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Abstract

Differences-in-differences (DiD) is a causal inference method for observational longi-

tudinal data that assumes parallel expected outcome trajectories between treatment groups

under the (possible) counterfactual of receiving a specific treatment. In this paper DiD is

extended to allow for (i) network dependency where outcomes, treatments, and covariates

may exhibit between-unit latent correlation, and (ii) interference, where treatments can af-

fect outcomes in neighboring units. In this setting, the causal estimand of interest is the

average exposure effect among units with a specific exposure level, where the exposure is a

function of treatments from potentially many units. Under a conditional parallel trends as-

sumption and suitable network dependency conditions, a doubly robust estimator allowing

for data-adaptive nuisance function estimation is proposed and shown to be consistent and

asymptotically normal with variance reaching the semiparametric efficiency bound. The

proposed methods are evaluated in simulations and applied to study the effects of adopt-

ing emission control technologies in coal power plants on county-level mortality due to

cardiovascular disease.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Differences-in-differences (DiD) is a popular causal inference method to estimate causal effects

in observational studies that relies on a parallel trends assumption. Under the canonical set-up

with a treatment indicator and pre- and post-treatment time periods, the parallel trends assump-

tion stipulates that the average outcome in the treated and untreated groups would have changed

by the same amount post-treatment, under the scenario where neither group received the treat-

ment [1]. DiD allows for the identification and estimation of causal effects in the absence of

treatment randomization and has been used to estimate the effects of various treatments, expo-

sures, and policies such as contaminated water on cholera incidence [2], minimum wage laws

on unemployment [3], employment protection on productivity [4], and Medicare on mortality

and medical spending [5], among many other applications across fields.

Challenges to estimation and inference may occur when data are dependent. For instance,

when evaluating place-based policy interventions, there may be interference where a policy

enacted in one unit (e.g., a county or state) may have effects in neighboring units. The type

of interference varies by study and includes clustered interference where dependency between

treatments and potential outcomes may occur within clusters but not between clusters, and

network interference where possible dependency is described by network ties. Additionally,

outcomes of units that are close in geographic space or within a network may exhibit latent

variable dependence where outcomes in one unit are correlated with outcomes from neighbor-

ing units through shared unobserved variables. For example, health outcomes (e.g., all-cause

mortality) measured at the county level may be correlated across counties due to unobserved

environmental pollutants that affect neighboring counties similarly. Latent variable dependence

may also be present for covariates and treatments. In studies of social networks, correlation be-

tween person-level data is often exhibited through homophily, where peers connected in a social

network tend to share similar characteristics. Certain data settings may exhibit interference, la-

tent variable dependence, both, or neither. For a more extensive discussion of correlation and

interference from a spatial perspective, see Papadogeorgou and Samanta [6]. Most causal infer-
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ence methods assume independent and identically distributed (iid) data, implying that neither

interference nor latent variable dependence occur.

In addition to non-iid data, in some settings another challenge is posed where outcomes

and treatments are measured on different units. The bipartite interference setting considers out-

comes and treatments measured on different types of units and where multiple treatment units

may affect the potential outcomes of each outcome unit [7]. Bipartite interference is particu-

larly relevant in environmental health since outcome data is often defined on the person-level

(or some aggregate, such as the census tract or county level) while interventions are performed

on the environment; for example, regulations on air or water quality. Outside of environmen-

tal health, the bipartite structure may be present when the intervention target is a spatial unit.

Causal estimands of interest under bipartite interference may differ from estimands in the stan-

dard interference setting since under the bipartite setting, there may not be a single treatment

unit tied to a particular outcome unit, complicating the definitions of the commonly studied

direct and spillover effects.

In the motivating data application for this paper, the treatment is the implementation of flue-

gas desulfurization scrubbers in coal power plants. Coal power plants emit sulfur dioxide (SO2)

which interacts with the atmosphere and breaks down to particular matter less than 2.5 microns

in diameter (PM2.5). Recent studies have provided evidence that exposure to PM2.5 may cause

increased risk of some cardiovascular diseases (CVDs) (see, e.g., Wu et al. [8]). Scrubbers are

an emission control technology that help limit the amount of SO2 emitted. Bipartite interference

may be present since intervention and outcome units differ and atmospheric conditions (e.g.,

weather patterns) can move emissions across counties such that the CVD mortality rate for

a particular county may depend on scrubber installation in a distant power plant located in a

different county.

In this paper, the doubly robust DiD estimator proposed by Sant’Anna and Zhao [9] for

iid data is adapted to the network dependent data setting with (bipartite) interference. Suffi-

cient conditions for consistency and asymptotic normality of the estimator are shown. Data

dependency is modeled by networks, and inference relies on asymptotics that allow for certain

types of network dependencies. The proposed methods are utilized to study the effects of an
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air pollution control technology on county-level mortality rate due to CVDs. Although the

data application exhibits the bipartite structure, all statistical results in this study include the

non-bipartite setting as a special case.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Related work is reviewed in Section

1.2. Section 2 introduces notation, defines the causal estimand of interest, provides assumptions

sufficient to identify the causal estimand, proposes estimators, and derives the large sample

properties of the proposed estimators. Section 3 evaluates properties of the proposed estimators

under simulated finite samples. Section 4 applies the proposed methods to the motivating data

application. Finally, Section 5 concludes and discusses future work.

1.2 Related work

This study builds on recent methodological work studying DiD, interference, and dependent

data limit theorems. At the intersection of DiD and interference, several studies assumed two-

way fixed effects (TWFE) models where the outcome is assumed have a known structural

relationship with treatments after adjusting for individual and time fixed effects [10, 11, 12].

Hettinger et al. [13] and Lee et al. [14] considered an exposure mapping specific for their moti-

vating data application that reduced potential outcomes to the canonical DiD setting, motivating

outcome regression (OR), inverse probability weighted (IPW), and doubly robust (DR) estima-

tors. Shahn et al. [15] derived structural nested mean models under parallel trends allowing for

clustered or network interference. Xu [16] considered DiD from a finite-population perspec-

tive and assumed an exposure mapping with approximate neighborhood interference, where

interference is assumed to be limited and decaying outside of neighborhoods. Xu proposed a

generalized method of moments estimator and derived sufficient conditions for the estimator to

reach the semiparametric efficiency bound under parametric estimation of nuisance functions.

In the iid setting, Sant’Anna and Zhao [9] proposed a semiparametric doubly robust estima-

tor of the average treatment effect on the treated under a conditional parallel trends assumption.

The proposed estimator was shown to be semiparametric efficient, consistent, and asymptoti-

cally normal under parametric estimation of nuisance functions.

Kojevnikov et al. [17] proposed a law of large numbers and a central limit theorem for
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dependent data under suitable network dependency conditions. Leung [18] employed the limit

theorems of Kojevnikov et al. to show consistency and asymptotic normality of an inverse-

probability weighted estimator of causal effects where interference may be present.

In contrast to previous work involving DiD under interference, this paper considers the con-

ditional parallel trends assumption, simultaneously accommodates network interference and

latent variable dependency, and proposes a nonparametric doubly robust estimator that allows

for data-adaptive estimation of nuisance functions and is CAN under suitable conditions. The

proposed methods also allow for bipartite interference.

Conditional parallel trends and an exposure mapping from all intervention unit treatments

to a discrete scalar are assumed. Potential outcomes are allowed to depend on their exposure

history, and the proposed estimand includes as a special case other recently proposed estimands

for the staggered treatment adoption setting, e.g., Callaway and Sant’Anna [19]. These methods

are applied to estimate the effect of installing scrubbers in coal power plants on county-level

mortality due to cardiovascular diseases.

2 Methods

2.1 Notation and potential outcomes

Considering the setting where there may be bipartite interference, let i = 1, . . . , n index the

outcome units and j = 1, . . . ,m index the intervention (treatment) units. In the data application

below, i indexes counties and j indexes power plants. The non-bipartite setting is a special case

where i = j and n = m. Time periods are indexed t = 0, . . . , T where t = 0 is a pre-

treatment period for all units. At time t, intervention unit j receives treatment Zjt which may

be multi-valued or continuous. Let zjt denote realizations of Zjt and zjt ∈ Z ⊆ R. Throughout

this paper, the notation is adopted that for an arbitrary time-varying variable Qit, boldface

denotes the vector across (either outcome or intervention) units, e.g., Qt = (Q1t, . . . , Qnt)
T

and overbars denote histories, e.g., Q̄t = (Q1, . . . ,Qt)n×t and Q̄s:t = (Qs, . . . ,Qt)n×(t−s+1).

The potential outcomes for the outcome units are defined on the entire treatment history for

the study period and are denoted by Yit(z̄T ) where z̄T is the m × (T + 1) matrix of treatment
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histories for all m intervention units up to time T . Note that since t = 0 is the pre-treatment

period for all units, Z0 = 0. To relate potential outcomes to observed outcomes, the following

form of causal consistency is assumed.

Assumption 1 (Causal consistency). If Z̄T = z̄T , then Yit = Yit(z̄T ).

