Xj(t)

)
.

Hence, to prove (35), we need to show that

P
(
Xj(t)>Xj(t)

)
< e−(p+q)t

(
eqt

j

)j
, j ≥ qt. (36)

To do that, we first note that since pk ≡ pk and qk ≡ qk for k≥ 2, if any node k0 ∈Z+ adopts at the same

time in both networks, then nodes {k0 + 1, k0 + 2, . . .} will also adopt at the same time in both networks.

Therefore, a necessary condition for the event Xj(t)>Xj(t) is that
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1. Node j in the homogeneous line does not adopt by external influences until time t, and

2. there is an increasing sequence of times 0< T het
k1

< T het
k2

< · · ·< T het
kj

< t, such that for m ∈ {1, . . . , j},

node m adopts at time T het
km

= khetm ∆t in the heterogeneous line, before it adopts in the homogeneous line.

This necessary condition (this condition is not sufficient, because it does not guarantee that node j does

not adopt by time t in the homogeneous line. For example, assume that in addition to this condition,

(i) nodes {1, . . . , j− 2} do not adopt in the homogeneous line by time t, (ii) node j − 1 adopts in the

homogeneous line by external influences at time T hom
kj−1

, where T het
kj

< T hom
kj−1

< t, and (iii) node j adopts in

the homogeneous line by internal influences from j − 1 at time T hom
kj

, where T hom
kj−1

<T hom
kj

< t. Then node j

adopts by time t in both networks.) holds only if

p∆t < ωkj ≤ 1, 0≤ k≤
t

∆t
, (37a)

and there is an increasing sequence of integers 0< k1 <k2 < · · ·< kj <
t

∆t
, such that

p∆t < ωkmm ≤ (p+ q)∆t, m= 1, . . . , j. (37b)

Define the random variable T hom
j (·) := inf{t | t= k∆t, 0≤ ωkj ≤ p∆t} to be the earliest time at which node j

in the homogeneous line adopts by external influences, and the random variables thetm (·) := T het
km

−T het
km−1

for

m= 1, . . . , j, where thetk0
:= 0. Then condition (37) can be written as

{
T hom
j > t,

∑j

m=1 t
het
m < t

}
, and so

P (condition (37)) = P

(
T hom
j > t,

j∑

m=1

thetm < t

)
.

• By (37a), T hom
j is geometrically distributed with parameter 1 − P

(
p∆t < ωkj ≤ 1

)
= p∆t. Therefore,

T hom
j ∼ exp(p) as ∆t→ 0, and so lim∆t→0P(T

hom
j > t) = e−pt.

• By (37b), for m= 1, . . . , j− 1, thetm | (T hom
j > t) is geometrically distributed with parameter

P
(
p∆t < ωkm ≤ (p+ q)∆t

)
= q∆t.

Hence, thetm | (T hom
j > t)∼ exp(q) as ∆t→ 0.

• By (37a) and (37b), thetj | (T hom
j > t) is geometrically distributed with parameter

P
(
p∆t < ωkj ≤ (p+ q)∆t | p∆t < ωkj ≤ 1

)
= P

(
0≤ ωkj ≤

q∆t

1− p∆t

)
= q∆t+O

(
∆t2

)
.

Hence, thetj | (T hom
j > t)∼ exp(q) as ∆t→ 0.

Combining the above and using the upper bound (31) gives

P
(
Xj(t)>Xj(t)

)
≤ lim

∆t→0
P (condition (37)) = lim

∆t→0
P

(
T hom
j > t,

j∑

m=1

thetm < t

)
< e−pte−qt

(
eqt

j

)j
,

which is (36). �

From Lemma 15, we can obtain a spatial estimate for f1D − f
−→

Z+

j , which is globally uniform in time, that

shows that boundary effects decay exponentially in j:

Corollary 3. Assume the conditions of Lemma 15. Then

0< f1D(t;p, q)− f
−→

Z+

j (t;p, q)<

(
q

p+ q

)j
, 0< t<∞, j ∈ Z+. (38)
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Proof. The maximum of e−(p+q)ttj in 0≤ t <∞ is attained at tm := j

p+q
. Since 0< tm <

j

q
,

sup
0≤t≤ j

q

e−(p+q)t

(
eqt

j

)j
= e−(p+q)tm

(
eqtm

j

)j
= e−j

(
eq

p+ q

)j
=

(
q

p+ q

)j
. (39)

To extend this estimate to 0≤ t <∞, we recall that by Lemma 13,

∣∣∣∣f
1D(t;p, q)− f

−→

Z+

j (t;p, q)

∣∣∣∣=
∣∣∣∣[S

−→

Z+

j ](t;p, q)− [S1D](t;p, q)

∣∣∣∣< e
−pt, 0< t<∞.

