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Abstract

Researchers who estimate treatment effects using a regression discontinuity design
(RDD) typically assume that there are no spillovers between the treated and con-
trol units. This may be unrealistic. We characterize the estimand of RDD in a setting
where spillovers occur between units that are close in their values of the running vari-
able. Under the assumption that spillovers are linear-in-means, we show that the
estimand depends on the ratio of two terms: (1) the radius over which spillovers occur
and (2) the choice of bandwidth used for the local linear regression. Specifically, RDD
estimates direct treatment effect when radius is of larger order than the bandwidth,
and total treatment effect when radius is of smaller order than the bandwidth. In the
more realistic regime where radius is of similar order as the bandwidth, the RDD esti-
mand is a mix of the above effects. To recover direct and spillover effects, we propose
incorporating estimated spillover terms into local linear regression — the local analog
of peer effects regression. We also clarify the settings under which the donut-hole RD
is able to eliminate the effects of spillovers.

1 Introduction

Regression discontinuity design (RDD) is a popular method for causal inference and policy

evaluation, particularly in settings where experimental manipulation is not possible. In
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this framework, units receive treatment if their value of some continuous running variable
exceeds a certain cut-off, and no treatment otherwise. Identification of treatment effect
then follows when potential outcome functions are continuous around the cut off (Hahn et
al. 2001). Relative to other quasi-experiment designs, RDD is considered to require milder
assumptions (Lee and Lemieux 2010). In particular, random treatment assignment near
the boundary does not need to be assumed, but instead arises as a consequence of agents’
imperfect control of the running variable (Lee 2008). For these reasons, RDD has seen
widespread use in empirical economics.

However, identification in the conventional RDD framework of Hahn et al. (2001) requires
the Stable Unit of Treatment Values Assumption (SUTVA). That is, potential outcomes
of a given unit needs to be independent of the treatment status of all other units. This
assumption may not be realistic in the presence of spillovers. Following Manski (1993), we
broadly classify spillovers as either exogenous or endogenous. Exogenous spillovers occur
when the outcome of an agent depends directly on the treatment status of their neighbors.
On the other hand, endogenous spillovers arise when outcome of an agent depends on the
outcome of their neighbors. Because spillovers are plausible in many settings, it is important
to understand their effects on the RDD.

For example, Huber and Arceneaux (2007), Krasno and Green (2008), as well as Keele
and Titiunik (2015) among others, study the effect of political advertising on voter turnout
by comparing households on different sides of media market boundaries. Here, households
that are believed to be ex ante comparable, but are subject to different amount of political
advertising as a result of their location, which are in turn determined by regional factors
orthogonal to local political conditions. RDD is therefore valid in the conventional framework
if we can rule out spillovers. However, it is plausible that households experience exogenous
spillovers since those on the treated side of the boundary may discuss political messaging
with friends on the control. Households may also experience endogenous spillovers if there
is peer pressure to conform in voting behavior.

In this paper, we characterize the estimands of RDD in the presence of spillovers. To do
so, we extend the framework of Hahn et al. (2001) to incorporate exogenous and endogenous

spillovers that occur along the running variable. Specifically, the outcome of a given unit is



allowed to depend linearly on the mean treatment status as well as mean outcome of units
with similar values of running variables — that is, their neighbors. When the running variable
is geographical coordinates, this model captures interaction between units that are close in
space. When the running variable is a characteristic such as the ability of a worker, it reflects
the idea that workers of similar abilities compete in the same labor market.

In this setting, we make two main contributions. Firstly, we show that the estimand of
RDD depends on the ratio of two terms: (1) the radius over which spillovers occur and (2)
the bandwidth used for local linear regression. Specifically, RDD estimates direct treatment
effect at the boundary when the radius is of larger order than the bandwidth. This is the
effect on a unit at the boundary when we switch their treatment status from control to
treatment. When radius is of smaller order than the bandwidth, RDD instead estimates
total treatment effect, which the effect on the unit at the boundary when we switch the
treatment status of the entire population from control to treatment. In the more realistic
regime where radius is of similar order as the bandwidth, the RDD estimand is a mixture
of the above effects with no clear interpretation. For our second contribution, we therefore
propose to recover direct and spillover effects in the intermediate regime by incorporating
estimated spillover terms into local linear regression. We show that our method, which is
essentially the local analog of peer effects regressions, leads to consistent estimators as well
as valid inference. Along the way, we also discuss the estimands of the popular RD donut
and highlight settings under which it recovers either direct or total treatment effects.

This paper contributes to the vast literature on RDD (see Cattaneo and Titiunik 2022
for a recent review). Empirical researchers have long been concerned with spillovers in RDD,
with papers such as Jardim et al. (2022) arguing against the use of spatial discontinuity de-
sign for policy evaluation. However, to our knowledge, prior theoretical work on this issue is
limited to Aronow et al. (2017), which conducts their analysis under the local randomization
framework of Cattaneo et al. (2015). Given exact random assignment in a neighborhood
of the cut-off, Aronow et al. (2017) shows that RDD in the presence spillovers recovers a
weighted average of direct treatment effects. It does not require the spillover structure to be
known but instead assumes exact randomization, which implies that treatment assignment is

orthogonal to the neighborhoods over which spillovers occur. Exact randomization does not



follow from the continuity framework of Hahn et al. (2001), which yields only approximate
randomization (see related discussion in Section 3.2 of Canay and Kamat 2018). Under the
continuity framework, when spillovers occur along the running variable, treatment assign-
ment cannot be exactly orthogonal to these neighborhoods. Our result shows that the extent
to which orthogonality obtains depends on the ratio of spillover radius to local linear regres-
sion bandwidth. In particular, approximate orthogonality holds when radius is of larger
order than bandwidth, but not otherwise, necessitating alternative estimation procedures.

This paper joins a burgeoning body of work that considers violations of SUTVA under
various research designs, such as experiments (Hudgens and Halloran 2008; Aronow and
Samii 2017; Sévje et al. 2021; Hu et al. 2022; Leung 2022; Li and Wager 2022; Auerbach and
Tabord-Meehan 2023; Gao and Ding 2023; Vazquez-Bare 2023b), differences-in-differences
(Clarke 2017; Butts 2021; Xu 2023), synthetic control (Cao and Dowd 2019), instrumental
variables (Sobel 2006; Vazquez-Bare 2023a) and other observational settings (Forastiere et al.
2020). RDD poses unique challenges relative to these other settings because here, the iden-
tified parameters are local to the cut-off and estimation is nonparametric. Additionally, we
consider endogenous spillovers, which has received relatively less attention in this literature,
though exceptions include, in the experiment context, Munro et al. (2021); Li et al. (2023);
Munro (2023). In the presence of endogenous spillovers, a unit’s outcome may depend on
the treatment status of the entire population, even if spillovers is assumed to have a small
radius. The interaction of this dependence with the discontinuity of the outcome function
in the space of the running variable poses novel technical challenges that we address.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes out econometric frame-
work. Section 3 characterizes the consistency properties of local linear regression in terms of
the radius of spillovers and bandwidth for nonparametric estimation. Section 4 presents the
local spillovers regression for estimating treatment effect under the main asymptotic regime
of interest. Section 5 concludes. Proofs are contained in the Appendix.

The remainder of this paper uses the following notation. We write A,, > B, if A,,/B,, —
00, A, = B, if A,/B,, — ¢ where 0 < ¢ < 00, and A,, < B,, if A,/B,, — 0. Let ¢ and 0 be

the identity and the zero functions on [—1, 1] respectively.



2 Econometric Framework

In this section, we introduce the econometric framework for studying RDD with spillovers.
We focus on population-level quantities, deferring sampling and estimation to Section 3.
Consider a continuum of agents that are indexed by their coordinates z € Z = [—1,1].
For convenience, we will assume that agents are uniformly distributed according to F' =
Uniform(Z), so that their density with respect to the Lebesgue measure is f(2) = 3.
We work in the usual potential outcomes framework with binary treatment, where the

observed outcome at z satisfies

Ya(z) = d(2)Y, (2) + (1 —d(2))Y, () -

Here, d : Z — {0,1} is the treatment assignment function. Y, (z) and Y, (z) are the
potential outcomes under treatment and control respectively. Because of the treatment
assignment rule in RDD, defined below, we will denote quantities related to treatment with
“+” and those related to control with “-”.

Potential outcomes are indexed by d because as a result of spillovers, they may depend on
the entire treatment function. Let every agent z have the set of relevant neighbors R(z) C Z
with measure |R(z)|. These are agents whose realized outcomes affect z. Let potential

outcomes be defined as follows:

Assumption 1 (Potential Outcomes). For a given treatment assignment function d : Z —
[0,1] and neighborhood structure R : Z — P(Z), the potential outcome of agent z under

treatment d 1s:

Y (2) = m*(2) + 6(2)pa(z) +v(2)va(z)

Yy (2) =m™(2) +0(2)pa(2) +7(2)va(2)



where

1
Wa(z) = Ya(u) f(u) du
O = TREN Sy
1
ve(z) = d(u) f(u)du .
Furthermore, let m*(z) and m~(z) be Lipschitz continuous on Z = [—1,1] with Lipschitz

constant C.  Let §(z) be continuously differentiable with |2| < Cj, sup,ez|6(2)] < 4,

SUP,, L,ez |0(21) — 8(22)| < 0, 0 < 1. Finally, let y(z) be continuously differentiable with

12| < O,

Continuity of the conditional mean functions around the cut-off is the main identifying
assumption in RDD. Standard RDD requires only that m*(z) and m~(z) are continuous at
z = 0. However, due to spillovers, continuity of potential outcomes also requires Lipschitz
continuity of the two functions around the boundaries of R(0). For simplicity, we assume
Lipschitz continuity on the entirety of Z.

The above model contains two sources of spillovers, both of which are linear-in-means.
The exogenous spillover term is v(z)v4(z), where v4(z) is the mean treatment status of z’s
neighbors, and ~y(z) is the effect of this term on z’s outcome. The endogenous spillover term
is §(2)pa(2), where pg(z) is the mean outcome of z’s neighbors, and §(z) is the effect of this
term.

The continuity conditions on v and 0 are analogous to the continuity conditions on
potential outcomes that are standard in RDD. To ensure that Y;" and Y, are well-defined,
we require sup,.z [6(2)| < 1, as well as for sup,, .,z [0(21) — d(22)| < 1. This is standard
in the peer effects literature, as is our requirement that spillovers are linear in means. Our
model is more general that the standard peer effects model, since we allow the effects of
spillovers, 0 and ~, to vary with z.

The linear-in-means assumption is potentially restrictive. However, it is in fact stronger
than necessary for our characterization of the estimands. The qualitative results in Section
3 does not require linearity in the effects of spillovers, and allows neighbors to have different

weights in treated and control outcomes. The only requirement is that neighborhoods have



approximately bounded support. However, as will become clear in Section 4, the specific form
of spillovers needs to be assumed in order to perform estimation in our preferred asymptotic
regime. For ease of exposition, we therefore focus on the above model.