The proposed methods rely on an assumption about the interference structure between out-

come and treatment units. Let Wt be the n ×m matrix of interference weights with elements

wijt ∈ [0, 1] that describe the amount of potential interference of the jth intervention unit to

the ith outcome unit at time t. In the case when wijt ∈ {0, 1}, possible interference is denoted

by wijt = 1 while wijt = 0 implies no interference. However, in certain studies, there may be

prior knowledge that some intervention units are more influential than others with respect to a

particular unit’s potential outcome. For example, in the motivating air pollution study, treat-

ments at power plants in closer proximity to a particular county are reasonably assumed to be

more influential to that county’s CVD mortality rate compared to further away power plants.

In these settings, specifying wijt ∈ [0, 1] allows higher values of wijt to reflect greater relative

influence where wijt = 0 still denotes no interference.

The interference set for outcome unit i at time t is defined as Iit = {j : wijt ̸= 0},

i.e., the collection of intervention units that have non-zero interference weights with outcome

unit i. Define an exposure mapping to be a surjective function from the vector of treat-

ments for all intervention units at time t and the vector of interference weights for unit j to

a bounded real scalar, i.e., g(Zt;wit) : Zm × [0, 1]m → G where G is a discrete set and

wit = (wi1t, . . . , wijt, . . . , wimt). Many common exposure mappings can be expressed as func-

tions of an interference matrix; for example, the (weighted) proportion of neighbors that were

treated corresponds to g(Zt;wit) =
∑

j∈Iit wijtZjt

/∑
j∈Iit wijt. Ideally, specification of the

exposure mapping function and interference matrix would be derived from domain-specific

knowledge. For instance, in the data example, air pollution from power plants can affect

county-level health if weather patterns move the pollution from a specific power plant to a

county. Thus, an atmospheric transport model was used to specify Wt; see Section 4 for more

details. For convenience, let Git := g(Zt;wit) denote the random exposure for outcome unit i

at time t. Also, with a slight abuse of notation, let ḡ(z̄t; w̄it) = (g(z1;wit), . . . , g(zt;wit))
T.
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Further, let the random exposure histories be denoted Ḡt and realizations be denoted ḡt.

Assumption 2 (Interference through exposure mapping). For any Z̄T = z̄T , Z̄T = z̄′T such that

ḡ(z̄T ; w̄iT ) = ḡ(z̄′T ; w̄iT ), the following equality holds for all i = 1, . . . , n and t = 0, . . . , T :

Yit(z̄T ) = Yit(z̄
′
T ).

Assumption 2 stipulates that potential outcomes are based on the amount of exposure as

defined by the exposure mapping and therefore can be expressed in terms of the exposure

histories Yit(ḡT ). This notation is adopted for the remainder of the paper unless otherwise

stated. The distribution of the potential outcomes Yit(ḡT ) depends implicitly on the interference

matrix Wt, which further implies dependency on n and m. Further note that Yit(ḡT ) is defined

only when each element of ḡT is in the set G.

Each outcome and intervention unit has associated p × 1 and q × 1 pre-treatment covari-

ates Xout
i , i = 1, . . . , n and X int

j , j = 1, . . . ,m, respectively. Let the collection of baseline

outcome and intervention unit covariates associated with outcome unit i be denoted Xi =

(Xout
i , s({X int

j }j∈Ii0)) where s(·) is a user-specified function that maps intervention unit co-

variates to a potentially low dimensional space that does not depend on i. When there are many

intervention units in the interference set of each outcome unit at time 0, the dimensionality of

{X int
j }j∈Ii0 may potentially be very large. In these high dimensional settings, the function s(·)

may be useful to reduce dimensionality. For instance, one may consider a weighted average of

intervention unit covariates with weights according to the interference matrix.

For each outcome unit, the random data vector Oi = (ȲiT , ḠiT , {Z̄jT}j∈Ii , Xi) is observed

where Ii = ∪Tt=1Iit. Henceforth, the i subscript will be suppressed unless needed for clarity.

The dependency between data will be modeled using networks to allow for asymptotic infer-

ence; these network models will be described in detail in Section 2.4. Throughout this paper, all

estimands and estimators implicitly condition on the sample sizes n, m, and the network, i.e.,

randomness from the network generating process is not considered. The motivating example

presented in Section 4 uses data from the network of power plants and counties in the United

States, which is the population of interest. In settings such as the study of social networks

where the network is a sample from a larger network, additional assumptions may be needed

for inference about the target population; see Ogburn et al. [20] for discussion.
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2.2 Causal estimand

The causal estimand of interest is an analogue to the average treatment effect on the treated for

this setting with an exposure mapping and time-varying treatments. In particular, define the

average exposure effect on the exposed (AEE) to be:

τ := AEEt,δ(ḡt, ḡ
′
t) = E

[
Yit(ḡt)− Yit(ḡ′t)|Ḡit = ḡt

]
,

where ḡt = (ḡt−δ, ḡ(t−δ+1):t), ḡ′t = (ḡt−δ, ḡ
′
(t−δ+1):t), and 1 ≤ δ ≤ t for ḡ(t−δ+1):t ̸= ḡ′(t−δ+1):t.

In words, τ is the average effect at time t of an exposure history ḡt relative to another exposure

ḡ′t among those receiving exposure ḡt. The estimand τ is essentially a “blip” function among

the group with exposure ḡt, so-named since it compares potential outcomes under the same

exposure history up to time t − δ but differing thereafter. If δ is set to 1, the estimand isolates

the effect of a change in exposure in the time period t. AEEt,δ(ḡt, ḡ
′
t) reduces to the classic

average treatment effect on the treated when there is no interference, two time periods, two

treatments z ∈ {0, 1}, and ḡt = (0, 1) and ḡ′t = (0, 0). Estimand 2.2 also reduces to the group-

time average treatment effect parameter introduced in Callaway and Sant’Anna [19] when there

are two treatments and ḡ′t = (0, . . . , 0) and ḡt = (0, . . . , 0, 1, . . . , 1) where the timing of the

change from 0 to 1 in ḡt is specified.

2.3 Identification and estimation

In this section, the AEE is shown to be identifiable under Assumptions 1-2 and the following

three assumptions of no anticipation, positivity, and conditional parallel trends. No anticipation

in Assumption 3 states that potential outcomes at time s do not depend on treatments at times

t > s. In other words, potential outcomes do not vary based on treatments occurring in the

future. Accordingly, potential outcomes at time t can be written as depending on treatment

history up to time t only, i.e., Yit(z̄t) or Yit(ḡt) under Assumption 2.

Assumption 3 (No anticipation). Let z̄T = (z̄t, z̄(t+1):T ), then Yit(z̄T ) = Yit(z̄t, z̄
′
(t+1):T ) for

any z̄′(t+1):T .

Under Assumption 4, the two exposure histories being compared in the causal estimand
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must have a positive probability of occurring. Note that a similar positivity assumption on the

intervention unit treatments Z is not needed.

Assumption 4 (Positivity of exposure history). There exists ϵ > 0 such that

P(Ḡt = ḡt|X) > ϵ and P(Ḡt = ḡ′t|X) > ϵ,

P(Ḡt = ḡt) > ϵ and P(Ḡt = ḡ′t) > ϵ.

The conditional parallel trends assumption in Assumption 5 states that the path of poten-

tial outcomes under the reference exposure ḡ′t is the same, in expectation, for the group with

treatment history ḡt and the group with exposure history ḡ′t, conditional on covariates. Recall

that the two comparison exposure groups have the same treatment history up to time t − δ but

differ from time t− δ+1 to t if ḡ(t−δ+1):t ̸= ḡ′(t−δ+1):t. Thus, covariates that satisfy conditional

parallel trends are those that affect both the potential outcome trajectory under ḡ′t and exposure

sequences. For instance, in the power plant example, for a particular county, median income

may affect both mortality trends and the probability that a power plant in that county installs a

scrubber.

Assumption 5 (Conditional parallel trends). For all i = 1, . . . , n,

E[Yt(ḡ
′
t)− Yt−δ(ḡ

′
t)|X, Ḡt = ḡ′t] = E[Yt(ḡ

′
t)− Yt−δ(ḡ

′
t)|X, Ḡt = ḡt].

Note that if there are two time periods t ∈ {0, 1}, and the exposures are g′1 = 0, g1 = 1, and

G1 = {0, 1}, then this assumption reduces to the classic conditional parallel trends assumption

as in Abadie [21]. In practice, one may choose to restrict this assumption for a specific g′ such

as g′ = 0 or g′ = ming{g : g ∈ G}. When g′ = 0, the parallel trends assumption would be the

same as that made in Callaway and Sant’Anna [19].

In DiD studies, usually the conditional parallel trends assumption is only made with respect

to the reference treatment (exposure) group Ḡ = ḡ′t, which identifies the ATT (AEE). However,

if the conditional parallel trends assumption can also be made with respect to Ḡ = ḡt, i.e.,

E[Yt(ḡt) − Yt−δ(ḡt)|X, Ḡt = ḡt] = E[Yt(ḡt) − Yt−δ(ḡt)|X, Ḡt = ḡt], then the unconditional
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treatment (exposure) effect E [Yit(ḡt)− Yit(ḡ′t)] would also be identified.