Hence,

sup
j
q
≤t<∞

∣∣∣∣f
1D(t;p, q)− f

−→

Z+

j (t;p, q)

∣∣∣∣< e
−p j

q =
(
e−

p
q

)j
. (40)

Let x> 0. Then ex > 1+ x and so e−x< 1
1+x

. Substituting x= p

q
gives e−

p
q < q

p+q
. Therefore, by (40),

sup
j
q
≤t<∞

∣∣∣∣f
1D(t;p, q)− f

−→

Z+

j (t;p, q)

∣∣∣∣<
(

q

p+ q

)j
.

The result follows from this inequality and (39). �

G.2. Exponential convergence of f circle to f1D

Using Lemma 15, we can show that the rate of convergence of f circle to f1D is exponential in M :

Lemma 16. Let p, q > 0. Then for any t > 0,

0< f1D(t;p, q)− f circle(t;p, q,M)< e−(p+q)t

(
eqt

M

)M
, M > qt. (41)

In addition,

0<f1D(t;p, q)− f circle(t;p, q,M)<

(
q

p+ q

)M
, 0< t<∞, M = 1,2, . . . (42)

Proof. This result follows from relations (4), (27), and (34). �

G.3. Two-sided line

We can now prove the rate of decay of boundary effects on the two-sided line:

Proof of Theorem 1 By (23) and (24),

f1D(t;p, q)− fZ+

j (t;p, q) = [SZ+

j ](t;p, q)− [S1D](t;p, q)

= ept[Scircle]
(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
[S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

)
− ept[S1D]2

(
t;p,

q

2

)

= ept[S1D]
(
t;p,

q

2

)(
f1D

(
t;p,

q

2

)
− f circle

(
t;p,

q

2
, j
))

.

(43)

Since [S]< e−pt, see Lemma 13, then

ept[S1D]
(
t;p,

q

2

)
< 1. (44)

Therefore, the result follows from (41), (43), and (44). �

Proof of Corollary 1 This follows from (27), (38), (43), and (44).
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Proof of Lemma 6 Combining relations (22) and (24) gives

[S
[1,...,M]
j ](t;p, q)− [S1D](t;p, q) = ept

(
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
,M +1− j

)
− [S1D]2

(
t;p,

q

2

))

= ept[S1D]
(
t;p,

q

2

)(
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
− [S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

))

+ ept[Scircle]
(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)(

[Scircle]
(
t;p,

q

2
,M +1− j

)
− [S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

))
.

(45)

Therefore, (10) follows from (4), (44), (45), Lemma 16, Lemma 13, and [S] = 1− f . The proof of (11) is

similar to that of Corollary 1. �

For future reference, we derive a space-time estimate for f1D − f
−→

Z+

j , which is valid for all times and for

all j, and decays exponentially in time and in space:

Lemma 17. Assume the conditions of Lemma 15. Then

0<f1D(t;p, q)− f
−→

Z+

j (t;p, q)< e−
p
2
t

(
q

p

2
+ q

)j
, 0< t <∞, j = 1,2, . . . (46)

Proof. By (34),

0< e
p
2
t

(
f1D(t;p, q)− f

−→

Z+

j (t;p, q)

)
< e−(

p
2
+q)t

(
eqt

j

)j
, 0< t≤

j

q
.

By (39),

sup
0≤t≤ j

q

e−( p
2
+q)t

(
eqt

j

)j
=

(
q

p

2
+ q

)j
.

by Lemma 13,

e
p
2
t

(∣∣∣∣f
1D(t;p, q)− f

−→

Z+

j (t;p, q)

)∣∣∣∣< e
− p

2
t, 0< t <∞.

Hence,

sup
j
q
≤t<∞

e
p
2
t

∣∣∣∣f
1D(t;p, q)− f

−→

Z+

j (t;p, q)

∣∣∣∣< e
− p

2
j
q =

(
e−

p
2
q

)j
.

Since e−
p
2
q < q

p
2
+q

,

sup
j
q
≤t<∞

e
p
2
t

∣∣∣∣f
1D(t;p, q)− f

−→

Z+

j (t;p, q)

∣∣∣∣<
(

q
p

2
+ q

)j
.

Hence, the result follows. �

Appendix H: Proof of Theorem 3

Let DM
j := 2fZ+

j − f
[1,...,M]
j − f1D. Then

f [1,...,M] − f1D =
1

M

M∑

j=1

(
f
[1,...,M]
j − f1D

)
=

2

M

M∑

j=1

(
fZ+

j − f1D
)
−

1

M

M∑

j=1

DM
j . (47)

We claim that

lim
M→∞

M∑

j=1

DM
j =0. (48)

Therefore, letting M →∞ in (47) and using (18) and (48) proves the theorem.