In the RDD setting, treatment is assigned as follows:

Assumption 2 (Discontinuous Treatment Assignment). d(z) =1{z > 0}.
The parameters of interest are:

Definition 1 (Treatment Effects).

e The direct treatment effect at z = 0 is

74 :=Y;(0) = Y;(0) =m™(0) —m(0) .

e The total treatment effect at 2z = 0 is

TTOT ‘= YLJF(O) - Yo_(o)

=m"(0) —m™(0) +6(0) (1.(0) — p10(0)) +~(0) .

The direct treatment effect on a given agent is the effect of treatment on their outcomes,
keeping the treatment assignment of all other agents unchanged. In principle, there is a
direct treatment effect for each treatment assignment function d. In the RDD setting, it is
natural to focus on agent at the cut-off, 2 = 0, and take d(z) = 1{z > 0}. Note that given
Assumption 1, agents experience the same amount of spillovers in both potential outcomes.
They therefore cancel out so that 7, = m™(0) —m~(0). In this model, direct treatment effect
is therefore equal to local average treatment effect (local to the z = 0) in the standard set
up with no spillovers.

With some abuse of notation, we will use d to denote the treatment assignment both
when z = 0 is treated and when it is not. Note that changing the treatment status at z =0
does not change pq(z) or v4(z) for any z € Z since it is an infinitesimal change. In other
words, a single agent does not exert any spillover on other agents. Direct treatment effects

are therefore easy to define in that we can change the treatment status of an individual
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while keeping the spillovers fixed. Nonetheless, there is a coherent notion of spillovers in this
model: if two treatment functions d and d’ differ on a set of positive measure, then py(2)
and v4(z) need not be equal to ug(z) and vy (2).

The total treatment effect on a given agent is the effect on their outcome when we switch
the treatment status of the entire population from control to treatment. In our notation, the
subscripts ¢ and 0 denote treatment assignments in which everyone and no one is treated
respectively. As before, we will focus on the agent at the cut-off, z = 0. With total treatment
effect, we are evaluating potential outcomes under different treatment assignments so that
spillovers no longer cancel out. We remark that v,(z) = 1 and vg(z) = 0 so that exogenous
spillovers at z = 0 is v(0).

Finally, we will assume that the neighborhood on which spillovers occur has the following

structure:

Assumption 3 (Spillover Neighborhood).
R.(2)={u:|z—u| <r,}.

Under the above assumption, all neighbors within radius r,, of z affect it equally, while
those beyond r, exert no effect. This is a well-studied class of networks known as random
geometric graphs (see e.g. Penrose 2003) and is a common model for studying spillovers and
interference (see e.g. Leung 2020). We will consider various asymptotic regimes in which
r, — 0 at different rates in order to understand how the RDD behaves as we allow a given
agent to be influenced by more or fewer neighbors. As will become clear in Section 3, the
ratio of r,, to the bandwidth for local linear regression, h,,, turns out to be the key quantity

in determining the estimand of RDD.

3 Local Linear Regression in the Presence of Spillovers

In the absence of spillovers, it is standard to estimate the average treatment effect local
to the cut-off (or, equivalently, in our framework, 7;) using local linear regression. In this

section, we characterize the estimand of the local linear regression estimator in the presence



of spillovers. It turns out that the estimand exhibits a phase transition that depends on
the ratio of r,/h,. In our preferred asymptotic regime, where r, =~ h,, the estimand has
no clear interpretation. We propose a simple regression adjustment that recovers direct and

total treatment effects in Section 4.

3.1 Sampling and Estimation

Consider the following sampling framework:

Assumption 4. Suppose we observe the i.i.d. sample {(Y;, Z;)},, where Z; ~ F,

=1
Y, =Yy(Z)+e , FEls|Z] =0 and E[e}|Z)] < &

In sum, the data-generating operates as follows. A continuum of agents interact and their
outcomes are determined by location specific factors as well as spillovers. The econometrician
then samples locations randomly and observes location-specific outcomes, possibly with error.

This is similar to the framework of De Paula et al. (2018).

Remark 1. In standard peer effects models, when ¢ and j are friends, €; affects Y; through
endogenous spillovers. That does not happen in our model because spillovers occur in the
population rather than between the sampled individuals. The latter is asymptotically equiv-
alent to the former as long as each sampled individual has their number of neighbors going to
infinity, i.e. if the network of spillovers is sufficiently dense. In our framework, this translates

into the mild assumption that r,, > L1 (in our leading case, r,, & n=2/%).
The local linear regression estimator is:

Definition 2 (Local Linear Regression Estimator). Let K be a bounded second-order kernel
so that f_ll K(u)du = 1 and f_lluK(u)du = 0. Furthermore, assume that for all u, 0 <
K(u) < K, and that K(u) = 0if u < —1 or u > 1. Let h,, be a sequence of bandwidths such



that h, — 0 and nh,, — oco. Then, define

The local linear estimator for RDD is 7gpp := Ba’ - Bo_ :

Second order kernels are commonly used in local linear regression. For a discussion
on the properties of higher order kernels, see e.g. Wand and Jones (1995). We additionally
assume that K has finite support and is bounded and non-negative. As in the nonparametric
regression literature, this set of assumptions simplify proofs but are not necessary for the
results.

In the absence of spillovers, it is standard practice to estimate 7,4 using Trpp (see e.g.
Hahn et al. 2001; Cattaneo and Titiunik 2022). In this setting, 7rpp(0) is consistent for 74,
though inference is complicated by the presence of an asymptotic bias of order h2. Various
solutions are available for the problem of inference (see e.g. Calonico et al. 2014; Armstrong
and Kolesar 2018). The properties of RDD are therefore well-understood when there are no

spillovers.

3.2 Estimands of RDD

What does Trpp estimate in the presence of spillovers? This is the content of the following

theorem:

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and J hold.
(a) If 1y > hy,, then Trpp = T4
(b) If ry < hy, then Trpp — Tror
(¢) If rp = hy, then Trpp — T

The above result shows that the estimand of RDD exhibits phase transition, with the

phases depending on the ratio r, to h,. When r, > h,, RDD estimates direct treatment
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effect. On the other hand, when r,, < h,, RDD estimates total treatment effect. In the
intermediate regime where r, & h,,, it estimates a parameter 7,, which is displayed in full
in Equation (23). Generally speaking, 7, may not have a clear interpretation. In particular,
T, is not equal to either 7, or 7ror unless either 6(0) = v(0) = 0 (i.e. no spillovers) or
74 =7(0) =0 (i.e. treatment has 0 effect), in which case 7, = 7roT = T.. It may be close to
0 even when 74 and 7ror are large in magnitude — a common concern expressed by empirical
papers regarding spillovers. Nonetheless, 7* may be useful as a bound for 7; and 7ror under
more assumptions (see Corollary 1).

The above result is intuitive. The local linear regression estimator essentially treats
units within the bandwidth as being comparable. If r, is large relative to h,, units in
the bandwidth have neighborhoods which overlap almost completely. In other words, they
experience similar spillovers. As such, units on different side of the cut-offs differ only in
their treatment status and Trpp estimates direct treatment effect. Conversely, when r, is
small relative to h,, units to the left of the cut-off essentially only has control neighbors,
while units to the right of the boundary only has treated neighbors. Comparing these units
therefore reveals total treatment effect. When r,, = h,,, units on either side of the boundary
differ in their neighborhoods even asymptotically. However, this difference does not become
large enough for us to treat them as if they only have neighbors of the same treatment status
as them. The estimand is therefore a complicated term that interpolates these two effects.

As Theorem 1 shows, our choice of asymptotic regime affects our interpretation of the
estimand. This raises the question: which asymptotic regime should we use? Despite its
relative complexity, we consider the r, =~ h, regime to be the more realistic regime. In
practice, spillovers occur over some radius that is a finite factor of the bandwidth. The
regimes r, > h, or r, < h, are therefore simplifying approximations. In contrast, the
regime r, = h, leads to approximations in which the estimand of RDD depends explicitly
on the ratio of r,/h,. That is, it leads to an approximation that preserves more features
of the finite sample distribution. For this reason, 7, = h, is our preferred framework for
analyzing RDD with spillovers. Nonetheless, considering the extreme cases is instructive:
it reveals that RDD recovers an estimand that lies on the spectrum with direct and total

treatment effects at either extreme. It also highlights the role of the term 7, /h,, in embedding
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our assumptions about comparability of neighborhoods. The larger this term, the more
comparable the neighborhoods, and the closer our estimand is to direct treatment effects.
Vice versa for smaller values of r,,/h,,.

Our result is also useful for revisiting existing empirical analyses. For a given study with
bandwidth h,,, researchers who are concerned about spillovers should consider plausible 7,
in those settings. If the conjectured r, is large relative to the h, that was used, they can
be fairly confident that the reported estimates are for direct treatment effect. On the other
hand, if r, is of similar magnitude to h,, or if the researcher is interested in parameters
other than the one incidental to the choice of h,, they might consider applying the method
in Section 4.

Finally, although 7, is generally not equal to 74 or 7ror, it may still be informative about

these parameters:

Corollary 1. Suppose sgn(v(0)) = sgn (7).
e [f6(0) >0, then 0 < 74 < 7w < Tror or Tror < Te < T4 < 0.
e [f6(0) <0, then0 < Tror < Tw < Tg 01 Tg < Tu < TroT < 0.

The above corollary show that under the assumption that 7, and v(0) have the same sign,
Ty is informative about the signs of 7; and 7ror. Furthermore, if we are willing to assume
the sign of 0(0), then 7, is an informative bound for the magnitude of both parameters.
These types of sign restrictions could be reasonable in many settings. For example, if we are
considering regression on voter turnout, then 6(0) > 0 implies that z is more likely to vote
when their neighbors vote, which is in line with peer pressure to conform. The assumption
that sgn (v(0)) = sgn(74) requires spillover effects to operate in the same way as direct
treatment. In the voter turnout example, if a person is motivated by an ad to vote, then
being told about an ad should also encourage a person to vote, which appears more plausible

than the reverse.

Remark 2. Although the exact form of 7, depends on the structure of the spillovers, chang-
ing assumptions about the functional form or the relative weights of neighbors will not

qualitatively affect the results in Theorem 1. In particular (a) and (b) will continue to
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hold as long as spillovers occur over approximately bounded neighborhood. Similarly, when

rn & hy,, the limit of the Trpp will be combination of terms with no clear interpretation.

Remark 3. When r,, < h,,,
74+ 7(0)
TTOT — ——— .
T 5(0)
In words, total treatment effect at the cut-off depends only on parameters local to the cut-
off when radius is small. In other regimes, total treatment effect is not identified without
further assumptions because it depends on m™(z), m=(z), v(z) and 6(z) at points far from

the cut-off. This is because with endogenous spillovers, any location can influence the entire

domain for moderately sized r,,.

Remark 4. Our result in case (a) resembles that of Aronow et al. (2017). Under a local
randomization framework, treatment assignment is exactly orthogonal to the neighborhoods
over which spillovers occur, so that RDD estimates direct treatment effect. The continuity
framework of Hahn et al. (2001) yields only approximate randomization, so that exact or-
thogonality cannot hold. In this framework, our results show that approximate orthogonality
obtains in the special case when 7, > h,. More, the extent to which orthogonality holds
depends on the comparability of neighborhoods between treated and control units, which is

controlled by the ratio r,/h,.