The causal estimand AEEt,δ(ḡ, ḡ
′) is identifiable under the above assumptions. Let µḡt(x) :=

E[Yt|X = x, Ḡt = ḡt] be the true outcome regression and µḡt,δ(x) := µḡt(x) − µḡt−δ
(x) be

the true outcome regression trend. The true exposure propensity score is denoted π(x; ḡt) :=

P(Ḡt = ḡt|X = x). Then, the AEE is identifiable by Proposition 1 under Assumptions 1-5.

Note that in the absence of (bipartite) interference, the statistical estimand, τDR, in Proposition

1 is equivalent to the estimand derived in Sant’Anna and Zhao [9].

Proposition 1. Under Assumptions 1-5, the following equality holds,

τDR := E[(h1(Ḡt)− h0(Ḡt, X; π))(∆Y − µḡ′t,δ
(X))]

= AEEt,δ(ḡ, ḡ
′),

where h1(Ḡt) = 1(Ḡt=ḡt)

P(Ḡt=ḡt)
, h0(Ḡt, X; π) =

(
1(Ḡt=ḡ′t)π(X;ḡt)

π(X;ḡ′t)

)/
E[

1(Ḡt=ḡ′t)π(X;ḡt)

π(X;ḡ′t)
] and ∆Y =

Yt − Yt−δ.

The plug-in DR estimator can then be constructed:

τ̂DR := En[(ĥ1(Ḡt)− ĥ0(Ḡt, X; π̂))(∆Y − µ̂ḡ′t,δ
(X)], (1)

where En denotes the empirical average, ĥ1(Ḡ) =
1(Ḡt=ḡt)

En[1(Ḡt=ḡt)]
, ĥ0(Ḡt, X; π̂)) =(

1(Ḡt=ḡ′t)π̂(X;ḡt)

π̂(X;ḡ′t)

)/
En[

1(Ḡt=ḡ′t)π̂(X;ḡt)

π̂(X;ḡ′t)
] , and for generic parameter q, q̂ denotes an estimator of

q.

The exposure propensity score π(X; ḡt) = P(Ḡt = ḡt|X) may be modeled directly. Al-

ternatively, the treatment propensity score P(Z̄t = z̄t|Xint) (for notational convenience, it is

assumed here thatXi = {X int
j }j∈Ii) may be modeled first, followed by Monte Carlo integration

to estimate the exposure propensity score. Consider the Monte Carlo integral:

P(Ḡit = ḡit|Xi) =

∫
1(ḡ(Z̄t; w̄it) = ḡit)dF(Zt = zt, . . . ,Z1 = z1|Xint)

=

∫
1(ḡ(Z̄t; w̄it) = ḡit)dF(Z1 = z1|Xint)

t∏
s=2

dF(Zs = zs|Z̄s−1 = z̄s−1,X
int),
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where F(·) denotes the cumulative distribution function. Then, a Monte Carlo estimate of

P(Ḡit = ḡit|Xi) can be constructed by sampling from the estimated joint distribution of Z̄t|Xint

and taking the empirical average of the exposure indicator function using the samples.

2.4 Inference

2.4.1 Asymptotics

The asymptotic results in this section require data dependency to be modeled through a net-

work. Sufficient assumptions on the asymptotic network structure are provided to prove that

the proposed estimator of the AEE is CAN. A consistent variance estimator is also proposed.

Let Nn = {1, . . . , n} be the set of nodes on an undirected and unweighted network Un =

(Nn, E) of size n where E denotes the collection of edges between nodes. Define the metric

dn(i, k) to be the distance between any two nodes i, k ∈ Nn. For instance, consider path

distance where a path between two nodes is a sequence of edges connecting the two nodes, and

the path distance is the length of the shortest path. Define dn(i, k) = ∞ to stipulate that there

does not exist a path between nodes i and k and let dn(i, k) = 0 if i = k. In this network

model, dependency between data in any two nodes is described by path distance. Additionally,

though an unweighted network is considered here, Kojevnikov [22] extended the limit theorems

of Kojevnikov et al. [17] used here to the setting with weighted networks, which generalize

network edges to allow for different intensity of links between nodes.

Networks can also be represented by adjacency matrices A where elements Aik ∈ [0, 1].

In an unweighted network, the corresponding adjacency matrix would have Aik = 1 if nodes i

and k share an edge and Aik = 0 otherwise. Note that in the non-bipartite setting, the interfer-

ence matrix Wt is a (weighted) adjacency matrix since elements of the matrix can take values

between 0 and 1. In the bipartite setting, Wt represents a biadjacency matrix that represents

the bipartite network where edges only connect outcome and intervention units. In this case,

defining a network on the outcome or intervention units may proceed by projecting the bipartite

network into one-mode networks where mode refers to either outcome or intervention units. A

possible projection is discussed in Sections 3 and 4.

The asymptotic properties of the proposed AEE estimator are based on the outcome unit
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sample size, n, and the intervention unit sample size, m, tending to infinity. In the bipartite

setting, there are implicit restrictions on the asymptotic behavior for the intervention units since

the exposure Git depends on the intervention units, and covariates Xi include intervention

unit covariates. Since networks are parameterized by n and the estimands and estimators of

interest depend on the network, the behavior of the network structure asymptotically must be

considered. In this paper, recently developed limit theorems by Kojevnikov et al. [17] are

leveraged to show that, under some restrictions on network dependency, the DR estimator 1 is

CAN.

Consider R(Oi) = (Ri1, Ri2, Ri3)
T ⊂ R3 where

Ri1 = 1(Ḡit = ḡit),

Ri2 =
1(Ḡit = ḡ′it)π(Xi; ḡit)

π(Xi; ḡ′it)
,

Ri3 = ϕi = (h1(Ḡit)− h0(Ḡit, Xi; π))(∆Yi − µḡ′it,δ
(Xi))− h1(Ḡit)τ.

Asymptotic theory in this section relies on imposing restrictions on R(Oi). For ease of expo-

sition, assume R(Oi) can be modeled using a single network. However, independent networks

for each component ofR(Oi) may also be considered as long as each network fulfills the below

assumptions. The results below also follow by considering the stronger but perhaps more in-

terpretable R∗(Oi) = (Ḡt, π(X; ḡt), π(X; ḡ′t),∆Y, µḡ′it,δ
(Xi))

T ⊂ R5. Further, if the exposure

mapping is a Lipschitz function, Z̄t may be considered in place of Ḡt.

Assumption 6 imposes a bound on the outcomes Yit. Assumption 4 and Assumption 6

together imply that the functions R(Oi) are also bounded in the sense that for each element

k = 1, 2, 3, supi |Rk(Oi)| <∞.

Assumption 6 (Boundedness). For all i = 1, . . . , n and t = 0, . . . , T , supit |Yit(z̄)| <∞.

Next, define the collection of two sets of nodes of sizes h and h′ with distance at least s

as Pn(h, h
′; s) = {(H,H ′) : H,H ′ ⊂ Nn, |H| = h, |H ′| = h′, dn(H,H

′) ≥ s}, where

dn(A,B) = mini∈A,j∈B dn(i, j) is the shortest distance connecting a node in A to a node in B.

Then, following Kojevnikov et al. [17] and Leung [18], a notion of weak dependence called

ψ-dependence is adopted, defined in Definition 1 where L3,h is the set of real-valued Lipschitz
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functions f such that R3×h → R and RH = (R(Oi) : i ∈ H).

Definition 1 (Weak dependence [17]). A triangular array {Rn,i}i∈Nn , n ≥ 1, Rn,i ∈ Rν is ψ-

dependent if there exists constants {θn,s}s≥0 with θn,0 = 1 and functionals {ψh,h′}h,h′∈N where

ψh,h′ : Lν,h × Lν,h′ → [0,∞) such that for all n; (H,H ′) ∈ Pn(h, h
′; s); s > 0; and f ∈ Lν,h;

f ′ ∈ Lν,h′ ,

|Cov(f(RH), f
′(RH′))| ≤ ψh,h′(f, f ′)θn,s,

where supn θn,s → 0 as s→∞.

Definition 1 bounds the dependence of any two sets of data up to a functional term and

constant that tends to zero as distance increases. In other words, nodes should have minimal

dependence with other nodes very far away, where “far away” is with respect to the distance

metric. Assumption 7 assumes that the network dependent processR(Oi) fulfills ψ-dependence

and is the same as Assumption 2.1 in Kojevnikov et al. [17] where Lip(·) denotes the Lipschitz

constant corresponding to L3×h.

Assumption 7 (Weak dependence). The triangular array {Rn,i}i∈Nn , n ≥ 1 is ψ-dependent

with the dependence coefficients {θn} satisfying the following conditions.

1. For some constant C ≥ 0, ψh,h′(f, f ′) ≤ C×h×h′(∥f∥∞+Lip(f))(∥f ′∥∞+Lip(f ′)).

2. supn≥1maxs≥1 θn,s <∞ a.s..

As discussed in Kojevnikov et al. [17], many network dependent processes fulfillψ-dependence.