To prove (48), we use relations (22), (23), (24), and the identities [S] := 1− f and

M∑

j=1

[Scircle](t;p, q, j) =

M∑

j=1

[Scircle](t;p, q,M +1− j), (49)
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to get

M∑

j=1

DM
j =

M∑

j=1

[
[S

[1,...,M]
j ](t;p, q)+ [S1D](t;p, q)− 2[SZ+

j ](t;p, q)

]

= ept
M∑

j=1

[
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
,M +1− j

)
+ [S1D]2

(
t;p,

q

2

)

− 2[Scircle]
(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
[S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

)]

(49)
= ept

M∑

j=1

[
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
,M +1− j

)
+ [S1D]2

(
t;p,

q

2

)

− [Scircle]
(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
[S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

)
− [Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
,M +1− j

)
[S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

)]

= ept
M∑

j=1

(
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
− [S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

))(
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
,M +1− j

)
− [S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

))
.

In addition, by (46),

0< e
p
2
t
(
[Scircle]

(
t;p,

q

2
, j
)
− [S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

))
<

( q

2
p

2
+ q

2

)j
=

(
q

p+ q

)j
.

Therefore,

0<

M∑

j=1

DM
j <

M∑

j=1

(
q

p+ q

)j (
q

p+ q

)M+1−j

=M

(
q

p+ q

)M+1

.

Since 0< q

p+q
< 1, the result follows.

Appendix I: Proof of Lemma 11

From (42) and (43) it follows that

0<f1D(t;p, q)− fZ+

j (t;p, q)< ept[S1D]
(
t;p,

q

2

)( q

2

p+ q

2

)j
, 0< t<∞. (50)

Hence

0<

∞∑

j=1

(
f1D(t;p, q)− fZ+

j (t;p, q)
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=ψ

< ept[S1D]
(
t;p,

q

2

) ∞∑

j=1

( q

2

p+ q

2

)j
= ept[S1D]

(
t;p,

q

2

) q

2p
. (51)

1. Since ept[S1D]
(
t;p, q

2

)
< 1, see Lemma 13, the first item follows from (51).

2. Substituting f1D(t= 0)= fZ+

j (t= 0)= 1 in (51) gives ψ(t= 0)= 0. In addition, by (4),

ept[S1D]
(
t;p,

q

2

)
= e

− q
2

(
t− 1−e−pt

p

)

< e
− q

2 (t− 1
p), t > 0. (52)

Therefore, limt→∞ψ= 0 by (51) and (52).

3. This follows from the first item.

Appendix J: Proof of Lemma 7

Independence in j−1 follows from translation invariance. To prove monotonicity in j1, note that if network Ñ

is obtained from the original network by deleting the (influential) edges between (1, j−1) and (2, j−1) for all

j−1 ∈ ZD−1, then fZ+×ZD−1

(j1,j−1)
>

˜
fZ+×ZD−1

(j1,j−1)
= fZ+×ZD−1

(j1−1,j−1)
for j1 ≥ 2 and j−1 ∈ ZD−1, where the inequality follows

from the dominance principle (Fibich et al. 2019).
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Appendix K: Proof of Lemmas 9 and 10

We first prove an auxiliary combinatorial identity:

Lemma 18. Let CL
M denote the number of paths in ZD with L nodes (and L− 1 edges) that start from the

hyperplane

Hj1≡1 :=
{
(1, j−1) | j−1 ∈ZD−1

}
, (53)

end at (M,0), where 0 := (0, . . . ,0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
×D−1

, and can have repeated vertices and edges. Then

CL
M ≤

(2(D− 1)L)k

k!
, 1≤M ≤L<∞, (54a)

where

k :=L−M. (54b)

Proof We prove (54) by induction on k. Let k = 0. Since L=M ≥ 1, the only M -node path is (1,0)→

(2,0)→ · · ·→ (M,0), and so CM
M = 1. Since (2(D−1)L)k

k!

∣∣∣
k=0

=1, (54) holds.

To proceed, note that any path with L+1 nodes from Hj1≡1 to (M,0) is a path with L nodes from Hj1≡1

to one of the D neighbors of (M,0), and a final edge from that neighbor to (M,0). The D neighbors of (M,0)

are (M − 1,0), (M +1,0), and the 2(D− 1) nodes {(M,±ei) | i= 2, . . . ,D}. Hence,

CL+1
M =CL

M−1 +CL
M+1 +2(D− 1)CL

M . (55)

Let k=1. Then CL
M =CM+1

M . Substituting L=M in (55), we have

CM+1
M =CM

M−1 +CM
M+1︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

+2(D− 1)CM
M =CM

M−1 +2(D− 1).

