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Abstract

Classical two-sample permutation tests for equality of distributions have exact size in fi-
nite samples, but they fail to control size for testing equality of parameters that summarize
each distribution. This paper proposes permutation tests for equality of parameters that
are estimated at root-n or slower rates. Our general framework applies to both parametric
and nonparametric models, with two samples or one sample split into two subsamples. Our
tests have correct size asymptotically while preserving exact size in finite samples when dis-
tributions are equal. They have no loss in local asymptotic power compared to tests that
use asymptotic critical values. We propose confidence sets with correct coverage in large
samples that also have exact coverage in finite samples if distributions are equal up to a
transformation. We apply our theory to four commonly-used hypothesis tests of nonpara-
metric functions evaluated at a point. Lastly, simulations show good finite sample properties,

and two empirical examples illustrate our tests in practice.
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1 Introduction

Applications of permutation tests have gained widespread popularity in empirical analyses in

the social and natural sciences. Classical two-sample permutation tests appeal to applied re-

*Department of Economics, University of Notre Dame. Address: 3060 Jenkins Nanovic Halls, Notre Dame, IN
46556. Email: mbertanha@nd.edu. Website: www.nd.edu/~mbertanh.

tDepartment of Economics, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Address: 1407 W Gregory Dr, Urbana,
IL 61802. Email: eunyi@illinois.edu. Website: economics.illinois.edu/profile/eunyi.



searchers because they are easy to implement and have exact size in finite samples under the
so-called “sharp null hypothesis”. The sharp null hypothesis states that the two population dis-
tributions are equal. However, researchers are often interested in testing equality of parameters
that summarize the distributions. For example, one may want to test equality of average outcomes
between treatment and control groups while nonparametrically controlling for age and income.
(Classical permutation tests fail to control size under such nulls, in both finite and large samplesﬂ

This paper proposes robust two-sample permutation tests for equality of parameters that are
estimated at root-n or slower rates. The tests are robust in the sense that they control size asymp-
totically while preserving finite-sample exactness under the sharp null. Our general framework
covers both parametric and nonparametric models, in cases with two samples from two popula-
tions or one sample from a union of two populations. In addition, the paper makes three further
contributions. First, we derive the asymptotic permutation distribution in our general framework
under both null and alternative hypotheses, which requires novel technical arguments. Second,
we provide four examples of tests in widely-used nonparametric models, and we prove that they
satisfy the conditions of our framework. Third, we construct robust confidence sets for differences
between the two populations. The confidence sets are robust meaning that they have correct cov-
erage asymptotically and exact coverage in finite samples if the sharp null holds under a class of
transformations.

Our framework considers a summary parameter that can be consistently estimated using an
asymptotically linear statistic. The influence function depends on the data, the population dis-
tribution, and the sample size. There may be two #id samples from two populations, or one #id
sample from a union of two populations. In the case of one sample, there is a variable in the data
that identifies the population of each observation, and the sample is split into two. The researcher
applies the estimator to each of the two samples, computes the difference, and tests whether the
two parameters are equal. The classical permutation test compares the estimated difference to

critical values from the permutation distribution, that is, the distribution of estimates over all

IThe lack of size control of the classical permutation test outside of the sharp null has been studied for a long
time (e.g., Romano| (1990)). Theorem below confirms the lack of size control in our setting.



permutations of observations across the two samples.

We derive the asymptotic permutation distribution of the estimated difference, both with and
without the null hypothesis, and find it to be generally different from its asymptotic sampling
distribution. This leads the classical permutation test to have incorrect size, as shown in a variety
of other settings (see related literature below). The derivation has two key technical features.
First, we borrow the coupling approximation from Chung and Romano (2013) (henceforth CR)
and apply it to our setting. The approximation consists of two steps: (a) couple the original sample
with a new sample from a particular mixture of the two populations; and (b) prove that replacing
the original sample with the new coupled sample renders no change in the asymptotic permutation
distribution of the test statistic. We utilize the coupling approximation because it is more tractable
to study the limiting behavior of permutation tests when both samples are drawn iid from the same
mixture distribution, rather than different distributions. Our coupling approximation differs from
that of CR in that our proof does not assume the null hypothesis. This allows us to study both size
and power of the permutation test. Our proof requires a new argument to bound the variance of the
approximation error (Section B.2.3 in the supplement). The second key technical feature is that
our theory allows for random sample sizes. Sample sizes are random when the researcher splits one
sample into two as a function of the data. Thus, the derivation of the limiting distribution must
be valid conditional on any sequence of sample splits that occurs with probability one and requires
novel arguments: (a) a conditional central limit theorem of weighted sums of triangular arrays,
where the weights are random (Lemmas F.3 and F.4 in the supplement); and (b) an asymptotic
linear representation for estimators that must hold uniformly over convex combinations of the two
populations (Assumption [2.1).

Our proposed permutation test uses a studentized test statistic, which is the estimated dif-
ference of parameters divided by a consistent estimator of its standard deviation. We then show
that both the asymptotic permutation and sampling distributions are standard normal. It follows
that our permutation test has correct size in large samples, and its asymptotic power against local

alternatives is identical to that of the test that relies on critical values from a standard normal.



Finally, we construct a confidence set by inverting our test, which requires testing null hypotheses
that are more general than simple equality of parameters. We propose ways to transform the data
in order to test more general hypotheses and preserve finite sample exactness when populations
are equal up to the data transformations.

Examples of applications of permutation tests abound. Table 3 in the supplement lists top-
publications from the last decade in a variety of disciplines that use permutation tests. This
broad applicability motivates our extension of the theory. We illustrate our framework using four
nonparametric examples of hypothesis tests that are often used in empirical studies. The first and
second examples test equality at a point of nonparametric conditional mean and quantile functions,
respectively. The third and fourth examples test continuity at a point of nonparametric conditional
mean or probability density functions (PDFs), respectively. We explain how to implement the
permutation test in each case and give sufficient conditions to derive the limiting permutation
distribution. Implementation requires a sign change and sample splitting in the third and fourth
examples. We find that asymptotic size control requires studentization, except in the fourth

example.

Related Literature

Randomization inference has recently received keen attention (Canay et al., [2017; [Shaikh and
Toulis, 2021)). For the case of permutation inference, the insight of robustness through studentiza-
tion has been proposed before in specific settings that differ from our general framework: Neuhaus
(1993)), Janssen| (1997), |Janssen, (2005)), Neubert and Brunner (2007), Chung and Romano| (2013|
CR), [Pauly et al. (2015), Chung and Romano (2016a)), and DiCiccio and Romano (2017). In
particular, the framework of |Janssen| (1997) applies to the problem of testing difference of means,
while CR study the more general problem of difference of parameters that are estimable at root-n.
It is important to emphasize that this paper is not a straightforward generalization of their work,
and none of our applications fits CR’s framework. For example, CR handles the difference of
parametric quantiles for two independent samples; in contrast, our framework covers the cases of

parametric or nonparametric quantiles, for two independent samples or one sample randomly split



into two. Moreover, our verification of the coupling approximation differs from that of CR because
we do not assume the null hypothesis. All these features make many of our proofs substantially
different from theirs.

Studentization is not the only way to achieve robustness. Robustness is also obtained through
prepivoting (Chung and Romano| (2016b)); [Fogarty| (2021))) and the Khmaladze transformation
(Chung and Olivares (2021))). Prepivoting obtains robustness in examples where studentization
does not help. For instance, consider a vector of differences in means where one is interested
in the maximum absolute difference. The asymptotic distribution cannot be made pivotal by
simply studentizing the maximum statistic. Likewise, the Khmaladze transformation is applied to
empirical processes to make them asymptotically pivotal.

Previous works have also considered randomization tests for continuity of nonparametric models
at a point. Cattaneo et al.| (2015) propose local randomization inference procedures for a sharp null
hypothesis, while |(Canay and Kamat| (2018) provide permutation tests for continuity of the whole
distribution of an outcome variable conditional on a control variable at a point. In contrast, our
permutation test applies to testing continuity of summary statistics of the conditional distribution
such as mean, quantile, variance, etc. Our fourth example is related to Bugni and Canay| (2021]),
who propose a sign-change test for continuity of PDFs at a point, where critical values come from
maximizing a function of a binomial distribution. We show how the same null hypothesis fits into
our framework and is simply testable using permutations. The last two papers use the insight that
non-iid order statistics converge in distribution to iid variables, which is technically distinct from
our coupling approximation. Finally, permutation-based confidence sets have previously been
proposed only in specific settings. For example, the confidence sets of [mbens and Rosenbaum
(2005)) assume that treatment effects divided by treatment doses are constant across individuals,
and that the distribution of treatment eligibility is known. To the best of our knowledge, ours is the
first paper to provide valid two-sample permutation tests and confidence sets for scalar parameters
estimated at nonparametric rates.

The rest of this paper is outlined as follows. Section [2| presents the general framework, assump-



tions, and asymptotic distributions of the classical and robust permutation tests. Section |3|studies
how our theory applies to four nonparametric examples. Section 4| explains how to invert permu-
tation tests to build robust confidence sets. Section [5| displays a simulation study that confirms
our theory and illustrates good finite sample properties of the robust permutation test. Section
[0] illustrates the practical relevance of our procedures to test for continuity of conditional mean

functions using real-world data. The supplement contains all proofs.

2 Theory

Consider two populations P; and P, and a real-valued parameter 6(P;) summarizing distri-
bution Py, k = 1,2. The null hypothesis is stated as Hy : 0(P,) = 0(FP,). Note that our null
hypothesis is a bigger set of distributions compared to the set of distributions in the so-called
“sharp null hypothesis,” respectively, {(Pi, P») : 0(P1) = 0(FP)} vs. {(P, ;) : P, = P»}. For
each population k, there are ny 7id observations Zj;,; € R? from distribution Py, ¢ = 1,...,ny.
Observations are independent across k, and the total number of observations is n = ny + no. We
define P to be the convex hull of {P,, P}, that is, P = {P : P =nP, + (1 —n)P2, n € [0,1]}.
Throughout this paper, random variables with subscript “k” indicate they have distribution Py,
e.g., Zy. For any other distribution in P, the random variable is denoted V € R?. Operators such
as P (probability), E (expectation), or V (variance) applied to Zj do not carry the subscript Py,
but operators applied to V carry the subscript P, e.g., E[Z;] vs. Ep[V]. The parameter 6(Fy) is
consistently estimated by gk = On,n(Zia,- .., 2Ly, ), where the functions 6,,, , and 6, ,, satisfy the

following assumption.

Assumption 2.1. Let Vy,...,V,, be an iid sample from a distribution P € P. Let m grow with
n such that m/n — v, for some v € (0,1). Use these observations to construct the estimator 6 =
Omn(Vi,..., V). Assume the following objects exist: a sequence of functions ¢, : R? x P — R,

a function & : P — R, and a non-increasing sequence h,, such that nh, — oo. Further assume

Ve > 0:supPp {‘\/mhn (5— 9(P)> - (\/% Zm:@pn(vi’ p))

pPepP

>5} — 0, (2.1)



Ep[n(Vi, P)] =0 VP € P, (2.2)

sup [Vp[n(Vi, P)] = E(P)| — 0, (2.3)
sup E [¢2(Zy, P)] < oo, fork e {1,2}, (2.4)
Pep

E| . ,C/Q ]E wn( (3] 2

>0 B G | o 2
m n—m

&2 (g}ﬁ + - Pz) — &2 (vPi+(1—7)P). (2.6)

Assumption requires the estimator §k to have an asymptotically linear expansion at rate
Vnih (Eq. [2.1) with zero-mean influence function 1, (Eq. and asymptotic variance &2 (Eq.
2.3). The expansion must hold for data drawn from any combination of P, and P, in P because
the limiting permutation distribution of 51 — (9\2 behaves as if the data were drawn from a sequence
of mixtures of P; and P, (Theorems [2.1| and [2.2] below). Assumption [2.1] also imposes bounds on
moments of ¢, (Egs. to enable us to apply a central limit theorem and derive the limiting

permutation distribution. This requires £2(P) to be smooth with respect to P (Eq. [2.6)) in order

for the limit of the variance &2 (%Pl + o= Pg) to be well-defined.

Situations arise where the number of observations n, is random rather than deterministic.
For example, suppose the researcher desires to compare the female and male subpopulations of a
country but only has one 7id sample with n individuals from that country. The researcher splits the
sample into two subsamples based on the gender of each observation and sample sizes are random.
In order to accommodate both deterministic and random sample sizes, we consider a sampling
scheme which is dictated by a vector of indicator variables W, = (Wy,...,W,,), W; € {1,2} for
i =1,...,n, where W has distribution Q,,. Conditional on W, the sample Z, = (Z1,...,Z,)
has Z; drawn from distribution P; if W; = 1 or from distribution P, if W; = 2, with observations
independent across i. This accommodates the standard two-population sampling by making W,
non-random with n; entries equal to 1, ny entries equal to 2, and n,+n9 = n. It also accommodates
the example above of male and female subpopulations by making W; iid and P(W; = 1) equal to

the probability of being female. Conditional on W, , there are n; id observations Z;,; € R? from



distribution Py, k£ = 1,2, and observations are independent across k. As before, /H\k = Opn(Zp 1,

cos Ly

Assumption 2.2. There exists A € (0,1) such that the sequence of distributions Q,, satisfies
ni/n 2 X as n — 0o. Moreover, Assumption holds for all sequences of sample sizes m such

that m/n — X\ or m/n — 1 — \.

The test statistic T, is a function of the data (W, ,Z,) as follows:
T,(W,,Z,) = Vnh ((31 . 52) , (2.7)

where we omit the subscript n from the sequence h,, of Assumption to simplify notation.