For example, in this study’s data illustration, a reasonable assumption is K-locality [23] where

data corresponding to a node i depends only on other nodes within itsK-neighborhoodNU(i,K) =

{j ∈ Nn : dn(i, j) ≤ K}, or the set of nodes within K distance from node i. Assuming

K is constant and does not grow with n, ψ-dependence can be shown to be fulfilled with

ψh,h′(f, f ′) = 2∥f∥∞∥f ′∥∞ and θn,s = 1(s ≤ 2max{K, 1}) for all n ∈ N and s > 0.

Next, an assumption is made to restrict the density of the network as n→∞ . Define the s-

neighborhood boundary of node i to beN ∂
U (i, s) = {j ∈ Nn : dn(i, j) = s}, or the set of nodes
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exactly s distance away from node i. Denote M∂
n (s; k) = n−1

∑n
i=1 |N ∂

U (i, s)|k to be the av-

erage size of s-neighborhood boundaries. In Assumption 8, network sparsity is imposed since,

as n increases so does M∂
n (s; k); thus the dependence coefficient θn,s must decay to 0 faster

for the assumption to hold. In the motivating data, the asymptotic sparsity assumption may

imply that increasing the number of counties also means increasing the geographic space and

thus geographic distance between counties. If distance in the network is based on geographic

distance, like in the the motivating data setting, then asymptotic sparsity may be fulfilled.

Assumption 8 (Asymptotic sparsity).

n∑
s=0

M∂
n (s; 1)θn,s = o(n).

Proposition 2 shows consistency for the DR estimator given in Equation (1) as long as the

nuisance functions are also consistently estimated. Proposition 2 also shows that the estimator

is doubly robust in the sense that if either the propensity score or outcome regression nuisance

models are correctly specified and consistently estimated, then the estimator converges to the

average treatment effect among the treated.

Proposition 2. As n → ∞, the following holds under Assumptions 1-8 and if either (1)

π̂(x; ḡt)→p π(x; ḡt) and π̂(x; ḡ′t)→p π(x; ḡ
′
t), or (2) µ̂ḡ′t,δ

(x)→p µḡ′t,δ
(x), then τ̂DR →p τ .

To prove asymptotic normality of the proposed estimators, stronger assumptions are made

on the moments of R(Oi) and on the asymptotic network size and s-boundary sizes. Define the

following notation:

ζn(s,m; k) = n−1
∑
i∈Nn

max
j∈N ∂

n (i;s)
|Nn(i;m) \ Nn(j; s− 1)|k,

cn(s,m; k) = inf
α>1

[ζn(s,m; kα)]1/α
[
M∂

n (s;
α

1− α
)

]1−(1/α)

.

Assumptions 9 and 10 give a moment condition and restrict the network density, respectively.

Assumption 9. (Assumption 3.3 from Kojevnikov et al. [17]). For some v > 4,

supn≥1maxi∈Nn ∥R(Oi)∥v <∞ a.s.

14



Assumption 10. (Assumption 3.4 from Kojevnikov et al. [17]). There exists a positive sequence

mn →∞ such that for k = 1, 2,

n

σ2
n

∑
s≥0

cn(s,mn; k)θ
1− 2+k

v
n,s →a.s. 0,

n2θ
1−(1/v)
n,mn

σn
→a.s. 0,

as n→∞, where v > 4 is the same as that appears in Assumption 9.

Asymptotic normality also requires that the nuisance functions converge to the truth at a

suitable rate, ∥πg′− π̂g′∥∥µ̂g′−µg′∥ = oP(n
−1/2) where ∥ ·∥ denotes the L2(P) norm. One such

example would be ∥πg′ − π̂g′∥ = oP(n
−1/4) and ∥µ̂g′ − µg′∥ = oP(n

−1/4). The first asymptotic

normality result additionally requires Assumption 11, which places a restriction on the type

of nuisance function estimators used. In particular, nonparametric estimators are not generally

included unless they are in the Donsker class, a restriction on the smoothness of the estimator.

Assumption 11 (Donsker conditions on nuisance function estimators). Suppose that the esti-

mators of the nuisance functions are in Donsker classes. Specifically, π̂ ∈ Fπ and µ̂0,δ ∈ Fµ

where Fπ and Fµ are Donsker classes.

Theorem 1 provides the key asymptotic normality result of this paper.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumptions 1-10 and Assumption 11 in the Appendix hold. Further

assume that ∥π̂g−πg∥∥µ̂g′ −µg′∥ = oP(n
−1/2) and ∥π̂g′ −πg′∥∥µ̂g′ −µg′∥ = oP(n

−1/2). Then,

σ−1
n

√
n(τ̂DR − τ)→d N (0, 1),

as n → ∞ where ϕi is the efficient influence function and σ2
n = Var(n−1/2

∑n
i=1 ϕi) is the

semiparametric efficiency bound.

The efficient influence function (EIF) ϕi for the DR estimand τDR was derived by Sant’Anna

and Zhao [9] and is given by R3(Oi). Alternative to Assumption 11, cross-fitting may be

used to relax the Donsker class condition and allow generic nonparametric estimators of the

nuisance functions. A cross-fit estimator refers to an estimator where nuisance functions are
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estimated in a separate subset of the data from the target estimator. In the standard set-up

with independent and identically distributed data, cross-fitting involves splitting the data into

k = 1, . . . , K groups where K is fixed (i.e., does not depend on sample size n). The estimation

fold includesK−1 data groups and the evaluation fold includes 1 group. In the estimation fold,

nuisance functions are estimated. The estimated nuisance functions are then used to evaluate

the estimator using data from the evaluation fold. The process repeats K times so that each

of the K data groups is the evaluation fold exactly once. Then, the cross-fit estimator is the

average of the estimates from the evaluation folds.

In the case with dependent data, cross-fitting poses more challenges. Essential to the use

of cross-fitting to prove a result like Theorem 1 using general nonparametric nuisance function

estimators is the assumption that the estimation and evaluation folds are independent (in the

sense that each element in the estimation set is independent of each element in the evaluation

set). An alternative cross-fitting procedure for dependent data is proposed which may improve

estimation under additional assumptions on the network structure.

Again, suppose that the data may be grouped into k = 1, . . . , K groups where K is fixed

and the following assumptions hold. Define O(k) = {Oi : i ∈ Fk} where Fk is the set of units

in group k, and O(−k) = {Oi : i ∈ Nn − Fk}. Each fold k = 1, . . . , K will iteratively be the

evaluation set while a subset of the remaining folds will iteratively be the estimation set. As-

sumption 12 supposes units in fold k are independent of some subset of units in the remaining

folds, where O(−k∗) ⊆ O(−k). It further supposes that independence holds asymptotically as the

network grows. This may hold for instance, if the network under study is a spatial network and

the K groups are defined as geographical units (e.g., counties). The previous assumption then

corresponds to counties far away from each other being independent. Assumption 12 restricts

dependency to be clustered, which also implies that interference is clustered. The number of

outcome units grows asymptotically but not necessarily the number of clusters (implying in-

creasing domain asymptotics). In contrast, much of the clustered interference literature fixes

cluster size but allows the number of clusters to increase asymptotically.

Assumption 12. For all k = 1, . . . , K, O(k) ⊥⊥ O(−k∗) and |O(−k∗)| > 0. Further, as nk =

|O(k)| → ∞, the previous assumption continues to hold.
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The proposed dependent data cross-fitting algorithm is shown in Algorithm 1. Corollary 1.1

provides an asymptotic normality result for the cross-fit estimator τ̂DDCF.

Algorithm 1 Dependent data cross-fitting

Require: K ∈ {2, 3, . . . , n}
k ← 1
while k ≤ K do

Compute π̂(−k∗) and µ̂(−k∗)

Compute τ̂ (k) = En[(ĥ1(Ḡ
(k)
t )− ĥ0(Ḡ(k)

t , X(k); π̂(−k∗)(x(k)))(∆Y (k) − µ̂(−k∗)

ḡ
′(k)
t ,δ

(x(k))]

k ← k + 1
end while
Return τ̂DDCF =

∑K
k=1

(
nk

n

)
τ̂ (k)

Corollary 1.1. Suppose Assumptions 1-12 hold. Further assume that ∥πg′− π̂g′∥∥µ̂g′−µg′∥ =

oP(n
−1/2). Then,

σ−1
n

√
n(τ̂DDCF − τ)→d N (0, 1),

where σ2
n = Var(n−1/2

∑n
i=1 ϕi) and ϕi is the efficient influence function.

The proposed dependent data cross-fit estimator may perform well even in settings where

Assumption 12 does not hold, though Corollary 1.1 may not hold. Such settings are investigated

in the simulations below.

2.4.2 Variance estimation

Consider the variance estimator

σ̂2
n =

1

n

∑
s≥0

∑
i∈Nn

∑
j∈N ∂

n (i;s)

ϕ̂iϕ̂jω(s/bn),

where ϕ̂i = τ̂DR(1 − ĥ1(Ḡt)) is the plug-in estimator of the EIF, and the weight ω is a ker-

nel function that maps {R,−∞,∞} → [−1, 1] with ω(0) = 1, ω(q) = 0 for |q| > 1, and

ω(q) = ω(−q) for all z ∈ {R,−∞,∞}. The term bn is a bandwidth parameter. Assump-

tion 13 provides sufficient conditions to show consistency of σ̂2
n. Assumption 13(a) restricts
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higher-level moments of the EIF, Assumption 13(b) ensures that the weights ω converge to 1

sufficiently fast, and Assumption 13(c) restricts the growth on the bandwidths bn as n increases.