Therefore, by reverse induction in M ,

CM+1
M =CM

M−1 +2(D− 1)=CM−1
M−2 +4(D− 1)= · · ·= C2

1︸︷︷︸
=2(D−1)

+(M − 1)(D− 1)= 2M(D− 1).

Thus, CM+1
M = 2M(D−1). Since the right-hand-side of (54) for L=M +1 is (2(D−1)L)k

k!

∣∣∣
k=1

= 2(D−1)(M +

1), inequality (54) is satisfied for L=M +1.

For the induction stage, assume that (54) holds for k ∈ {0,1, . . . , k0}, i.e., for 1 ≤M ≤ L ≤M + k0. We

prove that (54) holds for 1 ≤M ≤ L ≤M + k0 + 1, as follows. Substituting L = L0 =M + k0 in (55) and

using the induction assumption,

CL0+1
M ≤

(2(D− 1)L0)
k0+1

(k0 +1)!
+

(2(D− 1)L0)
k0−1

(k0 − 1)!
+ 2(D− 1)

(2(D− 1)L0)
k0

(k0)!

=
(2(D− 1)L0)

k0+1

(k0 +1)!

(
1+

k0(k0 +1)

(2(D− 1))2
1

L2
0

+
k0 +1

L0

)
.

Therefore, we need to prove that for k0 = 1,2, . . . ,

Lk0+1
0

(
1+

k0(k0 +1)

(2(D− 1))2
1

L2
0

+
k0 +1

L0

)
≤ (L0 +1)k0+1,

or

Lk0+1
0 +

k0(k0 +1)

(2(D− 1))2
Lk0−1

0 +(k0 +1)Lk00 ≤Lk0+1
0 +

(
k0 +1

1

)
Lk00 +

(
k0 +1

2

)
Lk0−1

0 +positive terms.

Hence, the result follows. �
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Remark 2. A proof similar to that of (54) shows that when D= 2, CL
M =

(
2L−2
L−M

)
for 1≤M ≤L.

Proof of Lemma 9 Any node j ∈ Z+ ×ZD−1 can be transformed into a node j ∈ ZD by adding edges.

Since these edges are influential to j, by the dominance principle (Fibich et al. 2019),

0<fD − fZ+×ZD−1

j .

Let C̃L
M denote the number of paths with L ≥M ≥ 1 nodes on Z+ × ZD−1 that start from the hyper-

plane Hj1≡1, see (53), end at (M,0), and do not have repeated vertices. Denote these paths by {γLn}
C̃L

M
n=1,

where γLn = j1 −→ j2 −→ · · · −→ jL . Let 〈γLn 〉 denote the event that jk adopts in ZD strictly before it

adopts in Z+ ×ZD−1 for k= 1, . . . , L, and that (M,0) does not adopt from external influence by time t. As

in the proof of Lemma 15, this event is a necessary (but not a sufficient) condition for the event that (M,0)

adopts by time t in ZD but not in Z+ ×ZD−1. Therefore, by the union bound,

fD(t;p, q)− fZ+×ZD−1

(M,0) (t;p, q)≤ P
(
∪∞
L=M ∪

C̃L
M

n=1 〈γ
L
n 〉
)
≤

∞∑

L=M

C̃L
M∑

n=1

P
(
〈γLn 〉

)
. (56)

We stress that the second inequality in (56) is a huge overestimate, since it completely ignores the dependence

between different paths that share some nodes.

Let t > 0, and letM ≥ q

2D
t. Then L≥M ≥ q

2D
t. Since the internal influence of each adopter on his neighbor

is q

2D
, then by Theorem 1,

P
([
γLn
])
< e−(p+

q
2D )t

(
e q

2D
t

L

)L
. (57)

Furthermore, since the paths {γLn }
C̃L

M
n=1 cannot go through the left half-plane (−∞, . . . ,0]×ZD−1, and cannot

have repeated vertices,

C̃L
M <CL

M . (58)

Hence, combining (56), (57), and (58) gives

fD(t;p, q)− fZ+×ZD−1

(M,0) (t;p, q)< e−(p+
q

2D )t
∞∑

L=M

CL
M

(
e q

2D
t

L

)L

(54)

≤ e−(p+
q

2D )t
∞∑

L=M

(2(D− 1))L−MLL−M

(L−M)!

(
e q

2D
t

L

)L

< e−(p+
q

2D )t
(
e q

2D
t

M

)M ∞∑

L=M

(2(D− 1))L−MLL−M

(L−M)!