The permutation test is constructed by permuting the order of observations in Z,,, while keeping
the indicator variables W, unchanged, and recomputing the test statistic. A permutation is a one-
to-one function 7 : {1,...,n} — {1,...,n}, where m(i) = j says that the j-th observation becomes
the i-th observation once permutation 7 is applied. Given permutation 7, the permuted sample
becomes (W,,,Z7) = (Wi, ..., Wy, Zrq), ..., Zzr@m)), and the re-computed value of the test statistic
is T = T,(W,,,Z7). In other words, permutations swap individuals across the two samples to
which they originally belonged according to W, , which remains fixed. The set G, is the set of all
possible permutations 7. The number of elements in G,, is n!.

The two-sided permutation test with nominal level o € (0, 1) is constructed as follows. First,
re-compute the test statistic T,,(W,,,Z,) for every m € G,. Rank the values of 77 across :
TV <1 < .. < T, Second, fix a nominal level o € (0,1) and let k= = |nla/2], that is,
the largest integer less than or equal to nla/2, and k™ = n! — k~. Third, compute the following
quantities: (i) M ™, the number of values T,Sj), j =1,...,nl, that are strictly greater than Tﬁkﬂ;
(ii)) M~, the number of values T that are strictly smaller than T." (iii) M°, the number of
values T that are equal to either T* o 7,""; and (iv) a = (an! — M+ — M~) /M°. Finally,

the outcome of the test is based on the test function ¢:



1if T, >T% ) or 7, < T,
oW, Z,) =1 a if T, = Tn(,kﬂ or T, = T,gki), (2.8)
0 if T <1, <TH.
For a given sample, if ¢ = 1, we reject the null hypothesis; if ¢ = a, we randomly reject the null
hypothesis with probability a; otherwise, if ¢ = 0, we fail to reject the null. A classic property of
permutation tests is exact size in finite samples under the “sharp null,” that is, the null hypothesis

stating P = Ps.
Lemma 2.1. For anyn, Q,,, Pi, and Py, if P, = P, then E[¢p(W.,,,Z,)] = .

Remark 2.1. Re-computing the test statistic for all n! permutations is costly, even for small n.
Lemma[2.1] and remaining results in this section are unchanged if, instead of G,,, we use a random

sample of G,, with or without replacement (Lehmann and Romano (2005), page 636).

Remark 2.2. The randomized outcome in the case of ties is important for exvact size in finite
samples if P, = P,. Howewver, it may be desirable to have a deterministic answer to a hypothesis
test after observing a sample of data. An easy way to fix that is to set ¢ = 0 in the case of ties.

This makes the test conservative, that is, the size becomes less than or equal to c.

The set of distributions that satisfy the null hypothesis §(P;) = 6(F) is in general larger than
the set of distributions that satisfy the sharp null P, = P,. Thus, there is no finite sample size
control in general. To investigate the asymptotic properties of the test in (2.8), we derive the

probability limit of the permutation distribution,

R, () = - S HTL (Y, 25) < 1} (2.9

T€Gn
The hypothesis test utilizes critical values from 1?27;1. The test has asymptotic size control
if, under the null hypothesis, the probability limit of ﬁTn equals the cumulative distribution func-
tion (CDF) of the limiting distribution of 7,,. In order to study both size and power, we derive

these limiting distributions without imposing the null hypothesis in the following theorems.



Theorem 2.1. Under Assumptions the permutation distribution ﬁTn converges uni-
formly in probability to the CDF of a N (0,72), i.c., sup, |Ry, (t) — ® (t/7)| 2 0, where 72 =
(P)/MN1 = \) and P = AP, + (1 —\)Py. Moreover, T, —v/nh (0(P;) — 0(P3)) 5 N (0,02) , where
02 = (P1)/A+E(P)/ (1= A).

The permutation distribution fails to control size asymptotically because the asymptotic vari-
ance of the permutation distribution 72 generally differs from 2. To appreciate the implications
of Theorem [2.1, we present the parametric example below and four nonparametric examples in

Section |3| detailing cases where 72 = 0% and 72 # o2.

Example 2.1. (Parametric Model) For k = 1,2, Z; = (X, Yy) ~ Py, Xi ~ U[0,1], E[Y|Xk] =

0(Px) + Xk, and V[Yy|Xk] = vx. There are two independent samples with ny/n — A. The
V-GN
X (Xp)?

XY, = n—lk Yok XgiYei For V.= (R,S) ~ P, the setting satisfies Assumption with h = 1;

; ; o B — Ys — 1 ng s —
ordinary least squares estimator is 0, = , Where X} = . >im Xy for s = 1,2, and

Ua(V, P) = ¢(V,P) = (S = Ep(S|R))(4 — 6R); and &(P) = Ep[(S —Ep(S|R))*(4 - 6R)?].

Under the null hypothesis, the asymptotic variance of T,, = \/5(51 — 52) and of the permutation

distribution are, respectively, 0% = 4[4 + %] and 7% = 4 [{% + 2] . Unless A = 1/2 or vy = vy,

0% and 72 do not agree in general, distorting the rejection probability under the null for the
permutation test. Section C in the supplement displays a graph that illustrates this distortion

using simulated data.

2

Since 72 and o2 are generally different, the test statistic 7;, must be transformed to become

asymptotically pivotal. Thus, we divide T, by the square root of a consistent estimator for its

2

asymptotic variance. For each population k € {1, 2}, let 5,3 =&

(Z 1, ..., Z,,) be a consistent

2

estimator for £*(Py) and assume the functions &2, and &,

satisfy the following assumption.

Assumption 2.3. Let Vi,...,V,, be an iid sample from a distribution P € P. Use these ob-
servations to construct the estimator 52 =& a(Vi,..., V). Assume that, for any sequence of
sample sizes m such that m/n — X\ or m/n — 1 — A, & — £2(P) converges in probability to 0

uniformly over P € P.

10



Then, the studentized test statistic S, is

On

Sn(w'r” Zn)

where @, is the square root of the consistent estimator for the asymptotic variance of T},, that is,

~2 o) )
0, = 781 + -8

Theorem 2.2. Let fisn be the permutation CDF defined in with T, replaced by S,. Un-
der Assumptions Esn converges uniformly in probability to the CDF of a N (0,1), i.e.,
Rs, (t) — @ (1)

supy 20. Moreover, S, — M AN (0,1).

Example (continued) If the test statistic 7), is appropriately studentized by the usual
ordinary least squares formula for standard errors, both permutation and sampling distributions
of S,, coincide asymptotically. Section C in the supplement simulates data for this example and

presents these two distributions graphically.

Note that the standard deviation &,, that divides T,, must be consistent for o, as opposed to 7.
However, when ¢,, is evaluated using permuted samples, it converges in probability to 7. Under
the null hypothesis, both the permutation distribution and the test statistic .S, are asymptotically
standard normal. Therefore, our robust permutation test in (2.8) with 7, replaced by S, has
asymptotic size equal to the nominal level «, even if P, # P,. In case P, = P,, this test has
exact size in finite samples. Since Theorems and are true regardless of whether the null

hypothesis holds or not, we can now study the power properties of the permutation test.

Corollary 2.1. Let (W, ,Z,) be the permutation test in (2.8) with T, replaced by S,, and sup-
pose Assumptions hold. If the null hypothesis holds, then Elp(W, ,Z,)] — «; otherwise,
Elo(W,,,Z,)] — 1. Moreover, assume S,, has a limiting distribution under a sequence of local
alternatives contiguous to the null. Then, the asymptotic power of the robust permutation test

against local alternatives is the same as that of the test that uses critical values from the limiting

11



null distribution of S, PIf]

3 Applications

In this section, we apply our theory to four different nonparametric problems: testing for
equality of conditional mean and quantile functions evaluated at a point, and testing for continuity
of conditional mean and PDF at a point. For a simple and intuitive presentation, we use the
Nadaraya—Watson (NW) type of kernel estimators throughout, but proofs in this section generalize
to other types of estimators, e.g., local-polynomial regression (LPR), sieves, etc. In particular, we
demonstrate the generalization of our third application in Section to the LPR estimator in
Section D.5 of the supplement. We obtain the usual rate restrictions on the bandwidth tuning
parameter h, which allows researchers to choose among standard options available in the literature.
We fit the four examples into the general framework of Section [2 demonstrate the validity of
Assumptions [2.1] and and show that studentization is generally required for asymptotic size
control, except for the PDF continuity test. The third and fourth examples (testing for continuity
of conditional mean and PDF) illustrate the sample-splitting feature of our general framework.

Throughout this section, K (u) denotes a symmetric, non-negative, bounded kernel density

function with [ |u[*K (u) du < co. We denote ryy = [7 u K'(u) du and s, = [ v K (u) du.

3.1 Controlled Means

Researchers are often interested in comparing conditional mean functions between two different
populations. For example, in randomized controlled trials, P, and P; are the populations of control

and treatment individuals, respectively. Of interest is the average outcome Y after controlling for

2 Alternative resampling methods such as the bootstrap and subsampling also share the same asymptotic local
power as the permutation test because they produce critical values that are consistent for standard Gaussian critical
values under the null hypothesis.

3Suppose one uses an estimator 5= that assumes the null hypothesis is true; that is, 32 is consistent for o under
the null hypothesis but has a different probability limit under the alternative. Regardless of whether the null is
true, such an estimator applied to a random permutation of the data is generally consistent for 72, and Corollary
remains true. Consistency for 72 comes from the fact that an estimator applied to a random permutation
behaves as if it were applied to data from a mixture distribution, where the null is always true (Section B.3.2 in
the supplement).

12



an individual characteristic X. For instance, outcomes of a professional training program may
differ between rich and poor individuals, and we would like to condition on income X.

There are two independent samples of bivariate variables: n; observations with Z;,; = (X,
Y1) #d Py and ny observations with Zy; = (Xs;, Ya,) 4d Ps. The vector W, is non-random with
ny entries equal to 1 and ny entries equal to 2, where n = n; 4+ ny. For a given interior point x,
O(Py) = E[Y3:| Xk; = x], k = 1,2, and the null hypothesis is 0(P;) = 6(P).

A common estimator for conditional mean functions is the NW kernel estimator, which com-
putes a weighted average of Y local to X = z for each population £ = 1,2. For a bandwidth h > 0

and a kernel density function K, the NW estimator for 0(P) is written as

ng R

) 2K <ng ) Y

Hk — 7 (Zk71,-.-7zk,nk) = l_nk x :
ki~ %

2 (%)

The superscript b indicates that there is bias in the asymptotic distribution of \/nh(gz —0(Fy))

(3.1)

whenever the bandwidth choice converges to zero at the slowest possible rate, i.e., h = O(n~'/%)
(Proposition |3.1]). This is the case of mean squared error (MSE) optimal bandwidths, and inference
requires bias correction in this case. A conventional solution is to subtract a first-order bias term
h?*B(P;) from 52, where B(P) is nonparametrically estimated by Bk =Bpn(Zya,..., Lyy,). We
give the analytical formulas for B(P;) and By in Section D.1 (Equation D.6) of the supplemental
appendix. Our permutation tests utilize the bias-corrected NW estimator é\k = Opon(Zia,- ..,
Zin,) =0 (Ziy,- - Zypy) — WP Bun(Zia, . L) = 5,‘; — h2B,. Note that no bias correction
is needed if h = o(n~Y/?) because Vnh(8: — 8(P,) — h2B(P,)) = Vnh(6 — 6(P,)) + o(1).

An alternative solution to the bias issue consists of replacing the NW estimator é\z, which is
the LPR estimator of order zero, with the LPR estimator of order two. For LPR estimation at an
interior point z, if @7,'; is LPR of order p, the asymptotic bias of \/%(52 —0(P)) is O (\/%hp“)
if p is even, or O (\/@h”“) if p is odd (Theorem 3.1 by [Fan and Gijbels (1996))). Thus, if an

LPR of order p has asymptotic bias, that bias vanishes if we increase the order of the polynomial

by two if p is even, or by one if p is odd. We keep the NW estimator for a simple and intuitive

13



presentation of our theory in this section, but our permutation tests also apply to LPR estimators.
We demonstrate this in the context of our third application (Section in the supplemental
appendix (Section D.5). In the same spirit, our simulations in Section [5{ and empirical examples
in Section [6] utilize LPR of order one with MSE-optimal bandwidth and bias-correct it using LPR
of order two. Other options of bias correction include higher-order kernels (Li and Racine| (2007)),
Section 1.11) and the bootstrap (Racine (2001))).

When the distribution of (Xj,Y]) equals that of (X3,Y5), the permutation test in has
exact size in finite samples. For other cases, we rely on asymptotic size control, which depends on
Assumptions and Below, we describe regularity conditions such as continuous differentia-
bility of conditional moments, and Proposition |3.1| proves the asymptotic linear representation of

the bias-corrected NW estimator.

Assumption 3.1. Asn — oo, ny/n — X € (0,1), h — 0, nh — oo, and vVnhh? — ¢ € [0, 00).

Assumption 3.2. For k = 1,2, the distribution of X, has PDF fx, (zx) that is bounded, bounded

away from zero, and three times differentiable with bounded derivatives.

Assumption 3.3. Fork = 1,2, my,|x,(2x) = E[Yi| Xy = 23] is bounded, three times differentiable,

and its derivatives are bounded; there exists ¢ > 0 such that E[|Y;|**¢| X4] is almost surely bounded.

Assumption 3.4. For k = 1,2, vy, |x, (vx) = V[Yi| X = 23] is bounded, differentiable, its deriva-

tive is bounded, and vy, x,(x) > 0.