Assumption 13. (Assumption 4.1 from Kojevnikov et al. [17]). There exists v > 4 such that

a) supn≥1maxi∈Nn ∥ϕi∥v <∞ a.s.,

b) limn→∞
∑

s≥1 |ω(s/bn)− 1|M∂
n (s; 1)θ

1−(2/v)
n,s = 0 a.s., and

c) limn→∞ n−1
∑

s≥1 cn(s, bn; 2)θ
1−(4/v)
n,s = 0 a.s.

Then, consistency of the variance estimator can be shown as in Proposition 3. Wald-like confi-

dence intervals could then be constructed.

Proposition 3. Suppose Assumptions 6-13 hold. Further assume that ∥πg′− π̂g′∥∥µ̂g′−µg′∥ =

oP(n
−1/2). Then, as n→∞, σ̂2

n →p σ
2
n.

Note that since only consistency of the variance estimator is shown, cross-fitting is not required

and rate conditions on the nuisance function estimators are sufficient.

3 Simulation

The proposed methods are demonstrated for both non-bipartite and bipartite simulation datasets

with two time periods t ∈ {0, 1}. In the non-bipartite setting, consider an unweighted ring net-

work where units are positioned in a circle with each unit having two edges to its two neighbors.

See Figure S1 for an example of a ring network with 10 nodes.

In the bipartite network setting, data were simulated using the interference matrix W ∗
2005

from the data application where W ∗ (the time subscript is omitted for the remainder of this

section since it is not relevant for simulations) represents the potential influence of power plants

on counties as derived from an atmospheric transport model in 2005 (see Section 4 for more

details). For the simulation, each row of W ∗ is divided by its sum, i.e., wij = w∗
ij/
∑

j w
∗
ij

where w∗
ij is the (i, j)th element of W ∗, so that each row sums to one. The simulation datasets

include 2500 units in the non-bipartite scenario and 3105 outcome units and 398 intervention

18



units in the bipartite scenario. The 3105 outcome units represent counties in the contiguous

United States and the 398 intervention units represent coal power plants.

For both non-bipartite and bipartite networks, observed covariates Xj , unobserved covari-

ates Uj , treatments Zj , and exposures Gi were generated as follows.

Xj ∼ N(0, 1),

Uj ∼ N(0, 1),

Zj|Xj, Uj ∼ Bernoulli
(
logit−1(sin (xj − 2)2 + 0.4uj)

)
,

Gi = 1

(∑
j

wijZj > 0.5

)
.

Note that in the non-bipartite case, j = i. In the non-bipartite ring network

(wi,i−3, . . . , wi,i, . . . , wi,i+3) = (1
7
, . . . , 1

7
) and all other wij are equal to zero. Thus, the expo-

sure mapping for a unit i equals one if at least four of its closest 6 neighbors and itself had

treatment Zj = 1. In the bipartite network, an exposure of one for an outcome unit i implies

that treatments have a large potential influence on that unit.

Outcomes Yit in the non-bipartite network were generated as:

Yit = f out(Xi−3, . . . , Xi+3) + ui +Giui + tf out(Xi−3, . . . , Xi+3) + 5t×Gi + ϵit,

where f out(Xi−3, . . . , Xi+3) = 1 + 0.5 exp(xi−3) − 2xi−2xi−1 + 0.1x3i + 5 sinxi+1 − xi+2 +

10logit−1(xi+3). The simulations consider both the case where the errors ϵi are independent and

dependent, where the latter implies latent variable dependence. In the independent case, ϵit ∼

N(0, 1) and in the dependent case ϵt = (ϵ1t, . . . , ϵnt)
T ∼ N(0, kring(i, j)) where kring(i, j) =

0.6dij and dij is the path distance between units i and j according to the ring network. The path

distance of nodes (i, j) is the smallest number of edges that connect units i and j according to

the network. The path distance of a unit with itself is zero.

For the bipartite network, the outcome data generating process was:

Yit = f out(
∑
j

wijXj) + ui +Giui + tf out(
∑
j

wijXj) + 5t×Gi + ϵit,
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where f out(X∗
i ) = 3 + X∗

i − 2(X∗
i )

2 + 3(X∗
i )

3, with X∗
i =

∑
j wijXj and ϵt ∼ N(0,Σ)

with Σ equal to the identity matrix for the independent case. For the dependent error case, the

elements of Σ have σ2
i,i′ = 0.1 if dout(i, i′) < 1.1 and σ2

i,i′ = 0 otherwise. The distance dout(i, i′)

is defined as a function of the interference matrix W . The interference matrix is a weighted

biadjacency matrix that connects intervention units with outcome units. The bipartite graph

is projected to an outcome unit graph by defining the following edge weights: wout(i, i′) =∑
j min(w(i, j), w(i′, j)). The edge weights wout(i, i′) connect two outcome units if those two

outcome units were both connected to the same intervention unit. Then, distance dout(i, i′) was

defined to be the weighted shortest path between two units where weights are 1/wout(i, i′).

Intervention units’ covariates and treatments are assumed to be independent and identically

distributed so it is not necessary to project the bipartite graph to an intervention unit graph. In

both non-bipartite and bipartite settings, the true AEE = 5.

For each of the four simulation scenarios, 500 datasets were simulated. Each dataset is

evaluated using four different doubly robust estimators. The first three estimators do not use

cross-fitting and vary by using parametric, nonparametric, and oracle estimators for the nui-

sance functions. The estimator with parametric nuisance function estimators employs logistic

regression for the treatment propensity score and linear regression for the outcome model.

Gaussian process regression with the radial basis kernel was used for the treatment propensity

score and Bayesian additive regression trees (BART) was used to model the outcome regres-

sion. For the oracle estimators, the true nuisance functions were used. Monte Carlo integration

was used in all cases to estimate the exposure propensity score from the estimated treatment

propensity scores. The last estimator of the AEE considered was the cross-fit estimator τ̂DDCF

with nonparametric nuisance function estimators.

The HAC variance estimator σ̂2
n is used to compute standard errors and create confidence

intervals. The uniform kernel is used to give equal weight to all terms ϕ̂iϕ̂j if d(i, j) < b where

b is the bandwidth parameter. A bandwidth of b = 0 ignores covariance terms between different

units. In the dependent outcome error scenarios, the consequences of ignoring dependence are

assessed by setting the bandwidth to zero.

Table 1 provides results from 500 simulations for each scenario. The estimators with para-
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metric nuisance function estimators performed poorly in all scenarios since the parametric

models were mis-specified. In contrast, nonparametric estimation of nuisance functions led

to performance on par with using oracle nuisance functions. Cross-fitting did not have a large

impact on performance in all scenarios. However, incorrectly setting the bandwidth to zero

under the presence of latent outcome dependency yielded poor coverage rates. Overall, non-

parametric estimation of nuisance functions led to estimators of the AEE that had low bias,

low mean squared error, and nominal or near nominal coverage rates when dependency was

appropriately accounted for.

4 Application

The proposed methods are demonstrated in a real data application to assess the effect of im-

plementing emission control technologies in coal power plants on county-level mortality. In

particular, consider as treatments the installation of flue-gas desulfurization scrubbers which

reduce SO2 emissions. Outcomes are county-level deaths per 100,000 due to any circulatory

disease, as defined by ICD-10 codes I00-I99. A similar exposure mapping as in the simulations

is considered, Git = 1(
∑

j wijtZjt > α) where Zjt = 1 if power plant j installed a scrubber in

year t and Zjt = 0 otherwise. The threshold α and interference weights wijt are discussed in

more detail below.

Interference occurs in this data since county-level mortality by cardiovascular diseases may

depend on scrubber installations for coal power plants potentially far away. In this application,

the HYSPLIT (Hybrid Single-Particle Lagrangian Integrated Trajectory) model [24, 25] uses an

atmospheric model to estimate the movement of air parcels from point sources through three-

dimensional space. HyADS (HYSPLIT Average Dispersion) [26] was then used to create a

transfer coefficient matrix (TCM) that associates the air parcel densities from power plants

to counties. The TCM was calculated for every month and year between January 2002 and

December 2007. See Henneman et al. [26] for a characterization of HyADS and the parameter

settings used.

Define potential interference burden for a particular county i at time t to be the sum of all
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power plant air parcel contributions, or wit =
∑

j wijt. Counties may vary greatly in their

potential interference burden from power plants, and a county with small wit is not necessarily

comparable to a county with large wit. Under the proposed exposure mapping and with varying

potential interference burden, Assumptions 1 and 2 may be violated since Git = Gkt = 1 may

not necessarily have the same interpretation for counties i and k that have vastly different

potential interference burdens. Additionally, Assumption 4 is violated if
∑

j wijt < α for some

i and t.

To alleviate this issue, counties are split according to quartiles of potential interference bur-

den. AverageW2002, . . . ,W2007 to create the matrixW agg with elementswagg
ij = 1

6

∑2007
t=2002wijt.