(
e q

2D
t

L

)L−M

k:=L−M
= e−(p+

q
2D )t

(
e q

2D
t

M

)M ∞∑

k=0

(2(D− 1))kLk

k!

(
e q

2D
t

L

)k

e−(p+
q

2D )t
(
e q

2D
t

M

)M ∞∑

k=0

(eD−1
D
qt)k

k!
= e−(p+

q
2D )tee

D−1
D

qt

(
e q

2D
t

M

)M
.

�

Proof of Lemma 10 Any node j ∈BD can be transformed into a node j ∈ ZD by adding edges. These

edges are influential to j, and so fBD
j <fD by the dominance principle (Fibich et al. 2019).

Let ∂BD denote the boundary nodes of BD. The proof of the upper bound is similar to that of Lemma 9,

where instead of summing the contributions of all the paths from the hyperplane Hj1≡1 to node (M,0), we
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sum the contributions of all the paths from the boundary ∂BD to j. Using the union bound, see (56), and

distinguishing between paths that start from different hyperplanes, gives

fD − f
BD
j ≤

D∑

i=1




∑

( paths from
Hji≡1∩BD

)

P (adoption path)+
∑

( paths from
Hji≡Mi

∩BD
)

P (adoption path)


 .

Since the set of paths to j from any of the above finite boundaries is a proper subset of the paths to j from

the corresponding infinite hyperplane, the result follows from Lemma 9. �

If j lies on the boundary of the cube BD := [1, . . . ,M1]
D, then asM →∞, j will only experiences boundary

effects from nodes on the infinite hyperplane on which it lies, since the effects of nodes on the 2D− 1 other

boundaries will vanish in the limit. Hence, we have the following result:

Lemma 19.

lim
M→∞

max
j∈∂BD

f
BD
j = fZ+×ZD−1

bdry . (59)

Proof By rotational symmetry, maxj∈∂BD
f
BD
j =maxj∈Hji≡1∩∂BD

f
BD
j . Let j ∈Hji≡1 ∩ ∂BD. Similarly to

the proof of Lemma 10,

0< fZ+×ZD−1

bdry − f
BD
j ≤

D∑

i=2

∑

(paths to j from
Hji≡1∩BD

)

P (adoption path)+

D∑

i=1

∑

(paths to j from
Hji≡Mi

∩BD
)

P (adoption path) .

Hence,

0< fZ+×ZD−1

bdry − max
j∈Hji≡1∩∂BD

f
BD
j

≤ max
j∈Hji≡1∩∂BD




D∑

i=2

∑

(paths to j from
Hji≡1∩BD

)

P (adoption path)+

D∑

i=1

∑

(paths to j from
Hji≡Mi

∩BD
)

P (adoption path)


 .

By Lemma 9, the limit as M1 →∞ of each of the 2D− 1 sums on the right hand-side is zero, uniformly in

j∈Hji≡1 ∩ ∂BD. Therefore, the result follows. �

Appendix L: Proof of Theorem 2

We prove (16) by showing that there exist functions ψmin
D and ψmax

D such that

0<ψmin
D (t;p, q)< lim

M1→∞

(
M1

(
fD(t;p, q)− fBD(t;p, q)

))
<ψmax

D (t;p, q)<∞.

We begin with ψmin
D . We note that

M1

(
fD − fBD

)
=M1

(
1

MD
1

∑

j∈BD

(
fD − f

BD
j

)
)
=

1

MD−1
1

∑

j∈BD

(
fD − f

BD
j

)
. (60)

Each node j in the finite D-dimensional cube BD can be obtained from the infinite network by edges removal.

Hence, by the dominance principle for nodes,

fD − f
BD
j > 0, j∈BD. (61)

Combining (60) and (61), we have

M1

(
fD − fBD

)
>

1

MD−1
1

∑

j∈∂BD

(
fD − f

BD
j

)
≥

(
|∂BD|

MD−1
1

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≈2D

(
fD − max

j∈∂BD

f
BD
j

)
,
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where ∂BD is the boundary of BD. Letting M1 →∞ and using (59) gives

lim
M1→∞

M1

(
fD − fBD

)
≥ 2D

(
fD − fZ+×ZD−1

bdry

)
:= ψmin

D > 0,

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 8 and Corollary 2.