Assumption 3.5. Let Vq,...,V,, be an iid sample from a distribution P € P, where m grows
with n. Let B = Bpn(Vi, ..., V) be a consistent estimator for the first-order bias term B(P).
Assume that <§ — B(P)) 20 uniformly over P € P for any sequence m such that m/n — \ or

m/n—1—A\.

Proposition 3.1. Suppose Assumptions hold. Let Vi = (R1,51),..., Viu = (R, Sm) be
an wd sample from a distribution P € P, where m grows with n, and consider the bias-corrected
estimator 0 = Omn(Vi,..., V) as described in the text. Then, Assumptions and hold

for 6 with 1, (V,P) = K (B;;"”) (S\;%?:(f;» and £2(P) = %, where mg|(x; P) is the
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conditional mean of S given R = x, vgr(x; P) is the conditional variance of S given R = x, and

fr(x; P) is the PDF of R at x, all three assuming V = (R,S) ~ P € P.

The proof of Proposition (3.1 adapts conventional arguments for nonparametric asymptotics
(e.g., Theorem 2.2 by |Li and Racine (2007)) and is found in Section D.1 of the supplement.

Under the null hypothesis, the asymptotic variance of T}, and of the permutation distribution

vy, | x, () Vy, | x, (T) 2 Ifxi(@vy)1x, (@) | fx,(@)vy, x, (T)
N, (@) (1—§>ff(2<x>> and 7% = ko, < RSV IE R VTP o) > )

where f2(z; P) is the square of the PDF of R evaluated at x under P = AP, + (1 — \)P, € P.

are, respectively, 0% = kg2 <

These variances are generally different, except in special cases, e.g., when fx, (z) = fx,(z) and
A =1/2 or when fx, () = fx,(x) and vy, |x, (2) = vy,|x,(2). Thus, in general, the researcher must

use the studentized test statistic for the permutation test to have asymptotic size control.

3.2 Controlled Quantiles

In this subsection, we examine equality of conditional quantile functions for two populations.
For example, a researcher may wish to compare not only averages (Section but also other
features of a conditional distribution between P, and P, such as the median, tails, interquartile
range, etc. The goal is to test the difference of the y-th quantile of the outcomes Y between the
two populations, after controlling for a given value of the variable X. For instance, the immune
response Y of a certain treatment conditional on age X may differ for individuals at the bottom,
median, or top of the immunity distribution.

As in Section , there are two independent samples, Zy; = (X1, Y1), ¢ = 1,...,n1, and
Zy;, = (Xo4,Ya,), 1 =1,...,n9, and the vector W, is non-random. For a given interior point z,
the parameter of interest is the x-th conditional quantile, that is, 0(P) = Q,[Yy:| Xk = 2] =
arg min, E[p, (Y — a)| Xk, = z] , where p,(u) = (x — I(u < 0)) u.

For a bandwidth A > 0 and a kernel density function K, a consistent estimator of the NW style
is @,’; = 0% (Ziy, ..., Zyy,) = argmin, % px(Yiei —a)K (W) ,for k=1,2.

The superscript b indicates that theg 1is bias in the asymptotic distribution of \/ﬁ(@i —0(Fy))

whenever the bandwidth choice converges to zero at the slowest possible rate, i.e., h = O(n~1/%)
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(Proposition[3.2). This is the case of mean squared error (MSE) optimal bandwidths, and inference
requires bias correction in this case. A conventional solution is to subtract a first-order bias
term h?B(P,) from @,‘;, where B(P;) is nonparametrically estimated by Ek = Byn(Zgg, ...,
Zy.,,). We give the analytical formulas for B(P;) and By, in Section D.2 (Equation D.14) of the
supplemental appendix. Our permutation tests utilize the bias-corrected estimator gk = Oy n(Zg1,
s Lipy,) = sz,n(zlala coisZign,) — WBpn(Ziy, ...\ Lyy,) = /9\,2 — h2§k. Note that no bias
correction is needed if b = o(n~1/3) because Vnh(6! — 6(P;) — h2B(P,)) = Vnh(6 — 6(P,)) + o(1).
An alternative solution to the bias issue consists of replacing @Z with the LPR estimator, while
keeping the MSE-optimal bandwidth choice for the NW estimator. See Sections [3.1] and [3.3] for
details.

Proposition below demonstrates validity of Assumptions for the NW quantile re-

gression estimator. It relies on some of the same assumptions as Section [3.1] plus a couple of

assumptions on the distribution of Y} conditional on Xy, k =1, 2.

Assumption . For k = 1,2, the distribution of Y, conditional on Xy has PDF fy,x, (yi|Tk)
that is a bounded and differentiable function of (x,yx), has bounded partial derivatives with respect
to xp and yi, and is bounded away from zero over yy for x, = x.

Assumption . For k = 1,2, the distribution of Y conditional on X, has CDF Fy,x, (yi|Tk)
that is three times partially differentiable with respect to xy with bounded partial derivatives.

Proposition 3.2. Suppose Assumptions 3.4, and hold. Let Vi = (Ry,

S1),.. s Vi = (R, Sp) be an iid sample from a distribution P € P, where m grows with n,

and consider the bias-corrected estimator 0 = Omn(Vi,..., V) as described in the text. Then,
~ . . . _ Rz ({S<O(P)}—Fs r(6(P)|R;P))

0 satisfies Assumptions and with ¥n,(V,P) = K( - ) T @) 5P Fr @) and
&(P) ro.2ax(1—x) where fs\r(s|r; P) is the conditional PDF of S given R =1, fr(r; P)

= T2 R0(P)x:P) fr(w:P)

is the PDF of R, and Fsg(s|r; P) is the conditional CDF of S given R = r, all three assuming
V=(RS) ~PcP.

The proof of Proposition adapts arguments by Pollard| (1991)), Chaudhuri (1991), and Fan

et al.|(1994) and is found in Section D.2 of the supplement. The asymptotic variance of T;, and of
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— K0,2X(1—X) + r0,2Xx(1—X)
ME x, OP[2)fx, @) T A=NFE ., 0(P)[0) fx, (@)

These variances are generally different except in special cases. For

the permutation distribution are, respectively, o2 and

2 —= KO’QX(_]'_X)_ —
N1=N) 1%, 5 (0(P)[z;P) fr(w:P) "

example, the null hypothesis implies (Py) = 0(P) = 0(P). If fy,x, (0(P1)]z) = frax, (0(P2)|)

T

and fx,(z) = fx,(z), then 0 = 72. Thus, in general, the researcher must use the studentized test

statistic for the permutation test to have asymptotic size control.

3.3 Discontinuity of Conditional Mean

Numerous empirical studies in the social sciences have relied on estimation and inference on the
size of a discontinuity in a conditional mean function at a certain point. In the so-called regression
discontinuity design (RDD), an individual i receives treatment if and only if a running variable
X, is above a fixed threshold. If individuals do not know the threshold or do not have perfect
manipulation over X, untreated individuals who barely missed the cutoff serve as a control group
for treated individuals who barely made it across the cutoff. Assume the threshold for treatment
is 0 without loss of generality. The difference in side limits E[Y|X = 0%] — E[Y|X = 07] identifies
the causal effect of treatment on an outcome variable Y. Thus, the null hypothesis of zero causal
effect is equivalent to continuity of the conditional mean function E[Y'|X = z] at = 0.

This idea first appeared in psychology (Thistlethwaite and Campbell, |1960), made its way to
economics (Hahn et al., 2001)), and has a growing number of applications in the social sciences.
Examples include Agarwal et al.| (2017) in economics, Valentine et al. (2017)) in education, |Abou-
Chadi and Krause| (2020)) in political science, and Zoorob| (2020) in sociology. We focus on the
conditional mean function in this subsection, but the whole argument goes through if one desires
to use the conditional quantile function.

The researcher has a sample of n iid observations (X;,Y;) and the NW estimator for the

discontinuity is
S K (F)HX: >0y 3 K (5) {X: < 0}Y]
STOK(S)X, >00 Y K (S I{X, <0}

RDD fits in our two-population framework by splitting the sample based on X being above or
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below the cutoff. Construct W; = 2 — I{X; > 0} so that n;/n = A = P[W; = 1]. Re-order the
sample such that the n; observations with W; = 1 come first, and the n, observations with W, = 2
come second. Define Z;; = (X1,,Y1,;) = (X;,Y;) fori =1,...,ny and Zy; = (Xo4, Ya,) = (— Xy 145
Yo, 4i) for i = 1,...,ne. We have Z, = (Z11,...,21n,,2Z21,...,2Z2,,). Conditional on W,
the distribution of Z;; is P;, which equals the distribution of (X,Y’) conditional on X > 0.
Likewise for Z,;, P, is the distribution of (—X,Y’) conditional on X < 0. Permutations re-order
observations in Z, but keep W, unchanged. The RDD parameter becomes §(P;) — 0(F,), where
O(Py) = E[Yi| X = 0] for k=1, 2.

The NW estimator for the RDD parameter is @1’ — %, where 5,’; is defined in Equation
for k = 1,2 and evaluation point = set to zero. The superscript b indicates that there is bias
in the asymptotic distribution of \/M(é\,"; — 0(Py)) whenever the bandwidth choice converges to
zero at the slowest possible rate, i.e., h = O(n~'/3) (Proposition . This is the case of MSE-
optimal bandwidths, and inference requires bias correction in this case. A conventional solution is
to subtract a first-order bias term hB(FP;) from é\z, where B(P) is nonparametrically estimated
by Ek = Bun(Zry, ..., Zgn,). We give the analytical formulas for B(P;) and Ek in Section D.3
(Equation D.21) of the supplemental appendix. Our permutation tests utilize the bias-corrected
NW estimator O = 0, n(Zins - Ziony) = 0% o(Zicts o Ziomy) — hBugn(Zit, -y Zigy) = 0 —
hBj,. Note that no bias correction is needed if h = o(n~"/3) because \/%(5,‘; —0(Py) —hB(Fy)) =
Vnh(B) — 0(P)) + o(1).

An alternative solution to the bias issue consists of replacing the NW estimator @,‘;, which is the
LPR estimator of order zero, with the LPR estimator of order one, while keeping the MSE-optimal
bandwidth choice for the NW estimator. For LPR estimation at a boundary point, if 52 is LPR of
order p, the asymptotic bias of \/E(gz —0(P)) is O <\/%hp> (Theorem 3.2 by [Fan and Gijbels
(1996))). Thus, if an LPR of order p has asymptotic bias, that bias vanishes if we increase the
order of the polynomial by one. We keep the NW estimator for a simple and intuitive presentation
of our theory in this section, but we demonstrate that our permutation tests also apply to LPR

estimators of any order in Section D.5 of the supplement. Section [0]illustrates our procedures with
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two empirical examples of RDD using LPR estimators and MSE-optimal bandwidths, which is
standard practice in applied literature. A third option for bias correction is the method proposed
by Armstrong and Kolesér| (2018).

In case the distribution of (Y, X) equals that of (Y, —X), then P, = P, and the permutation
test in has exact size in finite samples. Note that this X-symmetry restriction eliminates the
impossibility problem in RDD tests (Kamat| (2018) and |Bertanha and Moreira| (2020))) because
there is no bias in estimation. For other cases, we rely on asymptotic size control, which depends
on Assumptions and [2.21 Proposition below builds on assumptions similar to those of
Section , which we rewrite below in terms of the originally sampled variables (X,Y), that is,

before the variables are transformed into (X, Y%), k = 1, 2.

Assumption . Asn — 0o, h — 0, nh — o0, and vVnhh — ¢ € [0,00).

Assumption (3.2f. The distribution of X has PDF fx(x) that is bounded, bounded away from

zero, twice differentiable except at x = 0, and has bounded derivatives.

Assumption [3.3F. E[Y|X = z] is bounded, twice differentiable except at v = 0, and has bounded

derivatives. There exists ¢ > 0 such that E[|Y|**¢|X] is almost surely bounded.

Assumption [3.4F. V[Y|X = x| is bounded, differentiable except at v = 0, has bounded derivative,
VIY|X =0"] >0, and V[Y|X =07] > 0, where 07 and 0~ denote side limits as x — 0.

Proposition 3.3. Suppose Assumptions[3.1f, [3.5], [3.5 [3.4]] and[3.8 hold. Let Vi = (Ry,Sy),

.y Vo = (R, Sim) be an iid sample from a distribution P € P, where m grows with n, and

consider the bias-corrected estimator § — Omn(Vi,..., V) as described in the text. Then, 0 satis-

—m 5 v +. I€+
fies Assumptions cmd with 1, (V, P) = K <%> (%) and £*(P) = %,
where mgr(r; P) is the conditional mean of S given R = r, vgg(r; P) is the conditional variance

of S given R =r, and fg(r; P) is the PDF of R at r, all three assuming V = (R, S) ~ P € P.

The proof is in Section D.3 of the supplement. The conditions and proof of Proposition (3.3
follow along the lines of the conditional mean case (Proposition [3.1). Unlike Section the
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evaluation point x lies at the boundary of the support of X,. As a result, h has to converge faster
to zero to bound the asymptotic bias of T}, (i.e., Vnhh = ¢ in Assumption vs. Vnhh? = ¢
in Assumption [3.1]). Proposition is extended to LPR estimators of any order p in Section D.5
of the supplement. Common practice in RDD uses local-linear regression (p = 1) with a MSE-
optimal bandwidth, and the resulting asymptotic bias is often corrected by using a local-quadratic
regression (p = 2).