Then, quartiles based on
∑

j w
agg
ij Zjt can be defined. Within each group, the potential interfer-

ence burden is normalized to equal 1, i.e., w∗
ijt = wijt/wit is used. The smallest two quartiles

either have too low potential interference burden (so a measurable exposure effect is not ex-

pected) or contain too few counties in the exposed group. Thus, the top two quartiles are

analyzed separately. A map showing the potential interference burden groups is shown in Fig-

ure 1. The threshold α is defined to be the 75th percentile of the within-quartile
∑

j wijtZjt for

t = 2007.

The causal estimand corresponds to the effect of having many influential power plants in-

stall a scrubber in 2007 on county-level mortality in 2008 among counties with high scrubber

exposure. The year 2007 was chosen since many power plants installed scrubbers in this year.

Using the notation introduced above, the exposure histories compared are ḡ2007 = (0, . . . , 0, 1)

and ḡ′2007 = (0, . . . , 0, 0). Figure 2 shows the counties with high exposure (corresponding to

many influential power plants installing a scrubber) in 2007 among the counties with compa-

rable HyADS while Figure 3 shows the number of deaths due to CVDs per 100,000 in each

county under study in 2006 and 2008.

Data on coal power plants and atmospheric transport are publicly available from the United

States Environmental Protection Agency’s Clean Air Markets Program. County-level mortality

data is from CDC WONDER.

Baseline covariates assumed to satisfy the conditional parallel trends assumption are shown

in Table 2 and include county-level demographic information from the 2000 Census and power
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plant-level operating characteristics. At the county-level, power plant covariates are sum-

marized using a weighted average where the weights are from the interference matrix, e.g.,∑
j wijX

int
j . There were 498 unexposed and 136 exposed counties in the third quartile group

according to the exposure mapping defined above. In the fourth quartile group, there were 498

unexposed and 109 exposed counties.

Results are presented using both parametric and nonparametric estimators of the nuisance

functions in the DR estimator. In the parametric case, logistic regression was used to model

the treatment propensity scores and linear regression to model the outcome trends, both fit us-

ing maximum likelihood. In the nonparametric case, logistic Gaussian process regression was

used to model the treatment propensity scores and BART to model the outcome trends. In both

cases, covariates in the treatment propensity models include power plant level covariates and

the covariates of the county where that power plant resides. Similarly, the outcome models

include the county-level covariates presented in Table 2. Additionally, 95% confidence inter-

vals are reported using two different bandwidths: 0 and 1.1. The bandwidth of 0 assumes zero

covariance between counties while the bandwidth of 1.1 performed well in the simulations re-

ported above. Results are shown in Table 3. Among counties in the third quartile, the estimated

AEE was negative using either parametric or nonparametric nuisance function estimators, but

the confidence intervals included zero in all cases. Among counties in the fourth quartile, point

estimates were positive, the opposite direction as anticipated since a positive effect implies that

more scrubbers installed cause more deaths. However, as in the third quartile, all confidence

intervals include zero. These results suggest that the data may be too noisy relative to the size

of the true effects and that residual confounding may be present.

5 Discussion

In this paper, semiparametric theory was extended for a doubly robust DiD estimator to the set-

ting with dependent data with possible (bipartite) interference. Under assumptions on the net-

work and interference structure, the DR estimator was shown to be consistent for the AEE and

asymptotically normal with variance reaching the semiparametric efficiency bound. Though
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the network setting was considered in this work, results can be easily extended to the spatial

setting by replacing the network topology with a spatial metric space. The estimators were

shown to perform well in finite samples through simulations in non-bipartite and bipartite set-

tings. The proposed methods were demonstrated to study the effect of scrubber installations in

coal power plants on county-level deaths due to cardiovascular diseases.

Future work may relax some assumptions made in this paper. For instance, networks and the

exposure mapping were assumed to be known and non-stochastic but future work may consider

modeling the network generation process or different exposure mappings. Additionally, a cross-

fitted estimator under a clustered network was proposed that was shown to be CAN. In future

work, it may be possible to construct a cross-fit estimator that is CAN for general networks. It

is also possible to make stronger assumptions such as clustered networks (implying clustered

interference) and compare semiparametric theory in this setting. In general, many of the recent

innovations in observational causal inference with interference with an ignorability assumption

can be extended to the DiD setting that assumes (conditional) parallel trends.
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Figures

Figure 1: Counties by potential interference quartile and power plants by scrubber status in
2007.
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Figure 2: Counties with many influential power plants installing scrubbers in 2007.
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Figure 3: Deaths due to cardiovascular diseases by county and year, per 100,000.
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Tables

Table 1: Results from 500 simulations.

Data generation Estimator parameters Results

Network Outcome
errors

Band-
width

Nuisance
function
estimators

Cross-
fitting Bias ESE ASE Coverage

(%)

Ring Ind. 0 Parametric No 0.043 0.115 0.117 93.8
0 Nonparametric No -0.002 0.072 0.070 95.2
0 Nonparametric K=5 -0.004 0.078 0.079 96.0
0 Oracle NA -0.004 0.062 0.063 96.0

Ring Dep. 15 Parametric No 0.055 0.141 0.133 90.6
15 Nonparametric No 0.002 0.107 0.098 93.2
15 Nonparametric K=5 0.005 0.109 0.105 95.4
15 Oracle NA 0.005 0.100 0.096 94.0
0 Parametric No 0.055 0.140 0.117 85.4
0 Nonparametric No -0.001 0.108 0.071 81.0
0 Nonparametric K=5 0.004 0.111 0.079 83.8
0 Oracle NA 0.006 0.099 0.062 77.8

Bipartite Ind. 0 Parametric No 0.009 0.104 0.069 86.8
0 Nonparametric No 0.007 0.079 0.071 94.4
0 Nonparametric K=15 0.006 0.080 0.073 94.6
0 Oracle NA 0.006 0.075 0.070 94.8

Bipartite Dep. 1.1 Parametric No -0.006 0.119 0.092 90.2
1.1 Nonparametric No -0.009 0.100 0.092 95.4
1.1 Nonparametric K=15 -0.009 0.099 0.090 94.4
1.1 Oracle NA -0.008 0.095 0.093 96.2
0 Parametric No -0.006 0.119 0.069 78.0
0 Nonparametric No -0.009 0.100 0.072 84.6
0 Nonparametric K=15 -0.009 0.099 0.070 83.7
0 Oracle NA -0.008 0.095 0.071 87.2

Ind.: independent, Dep.: dependent, MSE: mean squared error, ASE: average standard error
estimates, ESE: empirical standard error, Coverage (%): 95% confidence interval coverage.
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Table 2: Summaries of county-level and power plant-level covariates.

Covariate Mean (SD)
Quartile 3 Quartile 4

County
Proportion White 0.828 (0.180) 0.873 (0.146)
Proportion Black 0.136 (0.176) 0.096 (0.134)
Proportion Hispanic 0.028 (0.041) 0.022 (0.028)
Proportion female 0.510 (0.015) 0.509 (0.016)
Median age 36.8 (3.0) 37.3 (3.0)
Proportion urban 0.425 (0.293) 0.453 (0.306)
Average household size 2.5 (0.1) 2.5 (0.1)
Proportion in poverty 0.136 (0.064) 0.120 (0.056)
Proportion high school graduate 0.494 (0.065) 0.509 (0.055)
log(Population) 10.8 (1.2) 10.8 (1.2)
log(Population / mi2) 4.6 (1.2) 4.9 (1.3)
Weighted avg. of number of NOx controls 4.2 (0.8) 4.6 (0.4)
Weighted avg. of log(Heat input), mmbtu 17.3 (0.3) 17.3 (0.2)
Weighted avg. of log(Operating time), hours 9.9 (0.2) 9.9 (0.1)
Weighted avg. of prop. with selective non-catalytic reduction 0.1 (0) 0.1 (0.1)
Weighted avg. of participation in ARP Phase II 0.5 (0) 0.5 (0.1)
Power plant
Scrubber 0.314 (0.465)
Number of NOx controls 3 (2.5)
log(Heat input), mmbtu 17.2 (1.2)
log(Operating time), hours 9.6 (0.6)
Proportion with selective non-catalytic reduction 0.108 (0.311)
Participation in ARP Phase II 0.475 (0.500)

ARP: Acid Rain Program, NOx: nitrous oxide.
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Table 3: Estimates of the average exposure effect from scrubber installation on number of
county-level deaths due to cardiovascular diseases per 100,000.

Nuisance function estimator Bandwidth Estimate (95% CI)
County quartile 3 County quartile 4

Parametric 0 -10.1 (-22.5, 2.3) 12.2 (-0.9, 25.3)
Nonparametric 0 -8.6 (-20.5, 3.4) 9.4 (-3.0, 21.9)
Parametric 1.1 -10.1 (-20.9, 0.7) 12.2 (-0.7, 25.2)
Nonparametric 1.1 -8.6 (-19.2, 2.0) 9.4 (-2.5, 21.4)
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6 Supplementary material

6.1 Supplementary figures

Figure S1: Example ring network with 10 nodes.
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6.2 Proof of Proposition 1

The proof of Proposition 1 follows exactly the proof of Theorem 1 in Sant’Anna and Zhou [9]

replacing treatment D in Sant’Anna and Zhou with I(Ḡt = ḡt), 1 − D with I(Ḡt = ḡ′t), and

generalizing the time periods from {0, 1} to {t− δ, t}.