For ψmax
D , let UM

D :=
{
j | q

2D
t≤ j1, . . . , jD ≤M1 −

q

2D
t
}

and V M
D := BM

D \ UM
D denote the inner and

boundary-layer nodes, respectively. On the inner nodes, boundary effects decay exponentially with distance

from the boundary (Lemma 10). On the 2DMD−1
1 × q

2D
t=MD−1

1 qt boundary nodes, we can use the bound

|fD − f
BD
j | ≤ 1. Hence, by (15) and (60),

M1

(
fD − fBD

)
=

1

MD−1
1


 ∑

j∈VM
D

(
fD − f

BD
j

)
+
∑

j∈UM
D

(
fD − f

BD
j

)



<
1

MD−1
1

[
MD−1

1 qt+ e−(p+
q

2D )tee
D−1
D

qt

(
M1∑

j1=1

· · ·
M1∑

jD=1

)
D∑

i=1

((
e q

2D
t

ji

)ji
+

(
e q

2D
t

M1 − ji

)M1−ji
)]

= qt+2De−(p+
q

2D )tee
D−1
D

qt

M1∑

j=1

(
e q

2D
t

j

)j
.

Since
∞∑
j=1

(
e

q
2D

t

j

)j
<∞,

lim
M1→∞

M1

(
fD − fBD

)
≤ qt+2De−(p+

1−2e
4

q)t
∞∑

j=1

(
e q

2D
t

j

)j
:= ψmax

D <∞.
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Additional Proofs and Further Details

Appendix EC.1: Explicit lower bound for fZ+×ZD−1

bdry

Previously, we introduced the discrete Bass model (26) on a one-sided line. We can similarly define

one-sided diffusion in D dimensions, where peers effect can only be exerted in e.g., the negative

direction of each coordinate. The discrete Bass model on the one-sided D-dimensional Cartesian

network is given by

Xj(0) = 0, j∈ Zd, (EC.1a)

and for any j∈Zd, as ∆t→ 0,

P(Xj(t+∆t) = 1 |X(t))=

{(
p+ q

D
N1−sided

j (t)
)
∆t, if Xj(t) = 0,

1, if Xj(t) = 1,
(EC.1b)

where

N1−sided
j (t) :=

D∑

i=1

Xj+êi
(t) (EC.1c)

is the number of adopters connected to j in the one-sided case.

In 1D we saw that fZ+

bdry(t;p, q) = f 1D
(
t;p, q

2

)
, see (6). There is no similar explicit expression

for fZ+×ZD−1

bdry . In particular, we have

Lemma EC.1. Let fD,1−sided(t;p, q) denote the adoption level in the discrete Bass model (EC.1)

on the one-sided D-dimensional Cartesian grid. Then

fZ+×ZD−1

bdry > fD,1−sided
(
t;p,

q

2

)
. (EC.2)

Proof. Start from the discrete Bass model (12) on Z+ ×ZD−1. If we delete all the directional

edges j −→ j+ êi , where i = 1, . . . ,D, we obtain the one-sided D-dimensional discrete Bass

model (EC.1), with q replaced by q
2
. Since the deleted edges are influential to the boundary nodes

j1 ≡ 1, then by the dominance principle (Fibich et al. 2019),

fZ+×ZD−1

bdry (t;p, q)> fZ+×ZD−1,1−sided
bdry

(
t;p,

q

2

)
.

If we now extend the one-sided network from Z+×ZD−1 to ZD, the added edges are noninfluential

to the nodes j1 ≡ 1. Therefore,

f
Z+×ZD−1,1−sided
bdry

(
t;p,

q

2

)
= f

ZD,1−sided
(j1=1,j−1)

(
t;p,

q

2

)
= fD,1−sided

(
t;p,

q

2

)
,

where the last equality follows from translation invariance. Hence, the result follows. �

In order to express inequality (EC.2) using the two-sided Bass model on ZD, let us recall
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Conjecture EC.1 (Fibich et al. (2019)). The expected adoption level in the discrete Bass

models (EC.1) and (1) on homogeneous D-dimensional one-sided and two-sided Cartesian networks

on ZD, respectively, are identical, i.e., fD,1−sided(t;p, q) = fD(t;p, q).

Therefore, we have

Corollary EC.1. Let Conjecture EC.1 hold. Then fZ+×ZD−1

bdry >fD
(
t;p, q

2

)
.

Appendix EC.2: Global effect of an internal boundary

The global effect of internal boundaries is also O( 1
M
). To see that, we compute the difference hM

between the expected adoption level f [1,...,2M ] on a two-sided line of length 2M (Figure EC.1A), and

the expected adoption level f [1,...,M |M+1,...,2M ] on a two-sided line of length 2M that has an internal

boundary between nodes M and M +1 (Figure EC.1B). Obviously, f [1,...,M |M+1,...,2M ] ≡ f [1,...,M ].

Figure EC.1 Line of length 2M without (A) and with (B) an internal boundary.

Lemma EC.2. Let

hM(t;p, q) := f [1,...,2M ](t;p, q)− f [1,...,M |M+1,...,2M ](t;p, q) (EC.3)

denote the effect of an internal boundary on the aggregate adoption on a two-sided line of length 2M .