If agents do not manipulate X to change their treatment status, which is a key assumption
in RDD, then the PDF of X should be continuous at the cutoff. This implies that fx(07) =
fx, (0DA = fx,(07)(1—=X) = fx(07) = fx(0). In this case, under the null hypothesis, the asymp-
totic variance of T, and of the permutation distribution are, respectively, o = ;}’:—%(vm x(07) +

+
S0 (vv11x, (07) 4 vy, x,(07)) . These are generally different, except

Wix,(01)) and 7 = st

when A\ = 1/2. Thus, in general, the researcher must use the studentized test statistic for the

permutation test to have asymptotic size control.

3.4 Discontinuity of Density

In many settings, the distribution of a random variable may exhibit a discontinuity at a given
point if a certain phenomenon of interest occurs. For example, estimating agents’ responses to
incentives is a central objective in the social sciences. A continuous distribution of agents who face
a discontinuous schedule of incentives results in a distribution of responses with a discontinuity at
a known point. For example, Saez| (2010) looks for evidence of a mass point in the distribution
of reported income at tax brackets as evidence of agents’ responses to tax rates. Caetano| (2015))
proposes an exogeneity test in nonparametric regression models, where the distribution of the
potentially endogenous regressor may have a mass point. Identification of causal effects with RDD
depends heavily on continuity assumptions, and these imply that the PDF of the control variable
is continuous at the cutoff.

Consider a scalar random variable X with PDF f that is continuous, except for point x = 0.

We want to test the null hypothesis of continuity of the PDF at x = 0. For a sample with n id

20



observations X;, a kernel density estimator for the size of the discontinuity is

nhZK( ) [{X,; >0} —I{X; < 0}].

The problem fits in our two-population framework by randomly splitting the sample as follows.
Make ny = |n/2]| and ny = n—ny. For observations 1 <1i < mny,set W, =landletZ,, = X, = X;;
for observations ny < @ < n, set W; = 2 and let Zy;_,,, = Xs,_,, = —X;. This implies that
n1/n — 1/2. Permutations re-order observations in Z,, = (X 1,..., X1y, X241, ..., X2,,) but keep
W, unchanged. Conditional on W, , the distribution of X, ; is P, which equals the distribution
of X. Likewise for Xy ;, P, is the distribution of —X H

Let V be a scalar variable R ~ P € P. The parameter of interest is (P) = 1/2(fr(0"; P) —
fr(07; P)), where fr(0%; P) and fr(0~; P) are the side-limits at zero of the PDF of R under the
P distribution. The discontinuity parameter is 0(P;) — 0(P,), which equals fx(07) — fx(07) in

terms of the PDF of X. The kernel estimator for the density discontinuity becomes @1’ 9 , Where

@}; is defined as 797,'; = n;%h g:lK <X,’;> (I{ Xy, >0} —I{Xx; <0}), for k =1,2.

The b superscript de;_otes asymptotic bias in the limiting distribution of \/nk_h(@z —0(Fy))
whenever the bandwidth choice converges to zero at the slowest possible rate, i.e., h = O(n_l/ 3)
(Proposition [3.4). This is the case of MSE-optimal bandwidths, and inference requires bias cor-
rection in this case. A conventional solution is to subtract a first-order bias term hB(Fy) from @,‘;,
where B(Py) is nonparametrically estimated by Ek =By, n(Zia, ..., 2Ly, ). We give the analytical
formulas for B(P;,) and Ek in Section D.4 (Equation D.24) of the supplemental appendix. Our per-

mutation tests utilize the bias-corrected NW estimator é\k = Onpn(Zirs - Ziny) = 0% (Zya,. ..,

ng, n(
Zin,) —hBun(Zya, ..., Zgp,) = @\Z — hB,. Note that no bias correction is needed if h = o(n=1/3)
because Vnh(B — 0(P,) — hB(Py)) = Vnh(82 — 0(P:)) + o(1). Alternative solutions to the bias

issue include using transformed-kernel estimators (Marron and Ruppert| (1994)) or LPR density

estimators (Cattaneo et al.| (2020)).

4We cannot split the sample based on X being above or below 0 as we do in Section If we split the sample
based on X and the distribution of X is asymmetric, it becomes impossible to identify the side limit of f at 0 using
only data from either sample, as required by Assumption
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It is important to emphasize that if the sample size n is even and split in half, then the test
statistic T, = vnh (51 — 52) is invariant to the way the original sample is split. In case the
distribution of X is symmetric at 0, then P, = P, and the permutation test in (2.8) has exact

size in finite samples. For other cases, we rely on asymptotic size control, and thus need to verify

Assumptions 2.1 and [2.2]

Proposition 3.4. Suppose Assumptions |3. I} and[3.8 hold. Let Vi = (Ry,51),..., Vy, =

(R, Sm) be an iid sample from a distribution P € P, where m grows with n, and consider the
bias-corrected estimator 0 = Omn(Vi,..., V) as described in the text. Then, Assumptions
and hold for 8 with v, (V, P) = hy'/* K (hﬁ) (I{R > 0} — I{R < 0}) — h *Ep[K (2) ({R >
0} —I{R < 0})] and £(P) = rgy (fr(075 P) + fr(07; P)).

The proof of Proposition [3.4]is in Section D.4 in the supplement. The asymptotic variance of

T, and of the permutation distribution are, respectively,
0% =265 [fx,(07) + fx, (07) + fx, (07) + fx, (07)]
= 4/@&2 [fR(OJr; P)+ fr(07; P)} = 72
These are the same regardless if the null hypothesis is true or not. Thus, unlike the previous

examples, we do not need to studentize the test statistic for asymptotic validity of the permutation

test.

4 Confidence Sets

This section constructs robust confidence sets for a discrepancy measure W (P, P;) between the
two populations by “inverting” the permutation test for the null hypothesis W(P;, P») =4, 6 € R.
The discrepancy measure satisfies two requirements. First, there exists a unique oy € R such that
U(Py, Py) = & is equivalent to 0(P;) = 6(F»). Second, for every 6 # ¢y, there exists a known data
transformation 15 that applies to observations from the first sample such that the distribution P
of 1s5(Z ;) satisfies 0(P,) = 0(Py).

In terms of the examples of Sections 3.1H3.3, we set W(Py, P) = 6(P;) — 0(P,), and it follows

that dp = 0 and ¢5(Z1 ;) = (X1, Y1, —0) satisty the two requirements for the discrepancy measure.
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Note that the null hypothesis W(P;, P,) = 0 is equivalent to E[Y;|X; = z] — E[Y3| Xy = 2] = § in
the conditional mean case, to Q,[Y1|X; = 2] — Q,[Y2| X = 2] = 0 in the conditional quantile case,
and to E[Y|X = 07] — E[Y|X = 07] = 0 in the discontinuity of conditional mean case. For the
discontinuity of PDF example of Section [3.4] we make W(Py, P») = fx,(07)/fx,(0%), and we have
that 6o = 1 and 95(Z1,;) = X1, (SI{X1,; > 0} + (1/6)I{ X1 ; < 0}) satisfy the two requirements. In
this example, W(Py, P») = § is equivalent to fx(0%)/fx(07) = 6.

Define ¢5,(W,,, Z,,) to be the test described in Equation with the studentized test statistic
S, of Equation replacing 7,,. This test applies to the null hypothesis U (P, P,) = . Next,
for § # dy, we first transform the data Z,, = (Z11,...,Z1ny,Zog, ..., Loy,) tO Zn = (2171, .
Zm, Zsi,...,2y,,), where iu = 5(Zy;) for i = 1,...,ny. The robust permutation test for the
null hypothesis U(Py, P;) = ¢ is defined as ¢s(W, ,Z,) = ¢5,(W.,, Z,,).

Let U be a uniform random variable in [0, 1] and independent of the data. The confidence set
with 1 —« nominal coverage is C(W,,,Z,,) = {6 : U > ¢s(W,,,Z,)}. The set almost-surely includes
all values of ¢ for which the test fails to reject, and it excludes the ones the test rejects. For those
values of ¢ for which the test outcome is randomized with rejection probability a, the inclusion
in the confidence set occurs with probability 1 — a. The purpose of a randomized confidence set
is to guarantee exact coverage whenever the test ¢s has exact size. A non-randomized confidence
set is C(W,,Z,) = {6 € R: ¢5(W,,Z,) < 1}, but its coverage is conservative, especially in small
samples.

Lemma [2.1] implies that ¢s5(W,,,Z,) has exact size « in finite samples for any P; and P, such
that W(Py, P,) = § and P, = s Py = P,. This implies that the confidence set C(W,,, Z,,) has exact
coverage in finite samples if distributions are equal up to a transformation 5. In the examples of
Sections [3.1H3.2], exactness occurs when the distributions of P, and P, are such that there exists
0 € R for which the distribution of (Y;,; — §, X1 ;) equals that of (Ys,, Xs;); in Section , when
there exists 6 € R for which the distribution of (Y — §, X)|X > 0 equals that of (Y, —X)|X < 0;
and in Section [3.4] when there exists ¢ € (0, 00) such that I{z > 0} fx(2/8)/d + I{z < 0} fx(xd)d

is symmetric around x = 0. If these restrictions do not apply, then the confidence set has correct
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coverage asymptotically.

Corollary 4.1. Consider the discrepancy measure ¥ and class of data transformations s discussed
above. For any n, Q,,, P, and Py, if P, = 5P, = P, for 6 =V (P, P,), then

PV (P, P)eCW,,2Z,)] =1—a. Assume instead that P = Vs Py # Py and Assumptions
hold. Then, asn — oo, PV (P, P,) € C(W,,,Z,)] — 1 —af]

5 Monte Carlo Simulations

We conduct Monte Carlo simulations to compare the finite sample performance of our permu-
tation test to the conventional t-test, that is, the test that rejects the null if |S,| > 1 —®(1 —«a/2).
The goal is not to show that the permutation test dominates the ¢-test in all cases; instead, the
goal is to verify the theoretical predictions of Section [2] and explore DGP variations that illustrate
pros and cons of our methods. The exercise confirms the theoretical findings of size control in large
samples and in finite samples under the sharp null; it also shows similar power curves between
permutation and t-tests in large samples. Moreover, we find several cases where the permutation
test performs significantly better than the t-test, both in power and in size control outside of the
sharp null. We also compare our permutation test to two other popular resampling procedures,
namely, the bootstrap and subsample, and the permutation test compares favorably to them.

The basic setup of our DGP is as follows. For k = 1,2, X, ~ U[0,1], e, ~ N(0,0%), where
X}, is independent of ex, Y = my, 1(Xt) + €, and the variances are (0%,03) € {(1,1),(1,5)}. The
experiments simulate 7id samples from the following designs:

Design 1:  myi(x) = gi(z), where g1(x) = 5(z — 0.2)(z — 0.8)I{|x — 0.5] > 0.3} and
g2(z) = —15(x — 0.2)(z — 0.8)I{|z — 0.5] > 0.3}; the sample sizes are (ny,ns) € {(100, 1900), (250,
4750), (500, 9500), (40, 1960), (100, 4900), (200,9800)}; and the null hypothesis is Hy : 0(P) =
my1(0.5) = my 2(0.5) = 0();

5The data transformation s is used to obtain finite sample exactness when distributions are equal up to
a transformation w5, but it is not necessary for correct asymptotic coverage. In fact, for the null hypothesis
O(P1) — 0(P2) = J, one may construct a permutation test ¢% that compares the value of S,, — v/nhd /5, with the
critical values from ]:Esn. The test ¢3 has correct size asymptotically, and the confidence set constructed by inverting
@5 has correct coverage in large samples.
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Design 2:  my(z) = 1 + gx(z) for gi(x) of Design 1; Dy = mgi(Xy) + €45 for mutually
independent (Xy, e, €4) and g ~ N(0,1); mgr(z) = p € {1,10}; the sample sizes are (ny,n2) €
{(75,75), (150, 150), (1000, 1000) }; and the null hypothesis is Hy : 8(P;) = m,,1(0.5)/m41(0.5) =
my 2(0.5)/mg2(0.5) = 6(P2).

Design 1 is an example of the controlled means case studied in Section [3.1], and Design 2 is a
variation of that case. Design 2 has controlled means of two different variables with the ratio of
means being of interest. The asymptotic behavior of the ratio estimator can be obtained via the
Delta method, and Assumptions and can be verified using arguments similar to those in
Section 3.1l

These designs represent practical situations in which the ¢-test is known to perform poorly
in small samples. Design 1 corresponds to cases of sample imbalance, that is, cases where the
sample sizes are very different. For example, a researcher has a much larger sample of women
than men and is interested in comparing the average outcome from a professional training between
men and women, after conditioning on a test score. Design 2 encompasses scenarios where the
ratio of conditional mean functions is of interest, and the denominator may be small. An example
is estimating the efficacy rate of a vaccine conditional on blood pressure, and comparing this
rate between men and women. The efficacy rate in vaccine trials is the difference in proportions of
infected individuals between treatment and control groups, divided by the proportion in the control
group. Both designs have conditional mean functions for Y given X that are equal and flat for
| X — 0.5] <0.3, but different and non-linear otherwise (Figure 4 in Section E of the supplement).
This shape of conditional mean function allows us to experiment with scenarios with or without
estimation bias, and inside or outside the sharp null, depending on the choice of bandwidth. Both
designs fall under the null hypothesis; they fall under the sharp null if we further set 0? = 02 and
restrict the sample to | X — 0.5 < 0.3.