Remark 5. Even when h,,/r, is small, the usual inference method may fail when r, — 0.
This happens because spillovers create an asymptotic bias term whose order is min{1, }T‘—nl},
which may be larger than h% or even 1/y/nh,. In these cases, bias correction would be

necessary for obtaining non-generate asymptotic distributions.

3.3 Other Practical Implications

In the remainder of this section, we informally discuss findings that may be useful for empir-
ical researchers. The first relates to the relative robustness of local linear regression relative
to the simple Nadaraya-Watson regression. The second pertains to the use of donut designs
to addressing spillovers. The third pertains to spillovers on variables other than the running

variable.
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3.3.1 Local Linear Regression vs Nadaraya-Watson

Local linear regression has traditionally been the preferred over Nadaraya-Watson estimator
(local constant regression) for RDD due to the former’s smaller biases at the boundary.
It turns out that the local linear regression could also more robust to spillovers in the
following sense. Under the linear-in-means model, suppose there are no endogenous spillovers
(0(0) = 0), but there may be exogenous spillovers v(0) # 0. Let the estimands of the local

linear regression and Nadaraya-Watson estimators be 7, and 7yw. Then, if r, > h,,

ToL =Ta but TNw € {74, Tror} .

Local linear regression is therefore more robust to exogenous spillovers in that it recovers a
desired parameter while Nadaraya-Watson does not. This happens because when r,, > h,,,
vy(x) = kx for some k. The exogenous spillovers are therefore absorbed into the linear
term of local linear regression. In the presence of endogenous spillovers, neither method is

consistent for 7; or Tro7.

3.3.2 Donut-Hole RD

Given concerns about spillovers, folk wisdom suggests the use of donut-hole RD, in which
observations close to the cut-off are excluded. To precise, let h? > 0 be such that h? < h,.
Then donut-hole RD estimates B+ by local linear regression on observations for which Z; €
[h©, hy]. Similarly for 3~ and observations for which Z; € [—h,, —h?]. Let the estimand of
RD donut be 7,.

Under the linear-in-means model, suppose h? = r,. In other words, we exclude all
observations that have neighbors on the other side of the cut-off. Suppose there are no
endogenous spillovers (§(0) = 0). Then 7, = 7por. This is because once we exclude units
in the donut hole [—h2, h2], the remaining units only have neighbors who have the same
treatment status as them.

However, suppose v(z) = 4(2)1{z < 0}. In other words, only control units experience
spillovers based on how many of their neighbors are treated. This is reasonable, for example,

in the case of information treatment, where information can diffuse from the treated to
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control units but not vice versa. In this case if h% = r, and 6(0) = 0, then 7, = 74.

Finally, we note that once 6(0) # 0, donut-hole RDs do not recover 74 or 7ror in either
model. This is because loosely speaking, under endogenous spillovers, the outcome of a given
unit is affected by all other units in the domain: a given unit z has outcomes that depends
on the outcomes of [z —r,, z+r,]. In turn, the outcome for z+r,, depends on the outcomes
on [z, z+2ry], and so on. As such, it is not possible to isolate units that are “contaminated”

by spillovers via a donut design.

3.3.3 Spillover on Variables Other than the Running Variable

In our model, spillovers occur along neighborhoods defined by the running variable, although
in principle, spillovers can occur along some other variable w. In this case, RDD estimates a
weighted average of direct treatment effects as long as w and z are not perfectly correlated.
To see this, suppose w and z have continuous joint density. Then for any bandwidth on z,
we will find both treated and control units with the same values of w. Since these units have
the same spillover neighborhoods, comparing them yields direct treatment effect for said w.
RDD essentially makes many such comparisons, so that its estimand is the weighted average

of direct treatment effects, with weights corresponding to the density of w at the cut-off.

4 Local Spillover Regression

In our preferred asymptotic regime where r, ~ h,,, RDD recovers an estimand that interpo-
lates 75 and 7ror. In this Section 4.1, we provide a method to disentangle direct treatment
effects from spillover to separately recover 75 and 7ror. Our method requires users to specify
the radius over which spillovers occurs. We discuss the selection of this parameter by cross

validation in Section 4.2.

4.1 Estimation

Our idea is to simply to include estimates of p4(Z;) — pa(0) into the local linear regression.

When Z is 1-dimensional, define define the following estimators for pq(Z;):

15



Definition 3. For a given r,, let

é—i_(Zz) = {j 7&2 : maX{O> ZZ - Tn} S Zj S Zz ‘l’rn}

R (Z)={j#i: Zi—ro < Z; <min{Z; +r,,0}}

That is, RT(Z;) and R™(Z;) are the treated and control neighbors of Z; respectively. Note

that these sets can be empty. Then,

where
R ’LU+(ZZ) o w‘(Z,)
2 = i Yo @)= o 2,
Y seRT(Z) Y seR—(Zy)
1
’UJ+(ZZ) = 2— [Zz — Tn, ZZ + T’n] N [0, OO)‘ y ’UJ_(ZZ> =1- ’UJ+(ZZ> .
Tn

and summation over empty set of indices is understood to be 0. Define fi4(0) analogously.

Our estimator for the spillover term is the average outcomes of all locations within radius
r, of i, excluding ¢ itself. Note, however, that we treat the means of the treated and control
neighbors separately. In principle, we could estimate [i4(Z;) using a simple average over the
entire neighborhood of Z;. However, it turns out that separately estimating the treated and
control means leads to more precise estimators of pq(Z;). r, is a tuning parameter to be
chosen by the user. While r,, should in principle be chose by the researcher based on domain
knowledge, we provide a simple cross-validation procedure for its choice in Section 4.2.

We propose to estimate 74 as follows:

Definition 4 (Local Spillovers Regression Estimator). For a given kernel function K and
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bandwidths h,, such that h,, — 0 and nh, — oo, define

~ Z;
BT = arg min K <h—> (Y; — by —b17;
Z:>0

— ba(f1a(Zi) = f1a(0)) — b3Zi(ra(Zi) — f14(0))

— b (vl ) — val0)) — bsZe(val Z) — va(0) ) "

— ba(f1a(Zi) — 1a(0)) — b3Zi(fra(Zi) — f14(0))

— by (va(Zi) — va(0)) — bs.Z; (va(Zi) — ud(()))>2

The local spillover regression estimator for 74 is 74 := B{f — Bo_ .

Also define
m™(0) 4+ 0(0)1a(0) + v(0)ra(0) m~(0) + 0(0)124(0) +~v(0)ra(0)
m7(0) + 05(0)1a(0)7y2(0)va(0) m; (0) + 0:(0)pa(0) + 72(0)ra(0)
oo 5(0) o 5(0)
6.(0) 6.(0)
7(0) 7(0)
7:(0) 72(0)

We also define the indices of 3, 37, 87 and 8~ to start at 0.

With the local spillovers regression, our goal is to estimate 74 = 8 — 8,7, 6(0) = 8 = 35
and v(0) = 85 = B5. Relative to the local linear regression, our method includes four
additional terms. v4(Z;) —v4(0) corresponds to the exogenous spillover terms, which depends
only on 7,,. f1q(Z;)—f14(0) is the endogenous spillover term which we estimate. The remaining
two terms are the spillover terms augmented with Z;. These terms are not necessary for
consistent estimation. However, they help reduce the bias of our estimators to O(h2). Just
as local linear regression is simple OLS applied to a small neighborhood, our method can
be interpreted as the usual peer effects regression applied to a small neighborhood. We
therefore term it the “local spillover regression”. The next result shows that this is sufficient

for achieving consistency in asymptotic regime with r, = h,,.
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Theorem 2. Suppose Assumptions 1, 2. 3 and 4 hold. Suppose further that r, = %chn,
where ¢ < 2, 74 % 0 and hy, > n~Y4. Then f+ 5 8+ and 5~ 5 5.

The above theorem shows that the local spillover regression is consistent for the vectors

BT and S~ in our preferred asymptotic regime when r,, ~ h,,. In particular, we can estimate
~ ~+ 5>— D

Since we can consistently estimate §(0) and v(0), we can also estimate 7roT as

&\]z

¥4
— TTOT -

TTOT =

S

1—

Recall that local linear regression is not consistent for either 7, or 7ror in this regime.
Including the appropriate spillover terms into local linear regression is a simple way to recover
our target parameters. A necessary condition for consistency of local linear regression is that
h, > n~'. We have assumed that h, > n~'/* for analytical convenience. Although this
condition can be relaxed, we do not consider it restrictive since optimal bandwidth in our
setting — as in the case without spillovers — is h,, &~ n~/°.

Our results are also stated under the assumption that ¢ < 0 and 7; # 0. When the first
assumption fails, v4(Z;) — 14(0) is collinear with Z; so that (0) is not identified. However,
since researchers control the choice of h,,, we consider this assumption innocuous. When the
second assumption fails, p4(Z;) — p4(0) is close to the 0 vector. In these cases, it would not be
possible to identify 6(0). Nonetheless, 7, is identified and can be consistently estimated if we

project out the collinear components. However, 7ror is not identified, unless (0) = 7, = 0,

in which case mror = 0.

4.2 Choice of r,

In principle, researchers should choose 7,, based on the knowledge of the application domain.
For example, researchers studying spillovers in house prices might set r,, to be a quarter mile
if they believe that to be the size of the reference neighborhood that real estate agents use

when setting prices.
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If researchers are unsure about r,, they may be able to choose it via cross-validation.
Let the fold number K be specified by the user. Partition the data set D into K equal-sized
subsets D, ..., Di. Let BJ”k(rn) denote the estimators in Definition 4, computed on D\ Dy.
Let

MSEf () = S K (%) (YZ._

1€Dy,

i 2
(1 Zi pa(Zi) — 1a(0)  Zi (ua(Zi) — 1a(0))  va(Zs) — va(0)  Z; (va(Zsi) — Vd(o))) 5+’k(7"n)>

We can then choose 7 := arg min MSE; (r,,). Similarly for r,;. While we do not provide a
formal theory of cross-validation for choosing 7, the procedure appears to perform well in

practice.

5 Conclusion

Regression Discontinuity Design is a popular empirical strategy that allows researchers to
obtain causal estimates of treatment effects. However, there may be settings in which re-
searchers may be concerned about spillovers. We show that spillovers do not threaten the
validity of the RDD when they operate on a radius that is much larger than the bandwidth
used for local linear regression estimation. However, RDD may lead to inconsistent estimate
when radius and bandwidth are of similar order. In this case, we propose that researchers
include estimates of spillover terms in their local regressions. This simple method leads to

consistent estimates of direct and indirect treatment effects.
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Appendix

A  Proofs

A.1 Preliminaries

The following definitions and results will be useful. In particular, Lemma 9 is the technical

core of the results in Sections 3 and 4.
Definition 5. Let the spillover operator GG,, be defined as

d(2)

/1ﬂu—zp<%}ﬂ@%@

where |R,(2)] = [1{|u— 2| <r,} id=.
Definition 6. For a function g : [~1, 1] — R, let its sup-norm be denoted ||g|| := sup,¢_1 17 [9(2)|-
Let the “structural” and “reduced form” functions be, respectively,

Definition 7.

m*(z) ifz>0
m(z) := (=) ,

m~(z) ifz<0

gn(2) = ((I — Gn) " om) (2) .