6.3 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof of Proposition 2. Consider the estimator En[1(Ḡt = ḡt)] of P(Ḡt = ḡt). Under As-

sumptions 6-8, {(1(Ḡt = ḡt),
1(Ḡt=ḡ′t)π(X;ḡt)

π(X;ḡ′t)
)T}ni=1 fulfills boundedness, ψ-dependence, and

sparsity. Then, by Theorem 3.1 of Kojevnikov et al. [17],

En[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]→p E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)] = P(Ḡt = ḡt).

Similarly, by Theorem 3.1 of Kojevnikov et al. [17] and the continuous mapping theorem,

En

[
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂(X; ḡt)

π̂(X; ḡ′t)

]
→p E

[
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(X; ḡt)

π(X; ḡ′t)

]
,

since consistency of the exposure propensity score estimators π̂(X; ḡt) was assumed. Thus,

ĥ1(Ḡ) →p h1(Ḡ) and ĥ0(Ḡt, X; π̂) →p h0(Ḡt, X; π) by the continuous mapping theorem.

With another application of the continuous mapping theorem,

τ̂DR →p τ
DR.

Finally, by Proposition 1, τ̂DR →p τ .

6.4 Proof of Theorem 1

The doubly-robust plug-in estimator is re-stated below.

τ̂DR := Pn

 1(Ḡt = ḡt)

Pn[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂(X; ḡt)

π̂(X; ḡ′t)Pn[
1(Ḡt=ḡ′t)π̂(X;ḡt)

π̂(X;ḡ′t)
]

 (∆Y − µ̂g′,δ(X))

 .
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With some re-arranging and noticing that Pn{ 1(Ḡt=ḡt)

Pn{1(Ḡt=ḡt)}τ} = τ , it can be seen that τ̂DR is a

solution to the estimating equation

Pnϕi = 0.

The proof follows the strategy outlined by Kennedy (2023) [27]. LetP be a statistical model

that contains the observed data distribution P, i.e., P ∈ P . Let Ψ(P) be the estimand of interest,

corresponding to τDR to emphasize that the target parameter is a function of the observed data

distribution. Similarly, let Ψ(P̂) be the plug-in estimator of that estimand, corresponding to τ̂DR

where P̂) is the data distribution imposed by using plug-in estimators of the nuisance functions.

Further, let Pn denote the empirical measure in the sense that Pn(f(Q)) = n−1
∑n

i=1 f(Qi) for

some function f and data Q. Similarly P(·) denotes the expectation in the sense of P(f(Q)) =∫
f(q)dP(q) for the (potentially random) function f . Then, by the von Mises expansion of

Ψ(P̂) about Ψ(P),

Ψ(P̂)−Ψ(P) =
∫
ϕ(P̂)d(P̂− P) +R2(P̂,P)

= −P{ϕ(P̂)}+R2(P̂,P),

= (Pn − P)(ϕ(P̂))− (Pn − P)(ϕ(P)) + (Pn − P)(ϕ(P)) +R2(P̂,P)

= (Pn − P)(ϕ(P̂)− ϕ(P)) + (Pn − P)(ϕ(P)) +R2(P̂,P),

where ϕ(P) is the EIF and ϕ(P̂) is the plug-in EIF estimator with Pn(ϕ(P̂)) = 0. The root-n

scaled second term converges to N(0,Var(ϕ(P)) by the central limit theorem (Theorem 3.2)

from Kojevnikov et al. [17] and Assumptions 6-8. Below it is shown that the first term (empir-

ical process term) and the third term (remainder term) go to zero at the root-n rate.

For the remainder of the proof the function arguments are dropped for notational simplicity

when the context is clear, e.g., πg in place of π(X; ḡt). The DR superscript from τ and τ̂ is also

dropped. First, the remainder term is shown to converge to zero.

R2(P̂,P) = Ψ(P̂) +
∫
ϕ(P̂)dP−Ψ(P)

= τ̂ +

∫ [
(ĥ1 − ĥ0)(∆Y − µ̂g′,δ(X))− ĥ1τ̂

]
dP− τ
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= τ̂ − τ̂

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

∫
1(Ḡt = ḡt)dP+

∫ [
(ĥ1 − ĥ0)(∆Y − µ̂g′,δ(X))

]
dP− τ

= τ̂

(
1− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
+

∫ [
(ĥ1 − ĥ0)(∆Y − µ̂g′,δ(X))

]
dP− τ

= τ̂

(
1− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
+

∫ [
(ĥ1 − ĥ0)(∆Y − µ̂g′,δ(X))− (h1 − h0)(∆Y − µg′,δ(X))

]
dP

= τ̂

(
1− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
+

∫ [
(ĥ1 − h1)∆Y − (ĥ0 − h0)∆Y − (ĥ1 − ĥ0)µ̂g′,δ + (h1 − h0)µg′,δ

]
dP

= τ̂

(
1− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
+

∫ [
(ĥ1 − h1)∆Y − (ĥ0 − h0)∆Y + (h1µg′,δ − ĥ1µ̂g′,δ)− (h0µg′,δ − ĥ0µ̂g′,δ)

]
dP.

Recall that h1 = 1(Ḡt=ḡt)

E[1(Ḡt=ḡt)]
and h0 =

1(Ḡt=ḡ′t)π(x;ḡt)

π(x;ḡ′t)E[(1(Ḡt=ḡ′t)π(x;ḡt)/π(x;ḡ
′
t)]

. Also note that E[(1(Ḡt =

ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)/π(x; ḡ
′
t)] = E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)] so h0 =

1(Ḡt=ḡ′t)π(x;ḡt)

π(x;ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt=ḡt)]
. Also let ĥ1 and ĥ0 denote

plug-in estimators of h1 and h0, respectively, where the expectations in the denominators are

estimated with the empirical measure En. Now, each term in the integral is analyzed separately.

(ĥ1 − h1)∆Y =

[
1(Ḡt = ḡt)

Pn[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
− 1(Ḡt = ḡt)

E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]

]
∆Y

=

[
1(Ḡt = ḡt)[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

]
∆Y.

(ĥ0 − h0)∆Y =

 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂(X; ḡt)

π̂(X; ḡ′t)Pn[
1(Ḡt=ḡ′t)π̂(X;ḡt)

π̂(X;ḡ′t)
]
− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)

π(x; ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]

∆Y

=

[
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂(X; ḡt)

π̂(X; ḡ′t)Pn[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

+
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)

π(x; ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]

]
∆Y

=

[
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)

π(x; ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]

]
∆Y
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+
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
∆Y.

Simplifying the first term of the first product above,

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g
π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)

π(x; ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
=

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g
π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[πg′ − π̂g′ ]
πg′ π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

+
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[πg′ − π̂g′ ]
πg′π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)

π(x; ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]

=
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g

πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)

π(x; ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]

+
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[πg′ − π̂g′ ]
πg′π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

=
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)

πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
[π̂g − πg] +

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[πg′ − π̂g′ ]
πg′ π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

.

h1µg′,δ − ĥ1µ̂g′,δ =
1(Ḡt = ḡt)

E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µg′,δ −

1(Ḡt = ḡt)

Pn[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µ̂g′,δ

=
1(Ḡt = ḡt)

E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µg′,δ −

1(Ḡt = ḡt)

Pn[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µ̂g′,δ

+
1(Ḡt = ḡt)µ̂g′,δ[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡt)µ̂g′,δ[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

=
1(Ḡt = ḡt)

E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µg′,δ −

1(Ḡt = ḡt)

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ

− 1(Ḡt = ḡt)µ̂g′,δ[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

=
1(Ḡt = ḡt)

E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
[µg′,δ − µ̂g′,δ]−

1(Ḡt = ḡt)µ̂g′,δ[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
.

h0µg′,δ − ĥ0µ̂g′,δ =
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)

π(x; ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µg′,δ −

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂(X; ḡt)

π̂(X; ḡ′t)Pn[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µ̂g′,δ

=
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)

π(x; ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µg′,δ −

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂(X; ḡt)

π̂(X; ḡ′t)Pn[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µ̂g′,δ

+
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ
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− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ

=
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)

π(x; ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µg′,δ −

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g
π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

µ̂g′,δ

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ

=
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)

π(x; ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µg′,δ −

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g
π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

µ̂g′,δ

+
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂gµ̂g′,δ[πg′ − π̂g′ ]

π̂g′πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂gµ̂g′,δ[πg′ − π̂g′ ]

π̂g′πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ

=
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π(x; ḡt)

π(x; ḡ′t)E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
µg′,δ −

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g
πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

µ̂g′,δ −
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂gµ̂g′,δ[πg′ − π̂g′ ]

π̂g′πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ

=
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)

πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
[πgµg′,δ − π̂gµ̂g′,δ]−

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂gµ̂g′,δ[πg′ − π̂g′ ]
π̂g′πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ

=
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)

πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
[πgµg′,δ − πgµ̂g′,δ + πgµ̂g′,δ − π̂gµ̂g′,δ]−

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂gµ̂g′,δ[πg′ − π̂g′ ]
π̂g′πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ

=
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)

πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
[πg(µg′,δ − µ̂g′,δ) + µ̂g′,δ(πg − π̂g)− µg′,δ(πg − π̂g) + µg′,δ(πg − π̂g)]

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂gµ̂g′,δ[πg′ − π̂g′ ]
π̂g′πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ

=
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)

πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
[πg(µg′,δ − µ̂g′,δ) + (µ̂g′,δ − µg′,δ)(πg − π̂g) + µg′,δ(πg − π̂g)]

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂gµ̂g′,δ[πg′ − π̂g′ ]
π̂g′πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ.