The test statistic 7,, is the difference of consistent estimators 51 — 52 multiplied by Vnh (Equa-
tion . The studentized statistic .S, equals the difference of consistent estimators divided by

the standard error of the difference (Equation [2.10). The conditional mean functions at point
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0.5 are consistently estimated by local linear regressions with triangular kernel and a bandwidth
choice h that shrinks to zero as n increases. A practical choice for h is the estimated MSE-optimal
bandwidth for local-linear regression (LLR), which decreases at rate n~/°. In particular, we adapt
the algorithm of Imbens and Kalyanaraman (2012)), denoted IK bandwidth, to our setting. This
choice of bandwidth implies that 7T, and S,, have asymptotic distributions not centered at zero.
Thus, we employ local quadratic regressions, using the same kernel and bandwidth as before, to
construct the test statistics and avoid the asymptotic bias[f] We use White’s robust formula for lo-
cal quadratic regressions to compute standard errors, where the the squared residuals are obtained
by the nearest-neighbor matching estimator using three neighbors (Abadie and Imbens (2006)).

We consider 10,000 simulated samples and 1,000 random permutations for each variation of
the two designs. We compare the null rejection probability of three different tests at 5% nominal
size: the non-studentized permutation test (NSP), the studentized permutation test (SP), and the
t-test (t). All tests use the same bandwidth choice, and we experiment with four possibilities:
three fixed choices of h, 0.1, 0.3, and 0.5, and the IK data-driven MSE-optimal bandwidth ﬁmse.

Table |1| displays simulated rejection rates under the null hypothesis. DGPs with 0? = o3 and
h = 0.1 or 0.3 fall under the sharp null hypothesis. As the theory predicts, both NSP and SP
control size in these cases, but ¢ fails to do so, most notably in Design 1 with n; = 40 and Design
2 with = 1. Models with o7 = 03 and h = 0.5 fall outside the sharp null, and the local quadratic
estimators are biased. Bias makes the mean of T;, diverge to infinity as the sample size increases,
which explains the increasing size distortion of all tests. In these cases, all tests fail to control size,
although the distortions are smaller for SP than for ¢.

The rows of Table [1] with 0% # o3 fall outside of the sharp null. Cases with o7 # o3 and
h < 0.3 violate the sharp null, but the distribution of 7}, does not diverge as in the case of h = 0.5.
Design 1 with h = 0.1 or 0.3 has a large size distortion of NSP and a small size distortion of SP
that decreases with n, as predicted by our theory. The size distortion of SP is much smaller than

that of ¢, especially for smaller samples. For Design 2 with A = 0.1 or 0.3, the size distortions of

SFor more details on bias correction see discussion in Section 3.1. Section D.5 of the supplement demonstrates
validity of our permutation tests with the LPR estimator.
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the permutation test are again smaller than ¢ and decrease with n. Finally, the IK MSE-optimal
bandwidth ﬁmse balances bias and variance, and does a good job keeping low size distortions of
SP in all cases.

Since Hall and Hart| (1990), many authors have proposed resampling procedures to test non-
parametric hypotheses. It is natural to ask how some of these procedures compare to our robust
permutation test. We implement the tests of Designs 1 and 2 using critical values for S,, generated
by the wild bootstrap of |(Cao-Abad| (1991)) and the subsample of Politis, Romano and Wolf (1999)).
The last two columns of Table [1|report the simulated rejection rates of studentized bootstrap (SB)
and studentized subsample (SS) using the IK MSE-optimal bandwidth (Table 4 in Section E of
the supplement reports the rates for fixed h). The performance of SB and SS are generally similar
to that of the ¢-test, with SS having worse size control in some cases]

We shift the conditional mean function of Y5 in both designs so that 0(P;) # 0(P,). We then
examine the power of SP and compare it to that of the ¢, SB, and SS tests. A direct comparison is
difficult because not all tests control size in all cases. Thus, we artificially adjust the size of the tests
to make sure they have a simulated rejection rate of 5% under the null hypothesis.ﬂ Figures|l{ and
display the simulated power curves for Designs 1 and 2, respectively, for cases with o7 > 02 = 1.
Cases with 0? = 02 = 1 are found in Figures 56 of Section E in the supplement. Panels (a)—
(b) compare SP (solid line) to ¢ (dashed line), and Panels (¢)-(d) compare SP (solid line) to SB
(dashed line) and SS (dotted line). Each panel displays curves associated with three different
sample sizes, with darker colors representing larger samples. The x-axis shows 0(P;) — 6(P;), and
the y-axis plots the simulated probability of rejection. All estimates in our power analysis use the

IK MSE-optimal bandwidth Fys.

It is worth noting that SB takes longer than SP to compute because it requires re-estimation of 7y (X} ;) for
two different bandwidths and multiple observations i (Cao-Abad| (1991), page 2227). We compare the computation
time of all tests with two empirical illustrations in the next section (Table .

8For the t-test, we obtain critical values from the simulated distribution under the null hypothesis, and keep
those critical values to examine the simulated rejection rates under the alternative hypotheses. For the permuta-
tion, bootstrap, and subsampling tests, we numerically search for a nominal level « that gives us the simulated
rejection rate of 5% under the null hypothesis. Once that artificial nominal level is found, we fix that nominal
level and compute the simulated rejection probabilities under the various alternative hypotheses. Rejection may be
randomized in case of ties (Eq. in order for the numerical search to find a solution.
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In Design 1 (Figure[l]), SP outperforms ¢, SB, and SS, particularly in cases with ny/(ni+ns) =
0.02; the dominance over SS is more pronounced for smaller samples. In Design 2 (Figure[2), there
is no clear pattern of dominance between SP and t, however, SP dominates SB and SS in all cases.
The discrepancies between SP and other tests converge to zero as n increases, as predicted by our
theory. Overall, we conclude that SP has size control superior to other tests without substantial

costs, if any, in terms of power.

6 Empirical Examples

In this section, we revisit two classical examples in the RDD literature: [Lee| (2008) on US House
elections and |Ludwig and Miller| (2007) on the Head Start (HS) funding program. We illustrate
the performance of our permutation test in practice and compare it to that of the ¢, bootstrap,
and subsample tests.

Lee| (2008) studies the electoral advantage of incumbent parties, using data on US House of
Representatives elections from 1946 to 1998. Since districts where a party’s candidate narrowly
won an election are comparable to districts where the party’s candidate lost by a small margin, the
difference in the electoral outcomes between these two groups in the subsequent election identifies
the causal effect of party incumbency. Lee (2008)) finds that an incumbent party has a significant
causal advantage of a 0.08 vote share increase in the next election (Table 2 of Lee| (2008)).

Ludwig and Miller| (2007) study the effects of HS on students’ health and schooling. The HS
program was established in 1965 to provide preschool, health, and social services to poor children,
aged three to five, and their families. The program provided technical assistance to the 300 poorest
counties in the US, based on the 1960 poverty rate. This created a discontinuity in program funding
between the 300th and 301st poorest counties. Ludwig and Miller compare child mortality rates
above and below this cutoff, and estimate that HS reduces mortality by 1.198 per 100,000 children
(see Table 3 of |Ludwig and Miller| (2007)), ages 5-9, HS-related causes, 1973-1983).

We test the null hypothesis of zero discontinuity using our robust permutation test on both
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datasets’] We estimate the discontinuities with local-quadratic regressions and MSE-optimal band-
widths /ﬁmse for local-linear regressions, as explained in Section |5, The number of observations is
6,558 for |Lee (2008) and 3,103 for [Ludwig and Miller| (2007)), respectively.

Table 2 reports the p-values of our studentized permutation test (SP) and compares them to
those of the ¢, studentized bootstrap (SB), and studentized subsample (SS) tests, as implemented
in Section . The party incumbency effect of [Lee (2008) is strongly significant and robust across
different tests for both choices of /ﬁmse, that is, the /Hmse of |Calonico et al.|(2014) in the first row,
and that of Imbens and Kalyanaraman (2012) in the second row. On the other hand, [Ludwig and
Miller| (2007) find the effect of HS on child mortality to be marginally significant, and we find the
significance level ranges between 1% to 12%, depending on the test and choice of /ﬁmse. Finally,
both examples demonstrate that our permutation test is feasible to compute in mere seconds,
comparing favorably with the bootstrap in terms of computation time.

Table 2: Statistical Significance and Computation Time of Four Tests

(a) [Lee| (2008) (b) Ludwig and Miller| (2007
himse t SP SB SS Pomse t SP SB SS
13.4400 0.0002 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.9510 0.0066 0.0680 0.0070 0.0931
29.3903 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 17.0846 0.0357 0.0750 0.0350 0.1141
Time (sec) | 0.0113 9.3293 14.1085 4.1356 Time (sec) | 0.0049 3.8703 4.2179 2.5887

Notes: The table reports p-values of studentized test statistics for the ¢, permutation (SP), bootstrap (SB), and

subsample (SB) tests for two MSE-optimal bandwidths ﬁmse. The first row is based on the bandwidth selection
rule proposed by |Calonico et al.| (2014)) and the second row on the rule by Imbens and Kalyanaraman| (2012)). The
last row displays the computation time in seconds for both bandwidth selections in a 2.3 GHz Quad-Core Intel Core
i7 computer running Matlab in a single core. We use 1,000 simulated samples for SP, SB, and SS.

7 Conclusion

Classical two-sample permutation tests for the sharp null hypothesis of equal distributions
are easy to implement and have exact size in finite samples. However, for testing equality of
parameters that summarize distributions, classical permutation tests fail to control size. To fix this
problem, we propose robust permutation tests based on studentized test statistics. Our framework

is general enough to cover both parametric and nonparametric models with two samples or one

9We downloaded the datasets from Michal Kolesar’s repository, https://github.com/kolesarm.
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sample split into two subsamples. We also propose confidence sets with correct asymptotic coverage
that have exact coverage in finite samples if population distributions are the same up to a class of
transformations. In a simulation study, our permutation test has good size control and power curves
in finite samples, outperforming the conventional ¢-test and other resampling methods. Finally, we
illustrate our permutation test with two empirical examples and show that its computation time
is feasible, comparing favorably to the bootstrap.
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Supplement to “Permutation Tests at Nonparametric Rates”

Marinho Bertanha, EunYi Chung

This supplement is organized as follows. Section[A] presents a table listing selected publications
that use permutation tests. Section[B contains the proofs for the lemma, theorems, and corollary in
Section[3 Section [ graphically illustrates (non)validity of the (non)studentized permutation test
using the parametric example of Section[9. Section [D] presents all the proofs for Section[3. Section
[F] plots the conditional mean functions of the simulation designs of our Monte Carlo experiments

and brings additional results. Lastly, Section[F] contains auziliary lemmas and their proofs.



A A List of Publications

Table 3: Selected Publications in Social and Natural Sciences

Economics

“|Alan et al[(2019)
Bick et al. (2018)
Bursztyn et al.| (2019)
Cunningham and Shah (2018)
Rao| (2019)

Qtly. J. Economics
Ame. Econ. Rev.
Rev. Econ. Stud.
Rev. Econ. Stud.
Ame. Econ. Rev.

" Public, Environmental & Occupational Health

|Agha et al[ (2015)
Arnup et al.| (2016])
Berk-Krauss et al.| (2020)
Burrows et al.| (2017))
Huang et al.| (2016)

Int. J. Epidemiol.

J. Clin. Epidemiol.

Ame. J. Public Health

MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep
Int. J. Epidemiol.

" Medicine, General & Internal

“Berk et al[(2013)
Goldfine et al.| (2013)
Hansen et al.| (2016])
Rajagopalan et al.| (2013)
Ryan et al.| (2016)

JAMA
Lancet
JAMA
N. Engl. J. Med.
Lancet

" Political Science

“Bechtel et al (2015)
Lax and Rader| (2010)
Ramos and Sanz (2019)
Schafer and Holbein (2020))
Wood and Grose, (2020)

Ame. J. Pol. Sci.
J. Politics

Comp. Polit. Stud.
J. Politics

Ame. J. Pol. Sci.

" Psychology, Multidisciplinary

“|Bishara and Hittner| (2012)
Hu et al.| (2014)
Jorgensen et al.| (2018])
Pietschnig and Voracek| (2015])

Psychol. Methods
Psychol. Methods
Psychol. Methods
Perspect Psychol Sci

Notes: The table lists selected publications from top journals in various disciplines as categorized by the Journal
Citation Report produced by the Web of Science. We ranked journals by the 2020 Journal Impact Factor and
searched for publications in the last decade from a subset of top journals.

B Proofs of Theorems and Corollaries

B.1 Proof of Lemma 2.1| - Exact Size in Finite Samples

Summing ¢(W,,, Z") over m € G,, and taking the conditional expectation given W, yields

an! = Z Elp(W,,, Zy)|W, ] =n!Elp(W,,, Z,)|W,],

ﬂ‘GGn

(B.1)



which implies that E[p(W,. Z,)] = E{E[¢(W,,,Z,)|W,]} =
U

B.2 Proof of Theorem - Asymptotic Distributions Without Stu-
dentization

B.2.1 Asymptotic Distribution of Test Statistic
Consider a sequence of W that satisfies (n1/n — ) — 0 for A € (0,1). Condition on W,

T — /ah (0(P) — 0(P>)) = Vo [% (o) - % (% - 9(%))]

N N
e w2, P — (L, P
Mo m_l;w( R iy W_Z;@b( 2, Pa)
n n
+ \/_ OP1(1) - £0P2(1)7
V1 V12
where op, (1) is a term that depends on Zy, ..., Zy., and converges in probability to zero as
n— oo, k=1,2.
First,
Vn vn p
— 1) — — 1) = 0.
\/n_lopl( ) \/TL_QOPQ( )

Second, for each k£ = 1,2, it suffices to show that the Lindeberg condition holds. Abbreviate

Un(Zyi, Pr) by Yny and V[, (Zy,, Pr)] by 53,1« For every € > 0 and ( of Assumption 1 ,
note that

which implies that the Lindeberg condition holds and for £2(P;) = limy, oo V[t0n(Zgsi, Pr)],

j_Z% Zii, Po) 5 N (0;62(By)) .