It will also be useful to split m(-) into the part that is Lipschitz continuous and the part
that is not:

Definition 8. Let m(x) = m®(z) + 1{z > 0}7; where

mt(z)—1mqg ifz>0
m(z) =
m~(z) otherwise

is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant C.
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Definition 9. Let the difference in the spillover neighborhoods at xh,, and 0 be:

R*(ahy) == R(zhy) \ R(0)
R~ (why) := R(0) \ R(zhy,)

Definition 10. Let d be

0 ifa<-—1

dla)=< el §if 1<g>1

1 ifa> -1

Observe that if §(z) = 1, d(a/r,) = (G, 0 1{z > 0}) (a).

Definition 11. Let G, be the pointwise limit of ,, when r,, — 0. That is,

o z) = lim 6(2) =0(2)g(z
(Coo0) ()= lim 5 | oy =52000).

where the last equality follows from the Lebesgue Differentiation Theorem. Furthermore, let
goe(2) = (1 = Goe) " 09) (2) = 1221

Lemma 1. Suppose ||f — g|| < e. Then ||(Gno f) — (Gnog)| < d¢ . In particular, if

lg(2)|| < e, then ||GE o g| < o¥e.

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, suppose r,, — 0. Then, there exists a function

A such that for a # 0,

2y, G

(U = Go)™ o 1 2 0))ar) = M) < 0+ S

where N(a) > 0 if §(z) > 0 for all z € Z. Furthermore, if 6(0) # 0, then

'((1 — Ga) ™ o ()d(/m) ) (ara) = T (Ma) = Ha > 0})) <

Wyra Sl O
L+ — + 7 ar, .
a (1 — 5)

1—9 1-9
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If 6(0) =0, then
(1= G 0 a(=)d(z/1)) (arn) = y(ar)d(a) = 1(0)d(a) + O(r)

In fact, we know more about the structure of A(a). Let G, be operator that smooths

over f € R — R:
(o)) =5 [ 1=l <1} 5(2) 5z

Then A(a) is approximately ((I — §(0)G,)™ o 1{z > 0})(a). Note that A\ depends on d,

though this is suppressed in the notation. Given Lemma 2, define:

Definition 12. Let R (z) = [max{l Z_1}, 1—|—27x] and R~ () = [ 1, min {1, ——1}].
Define:
1
() = MNa)dF(a) , X\ (z):=
@)= g L A@are) @ = [
M(z):=A(2) = 1{z>0} , X (2):=A"(z) - 1{z >0} .
And:

A, = /01 a? (A (z) = A () Ko()ds , A, = /0 a? (AT (—z) — A (—2))? K*(z)ds
/NX;%S = /01 P ()\+(x) - )\_(x))qKs(x)ds : A;qs = /i a? ()\+(—x) - )x_(—x))qKs(x)ds

0

Cow= [ (((2) W@ 1= [ o (1(2)) K@as.

Lemma 3. Suppose g is Lipschitz on [—1, 1] with Lipschitz constant C and ||g|| < M . Then
(G, 0 g) is Lipschitz on [—1, 1] with Lipschitz constant Cs- M +06C. Moreover, (I — Gp,) ™"

is Lipschitz on [—1, 1] with Lipschitz constant

Cs-M C

——= T .
(1—5)2 1-9

Lemma 4. Suppose g is an odd function. If §(z) is an even function, then (G, o g) is an

odd function.
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Lemma 5. ¢,(2) = ¢5(2) + 7a1{z > 0} where ¢5(2) is Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant

05-(1+S)M+ c_, o
(1_5)2 1—6  2r,(1-9)

Lemma 6. Let g be a Lipschitz continuous function with Lipschitz constant C' and suppose

r, — 0. Then:

Cr 5
sup I—Gy) 1 og)(z)= (I =Gx) tog)(2)] < =2 — .
|-G ) @)= (=G e () £ s
Lemma 7. Let h, be such that h, > Kr,. Let G, be G, except with 0(z) set to §(0). Then
for all x € [—hy, hy], we have that

(GEo1{z>0})(x) = (Gol{z>0}> )+ (G e Ry) ()

where

sup ‘(Gﬁ_j o R;) (z)] < 20"C;sh,,
TE[—hn, hn)

Lemma 8. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, suppose r, — 0. The following holds for all
€ (0,1):

_ m*(0) +m(0) +4(0) Cyn U
114(0) = 2T —3(0)) +0 ((1 =5y +1 5) ,

Lemma 9. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, the following approximations are uniform in

x €[0,1] as n — oo:

S (g1(r) — ga(~r) + Li(r) b (~7) + o(1) fra=r
pawhn) = 1a(0) = § 2 (7 (A(1) = N(=1)) +(0) - (A1) = 1) = A(=1)) + o(1) i 0

min {1, 21} (74 V(@) = A7 (@) +9(0) - (W (2) = 1) = A~ (@) + 0(1))  if o = behn
If rn/hn, — 0, let w, be such that w,/r, — oo and wy,/h, — 0. Then for x € [wy,, 1],

74 +7(0)

pa(zhy) — pa(0) = 2(1—-0(0))

+ O (hy + 0"/
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The same statements hold for x € [—1,0] mutatis mutandis.
Finally, we define the (mixed) incomplete moments:

Definition 13 (Incomplete Moments). The incomplete moment of order p at 0 is

1
Yp.s ::/ 2P K*(x)dx
0
and the incomplete mixed moment of order p at 0 is

q

orars) = | o (min {21} (- (V@) = A~ (@) +9(0) - (W () = 1) = A~()))

Incomplete moments are standard objects in the analysis of local polynomial regressions
at the boundary (see e.g. Wand and Jones (1995)).The incomplete mixed moment is so
named since also includes terms that arise from the approximations of p4(Z;) and vy(Z;)

around the cut-off. We suppress the dependence of ¢ on ¢ for convenience.

A.2 Proof of Lemmas
A.2.1 Proof of Lemma 1

For any z € [-1,1],

] Z) — 9] z 7|5(Z)| xr) — X v _8
(oo ) (2) = (Gnog) (2)] < R(z)|L(Z)\f() g(a)ldz < B

Letting ¢ = 0 and the bound for G* follows by induction. O

A.2.2 Proof of Lemma 2

We will prove that the sequence ((I ~G,) o1 {arn})zo:l is Cauchy. Let m,n be given,

where m > n. We consider the Neumann series: Writing (I — Gn)_1 in terms of its Neumann
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series:
(I=Gp) " =1+G+ Gt
First observe that for all a such that |a| < 1/r,, we have that
1{z>0}(ar,) =1{z >0} (ary) .
Next, suppose 0 = 1 is a constant function. Then,
(Gpol{z>0}) (ar,) = (Gpol{z>0}) (ary)

for all a such that |a| < 1/r,. This is because the average of G, o 1{z > 0} in the 7,
neighborhood is around ar, is exactly the average of G, 01 {z > 0} in the r,, neighborhood
is around ar,,. This is true also for all a such that |a| < 1/r, — 1. This is because our
last result established equality on [1, 1], and this guarantees equality of the local averages on
[—1+7p,1—1y).

Now suppose d(z) is changing. We can write
(Gno1{z>0}) (ar,) = (G, 01{z > 0}) (ar,,) + Ry

where | Ry || < |d(ary,) — 0(ary,)| < Csla|(r, + r,,) by Lemma 1.

Suppose for induction that for |a| < 1/r, — k,

N

-1

(Gﬁ o 1{z > 0}) (ar,) = (Gﬁl o1{z>0}) (ary) + Y GIRy;

n
1

<.
Il

where ||Ry| < Csla|(rn, + ) for all k. Now,
k-1
(G5 o 1{z > 0}) (ars) = G0 (G, 0 1{z > 0}) (arw) + Guo > G Ry

J=1

for |a| < 1/r, — (k+1). Now for a fixed a*, choose K such that (K + |a|)r, < 1. Then we
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have that:

}([ — G "1z >0 (a"r,) — (I — Gp)'1{z > O})(a*rm)}

I
WE

(G0 1z > 0}) (a'r) — (G 0 1z > 0}) (a'r)

0

<.
Il

(Gﬁ ol{z > 0}) (a*r,) — (Gﬁ1 ol{z > 0}) (a*ry,)

e

Il
o

J

[e.e]

+| > (Gho1{z>0}) (a'ra) — (GF, 0 1{z > 0}) (a"7)

j=K+1

N

5K+1

ZHI{;G]RIC JH+ —5

‘7:
S1/rn—|a*|
< Golrn + 7:’”2) + o
a* (1 — 5) 1-0

where the second to last inequality follows from our inductive arguments earlier as well as
repeated application of Lemma 1. Applying Lemma 1 again, and rewriting K = |1—/r,—|a||
yields the final inequality. As such, the sequence is Cauchy for fixed a*. The limit therefore
exists with the final term above being the rate of convergence.

For the next part, first suppose §(0) # 0. Then, we can write:

(¢ = o) ox()d(z/ra)) (ara)

— % ((I — Gn)_l o (Gn o 1{2 > Q})) (arn)
+ % (I = Gn)"o(v(z) =7(0)) (G0 1{z > 0})) (ar,) + R

and ~
Cs(rp +1m)  0Yr=le’l

R| < — + -
A a*(1—5)2 1-9¢

This is because as before, the error arises solely from approximating 6(z) with 6(0) on the

relevant part of the domain.
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By the first part of this lemma,

0
©

25, G

— +
a(1—5)2 1—-0

-2

((I —G) o (Grol{z> O})) (ary) — @ (Ma) —1{a > 0})| <

(o9
~—

Next observe that

(7(2) =7(0)) (G 0 H{z = 0}))(ara) = (y(ara) = 7(0)) 6(ary)d(a)

where d is given in Definition 10.

As such,

[(7(2) =(0)) (G 0 1{z > 0}))(arn)| < C0 - ary,

By the Neumann expansion and repeatedly applying Lemma 1 as above,

(7= Ga)™ 0 (4(2) = 2(0)) (G 0 1= = 0} ar)| < 2% -ar,

Finally, when §(0) = 0, G,, = 0 and the result follows immediately.

A.2.3 Proof of Lemma 3

Let z,y € [—1,1] be given.

(Gu09) @)~ (Cuon) = iy [ otas— gl [ o(e)a
_ | o) z)dz — oY) z+4+1x— z
= Lo 260 (g L, 900
o(x) —d(y) d(y) et — ) d
= | IR /ng(z)dz +'|R<z>|/3<x>g(z) stz -y)d

< M - Cslz —y| + 6C|z — 9

Now suppose for induction (G% o g) has Lipschitz constant k6*~'Cs - M + 6*C. We know
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from the above that (G’ffl o g) has Lipschitz constant
8" Cs - M + 0 (k6*'Cs - M + 6°C)

Writing (I — G,,)”" in terms of its Neumann series:
(I-Gu)™

gives us that

}(([—G)_lo )(:E)—
Z (G 0g) (x) — (Grog) (v)]

< |z —yl Zkgk_lcs M + ¢

k=0
Cs-M C
§|x—y\~ _'_1_5

(1-9)°

A.2.4 Proof of Lemma 4
Suppose R(z) = [z —a,z 4+ b]. Then R(—z) =

5(Z) z+b
[R(2)] J.—a

- «g 3LKHQ
S ta
|$i2|/

)
= (Gnog)(=2)

(Gnog)(z) =

g(x) dF(z)

32

=I1+G,+G+

(I-G,) "o

) since g(z) =

= (k+1)0"Cs - M + 6*1C .