Then

hM(t;p, q)∼
ψ(t;p, q)

M
, M →∞, (EC.4)

where ψ is given by (11).

Proof. Since f [1,...,2M ] − f [1,...,M ] =
(
f 1D − f [1,...,M ]

)
−
(
f 1D − f [1,...,2M ]

)
, the result follows from

Lemma 3. �

Figure EC.2A confirms numerically that the effect of an internal boundary decreases with M ,

and Figure EC.2B confirms that MhM →ψ as M →∞, where ψ is independent of M , see (EC.4).
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Figure EC.2 (A) Effect of an internal boundary on the adoption level, see (EC.3), as a function of time, for

various values of M . Here q
p
= 100. (B) Same as (A) with MhM as a function of time. The line

for M = 20 is already indistinguishable from ψ, see (11).

Appendix EC.3: Further details on the empirical analysis

The primary raw data for the empirical analysis consists of administrative data on residential

rooftop solar installations acquired under a non-disclosure agreement from the Connecticut Green

Bank. These include the date of the installation and address of the installation, along with several

other variables we do not use in this study. The data include nearly all solar installations in

Connecticut through the end of 2019. These data are supplemented with U.S. Census Bureau data

at the Census block group level (a unit that contains between 600 and 3,000 people) from the

2015-2018 American Community Survey. For our study we use median household income, median

number of rooms in owner-occupied households, median home values, population, and census block

area.

We geocoded each of the addresses in the residential solar installation data using the Google

Maps geocoding API (see https://developers.google.com/maps/documentation/geocoding/

overview). This gives a latitude and longitude value for each solar installation. These are then input

into ArcMap along with the date of the installation. We next identify each of the municipalities

that had a Solarize campaign. Table EC.1 shows the start and end dates of the 51 municipality-level

campaigns included in this analysis. See (Gillingham and Bollinger 2021) for a treatment effects

analysis of the effectiveness of the campaigns at spurring further adoption of solar. As mentioned

in the main text, we focus on examining the diffusion process after these campaigns because they

provide a substantial exogenous increase in solar installations in one area, so we can follow how

word-of-mouth and peer effects influence diffusion elsewhere. By focusing on municipalities with a

reasonable number of solar installations, we can also improve our signal-to-noise ratio.

We use a Python script run in ArcMap to create buffer zones around each of the Solarize munici-

pality boundaries. These are created within the Solarize municipality itself because we are analyzing

the effect of external boundaries. We drop any boundaries where the adjacent municipality is also

a Solarize municipality. Then we map the geocoded solar installations to the buffer zones. We
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next calculate the sum of the installations in each buffer zone in the year following the Solarize

campaigns.

For the Census data, we perform a join in ArcMap to overlay the U.S. Census block groups

geographic areas with the buffers we created. Some block groups may not be entirely within the

buffer zone. Thus, we calculate the percentage of the buffer zone covered by each block group

and take a weighted average for each Census variable. For example, if there are two block group

geographic areas in a buffer zone and 60% of the block group is covered by one block group and 40%

another, we would take the weighted average based on these percentages. We create the dependent

variable for our analysis by dividing the sum of the installations in each buffer zone by the number

of owner-occupied households that we calculate are in each buffer zone.

The data for this analysis are at the municipality-buffer zone type level, where a buffer zone type

refers to either being in the boundary buffer zone or the inner core zone. Table EC.2 shows the

summary statistics for the cross-sectional data with 152 observations, where an observation is a

municipality i zone category j ∈ {boundary buffer, inner core}. Thus, the analysis includes a total

of 76 municipalities. As mentioned above, we excluded the borders where the municipality on the

other side of the border is a Solarize municipality (i.e., we examine the border on the other side of

the town from the border with the Solarize municipality).
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Table EC.1 Detailed Timeline of Solarize Campaigns

Start Date End Date
Round 1
Durham Sept 5, 2012 Jan 14, 2013
Westport Aug 22, 2012 Jan 14, 2013
Portland Sept 4, 2012 Jan 14, 2013
Fairfield Aug 28, 2012 Jan 14, 2013

Round 2
Bridgeport Mar 26, 2013 July 31, 2013
Coventry Mar 30, 2013 July 31, 2013
Canton Mar 19, 2013 July 31, 2013
Mansfield Mar 11, 2013 July 31, 2013
Windham Mar 11, 2013 July 31, 2013