Therefore,

Vn
\/—[ an leapl

4N (0; 52& D 512(_]32;) ,

_\/L—[ an Z21,P2

which shows convergence in distribution conditional on W .
Lemma [F.3] gives convergence in distribution unconditionally.



B.2.2 Asymptotic Linear Representation of Permuted Test Statistic

In this and the following subsections, we make the entire analysis conditional on a sequence of
W, that satisfies (n;/n — A) — 0 for A € (0,1). Without loss of generality, re-order observations
in the sample such that Zn = (217 e an, Zn1+1, cey Zn) = (Zl,b ce Zl,nl? ZQJ, ce Zl,nz) and
W, =Win, oo Wiy Waistms oo s Wan) = (1,...,1,2,...,2).

Let m be a random permutation that is uniformly distributed over G,, and independent of the
data. The goal of this subsection is to show that, for the test statistic 7,, defined in Equation [2.7]

vn | 1 & —
TnW ,ZW = B — nZTr'ian
W.,,Zy) i \/n—liz:;@/)( (i) Fn)

i o

where P, = p1,Pi + panPo, Prn = ni/n, k = 1,2, and 0p(1) is a term that depends on the data
and the random permutation, and it converges in probability to zero.

Foreachk =1,2,1et Vy,,...,V,, », be an #id sample from the distribution P, AsP, P Vn,
the uniform asymptotic linear representation of Assumption [2.1] guarantees that

Ren(Vim, s Vien) =V1eh (0 n(Vig, o, Vien) — 0(P)) (B.2)

_ (\/Ln_k i@z;n(vi,n,ﬁn)) 2, (B.3)

Lemma 5.3 and Remark A.2 by |(Chung and Romano, (2013) show that
Rl,n(zﬂ'(l)a ceey Z7r(n1)> =V nlh (enl,n<z7r(1)7 SR ZT('(’Vll)) - 9<Fn>)
1 =\ »
- T n Z7r i 7Pn — 07
(53 m)
R2,n(z7r(n1+1)7 s Zﬂ(n)) =V n2h (‘gng,n(zﬂ(n1+1)7 ceey ZTI'(TL)) - 8(?71))

1 =) »
- | —= w(Ziriiy, Pr) | — 0.
(Vmi%lw et )>

vn Vvn
e nZ7r 7"'7Z7rn - TLZT(’VZ 7"‘JZTI'TL
+ =R n(Zx) (n1)) \/n_2R2’ (Zr(ny+1) (m)

- Lnnl [%an(zﬁ(i),ﬁn)] _ \/% [\/Ln_Z Z wn(zﬂ(i),I_Dn)]

i=ni1+1



+ 0,(1).

B.2.3 Coupling Approximation

The goal of this section is to create a data set Z* = (Z3,...,Z}) that is éd from P, and a
permutation 7, such that, for a random permutation =, T,(W, , Z:™™) — T,(W,, Z7) 5 0.

Given that Z,, = (Zy1, ..., Zpy  Znyy1s-- - L) = (Zyay. .. 21y Lo, ... 2y ), the distribu-
tion of Z, is P{" x Py, that is, the independent product of distributions P; (n; times) and P;
(ny times). In what follows, we construct a dataset Z* = (Z%,...,Z") that is 4id from P,. For
observation ¢ = 1, draw an index k out of {1,2} at random with probabilities (p1,,p2n,). Given
the resulting index k, set Z] = Zj ;. Move on to ¢ = 2 and draw an index £’ as before. If the index
k' drawn is the same as k, set Z3 = Zj 2. Otherwise, if the index &' # k, then set Z5 = Zj/ ;. Keep
going until you reach a point where you may run out of observations from one of the two samples.
For example, for observation ¢, if you randomly pick £ = 1, but you have already exhausted all n;
observations from P, then randomly draw Z; from P;. We end up with Z; and Z,, having many of
the same observations in common. Call D the random number of observations that are different.

Reorder observations in Z; by a permutation m so that Z;O(i) equals Z; for most i, except
for D of them. The re-ordered sample Z;™ is constructed as follows. The sample Z, has the n,
observations from P, appear first, then the ny observations from P, appear second. Simply take
all the observations from P, in Z; and place them first, up to n;. The observations from P; in
Z; that are equal to observations from P, in Z, are placed first and in the same order as in Z,,.
If there are more than n; observations from P, in Z., put the extra observations on the side. If
there are less than n;, leave the spots blank and start at spot n; + 1 with the observations from
P, in Z). Repeat the same procedure for those observations in Z, that were drawn from P», and
place them starting at spot n; + 1 up to spot ny. There are remaining spots in the newly created
sample Z,™, and these should be filled up with the observations from Z; that were placed on the
side, in any order. Note that the distribution of Z*™ is also iid P,.

We first need to show that the (random) number of observations D, that are different between
Z and Z,, is “small” as a fraction of n. Let n} denote the number of observations in Z; that are
generated from P;. Then, n} has the binomial distribution with (n,p;,) parameters. So the mean
of nj is npy, = n;. We have that D = |nj — ny].

E[D] = Elny —m| = E[nj — npya|

< [E{(n] — npl,n)z}]l/z = [np1a(1 — p1,n)]1/2 = 0(n'/?),
where the inequality follows from the Jensen’s inequality and p; (1 — p1,) < 1/4. By a similar
argument, E[D? = O(n) and V[D] = O(n).
Let m be a random permutation that is uniformly distributed over G, and independent of
everything else. Define A; =1 for i < ny, and A; = —Z—; for ¢ > ny. From before, we have

1 “ —
NG [\/_n_g inth ¢n(zfr(i)’ Py)

Tn(wng) - \/inﬁl \/171_1 Zlﬁn(zw(i),ﬁn)] — ﬁ

+ 0y(1)



where A < B means A and B have the same distribution. The test statistic that uses Z'™ in the
place of Z,, as initial sample and then undergoes permutation 7 is

T,(W,, 27 £ \/_ZA VUn(Zi s P) +0,(1) = T 4 0,(1).

(. J

iT:;ﬂﬂo

The rest of this subsection shows that 7™ — 77 2 0 as n — co.
First, the expected value.

E[T™™ —T"] = \T/Ll_ Z E [(¢n(Z;O , P) — n(Zs, ?n»]
=0

because 7 is independent of everything and E[A ;)] = 0.
Second, the variance.
V(T —TH =E[V (T, —T7| D, 7, m)] (B.4)
+VIE (T ™ —T7| D, 7, m)] . (B.5)
Part [B.4] : The elements in Z'™ and Z,, are the same except for D of them. This makes all the

terms in the difference 77" —T7" zero, except for at most D of them. Conditioning on D, 7, and
7, the variance is

V[T;mo_TmD,ﬂ,Wo]:%D [Any (¥n(ZEy s Pr) = n(Zi, Po))| Dy, o]
1

< 2 Dux { (%) | 1} (V[n(Zo, Po)] + V[tbn(Zo, P} (B.6)
- %D.O(l) (B.7)

because ny /ny = O(1) and V[, (Zy, P,)] = O(1), k = 1,2, by Assumption n.
Taking the expectation,

E[V(T;™™ = T7| D, m)] < —E[D]O(1) = o(1). (B-8)

Part [B.3 :



Equation is bounded by
nh

m[e(ﬂ) —0(Py) + o(1)*V{D}, (B.9)
which converges to 0 under the null. However, when the null is not imposed, we need a new
argument to bound the variance in ([B.5)).

To this end, let S be the number of observations among those D observations that have A, ;) =
1. Conditioning on the random drawing of indices in the coupling construction (hence conditioning
on D and ), the distribution of S is Hypergeometric with D draws out of n elements, among
which n; have Ar;) = 1. Then,

E[T;™ —T7| D,m, m|

_vn [5 <_) - (_) D} (~D)H=) [E [,(Z1, Po)] ~ E [6a(Z2. Po)]]

N9 N9
Take the variance conditional on (D, m),

VIE(T;™ —T7| D, m, )| D, mo]

- Zv {s (_) - <_) D\ D} {E [¢(21, P.)] — E [$(22,P.)] )’
_ %Vm D, ] O(1)

it (2) () (55w
== 277 (3) oo

where the {E [¢,(Z1, P,,)] — E [¢n(Zs, P,)] }2 = O(1) because of Assumption . Take the

expectation,

E{V[E(T;™ —TT| D,r,m)| D, mo|}

TL2

S [E(D) _E(D?) (%)] {E [¢n(Z1, Pn)] = E [10(Z5, Po)] }

ning(n — 1)

where {IE [wn(Zl,]_Dn)} —E [wn(ZQ,Fn)} }2 = O(1) because of Assumption 1’ Therefore,
this bound converges to 0. Furthermore, we have that

E[E (T ™ —T7| D, m,m)| D, m] = 0, which makes
VAE[E (T} — TT| D, 7, m)| D, m]} = 0, and the law of total variance makes converge to 0.
B.2.4 Hoeffding’s CLT

Let m and 7’ be permutations that are mutually independent, uniformly distributed over G,,,



and independent of everything else. The goal of this section is to show that

(T, T % (T, T, (B.10)

n» n

where T, 7" are independent normal random variables with the same distribution. To this end, we
first show that

T *7/ n - * D n - * !
(T, T) = (iZAﬂ(iﬂpn(Zi,Pn),Z—?ZAMQ n(Zi,Pn)> LT, T). (B.11)

By the Cramer—Wold device, we need to verify that

" n . = i . —
> nil(aAﬂ(i) + b)) Yn(Z], Pr) = Coitbn(Z, Py) (B.12)
=1 / =1
iC’n,i

is asymptotically normal for any choice of constants a and b, where a # 0 or b # 0. Note that
Cnt,--.,Chy is a sequence of random variables that are independent of v, (Z;, P,), i =1,...,n.

Call §2 = V[¢p,(ZF, P,)]. In order to apply Lemma and conclude that

Z?:l Cn,lw'fL(Z;kv ?n)

4 N(0,1),
Ony/ 2121 Cri
we need to show that there exists ¢ > 0 for which
¢/2 — | 24¢
max;—1,..n Cp; o (25, Py) »
A T ) RS AR VR A} (B.13)
< T C, ) 5.
We verify (B.13)) in three steps.
First, we show that max,—y__, C%, = O,(n™"):
n n
Cz,i = F (CLZAEI_(I) + QGbAﬂ(Z)AW/(Z) + b2A721'/(’L)) et POP(1)7
1 1
n _
Zgllaxn Cﬁ,i = n_%Op(l) = Op(” 1)'

Second, we derive the probability limit of " | Cil. Note that:

ElArp] =E[Av@] =0,

V[Azp] = V[Aw@)] = Z—:

ClAx(), Awiy] = E[Ar@yAr@)] =0,
> . Cr
=1

E a2+62),

BSOS



VD" 25 (A% + 20bAn Ar) + %) | = o).
Therefore,

- 1
ZC’ﬁﬂ- LN —)\(1 Y (a2 + bQ) ,
=1

which is bounded away from zero.
Third, combining the two previous steps

which combined with Assumption 2.1}(2.5)) yields (B.13). B
Next, we derive the limiting distribution of Y, C,, ;¢,,(Z7, P,,), that is, without the standard-

ization. Since we already know the probability limit of )", C’g}l, we need the limit of 62. Define
P=\P +(1-)\P,.

Op = V[thu(Z], Pp)] = & (Pn) + €(Pn) — &(P) + (P)

— &4(P),
where we used Assumption 2.1}(2.3) and Assumption [2.1}(2.6)).

Therefore,
n - . 1
;Cn,z%(zwf’n) SN (0752(P> (m (a* + b2)>) -

By the Cramer-Wold device, we conclude that (777, T*™) KN (T,T"), where (T,T") is bivariate
normal with zero means, equal variances
&P \ .
V[T =V[T=|——=) = B.14
) =vir) = (5 ) =7 (B.14)

and zero covariance. Thus, T and 7" are independent.
So far, we have shown that (777, T*™) A (T,T"). Consider the permutation 7y from Section

n Jr n
B.2.3l The conditions on (m,7") imply that the permutations (77, 7'my) are also mutually inde-
pendent, uniformly distributed over G,,, and independent of everything else. This implies that
(T, Tym™) 5 (T,T).
Finally,

(T7.T7) = (T] = Ty T = 17 ™) + (17, T ™) 5 (T.T),

n) n

where we use the coupling argument from Section to obtain T =T % (0 and 7 —T ™ 2
0, and the Slutsky theorem.



B.2.5 Unconditional Argument

In this subsection, we apply Lemma to show the conclusion of Section [B.2.4] also holds
unconditionally. The analysis in sections [B.2.3] and [B.2.4] are conditional on W that satisfies
|2 — ] = 0.

Unconditionally, n; is a random variable. Assumption implies that (n;/n — \) 2 0 for
A€ (0,1). By LemmalF.3, (77, T) N (T, T") unconditionally. By the Hoeffding’s CLT (Lehmann

and Romano (2005)), Theorem 15.2.3),
~ » t
RTn (t) = o | — ,
-

where @ is the CDF of the standard normal distribution, and 72 is given by (B.14)). Uniform
consistency follows from continuity and monotonicity of ® (Lemma [F.5)).

B.3 Proof of Theorem - Asymptotic Distributions With Studenti-
zation

B.3.1 Asymptotic Distribution of Test Statistic

Consider a sequence of W, that satisfies (ny/n — X) — 0 for A € (0,1). Condition on W, for each
n?