Now, the remainder term can be written as:
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R2(P̂,P) = τ̂

(
1− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
+

∫ {[
1(Ḡt = ḡt)[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

]
∆Y

−
[

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)

πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
[π̂g − πg] +

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[πg′ − π̂g′ ]
πg′π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

]
∆Y

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
∆Y

+
1(Ḡt = ḡt)

E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)]
[µg′,δ − µ̂g′,δ]−

1(Ḡt = ḡt)µ̂g′,δ[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)

πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
[πg(µg′,δ − µ̂g′,δ) + (µ̂g′,δ − µg′,δ)(πg − π̂g) + µg′,δ(πg − π̂g)]

+
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂gµ̂g′,δ[πg′ − π̂g′ ]

π̂g′πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
+
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ

}
dP

= τ̂

(
1− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
− E

[
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)[π̂g − πg]
πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

∆Y

]
+ E

[
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)

πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µg′,δ(π̂g − πg)

]
+

∫ {
− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)

πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
[(µ̂g′,δ − µg′,δ)(πg − π̂g)]

}
dP

− E

[
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[πg′ − π̂g′ ]
πg′ π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

∆Y

]
+ E

[
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂gµ̂g′,δ[πg′ − π̂g′ ]

π̂g′πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

]
+ E

[
1(Ḡt = ḡt)

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt)
[µg′,δ − µ̂g′,δ]

]
− E

[
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)

πg′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
πg(µg′,δ − µ̂g′,δ)

]
+

∫ {[
1(Ḡt = ḡt)[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

]
∆Y

− 1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
∆Y

− 1(Ḡt = ḡt)µ̂g′,δ[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

+
1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g[P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))]

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
µ̂g′,δ

}
dP

= τ̂

(
1− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
+ E

[
π̂g

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
(πg′ − π̂g′)(µ̂g′ − µg′)

]
+

1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

× E

[
1(Ḡt = ḡt)∆Y −

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂g∆Y

π̂g′
− 1(Ḡt = ḡt)µ̂g′,δ +

1(Ḡt = ḡ′t)π̂gµ̂g′,δ

π̂g′

]
,
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where the result that E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)∆Y ] = E[E[1(Ḡt = ḡt)∆Y |X]] = E[µgπg] is used.

Continuing, the remainder term is equal to:

R2(P̂,P) = τ̂

(
1− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
+ E

[
π̂g

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
(πg′ − π̂g′)(µ̂g′ − µg′)

]
+ E

[
1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
(µ̂g′ − µg′)(π̂g − πg)

]
+

1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

× E

[
µgπg −

πg′π̂gµg′

π̂g′
− πgµ̂g′,δ +

πgπ̂gµ̂g′,δ

π̂g′

]
= τ̂

(
1− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
+ E

[
π̂g

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
(πg′ − π̂g′)(µ̂g′ − µg′)

]
+ E

[
1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
(µ̂g′ − µg′)(π̂g − πg)

]
+

1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

× E

[
µgπg − µg′πg + µg′πg −

πg′ π̂gµg′

π̂g′
− πgµ̂g′,δ +

πgπ̂gµ̂g′,δ

π̂g′

]
= τ̂

(
1− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
+ E

[
π̂g

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt)
(πg′ − π̂g′)(µ̂g′ − µg′)

]
+ E

[
1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
(µ̂g′ − µg′)(π̂g − πg)

]
+

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

{
τ +

1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
E

[
µg′πg −

πg′π̂gµg′

π̂g′
− πgµ̂g′,δ +

πgπ̂gµ̂g′,δ

π̂g′

]}
= (τ̂ − τ)Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

+ E

[
π̂g

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt)
(πg′ − π̂g′)(µ̂g′ − µg′)

]
+ E

[
1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
(µ̂g′ − µg′)(π̂g − πg)

]
+

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
E

[
πg(µg′,δ − µ̂g′,δ)−

πg′ π̂g
π̂g′

(µg′,δ − µ̂g′,δ)

]
= (τ̂ − τ)Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

+ E

[
π̂g

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt)
(πg′ − π̂g′)(µ̂g′ − µg′)

]
+ E

[
1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
(µ̂g′ − µg′)(π̂g − πg)

]
+

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
E

[
(µ̂g′,δ − µg′,δ)

(
πg′ π̂g
π̂g′
− πg

)]
= (τ̂ − τ)Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
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+ E

[
π̂g

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
(πg′ − π̂g′)(µ̂g′ − µg′)

]
+ E

[
1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
(µ̂g′ − µg′)(π̂g − πg)

]
+

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
E

[
(µ̂g′,δ − µg′,δ)

(
π̂g − πg +

π̂g(πg′ − π̂g′)
π̂g′

)]
= (τ̂ − τ)Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

+

(
1 +

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
1

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
E [(µ̂g′,δ − µg′,δ)(π̂g − πg)]

−
(
1 +

P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))− Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

Pn(1(Ḡt = ḡt))

)
E

[
π̂g

π̂g′P(1(Ḡt = ḡt))
(π̂g′ − πg′)(µ̂g′ − µg′)

]
,

Thus,
√
nR2(P̂,P) = oP(1) using the dependent data central limit theorem and law of large

numbers from above and if ∥π̂g′ − πg′∥∥µ̂g′ − µg′∥ = oP(n
−1/2). To see this, note that τ̂ −

τ = oP(1) by consistency result above and
√
n(Pn − P)(1(Ḡt = ḡt)) = OP(1) by the above

dependent data central limit theorem so the first term is oP(1). An application of Hölder /

Cauchy-Schwarz inequality on the expectations then gives the desired result if the nuisance

functions converge at the necessary rate, e.g., if ∥πg′ − π̂g′∥ = oP(n
−1/4) and ∥µ̂g′ − µg′∥ =

oP(n
−1/4).

Next, it is shown that the root-n empirical process term
√
n(Pn − P)(ϕ(P̂) − ϕ(P)) is

equal to oP(1). By Assumption 11, the nuisance function estimators are in Donsker classes,

implying that ϕ(P̂) is also in the Donsker class since Lipschitz transformations of functions in

the Donsker class and indicator functions are in the Donsker class [28]. A Donsker class is a

class of functions F where the sequence {
√
n(Pn−P)f : f ∈ F}n≥1 →d G where G is a zero-

mean Gaussian process. Then, by Lemma 19.24 of van der Vaart [29],
√
n(Pn − P)(ϕ(P̂) −

ϕ(P)) = oP(1).

Combining all the above results gives the desired result. Next, Corollary 1.1 is proved.

Consider the cross-fit estimator τ̂DDCF that is constructed as in Algorithm 1. Suppose one

can construct a consistent estimator in L2(P) norm using the data in the estimation fold, i.e.,

∥ϕ(P̂(−k))−ϕ(P)∥ = oP(1). Then, by Lemma 1 of Kennedy et al. [30],
√
n(Pk

n−P)(ϕ(P̂(−k))−

ϕ(P)) = oP(1).

Let η = (π, µ) and η̂(−k) denote an estimator of η using data in Sk. Construct the cross-

fit estimator Ψ̂DDCF =
∑K

k=1

(
nk

n

)
Ψ̂k where nk is the number of units in the kth fold, and

Ψ̂k = P(k)
n τ(η̂(−k)) and P(k)

n is the sub-empirical measure on the kth fold.
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Then,

Ψ(P̂DDCF)−Ψ(P) = (Pn − P)(ϕ(P)) +
K∑
k=1

(nk

n

)
R2(P̂(−k),P) + oP(n

−1/2).

The remainder term R2(P̂(−k),P) can be shown to equal oP(1/
√
n) using the same strategy as

R2 above, which concludes the proof.

6.5 Proof of Proposition 3

Proof of Proposition 3. Since the EIF has mean zero by construction [9], by Proposition 1,

σ2
n = Var(n−1/2

n∑
i=1

ϕi)

=
1

n

∑
s≥0

∑
i∈Nn

∑
j∈N ∂

n (i;s)

E[ϕiϕj].

Consider the variance estimator,

σ̃2
n =

1

n

∑
s≥0

∑
i∈Nn

∑
j∈N ∂

n (i;s)

ϕiϕjω(s/bn).

Then, by Proposition 4.1 of Kojevnikov et al. [17], σ̃2
n →p σ

2
n under Assumptions 7 and 13. Un-

der Proposition 2, ϕ̂i →p ϕi by the continuous mapping theorem. Then, by another application

of the continuous mapping theorem, σ̂2
n →p σ

2
n.
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