9) )|

[—z — b, —z + a]. Since, we have that

(y) by change of variable: y =

—g(=2)



A.2.5 Proof of Lemma 5

Using Definition 8, write
gn(2) = ((I — Gn)_l o mc) (z) + ((I — Gn)_1 ol{z > O}Td) (2)

From Lemma 3, ((1 — G,) o m®) (z) is Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant

Cs- M C

—— T+ .
(1—6)2 1-9

Next, by the Neumann expansion,

((I — Gn)_1 ol{z > O}Td) (2) =1{z >0}y + (G, 01{z > 0}7y) (2) + (Gi ol{z > O}Td) (z2)+---

=1{z > 0}ra+ ((I - Gn) o (Gpol{z> 0}7a)) (2)

It is easy to see that (G, o 1{z > 0}) is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant &/2r,,.
We are done after applying Lemma 3 again. U

A.2.6 Proof of Lemma 6

In this proof only, let m® be any Lipschitz continuous function with Lipschitz constant C'.
By Lipschitz continuity, no point in the r,, neighborhood of z can be larger than m¢(z)+C'r,,.

Choose z € [—3,3]. Then,

Similarly,
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where the first inequality follows from the Lemma 3 and the second inequality follows from

substituting in our bound for (G,, o m¢) (2). By induction,

Cr,

(GEom®) (2) < (6(2)) me(2) + =" - k (3)"

This is true as long as for all k¥ < K := |1/2r,|. Summing the terms in the Neumann

expansion, we can write

1. me(z) Crn =, < KL M
— _ < . R
(I —Gp) " om®) (2) o0 < 2 g;k5+2 —
Cra 6 52 0
— . s +2- _
2 (1 _ 5) 1—-9

where the second term above comes from bounding terms corresponding to £ > K + 1. An

analogous lower bound gives us that

me(z) < Cry ) 5 §1/2m -7M

1—6(z)| ~ 2 '(1_5)2+ 11—

((I — Gn)_l o mc) (2) —

Note here that for z > 0,

me(z) -1
— ((I -G, ¢ .
[0 = (= Ge) " om) (2)
Putting the above together with a similar argument for z < 0 gives us that for z € [—%, %],
_ _ Cry )
(T =Gp) P om®) (2) = (I = Goo) Lom) (2)] < =2 —2—
2 (1-9)
In other words, ((I — G,) "o m*) converges uniformly to ((/ — Goo) ' o m®) on [—1,4]. O

A.2.7 Proof of Lemma 7

The argument here is essentially the same as the inductive argument in Lemma 2. First
note that for a given h,,, we have by Lipschitz continuity of §(z) that for all = € [—2h,,, 2h,,],
10(z) — 6(0)| < 2Csh,.
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Next, observe that on x € [—2h,, + ry,, 2h,, — 14,
(Guo1{z>0}) (@) = (Guo1{z>0}) (1) + Ra(a)

where the requisite bound on R; holds by Lipschitz continuity of §(z). We propagate this
bound forward. On x € [—2h,, + 2r,, 2h,, — 2r,],

(G201{z>0})(x) = (Gn o (Gn 01{z> 0})) () + (G o RY) (2)

= (éi ol{z> 0}) () + Ra(z) + (G o Ry) (x) .

The bounds on G¥~7 R; follows from Lemma 1. Note that the domain over which the property
holds shrinks by r,, in each step of the induction. Since h,, > Kr,, however, we can perform
the above inductive step K times and still have the property hold for [—h,, h,]. Lemma 7

therefore follows.

A.2.8 Proof of Lemma 8

We decompose 114(0) into the parts corresponding to the structural function m and the
exogenous spillover:

Md(o) = An + Bn s
where

1 n

1 Tn
A= g ) @ ARG B= /_ | In(z) dF(2) -

We start by evaluating the limit of A,,. Using Definition 8 write:

R B

An = B /. (1=G,)" om) (z)dF(z)
—# " — “Lome) (z T _Td " _ -1 5 . .
-y, (-G em) @ar) + e [ (-G o1t 2 00 (@) aF ()
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By Lemma 6,

1 [ _1 m~(0)
o | (=G0 om) (@) dF () = 0

+ O(ry)

For the second term in A,,, we use the Neumann series to write:

1 n

- ((1- Gn)‘l o1{z>0}) (z)dF(x)

2rn J

2/ (o1 (z20) WaFw) + 5 [ 32 (Gho1(=20) @) dF W

™ k=0 T k=K+1
2%/_%;0 G o1{z>0})( ) dF(z) + ?i(s: m/_w;l (GF o1 {z>0}) () dF(x)
ri=n S1/r]
Qin/_;(cﬁ 01{z > 0}) () dF(x )+((175_"52) +f_5 (2)

where the first inequality above follows from Lemma 7 with h,, in the lemma set to r1=7/2
and K set to [1/r7]. The second inequality follows from Lemma 1 and the definition of K.
A similar argument leads to an analogous lower bound.

Now observe that observe that 1 {z > 0} — % is an odd function. By repeated application
of Lemma 4, we have that G* o (1{z >0} —3) is an odd function. Since odd functions

integrate to 0 on intervals symmetric around 0,

T k=0

In other words,

1
Z (Gho1{z20}) (@) dF(a) = 5 -

QT" " k=0

where I is the identity function. The final equality above follows from the fact that G,,oI = 1.
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Conclude that

_ m~(0) T4 Csri=n  §l/m
T 1-46(0)  2(1-06(0)) O<(1—S2)+1—5)
_mt O +m=(0) ( Cory " 51/%) |

2(1 —4(0)) (1-02) 1-6

Next, consider B,,:

I
=
==
(e
-
I—‘\
|
3
3
—~
—~
~
|
Q
3
~—
L
@)
[ =
-2
—~
I\
~—
|
2
—~
)
~—
~—
[y
=
I\
v
e}
—
~—
SN—
—~
8
~—
I
’11
—~
8
~—

Observe that (y(z) —~(0)) 1{z > 0} is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant C.,. As

such, by Lemma 6,

1 m
| 12,,(0)

Y

(1 = Gn) o ((v(2) =7(0)) - 1{z = 0})) () dF (2) = O(ry) -

Furthermore, since |y(z) —v(0)| < Cy7y,, we also have by Lemma 1 that

1 m
| 12,,(0)

Y

((1 — G o ((y(z) —(0)) - (1{2 >0} — J(z)))) (x) dF(z) = O(r)
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Next, observe that when §(0) # 0,

o L, (1607 ed/r) @) dr)
1 1 Tn

- ((I— Gn) o (Gpol{z> 0})) (z) dF (z) + O <(1 — 52 155

C’gr}b_" St/
5(0) |Rn(0)] /-,

C5T}L_n sl
O ((1—52) 15

1 1 1 Csrn " 81/
= 500) <2(1 —50)) 5) 0 ((1 ) 1o 5)
1 Csri=m  §i/mi
~ 2(1-4(0)) O ((1—52) * 1—5)

where the first equality comes from approximating 6(z) with §(0). The second to last equality

above follows from the same arguments as in equations (2) and (3). When 6(0) = 0,

L /_ ((1 G o J(z/rn)) (z) dF(z)

a0
— o [ ((1=62) edtein ) ) v+ 0 (£ £

)
1 Tno C(;T}L_n 51/7’1{
m&mL[md””“dF“**O<u—6%+1—6)

057“711_77 51/7‘2
+O<u—5%+1—5 |

1
2

7(0) i

&:§afww+0(u_yﬁ1_a

C(;T‘}L_n gl/rﬂ )

A.2.9 Proof of Lemma 9

Write:

pa(zhn) — pa(0) = Ap + By
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where

1 1

A= (i o 9P =~ i [ aiarC)
- R \Rﬂih s ) )
||fz ((;CZ xh )l / R (o) aF(z)
and
B, = m RCLACR Rnl( 7 [, )
~ o TR f B
B T ey " )
Here,

(2) = [(1 = Ga) 0 (7 (Gu o 1{u = 0})] (2) -

A, and B, are the parts of pg coming from (1) the structural function m and (2) the
exogenous spillover v; = G,, o 1{z > 0} respectively. We analyze these term by considering

cases separately.

Case 1: r,, = r constant

In this case, G,,, g, and R, do not change with n. Suppose first that z > 0. Then,
Rt (zh,) = [r,r +xh,] , R, (zh,)=|-r—zhy,, —7]

which shrink to » and —r respectively.
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We start with A,,. By Lemma 5,

1 1 T4

—_ gn(2)dF(2) = ——— 5(2)dF (2) + ————

T hl it oy T O = TR m] S o T O T R Gl S o
Td

B )] St on

1{z > 0} dF(2)
< g¢(r) + Cxhy, + 1{z > 0} dF(2)
= g5 (r) + Czhy + 74

= gn(r) + Czhy,

where the inequality above follows from the fact that g¢¢ is Lipschitz, with C being the
relevant constant in Lemma 5. Together with a similar argument for the lower bound, we

have that

1 -
_ gn(2)dF(2) — gn(r)| < Czh,
'|R;<xhn>| et any T A2 = 0nr)

Furthermore, since h,,/r, — 0, we have that for n large enough,

|R) (zhy)| R, (zhy)|  xhy
| Ry (zh)| | R (zh)| Tn

Hence,

A= (gr) = gu(—r) + O(ha)

n

where the constants in O(h,,) do not depend on x. Now, if z < 0, a similar argument to the

one above gives us

A= () = gulr) + O(ha)

n

Next consider B,,. By Lemma 3, [,,(z) is Lipschitz continuous with Lipschitz constant

~ G c,
C1—(1_5)2+1_5
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As such,

1

W o )ln(z) dF(z) <l,(r)+ Chahy,

with an analogous lower bound. We conclude that

B, = :ET—}:L (lp(r) = lo(=7) + O(hy)) -
when z > 0 and
B, - % (In(=r) — 1(r) + O(hn))

when 2z < 0.