5, Van PP 0D VIR (G ) (3, - ()]

On On

4 N(0,1)

because 0 /7, = 1 by Assumption , T, —Vnh(0(P) — 0(P,)) KN N(0,0?%) by Theorem , and
the Slutsky theorem. The same is true unconditional on W, by Lemma

B.3.2 Asymptotic Permutation Distribution

Again, consider a sequence of W that satisfies (ny/n — ) — 0 for A € (0,1). Condition on W,
for each n. Without loss of generality, re-order observations in the sample such that Z, = (Z,
ey an, an—i—l; N Zn) = (Zl,la ceey Zl,”l? Zg’l, ceey Z17n2) and wn = (Wl,na ce 7Wn1,n7 Wn1+1,n7 ceey
Win)=(1,...,1,2,...,2).

Let m be a random permutation that is uniformly distributed over G,, and independent of the
data. For each k = 1,2, let Vy,,...,V,, , be an i#d sample from the distribution P,,. Assumption
guarantees that

& Vi, Vaon) —E(P,) 5 0. (B.15)

Nk,n

Lemma 5.3 and Remark A.2 by |(Chung and Romano (2013) show that

§7?Ll7n(z7r(1)7 R ZTI'(’I’Ll)) - fz(ﬁn) ﬁ> 0,

10



€n2 n(Zﬂ'(n1+1) 7Z7r(n)) - 52(Pn) —0
Using Assumption [2.1}(2.6)
g?Ll,n(Zﬂ(lﬁ ) Zﬂ(nl)) £> 52(_)7
57212,n(z7r(n1+1), ) Zﬂ(n)) £> 52(?>’
sor . n E(P)
3L = ’I’L_ TQLl,n(Zﬂ(l)7 /. n1)) §TL2 n( ﬂ(n1+1)7”-az7r(n)) — m =72
By Lemma [F.3| 527 % 72 unconditional on W, . Section [B.2.5{shows that (77, T7) <% (T,T"),

where (T,T') are independent normals with variance 72.

Given these two facts together with

Theorem 5.2 by |Chung and Romano| (2013)), the asymptotic permutation distribution of 7T;,/7 is

the same as that of S, = T},/2. Therefore, Ry, (t) 2 ®(t).
monotonicity and continuity of ® (Lemma [F.5]).

Uniform consistency follows from the

B.4 Proof of Corollary - Asymptotic Size and Power

Proof. For a € (0,1), define r(a) = inf{t : ®(t) > a} =

the test ¢ as,

1 if S, >7r,(1—a/2) or S, <T(a/2),
a if S, =7,(1—a/2)or S, =7,(a/2),

oW, Z,) =
0 if F(e/2) < Sn < Tu(l — a/2).

First, assume the null hypothesis §(P;) — 6(P,) holds.
standard normal.

d

_1( ) and 7,,(a)
Lemma 11.2.1 by Lehmann and Romano| (2005) says that RS 2 & implies

{t:

EX

s.(t) = a}.

nf{t : R
) — r(a). Rewrite

=in
u(a

d :
For n — oo, S, — S, where S is a

Sp —Tn(a) +r(a) = S,

P[S, <Tn(a)] = P[S < r(a)] = a,
P[S, > T (a)] = P[S >r(a)] =1—a,
P[S, =T.(a)] = P[S =r(a)] =

Then, the probability of rejection is

Elp(W,.2Z,)]

=P[S.(W,,Z,) >7(1 = a/2)] + P[S,(W,,, Z,) <Tn(a/2)] + o(1)

—>1-(1-a/2)+a/2=a.

Second, assume that 0(P;) — 6(P2) = n and n > 0 without loss of generality. For m fixed and

n — 090,

Sn — /nh,n/G + /mh,n/c —T,(a) + 7

11

a) 45+ v mhyn/o.



For m fixed and n larger than m,

P[Sy < Pul(@)] < P[Su = v/pha /5 + \/mhn /5 = Fola) + 7(a) < r(a)]
Tim P[S, < 7(a)] <P :S + v/mhmn/o < r(a)}
=@ (r(a) = Vmhy/o).
P(Sy > Pula)] = P Sy = v/nhat [ + \/mhn /7 = Fula) + 7(a) > r(a)]
lim P[S, > 7(a)] > P :s + /mhn /o > r(a)}

—1-a (v(a) = Vmhun/o).

Take limits as m — oo from both sides,

lim P[S, <T,(a)] < lim & <7‘(a) — \/mhmn/(f) =0,

n—oo m—0o0
lim P[S, > 7, (a)] > lim 1 —® (r(a) - \/mhmn/a> =1
n—oo m—0o0

Then,
E[$(V,, Z,)] - 1

Moreover, there is no loss in power in using permutation critical values. The asymptotic test
rejects when S,, > r(1 — «/2) or S,, < r(a/2), where 7(a) = ® *(a) is nonrandom. Suppose

Sn(wn’ Zn) i ’Cﬁ

for some £, under a sequence of alternatives that are contiguous to some distribution satisfying
the null hypothesis and 0(Py,) — 6(FP2n) = n/v/nhy,. Then the power of the test against local
alternatives would tend to 1 — £,(® (1 — a/2)) + £, (® '(a/2)). For the permutation test, we

have that 7, obtained from the permutation distribution satisfies #,,(a) = ®~'(a) under the null
hypothesis. The same results follows under the sequence of contiguous alternatives, thus implying
that the permutation test has the same limiting local power as the asymptotic test which uses
nonrandom critical values.

]

B.5 Proof of Corollary - Confidence Set

Proof. Fix n and Q,, arbitrary. Pick any pair (P, P5). Call § = U(P;, P5). By assumption,
s Py = P,. Lemma [2.1]says that E[¢s(W,,, Z,,)] = E[¢s, (W, Z,,)] = . Therefore,

PV(P,P) e C(W,,Z,)] =P[U > ¢s(W,,,Z,)]
=E[PU > ¢sW,,,Z,)|W,,Z,)]
=1-E[¢ps(W,,Z,)] =1— v

12



Now, suppose s P, # P, and Assumptions hold. Corollary says that
E [¢ps(W,,, Z,)] — «. Take the limit as n — oo on both sides of the equality above. It follows that
the asymptotic coverage of C,(W,,,Z,) is 1 — a.

]

C Example 2.1| (Parametric Model) - Simulation

To illustrate the conclusions of Theorems [2.1] and we consider the following simulation
design: for k = 1,2, X} ~ U[0,1],ex ~ N(0,v;), where X} is independent of e, and Y, =
O(Py) + (Xi — 0.5) + &; the sample sizes are n; = 20 and ny = 980, and the variances are v; = 5
and vy = 1. We simulate 10,000 samples under the null hypothesis Hy : 0(P,) = 0(P,) = 0 and
use 1,000 permutations for each sample. The left-hand side of Figure |3| plots the permutation
distribution and the sampling distribution when the test statistic is not studentized. As predicted
by Theorem [2.1} the variance of the permutation distribution is different from that of the sampling
distribution because both ny # ns and v; # v9. In our simulation, critical values obtained from the
permutation distribution are smaller than critical values from the sampling distribution, leading
to over-rejection. In contrast, the permutation distribution based on the studentized statistic is
approximately equal to the sampling distribution as depicted on the right-hand side of Figure [3]
The permutation test now has a correct size (Theorem [2.2).

Figure 3: Permutation Distribution vs. Sampling Distribution
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D Proof of Applications
This appendix gathers the proofs of Propositions [3.1] - [3.4] Key steps in these proofs consist of

demonstrating uniform convergence over P. By uniformly over P we mean over P distribution of
V and P argument of functions, e.g., fr(x; P) or mgg(x; P). For A,(P) random function of P,

13



with distribution depending on P, we use A,(P) = op(1) to denote suppcp Pp[|A,(P)| > €] — 0;
we also use A,(P) = Op(1) to denote that, for every § > 0, there exists Ms; < oo such that
suppep Ppl|An(P)| > Ms] < 6. The same notation is applied when A, (P) is a deterministic
function of P. See Definition and Lemma in Appendix [F]

D.1 Proof of Proposition - Controlled Means

The goal of this proof is to use the assumptions listed in Proposition to verify Assumptions
and 2.2l It builds on standard arguments from the literature on nonparametrics. See, for
example, Theorem 2.2 by [Li and Racine (2007)).

Consider an #d sample from P € P with m observations, Vi = (R1,51),..., Vin = (R, Sm)-
The number m grows with n such that m,,/n — ~, for some v € (0,1). The parameter of interest
is (P) = E[S|R = z], and the NW estimator is

é} - an’n(Vl,...,Vm) - L

In this section we study the asymptotic representation of the bias-corrected estimator: 0 =0 —
O(P) — h*B. B is a consistent estimator for the bias term B(P) (Equation below).
The assumptions in Proposition [3.1] imply the following facts:

1. Asm — oo, h — 0, mh — oo, Vmhh* = O(1), and vVmhh? = o(1);
2. [Kwudu=0, [ K'(u)u®g(u) du < 0o for 1 <r < o0, 0<s <3, and bounded function
g(w);

3. The distribution of R has PDF fg(r; P) that is three times differentiable with respect to
(henceforth wrt) r: NV, fr(r; P), V2 fr(r; P), and Vs fr(r; P); these derivatives are bounded
as functions of (r, P); fr(r; P) is bounded away from zero as a function of (r, P);

To see this, note that fr(r; P) is a convex combination of fx,(r) and fx,(r), each bounded,
with bounded derivatives, and bounded away from zero.

4. mgr(r; P) = Ep[S|R = r] has first, second, and third derivatives wrtr denoted V,mgg(r; P),
Viemgr(r; P), and V,smgg(r; P), respectively; mgir, Vemgs\r, Vi2mgr, and V,smg|g are
all bounded as functions of (r, P);

To see this, take P = aP; + (1 — a) P, and note that,

afx,(r) (1—a)fx,(r)
mg\r(r; P) = ————=my,x, (1) + ——————"My,|x, (7).
S|R( ) fR(r; P) 1| X ( ) fR(T,P) Y2 | X ( )
The expectations my,|x, () are bounded functions of r. The weights w,(r; P) = a}{;&@)
and wy(r; P) = (1 — «) f;(i(TP)) are bounded functions of (r, P) because they are positive and

sum to 1. The expectations my,|x, () and the weights wy(r; P) are three times differentiable
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wrt 7. The derivatives of my, |x,(r) are bounded wrt 7. The derivatives of the weights are
bounded because the derivatives of the PDFs fx, () are bounded plus the fact that fz(r; P)
is bounded away from zero over (r, P).

5. vgr(r; P) = Vp[S|R = r| has first derivative wrt r denoted V,vs\r(r; P); vsir, Vyvs|r are
both bounded as functions of (r, P); vsir(x; P) is bounded away from zero as a function of P;

Again, vgg(r; P) = mg2(g(r; P) — m%‘R(r; P), where
mgz|p(r; P) = wi(r; P)mylz‘X1 (1) + wa(r; P)my22|X2 (r)
= wi(r; P) [owy1x, (1) + M3, x, ()] + wa(7; P) [vyy1x, (1) + miy x, (r)]
m¥p(r; P) = [wi(r; PYmy; x, () + wa(r; Pymyg i, (r)]

A similar argument to Fact {4/ shows that vgr and V,vg g are bounded functions of (r, P).
Next, vy, |x, (z) = mykz‘Xk(x) — m%,k‘xk(a:) is bounded away from zero, so that my2x, (x) is

bounded away from m%’lek (z). It follows that msep(z; P) = wi(z; P)myz x, (¥)+ws(x; P)myzx, ()

is bounded away from w (x; P)mf/ﬂxl(x) +wa(x; P)mg/z‘x2 (x), which is greater than or equal
to m?g‘R(x; P). Thus, vgg(z; P) is bounded away from zero as a function of P.

6. Define n(r; P) = Ep||S — mgr(r; P)[*™|R =r]. n(r; P) is a bounded function of (r, P). By
the c¢,-inequality,
n(r; P) <2CEp[|SPTC|R = 1] + 21 Imgp(r; P
—or(r; PYE[VA[F1X, = 1] 4 wars PYE[JY3 4] X, = 7]
+2" mgr(r; P)[PH,

which is a bounded function of (r, P) because the weights wy,(r; P) are bounded, E[|Y;|?¢| X}, =
r| are bounded, and mgg(r; P) is bounded.

We re-write vVmh («/9\— «9(P)> =vmh (@7’ — h2B — G(P)) to find the asymptotic linear repre-

sentation.

>r (i

m
=1
m

(0

(s

m@—e( ):(

(

) (Si = msir(R;; P))) fr(z; )~ (D.1)

?\ 5

) (Si — msr(Ri; P)))

)) R (D.2)
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(\/—_Zj: ( x) (mS\R(Ri§P) — mg|r(; P>)>
(% EK (Ri - ””)) B (D.3)

1. Assumption - (12.1): asymptotic expansion.
Equation above gives the influence function /,,.

x) (Si — msir(Ri; P)) K2 f(

-~

=¢n(Vi,P)

1 « R -
ﬁ;[(( ; (Vi P).

é\

We need to show that Equations and converge in probability to zero uniformly over
P.