Round 3
Easton Sept 22, 2013 Feb 9, 2014
Redding Sept 22, 2013 Feb 9, 2014
Trumbull Sept 22, 2013 Feb 9, 2014
Ashford Sept 24, 2013 Feb 11, 2014
Chaplin Sept 24, 2013 Feb 11, 2014
Hampton Sept 24, 2013 Feb 11, 2014
Pomfret Sept 24, 2013 Feb 11, 2014
Greenwich Oct 2, 2013 Feb 18, 2014
Newtown Sept 24, 2013 Feb 28, 2014
Manchester Oct 3, 2013 Feb 28, 2014
West Hartford Sept 30, 2013 Feb 18, 2014
West Haven Nov 13, 2013 Apr 8, 2013
Hamden Nov 18, 2013 Feb 11, 2014
Easton Sept 22, 2013 Feb 9, 2014
Trumbull Sept 22, 2013 Feb 9, 2014

Round 4
Tolland Apr 23, 2014 Sept 16, 2014
Torrington Apr 24, 2014 Sept 16, 2014
Simsbury Apr 29, 2014 Sept 23, 2014
Essex Apr 29, 2014 Sept 23, 2014
Montville May 1, 2014 Sept 23, 2014
Brookfield May 6, 2014 Sept 30, 2014
Bloomfield May 6, 2014 Sept 30, 2014
Farmington May 14, 2014 Oct 7, 2014
Haddam May 15, 2014 Oct 7, 2014
Killingworth May 15, 2014 Oct 7, 2014
East Lyme May 22, 2014 Oct 14, 2014
Weston June 24, 2014 Nov 14, 2014

Round 5
Avon Nov 20, 2014 Apr 10, 2015
Griswold Dec 8, 2014 Apr 28, 2015
Milford Dec 3, 2014 Apr 23, 2015
Southbury Nov 19, 2014 Apr 9, 2015
Old Lyme Dec 4, 2014 Apr 24, 2015
Lyme Nov 18, 2014 Apr 8, 2015
South Windsor Nov 10, 2014 Mar 31, 2015
Woodstock Dec 3, 2014 Apr 23, 2015
Burlington Nov 19, 2014 Apr 9, 2015
East Granby Dec 2, 2014 Apr 22, 2015
Suffield Dec 2, 2014 Apr 22, 2015
Windsor Dec 2, 2014 Apr 22, 2015
Windsor Locks Dec 2, 2014 Apr 22, 2015
New Canaan Dec 2, 2014 Apr 22, 2015
New Hartford Nov 17, 2014 Apr 7, 2015
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Table EC.2 Summary statistics for boundary analysis

Mean S.D. Min. Max.
Percent installed (%) 1.17 1.04 0.00 7.66
Median household income ($) 98,897 31,411 56,288 241,800
Median number of rooms in homes 6.46 0.836 4.36 9.00
Median home values ($) 374,874 192,696 175,877 998,264
Density (owner-occupied houses/area) 83.7 84.0 7.55 467.4

Notes: There are 152 observations for all of the variables (no missing values), where an

observation is a municipality x zone pair. Data are from one year after the period listed for

each of the Solarize campaigns in Table EC.1. All dollars are nominal dollars.

Table EC.3 Evidence of Boundary Effects

Boundary Buffer -0.405 -0.416 -0.413
(0.166) (0.156) (0.107)

Control: Density -0.002 -0.001
(0.001) (0.002)

Control: Income -5.52e-06 -0.00001
(4.81e-06) (9.81e-06)

Control: Rooms 0.483 0.865
(0.141) (0.467)

Control: Home Value -1.81e-06 9.88e-07
(6.97e-07) 5.40e-06

Constant 1.372 -0.326 -2.60
(0.141) (0.723) (2.40)

Municipality Fixed Effects No No Yes
R-squared 0.038 0.185 0.825
N 152 152 152

Notes: Dependent variable is market share of owner-occupied

homes that have installations one year after the Solarize campaigns

(mean=0.1). An observation is a municipality x zone pair. Robust

standard errors in parentheses.
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Table EC.4 Robustness Check: Empirical Results Using Non-Solarize Towns

Boundary Buffer -0.084 -0.084 -0.084
(0.524) (0.228) (0.040)

Constant 0.862 -15.70 23.57
(0.359) (4.42) (2.22)

Control Variables No Yes Yes
Municipality Fixed Effects No No Yes
R-squared 0.002 0.874 0.997
N 14 14 14

Notes: Dependent variable is market share of owner-occupied

homes that have installations one year after the Solarize

campaigns (mean=0.1). An observation is a municipality x zone

pair. The municipalities included are: Bristol, Hamden, Milford,

New Haven, Stonington, Stratford, and Waterbury, and the

analysis is performed during the period of Round 3, when none

of these municipalities had received a Solarize campaign. Robust

standard errors in parentheses.