Case 2: r, — 0, h,/r,, = 0

Start with A,. Suppose again that z > 0. Since h,,/r, — 0, equation (4) continues to hold.
Write:

1 / 1

_ gn(2)dF(2) = —/——

Tl S oy O ) = R Gw] S o,
Td

T TRE@R] Jatn

| ((1 G o mc) (2) dF(2)
(5)
((1 G tol{z> 0}) (2) dF(2)

We start with first term above:

1 —1
Tt (h I —G,) omf)(z)dF(z
| B (2hn)| SR (wha) ( ) ) (2) dF(2)

1 -1
=1t h I —Gy)  omf) (2)dF(z)+ O(r,) by Lemma 6
B (zhn)| SR (aha) ( ) ) () AR () (ra) by
= % + O(hy,) + O(r,,) by Definition 11 and the fact that m¢ is Lipschitz
—5(r,
__m*(0)
= Tos0) " O(hy) + O(ry) (6)

where the last equality follows again from Lipschitz continuity of m¢(z) and §(z).
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Next, consider

Td
| B (why)] R (zhn)
|R (zhy)] R (zhy)

(1 - G, tol{zx > 0}) (z) dF(z)

9§11/ra)~la

which follows by an application of Lemma 2 with |a| = 2 since h,, < r,,. Next consider the

change of variable a = z/r,,. This gives us

__ T
| R} (why)] R (zhy)
. 9§11/ra)~ld )
= ¢ Aa) - r,dF(a +O<7—
Tn(Thn/T0) /[1,1+2:chn/rn} (@) (@) 1—-0
. 9§11/rnllal )

= Aa)dF(a) + O (7
Th [Ty /[1,1+2:chn/rn] (a) dF(a) 1—-0

=75 M1) + o(1) (7)

(I - Gp) " ol{z >0})(2)dF(z)

where the last equality follows from the Lebesgue Differentiation Theorem. The domain of
integration is a convex interval and trivially of bounded eccentricity.

Putting equations (6) and (7) together with equation (4) yields:

Ay = T 1) = A1) 4+ 0(1))

n

Finally, suppose z < 0. Note that analysis of the continuous part is identical. For the
discontinuous part, the first term is now zero. The second term is expanded around —r,,,
giving us

Ay = T (1) = A1) +o(1))

n
Next, consider B,. Using the second part of Lemma 2, and identical argument to the

one in equation (7) gives us that

1

TGl s, B G =200 30) = 1012 01 (1) (8)
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Consequently, if z > 0,

Case 3: r, = %chn

Under this asymptotic regime,

(R (eha)| Ry (wha)| min{l, ‘"‘"'} . (9)

| R (zhy,)] N | R (zhy,)| c

To see this, note that when |z|h, > 2r, = ch,, there is no overlap between R,(zh,) and

R,(0). When |z| < ¢, the area of
Ry (xhn) = Ry (whn) = (¢ = [a])hn

while R, (zh,) = 2r, = ch,, yielding the expression above.

Suppose again that z > 0. We consider the same decomposition as in equation (5).
Equation (6) continues to be valid since we did not make any assumption about h,,/r, in its
derivation.

Now, by a change of variable a = z/r,,, we have that

Td
| R} (xhy)| R (zhn)
4 2511/mn]—lal )

= T\Ji’(wﬂ o Ma) - r, dF(a) + O <71 —5

(I = Gp) ' ol{z >0}) (2) dF(z)

o511/7n]—lal
0 ) (10)

:’Td‘)\—i_(l')‘l‘O (ﬁ
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In first equality above, we applied Lemma 2 and the fact that
2 .
Rf(zh,) = [max {r,,zh, —r,},rn + xh,] =1, {max {1, < 1} 1+ —} =r,R"(x) .
c c
Since |z| < 1, the above bound is uniform in « once we let |a| =1+ 2.

R =mr, {—l,min{z—x — 1,1H
c

J
-~

=:R—(z)

By the same reasoning,

and

e /Rn(mhn) (I = Gp)" ol{z >0}) (2)dF(2)

9§1/rnl~lal )

=74 A () +0 (ﬁ

(11)

Putting equations (6), (10) and (11) together with equation (9) yields:

2]

A, — min {1, _} ae (W (@) = A (2) + 0(1)) |

C

A corresponding derivation for x < 0 yields

A, = min {1, %} a- (W (=) = A(=2) + (1)) .

Next consider B,,. By derivations that is similar to (10), we have that

1

9§1/rn]~al
\R7; (xhn)| J R (o,

| (1= Gu)™ o 1{w 2 0}) (2) dF(2) =4(0) - (A () — 1{w = 0}) + O (ﬁ

which implies that

B,, = min {1, %} +3(0) - (AF(2) = 1) = A () + o(1)) .
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when z > 0. When z < 0,

B, = min {1, %} +y(0) - (AT (=z) = (A (=z) = 1) + o(1)) .

Case 4: r,/h, — 0

Write
(why) = °(2) dF(2)
HE) = Rl oy
+ m . ((I —Gp) ol{y > O}) (2) dF(z)
1

+ = ln(2) dF(2)
| Ry (xhy)| Ry (zhy)
As before, the limit of the first term above is given by Equation (6).
Next, for the second term, we apply Lemma 7, with h,, in the lemma set to bandwidth.

Next, let K = |w,/r,| + 1. Then, uniformly for x € [—1, 1],

Td -1
—_— I —G,) ol{y>0})(2)dF(z
Baleh)] o (( )" o1{y = 0}) (2) dF(2)
K _
Td ke Csh,, oK )
= = Grol{y >0} | (2)dF(z +O< —— + =
i o (S0 e020) 1m0 (25 4475
Furthermore, for |z| > Kr,, we have that
(ég 01{y > 0}) (2) = 6(0)*1{z > 0} .
As such, for x € [w,, 1], we have that:
i K
d Ak
M G,ol{y >0} | (2)dF(z
Follin)] o) (Z t }> (&) d)
. ia(o)’c __ T o2 (12)
— ~1-4(0) 1-3)
k=0
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As such, the second term of yg(xhy,) is

Td -1
|Rn(xhn)| Ry (zhy) ((I - Gn) ° 1{y - O}) (Z) dF(Z)
Td <K
= 1= 60) + 0 (6") + O (hn)

Finally, for the third term in pg(xh,). Applying Lemma 7 again, we have that when
5(0) # 0, that for z € [—1,1],

1

| Ry (why,)| Ry (xhy)

1 1 -\ —1
= 5(0) [Ru(ahn)] Jr oy <(I - Ga) °<7<y>'<Gnol{y20}>>> (2)dF(2)

1 K ) 7
B WW R () (Z GI:L o (’Y(?J) . (Gn ol{y > O})>> (2)dF(z) +O (hn + 5K)

ln(2)dF(2)

K
_ 3
6(0) ‘Rn(fﬂhn)‘ Rn(xhn) (

Gk o (7(0) : (én o1{y > 0}))) (2) dF () + O (hy, + 6%)
k=0

where the last equality follows because for k < h,,/r,, G¥ evaluated on [—h,, h,] does not
depend on values of v(y) outside of [—2h,,, 2h,,|. The error from replacing v(y) with v(0) on
this latter interval is O(h,,) uniformly in = € [—1, 1]. By the same reasoning, so is the error

from replacing d(y) with 6(0). Now, suppose §(0) # 0. Then write

m - (f Gho (1(0)- (Guotfy > 0}))) (2) dF(2)

k=0
T Ru(@ha)] Sy an (; G,y > 0}) (z) dF(2)
1 ! SK+1
- (1 =080)  [Ra(ha)l Jr,on) 1{z > 0} dF(zi) +0 (354

=1
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where the second to last equality above follows from Equation (12). That is, when §(0) # 0,

1 . o) — ’Y(O) SK+1
Fonahn)] Sy " EE) = 15 O 0T

uniformly for x € [w,, 1]. When 6(0) = 0,

1 1
1 (2)dF(2) = —
| R (@hn)| SR, ) | R (@ha)| J R, ()

=7(0) + O (h, + %) .

y(z)ci(z/rn) dF(z)+ O (hn + SK)

again uniformly for = € [w,, 1].

Putting our bounds together, we therefore have that

m*(0) +~(0)

SWn [Tn
1-300) + O (hyy +0"/")

pa(zhy,) =

With Lemma 8, we then have that for = € [w,, 1],

7a +7(0)

311 gy O (bt 8)

pa(xhn) — pa(0) =

By a similar argument, when z € [—1, —w,)]

74 +7(0)

) O (I + 6"/

pa(zhn) — pa(0) = —

A.3 Proof of Theorem 1

We consider the regimes case-by-case. The proofs are similar across the cases except we use

a different approximation for p4(zh,) — pa(0) depending on the regimes.
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Case 1: r, > h,.

We first derive the bias for AT. A similar argument follows for B~. The two together yield

the bias for 7;. By Assumption 1 and the standard expansion:

i = m*(Z) + (Z)nal Z) +A(Z)wal %) +
= (0) + 8(0)11a(0) + A(0)0(0) + m? (0) - Zi+ Gm (0) - 22

+00) (1l Z0) ~ 1a(0)) + 8-(0) Zatal Z2) + L6.-(0) Z21a( 2)

F3(0) (2 Z0) = va(0)) +7-(0) Za( ) + 72-(0) Z2va( 2)

+¢&; + O(hi)

In matrix form,

. - N\ -1
E [ﬁ; | z] _ (szz> ZWM
where only observations with Z; > 0 enter the following matrices:

1z m*(Z1) + 6(Z1)pa(Z1) + v(Z1)va(Z1)

NN
|
<
Il

1 Zn+ m+(Zn+> + 5(Zn+):ud(Zn+) + ’}/(Zn+)Vd(Zn+)

W = diag (Kh(Zl) o 'Kh(Zn+)) :
As such, we can write

E [B; | z] = m™(0) + 6(0)124(0) + 7(0)va(0) + A, + B, + R
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where

1a(Z1) — pa(0)

ta(Zn,) — 11a(0)

Vd(Zl) — I/d(O)

Va(Zn,) — va(0)

It will become clear that R = O,(h2/r,,).
We first analyze A,. Note that the denominator is standard. From Wand and Jones

(1995),

R -1
<—ZTWZ> = [hnw,ﬂo,l — th%J + Op(hi)] (

h?ﬂll + op(h%) —hny1,1 + 0p(hn) 13)
ny

* Yo,1 + op(hd)

where have normalized f(0) to 1. For the numerator,

pa(Z1) — pa(0)

1w | ) ,LZ?HKh(z,-)(ud(z,-)—ud<o>>)
n, ' LS Ki(Z) 2 7)) — pa(0
)]\ SR EDZ (s Z) = )

We evaluate the expectation of each term with respect to Z. First,

EiZM@WWﬂWﬁ
= E[Kin(Z;) (1a(Z;i) — 11a(0))]

z

- [ % (h—) (=) — 1a(0)) dF(2)

1
= hn/ K(z) (pa(zhy) — 1a(0)) dF(z) by the change of variables: x = z/h,,
0

=2 (1) [ K@aFE) +o)) = (00 20a o) (14

T'n Tn
where the last equality above follows from Lemma 9, which also provides the exact form of
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['(r,). By a similar set of manipulations,

I i Z Ki(Z:) Zi (pa(Zi) — Md(O))]
— };—i <F(Tn)/0 xK(x)dF(z) + 0(1)) = i—il (D(ry) - y11 4 0(1)) . (15)

Combining equations (13), (14) and (15), we have that

ha
1

Finally, observe that im}, (0)Z? contributes to the standard O,(hZ2) bias term in RDD.
It is also straightforward to show that the residual corresponding to 6.(0)Z;uq(Z;) and
8.(0)Z21q(Z;) are h,, times smaller than the above display.

Next, consider B,,. The denominator is the same as for A, and it’s limit is given by

Equation (13). To analyze the numerator, first observe that

;

-3 HZ<-ry

va(Zi) —va(0) = ¢ Zo if —r, < Z; < Z,; (16)

2rn

\

As such, if h, < rp, v4(Z;) — v4(0) = Op(h,) conditional on Z; € [—hy,, hy]. It is therefore

immediate that analogs of Equations 14 and 15 hold for B,,. Therefore, we also have that

h2
n-0,(1)

It remains to note that the residual error from approximating v(Z;) at v(0) is O,(h2), as in

the case with §(-) above.
Conclude that
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A similar set of manipulations gives us that
By 5 m™(0) + 6(0)a(0) + 7(0)ra(0) .
The stated properties on Trpp follow immediately.

Case 2: r,/h, — 0

Again, start by considering A,. For Z; > 0,

- Z Kn(Z;) (na(Z;) — pa(0))

1
= hn/ K(z) (pa(zhy) — 1a(0)) dF(z) by the change of variables: x = z/h,,
0

= h, /1 K(x) (M + O(h, + 51””/’"")) dF(z) + O (wyhy)

2(1— 6(0))
74+ 6(0)v(0)
_ (W on + 0(1)) (17)

where the second equality follows from Lemma 9 and the fact that the integrand is bounded.

And similarly,

W%J + 0(1)) (18)

Combining equations (13), (17) and (18) gives us

Ta+6(0)7(0)

A =00 S50

+ Op(hn)

Next, consider B,,. From Equation 16, we have that |Z;| € [w,, 1], va(Z;) — v4(0) =

sgn(Z;)/2. On [—w,, w,], the term is bounded. As such, we can write:

vi(Z;) — va(0) = %Sgn(zi> + O(wy)
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uniformly over Z; € Z. By similar manipulations as for A,,, but using the approximation

above,
B, = @ + O,(hy)
As such,
B = (0)+ 80a(0) + 2 Oa(0) + 3(0) - I+ I 40,0
fiy = m7(0) + 80)a(0) + (0)0) = 80) - 570 = IV 40,k
So that
p. Td+ ’Y(O)

Case 3: r, = %chn

As before,

- ZKh — 11a(0))

= h, / K(x) (pa(xhy,) — pa(0)) dF(z) by the change of variables: x = z/h,

= hy, / K(x mln{ i |} (12 (A (@) = A7 (2) + A0) (A (z) = 1) = A7 (2)) + o(1)) dF ()

= hn (TdAO,l,l + ”Y(O)Ao,l,l + 0(1)> (19)

where the second equality above follows from Lemma 9. Similarly,

E % Z Kn(Z:)Zi (pa(Zi) — Md(o))]
= 12 (ralfas +7(O)AT, 4+ 0(1)) (20)
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Combining equations (13), (19) and (20) gives us

72,1%,1 — 7%,1
7(0)

2
Y2,170,1 — V1,1

A, . (72,1/\;{,1,1 - 71,1Af1,1)

: (72,1/13,1,1 - ’Yl,lj\fl,l) + Op(hn) -

Next, for B,,, write:

=h, | K(x)(va(xzh,) —v4(0))dF(z) by the change of variables: x = z/h,,

= h"/o K(x) (d(%) - 1) dF(x)
= (Fa_,Ll + 0(1)) (21)
Similarly,
B | D K207 (vl ) - Vd<0>>] = 12 (T +o(1)) (22)

By Equations (13), (21) and (22), we have that

+ +
. Yealo11 —7alTa

B, 5
Y2,17%0,1 — V11

+ Op(hy,) .

Noting that the usual bias term coming from m,, is smaller than the above, we therefore

have that:

~

By =m™(0) + 6(0)1a(0) + v(0)ra(0)

5(0)’7‘d
+ ————— - (V210G — AT
Y2,1%0,1 — 7%,1 ( oLt 1’1’1)
4(0)7(0) < <
T (72,1A+ - 71,1AJr )
Y2,170,1 — 7%,1 oLt bt
Y2uT011 — 1l
+~(0) - +Op(hy) .

2
Y2,1%0,1 — V11
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Similarly,

By = m™(0) + 6(0)4a(0) + ¥(0)ra(0)
5(0)’7‘d
Y2,1%0,1 — 7%,1

6(0)7(0) ( < -
O (AT, — A )
72,170,1—7%,1 Y21 R011 T L1

Y2101 —7al11

: (72,1A5,1,1 - 71,1/\1_,1,1)

+ (0 + O,(hy,
© Y2,1%0,1 — 7%,1 plin)
As such,
7A-RDD =Ty + Op(hn) s
where
(5(0)7}1 _ _
Tx —Td = : (V2,1 (A(J)r,l,l - Ao,l,l) — 71,1 (Af,l,l - Al,l,l))

V2,170,101 — ’Yil
5(0)(0) N L
OO (86 ) o (3 A5)

Y21Yo1 — 7%,1 0,1,1 0,1,1 1,1,1 1,1,1
7(0)

T
Y2,17%0,1 — V11

(721 (T80 = To01) =71 (T = Tiaa)) -

and A, A, T are as in Definition 12.

o4



A.4 Proof of Theorem 2

As before, first consider the case then Z; > 0 and write

=m"(0) + 0(0)1a(0) +~(0)ra(0) + (m(0) + 6:(0)1a(0) + 72(0)va(0))) - Z; + 1m;(o) 7

2
1
+0(0) (1a(Zi) — 1a(0)) +0-(0) Z; (pa(Z;) — 11a(0)) + §5zz(0)Zi2Md(Zi)
+7(0) (va(Zi) — va(0)) +7:(0) Z; (va(Zi) — va(0)) + %%Z(O)Zflfd(zi)
+ei+O(h3) .
The local linear estimator is
- 1 T A T
Bt = ( (") Wz+) ( z+) WY*
nyng nyhny
:B+— ( 1 (Z+)TWZ+)_1< 1 Z+)TW<<Z+—Z+)ﬁ++5)
7’L+hn n—l-h'n
where
U Zy jpa(Z1) — pa(0)  Zy (pa(Z1) — 2a(0))  va(Z1) —va(0)  Z1 (va(Z1) — v4(0))
zr_ | . . . .
1 Zn, pa(Zn,) = 0a(0)  Zn, (f1a(Zn,) — (a(0)) va(Zn,) —va(0)  Zn, (va(Zn,) — va(0))
U Zy pa(Z1) — pa(0)  Z1 (pa(Z1) — pa(0))  va(Z1) —va(0)  Z1 (va(Z1) — v4(0))
7+ | : . . . . .
1 Zn, pa(Zn,) — pa(0)  Zn, (pa(Zn,) — p1a(0))  va(Zn,) —va(0)  Zn, (va(Zn,) — va(0))
and

The structure of the proof proceeds as follows. We will first show that the ji4(Z;)’s are

uniformly close to p4(Z;) in an appropriate sense. We then use this fact to show that the
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“denominator” and the “numerator” converge:

(mlhn (z+)TWZ+) B (mlhn Z*)TW ((Z+ - Z*) Bt + 5)1 ~ 0, (Wi—hn)

(. J/ (.
-~ -~

denominator numerator

Step 1: [i,,(Z;) is close to p4(Z;)

We will show that the “structural part” of i (Z;) — u;(Z;), to be defined below — is close
to wa(Z;). This part proceeds via an e-net argument.
Let w,, be such that h, > w, > n~' for some € > 0. For a given k, define the interval

Ry, = [kw,, (k + 1)w,] and consider
ng ::Zl{Zj ERk} .
=1

Since Z is uniformly distributed on [—1, 1], E[ng] = nw,, (where we have normalized f(0) to

1). By Chernoft’s Inequality (Exercise 2.3.5 in Vershynin 2018),

nwy,
2

m;") >1—2exp (—

CoNWy, )

P(‘”’“ - 4

<

where ¢y is a constant that does not depend on n. Now, let I'y be the event that }nk — %} <
nge for all k € Z such that |k| < Z—; In words, I'y is the event that on [—h,, hy], every
sub-interval of the form [kw,, (k + 1)w,) has number of observations close to n,. By the

union bound,

2h, n
P(Ty) > 1——exp(—cnw ) —1.
W, 4

where the limit obtains because nh,, is of polynomial order with respect to nw,,.

Next, define

n

fiw (k) = nikz (m(Z;) +0(Z;)pa(Z;) +v(Z5)va(Z;)) 1{Z; € Ry}

(k) = E[m(Z;) + 6(Z;)pa(Z;) +v(Zj)va(Z;) | Z; € Ry -

On the interval Ry, the value of (m(2) 4+ §(2)ua(z) + v(2)va(2)) cannot vary by more than
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ciw, for some ¢; that is independent of n. This is because each component is bounded and

Lipschitz. By Hoeffding’s Inequality (Theorem 2.2.6 in Vershynin 2018):

X t*n? t*n
P(|Mw(k)_/~j“w(k)| St) 21_29Xp - 2.9 21_26Xp 5.2 on FO
Now, let t, = hi!* and set t = 1/4/nt, above. Then the RHS in the above display goes to 0.
As before, let I'; be the event that |fi, (k) — pw (k)] < \/%L for all k € Z such that |k| < Z—Z
Then,

2 1 2
P(Fl)Zl—ﬂexp <— )— hnexp (—Cniun)—)l.

W, 2C%tnwn W,

Next, we approximate [i} (Z;) using fi,,(k). The argument for i (Z;) is similar. Write

. 1 1
i (Z) = —=——— Y m(Z) +6(Z)ua(Z;) + V(Zi)valZj) + ———— D & -
|RH(Z:)| % |RH(Z:)| %
]ER+(Zi) j€R+(Zi)
=1/1£(Zi) ::;1:*,(22-)

(24)
We will also use the notation that fi,(Z;) = wt(Z;) i (Z;) +w=(Z;) i, (Z;) for a € {d, m,e}.
Let i}, .,(Z;) be the approximation of fi;},(Z;) by fi.,(k) as follows. Write

R*(Z;) = [max{Z; — r,,0}, Z; + 1] = [kjw,, + e, kyw, + e,]

for k;,k, € Z,0 < e, <w, and —w, < ¢ < 0. Then our approximation is

ku
[RHZ)| - iy (Zi) = (b + 1) i (k= 1)+ D i (k) -

k=K,
Here, n; and n, are the number of observations in [k; + e, k;) and [k, k, + e, respectively.
In other words, we approximate observations in [k; + e, k;) and [k, k, + €,,] using the [, (k)
of the Ry that contains them. The other parts of [} (Z;) unchanged. Because we always
approximate an end segment with the mean of the Ry on the same side of the boundary, the
approximation error must be smaller than c¢yw,, per observation. As such, if Z; +r, > K,w,,

then

QClnwa DC1 Wy,

Re(z,)| ~ 2K,

| 0 (Zi) = 4 (Z3)| < | on Iy
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On the other hand, if 0 < Z; +r, < K,w,,

[t (Zi) = it (Z:)] < wpoon Ty

Next, write:
|t o (Z0) = 1 (Z3)] < Ay + Ay
where
3120 = B |m(2) + 52 25) + 2 L) 25 € RH(Z)]
and
1 b
Ay = P (numw(ku +1) = pw(ku + 1) + | froo (bt = 1) = pr (ke = 1) + Z M| fu (k) — Nw(ku”)
|R*(Z;)] P
1 ul
A2 = ? (nuﬂw(ku + 1) + nlﬂw(kl - 1) + Z nkﬂw(k>> - N;;(Zz)
| R (Z;)] P
On Fl,
1 1
A <
b= nt,, < nh,

On the other hand, it is bounded even off I';. As such, A; = o, (1 / \/nhn) uniformly across

Z; € [—hp, hy].
Meanwhile,
all ngk w
SalP> <|R+<Zi>| ) |R+<Zi>|> to )
| el + 1) = (B W) 4 B2 Z) + 12 2)| 23 € = e Zo )
+ |R+T?Zi)|,uw(kl — 1) — m_i_e#l)lﬂi {m(ZJ) + 5(Zj),ud(Zj) + "Y(Zj)l/d(Zj) Zj S [Zl — Tn, Zl' —Tn — el]]

Now, let K = k,—k;+1 be the total number of w,, intervals in ]A%JF(ZZ-) and let n® = Zz“:kl N
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Then,

N, wy nf (nk 1 )
‘ﬁ{+(Zz>| |R*(Z;)] ot n,+nE \nK K

n n 1 W,
n+n, +nf \K Kw,—e +e,
nk wy,
T —— -
ny + ny, + nf |R*(Z;)]
where we used the fact that |RT(Z;)| = Kw, — ¢; + e, and |f2(Z,)| =n;+n, +ng. On Iy,

N 4
Ny < N1 < 20w, 1y <Ny < 2005, - < I

Furthermore, pu,(k) < M. As such, if Z; + r, > K,w,, we have that uniformly,

n¥ 1 Wy, n nk 1 Wy, _0 1
n4n, +nk \ K Kuw, —e + e, ng 4 ny + nk |RH(Z)]  ~\KZ) "~

n

Now,

i=1

where S; are i.i.d. drawn from the uniform distribution on {,(k), ..., ttw(ky) }. By Hoeffd-

ing’s Inequality, we then have that

K
1 <« 1 2nk co K pwy,
P n—KE S; — E[Si]| < 21—2€Xp<27)21—2€xp(2 )onFo
i=1

nt, cirint, h2t,

where ¢, = h,l/ % as before. Let 'y C T’y be the event that the above inequality holds for all

Z; € [—hp, hy]. Because of the discretization into wy,,

ha,
P(Fg)zl—@,-—-exp

n

(25e) B ) (25)
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By the same reasoning as above, we also have that if Z; > K, w,, then

mﬂw(’fu +1) - mﬂf [m(Zj) +0(Zj)ua(Z;) +v(Zj)va(Z;) | Zj € [Zi + 1y — €u, Zi + Tn]] =
= 1) = B [(2) +8(2)a(2) + A2 2)| 25 € 12— s Zi = el | = 0 (75
|R*(Z;)] |RT(Z:)]

On the other hand, if Z; + r, € [0, K,w,], we simply bound A, by K,w,
Putting the bounds together, we have that if Z; + r, ¢ [0, K,w,], then on Ty,

Sciwy, 2 Cy

7Nt (7)) — T (7 <
WH(Z) | (Zi) — peg (Z)| < oK, | Vi, | K2

On the other hand, if Z; € [0, K,w,], then again on Iy,

K 1

2r, /nt,

For simplicity, suppose h,, = n~ Y4+ for some 0 < o < é Let w, = n~ ' where 0 < g,, < 5
and K,, = n'/4=F e where 0 < g, < & Then K,, — 00, w, — 0, w, > 1/n and K,w, < hy,.

(Recall t,, = V/h,,.) It is straightforward to verify that P(I'y) — 1 and on I'y,

W*(Zy)

fin(Zi) = 15 (Z3)| < eshy
where ¢ is independent of Z;. By a similar argument for the ., (Z;), we have that

fim(Zs) = w(Zs) 1, (Z:) + w™ (Zi) i (Zi)

=wH(Z) i (Z) + w™ (Z)pug (Zi) + 0, (h2) = pa(Z;) + 0p(h2)

(26)

Step 2: Denominator Converges

We next show that
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before evaluating the probability limit of D. The symmetric matrix D has entries:

" Dis = o D Knl(Z0) (va(Z:) = val0)
Dy = n: ZKh(Zz) inil
" Das = —— > (202 (va(Z) ~ val0))
! iK (Z))Z =
12 — n hn : h\ 4 )49 ng
+1 1,: 35 = n+1hn > Kn(Zi) (va(Zi) — va(0)) (f1a(Z:) — 1a(0))
Do = e Y K202 o
. 1,: 5= > Kn(Zi)Zi (va(Zi) = va(0)) (fia(Zi) — 1a(0))
Diy = = > Kn(Z) (7l ) = fa(0) L om
s Dy = — > " Ku(Zi) (va(Z:) — va(0))
5 = = 30 K20, il Z0) = a(0) e
o Do = —— 3 Kn(Z) 7 (valZ) ~ va0))
0 = = 3 K20 (ua(Z0) = ()" o
e Dag = —— > Kn(Z)22 (val 2) — va(0)
1 < nihy, im1
1= Y Kn(Z)Zi (pa(Z:) = a0)) L
. 1:: = > Kn(Z:)Zi (va(Zi) — va(0)) (fta(Zi) — f1a(0))
Dot = —— Y Kul(Z)Z2 (pa(Z:) — u(0)) -
n hn - n4
I 0= i 3 Kn(2)22 0l 20) = val0) (1) = a(0)
Das = —= 3 Kn(Z)Z (jul ) = jul0)’ -
- Dso = —— 3" Kn(Z)2: (val ) — va(0))
= e K202 (14(20)  7ul0) i
= Dis = = > Knl(Z) 2 (valZ) = val0))

Observe that D and D agree on all entries except in the third and fourth columns due to the
estimation of ug(Z;) with fi4(Z;). As such, we only have to bound the differences in these
columns.

Start with Dy3. By Equation (26), write:

e > En(Z) (a(Z:) — pa(0) = " Z Kn(Z:) (1e(Z) = f1:(0)) + 0, (h3)
Let
[ie(Z;) = 2737, Z €j
" jeRr(z:)
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Let I's be the event on which ‘nk —

nwn
2

< "w" > for all |k| < hy,/w,. Then, by Chernoft’s

Inequality,

P(I'3)>1-— 2hn exp (—coy/nwy,)
w

n

Observe that if Z; +r, ¢ [0, K,w,], we have on I's that

wt(Z;) 1 Kuw,+e,+e¢ n Knw,,

1 1 1 1
“an (110 (i) = (e ()

where the implicit constants above are uniform. On the other hand, if Z; 4+ r, € [0, K, w,],

define

1 )
Az = n+h K, (Z)wH(Z)p (Z)1{Z; € [—rp, =10 + Kpw,]}
niy n4
1
— K Z'Aiﬁ-]_ Z,-G —’l“n,—’f’n—i—ann 1 ZZ_Z Srn
nh "2; a )|R+(ZZ-)| Azl a8t il <}

Clearly, E[A3] = 0. Furthermore,

nyg N4 N4
E[A;|2] = —5 ZZZKh Zi)Kn (Z;) w*(Z))Elex | Z]
n i=1 j=1 k=1
U Z; € [=rp, —rn + Kow, | YU{|Z; — Zi| < 1 }1{Z; € [—rp, —rn + Kow,|}1{|Z; — Zi| < 1}
nyg Ny ng

<o WZZZHZG s =T+ Ko w0 Y1{Z; € [, =1 + K]}

i=1 j=1 k=1

{7 € [-2r,, K,w,|}

By the standard change-of-variables argument,

ny N4 N4

ey Z SN UZi€ [ —ra + KpwaYL{Z; € |1y~ + Ky}

"zl]lkl

‘1{Zy, € [-2r,, Kyw, ]} = O, (Kpwiry,)
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As such, by our choice of h,,w, and K,,

1
E[Ag] =0, (Kﬁwinhi) =0, <nh )

In other words, we can replace Az with

1 < i
nihy, Zl Kn (Z) w™(Z)pl (Z)H{ Zi € [=1n, =10 + Knw,}

and the approximation error incurred will be o, ( \/iT)

Conclude that

1 & 1 — 1
Ki(Z) i (Z;) = Ky (Z)p(Z) + o, | ——= ) + 0, (R2) .
T 2 K ) = S K ()2 o (e ) o )

By a similar argument for i_(Z;), we then have that

Y K ()i = e S K (252 + o (e ) 0, (1)
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Now write, we have that

1 &
A4 = nih Kh (Zz> ,as(Zz)
+1tn -1
1 & 1
n+hn; n( )2717“”;6] {17Z; | <7}
1
= Kn(Z;)1 Zi — Zi| <y
nyhy, 2n7’nzgjZ n(Z:)1H] <k

j=1 i=1

Now, E[A4|Z] = 0. Furthermore,

ny N4
E[A}|Z) = (mh W) ZE@HZ Y Kz 1{|Zk — Zi| < r} 1{|Zk — Zj| < 7}

i=1 j5=1

nyg Ny ng
< (i m) Y S K Z) KA Z) (| Zi] < i+ )

i=1 j=1 k=1
1
:Op(m)

where the final equality follows from the usual change-of-variables argument.

Putting the above bounds together, we have that

Dyy — nfh Ky (2:) (7l Z:) — f1a(0))
- S K () (ul2) — a0+ 0, ()
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Arguing similarly, it is straightforward to see that

Dyg = Dy + O, (
Dy = Das + O,
Dy =Dy + O,
Doy = Doy + O,
]534 =Ds3 + 0,
Dy =Dy +0,
Dj; = Dy; + O,
Dys = Dys + O,
Dys = Dy + O,

f)46 =Dy + 0O, (

)

%‘gﬂ
>
3

3
>| =
3
~~

>
3

>
SN

S
>
3

S
:D‘
~— —

>
S

>
S

3
-

S
=
3

>
3

AAAA{\AAA
s
N— —

S
=
3

S
S
A A

S
N———

By application of Lemma 9, we also have that to a first order,

¢(0,0,0,1)
*
*
*

*

*

hn®(1,0,0,1)
h2¢(2,0,0,1)
*
*
*

*

¢(0,1,0,1)  h,¢(1,1,0,1)

haé(1,1,0,1) h2¢(2,1,0 1)

$(0,2,0,1)  h,6(1,2,0,1)
% h26(2,2,0,1)
* *

»(0,0,1,1)
hn¢(1,0,1,1)
»(0,1,1,1)
hno(1,1,1,1)
»(0,0,2,1)

*

h2
h2
h2

20(1,0,1,1
26(2,0,1, 1
hat(1,1,1,1
26(2,1,1,1
hd(1,0,2,1
26(2,0,2,

where each term in R is strictly of a smaller order than their counterparts in the matrix
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above. Now, using similar analysis as above, it is straightforward to show that

L 7+ TW Zt—ZT) gt 4+ E) = Op("h”>
<n+hn ) (( )5+ +¢) ;)(hn)

Analogously for 4~. Conclude that 3+ — 8T = 0, ( L )
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