Equation [D.Z: is op(1). We show this in 3 steps.
First,

Vp (\/%;::K (Rih_x) (S; —mS|R(Ri§P>)>

= /K2(u)v53(x + uh; P) fr(z + uh; P) du,

which is bounded over P because of the kernel properties (Fact 2] above), and vgg(r; P) and
fr(r; P) are bounded functions of (r, P). Next,

(g

Use Lemma [F.1} part 2, to conclude that

S S —

Second,

1 & R
k(5

where 27, is a point between x and x+uh. The expression above converges to zero uniformly
over P because of kernel properties (Fact , the derivative V, fg(r; P) is a bounded function

= faloi P) = [ KV, falaiyi Pyt du,
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of (r, P), and h — 0 as m — oo. Next, the variance of the same term.
1 & R, —x 1 R —=x
- K 7 _ K 7
it (57 = e [ (5]

1 R, —«x
< 2 L
—thE”{K( i ﬂ

_ %/KQ(u)fR(x +uh; P) du,

which converges to zero uniformly over P because mh — 0o, kernel properties (Fact , and
fr(r; P) is a bounded function of (r, P). Use Lemma [F.1], parts 2 and 3 to arrive at:

k(%5

<m;z

Third, combine steps 1 and 2 and use Lemma - part 1:
1 i
m :
= Op(

) ~ fulas P) = op(1). (D.4)

)) ~ Ji ) = 0p(1). (D.5)

) (Si = ms|R(RZ,P))>

)) Ut P))ll

= op(1).

Equation .' is op(1). We derive the probability limit of (D.3) + v/ mhh?B in 3 steps.
First, (> K (%))_1 — fr'(z; P) = op(1) by what was shown above (Equations [D.4

and [D.5)).

Second,

W;K( . ) (mS|R(Ri;P) —mis($;P))
—Vih [ K (u) s (e + uhs P) = msial: P)) e + uhs P) du

:\/ﬁ/ K (u) [V,mgr(z; P)uh + V,2emg p(z; P)u*h?/2 + V,smgr(zh,; P)u’h? /6]
fr(x 4+ uh; P) du
Zm/ K (u) V.mgr(z; P)uh[fr(z; P) + V. fr(x; P)uh + V2 fr(x5; P)u®h* /2] du

17




+ \/%/ K (u) V,emgg(z; P)u*(h*/2)[fr(2; P) + V. fr(zly; P)uh] du
Vil [ K (@) msin(ain Yt (0 /0)fae +uli P) o

where we use the existence of derivatives for the Taylor expansions and that x7,, 27}, and
*okok

x* are points between x 4+ uh and . Define ks = [u*K'(u) du. The last equation above
equals to

VR g aa: P)fa(wi P) [ uk (u) du

—|—\/ﬁh2vrm5|3(x;P)VTfR(x;P)/uQK (u) du

U

+ Vmh(h )2)V s p(a; P) / WK (1) Voo fr(ath: P) du

+ Vmh(h?/2)V,2mgr(z; P) fr(z; P) / WK (u) du
(R [2)V e (s P) / K () Vo fa(z?: P) du
+V'mh(h®/6) /u3K (w) Vismgr(zyy,; P) fr(x + uh; P) du,

—0

+ Vmhh*V,mgip(x; P)V, fr(z; P)kas

+Op <mh3>

+ Vmhh2V omg g (x: P) fala: P)%
+ Op (x/ﬁh?’)
+ Op (\/%h?’)

=v'mhh? w1 [Vemsip(w; P)V., fr(w; P) + Vyams(x; P) fr(z; P) /2] +op (1)

=By(P)

=Vmhh?*By(P) + op (1),

where we use the following: (i) [ K(u)u du = 0 and other kernel properties (Fact [2)); (ii)
Viesmgr(r; P), fr(r; P), V,fr(r; P), and V,2 fg(r; P) are bounded functions of (r, P); (iii)
vmhh? = O(1) and vVmhh? = o(1).

Next, the variance.

1

\Y
r vmh

gK (R"h_ x) (msin(Ri; P) — mgjn(a; P))
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:%Vp {K <th_x) (msir(Ri; P) — msj(w; P))l

g%Ep {K2 (th_ x) (msir(Ri; P) — ms|r(z; P>)2]

1 [ K () (9,m (el P fnla + uhi P) du
=0p (hQ) =op (1),

where we use that (i) V,mgg(r; P) and fr(r; P) are bounded functions of (r, P); (ii) h* — 0;
and (iii) kernel properties (Fact [2)).

Apply Lemma part 2 to get
1 R
— K
o 2

Third, combine the first and second steps and apply Lemma part 1 to arrive at

[ (e i) (4 58(5))
- {Vrmsm(x’P)vrfR(w;P)+VT2mSR($;P) ’ (D.6)
— Vmhh’B

ZL’) (msu:g(Ri; P) - ms|R($; P)) = \/ﬁfﬁBO(P) + O'p(l).

fR(JI;P) 9 :| +07>(1)

/

~B(P)
B(P) +op(1),

which gives the bias term B(P). A consistent estimator B is,

Viemsir(@; P)V, fr(z; P) N Vemg|r(x; P)
[r(z; P) 2

that is, by replacing fr(z; P), V,fr(x; P), Vimgr(z; P), and V,2mgr(z; P) in B(P) by

consistent nonparametric estimators readily available in the literature. The tuning parame-

ters for these additional estimators and corresponding moment conditions may be set such
that the bias-correction condition (Assumption [3.5) is met.

Finally, equals to,

(\/%2[( (Rih_aj) (msin(Fs; P) ‘mS|R(fC;P)>) <%ZK (Rh_m»
—Vmhh®B
= Vmhi? <B(P) - é) +o0p(1) = 0p(1),

B\ = Bmm(Vl, e an) = 11271

I
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where we use vmhh? = O(1) and Assumption [3.5/ that says B(P) — B = op(1).
. Assumption - : zero mean of influence function.

Ep[tn(V;, P)] =0 VP by construction.

. Assumption - : variance of influence function.

Define §2(P) = koavsir(z; P)/ fr(z; P), where koo = [*° K?*(u) du.

v (fR(x;lP)\/EK (Rih_ x) (S: = mae(Ris P ))) ~€®

fR - P /K US|R (x 4+ uh; P) fr(x + uh; P)—US‘R(JZ P) fr(z; P) du

v~

=g(uh;P) —g(fr,P)

h 2 i PYudu=o
ZW/K (w)V,g(xh,; P)u d p(1).

where V,.g(r; P) denotes the derivative of g(r; P) wrt r. The expression above converges
to zero uniformly over P because h — 0, Fact [2| on the kernel, the derivative V,.g(r; P) is
a bounded function of (r, P), and fr(x; P) is bounded away from zero as a function of P.
Therefore,

sup [Vp[t,(Vy, P)] — &(P)| — 0.

PepP
. Assumption 2.1] - (2.4): sup E[¢2(Zy;, P)] < oo for k = 1,2.
PepP
We have,
Xp—x —1/2 p—1

Un(Zy, P) = ﬁ (Vi = v x, (X0)) + (mygx, (Xi) — msir(X P))]°
e ()

W |:(Yk mYk\Xk(Xk))2 + (myk|xk(Xk) — mS|R(Xk; P))2

+2 (Vi — my; x, (X)) (myyx, (Xk) — msir(Xi; P))] -

E [Y7(Zy, P)|X}] = % [UYk|Xk(Xk) (myx, (Xk) — mS|R(Xk;P))2] :
E [wi(zk, /K UYk|Xk T + Uh)

+ (myk|xk(a: + uh) — mgr(x + uh; P))Q} fx, (x4 uh) du
= Op(1),
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because fr(x; P) is bounded away from zero as a function of P, the conditional moment
functions and fx, inside the integral are bounded, and Fact [2| on the kernel.

. Assumption 2.1]- (2.5): (2 + ¢)-th moment condition.
We verify it in two steps.

First,

1 2 : x 4 uh; U
—m/[( (u) {vS|R(x+uh,P)fR( + th)} d

is bounded away from zero uniformly over P and n because (i) fr(z; P) is bounded as a
function of P; and (ii) vggr(r; P) and fgr(r; P) are continuous functions of r and bounded
away from zero at x = r and over P.

Second, for ¢ of the moment condition in Proposition 7 calln(r; P) = Ep[|S;—mgr(Ry; P)|***|R; =
r].

= PEp [0, (Vi P)PT
(m/n) g/z 2+C
= h; P h; P) du
T P mh</2/‘ w)|“ " n(x + uh; P) fr(x + uh; P)
= OP(1)7
because (i) mh — oo, m/n = O(1); (ii) fr(z; P) = Op(1) and f5'(z; P) = Op(1); (iii)
n(x; P) = Op(1); and (iv) Fact [2/ on the kernel. Combining steps 1 and 2,

2+¢

¥n(Vi, P) =o(1).

VVe (0n(Vi, P))

n=¢/? sup Ep
PeP

. Assumption 2.1 - [2.6): & (2 mP)) — &2 (P + (1 — ) P).
Let P, = P+ =P, and P =~P, + (1 —~)P,. We have that
52(_ ) = Ko 21}5|R(x P,)/fr(x; P,), so it suffices to show that vgr(z; P,) — vsir(z; P) and

Flrst, convergence of the PDF,

P (@) = v (@) + (1= ) fr (@) = falz; P).

Frlw; ) = = fx () + =

Second, convergence of moments. For g(x) = x or g(x) = z?,

me1 (%)

Elg(vy)| % = 2] + P p 0y v o

Ep,l9(S)|R = z] = nfr(z; P,)
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2 i) 3
fR(SE;P)E[g(YlN)Q = ] +

=Eplg(S)|R = z],

(1= 7)fx(a)

- fR(ﬂU;p)

[9(Y2)| Xy = 7]

which implies that vg gr(z; P,) — vsr(z; P).
Therefore, £2(P,) — £2(P).

7. Assumption 2.2 :

We have that n, is a deterministic sequence and (ny/n—A) — 0 by assumption. Assumption
has already been verified above for any sequence m,, such that (m/n—-~) — 0 for arbitrary
v € (0,1). In particular it holds for v € {\,;1 — A}.

O

D.2 Proof of Proposition - Controlled Quantiles

The goal of this proof is to use the assumptions listed in Proposition to verify Assumptions
and It adapts arguments from [Pollard| (1991)), (Chaudhuri| (1991)), and [Fan et al. (1994).

Consider an #d sample from P € P with m observations, Vi = (R1,51),..., Vin = (R, Sm)-
The number m grows with n such that m/n — ~, for some v € (0,1). The parameter of interest
is §(P) = Q[S|R = z], x € (0,1), and the NW-style estimator is given by

éb _ Hf’mn(than) = argngnizlpx(si —Q)K <th—$) ,

~

where p,(u) = (x — I(u < 0))u. This section studies the asymptotic behavior of § = 6" — hB,
where the expression for B is given below Equation .
Define U = S — 0(P). The assumptions in Proposition imply the following facts:

1. Asm — oo, h — 0, mh — oo, vVmhh* = O(1), Vmhh? = o(1);
2. [Kwudu=0, [K'(u)ug(u) du < 0o for 1 <r < oo, 0<s <3, and bounded function
g(w);

3. The distribution of R has PDF fg(r; P) that is three times differentiable wrt r: V, fr(r; P),
V2 fr(r; P), and V,sfr(r; P) respectively; fr(r; P) and these derivatives are bounded as
functions of (r, P); fr(r; P) is bounded away from zero as a function of (r, P);

To see this, note that fr(r; P) is a convex combination of fx,(r) and fx,(r), each bounded,
with bounded derivatives, and bounded away from zero.

4. The conditional distribution of U given R has PDF fyr(u|r; P) that is a bounded function
of (u,r, P), fuir(0|x; P) is bounded away from zero over P, fyr(ulr; P) is differentiable as
function of (u,r) and has bounded partial derivatives;
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To see this, take P = aP; 4+ (1 — a) P, and note that,

afx, (r) (1 - ) fx,(r)
.p) = =14 o(P : o(P .
fU|R(u‘7n7 ) fR('r; P) fY1|X1( ( ) + u\r) + fR(T; P) sz\X2( ( ) + u]r)
The PDFs fy,|x, (yk|zr) are bounded functions of (x4, yx). The weights wy(r; P) = @f};‘(ﬁ%
and wy(r; P) = (1 — «) ;;X(j(;)) are bounded functions of (r, P) because they are positive

and sum to 1. The PDFs fy,|x, (yx|zr) are differentiable and so are the weights. The
partial derivatives of fy,|x, (yx|zr) are bounded. The derivatives of the weights wrt r also are
bounded because the derivatives of the PDFs fx, (r) are bounded plus the fact that fr(r; P)
is bounded away from zero over (r, P). Finally, fy, x, (yx|z) is bounded away from zero over

Y-

5. The conditional distribution of U given R has CDF Fyg(ulr; P) that is three times par-
tially differentiable wrt r and has partial derivatives V,Fyr(0|r; P), V,2Fyr(0lr; P), and
Vs Fyr(0|r; P) that are bounded functions of (r, P);

Again,
Fyir(0lr; P) = wi(r; P)Fyy x, (0(P)r) + wa(r; P) Fyy x, (0(P)|r).

We have that and Fy,|x, (yx|zr) are three times partially differentiable wrt z;. The weights
wg(r; P) are three times differentiable wrt r because the PDFs fx, (zx) are three times differ-
entiable. The first three partial derivatives of Iy, x, (Yk|zr) wrt x), are bounded functions of
(g, yx). The first three derivatives of wy(r; P) wrt r are bounded functions of (r, P) because
the first three derivatives of fx, (xr) wrt xj are bounded and fg(r; P) is bounded away from
zero over (r, P).

1. Assumption - (12.1): asymptotic expansion.

Define 2 = /mh (éb - e(P)) and Z,, = Vmh (é . e(P)) — Vmh (éb —9(P) - h2§>. We
want to study the asymptotic behavior of Z° and Z,,, where Z° is the value that minimizes the
objective function L,,(z), i.e.,

o R, —x
Zb = inY " p, (S —6P) - = Vg (X
" gmp( #- ) 6 ()

=Lm(z)

= argmin L,,(2) — L,,(0),

since L,,(0) is not a function of z and hence does not affect the argmin.
Let Qum(2) = Lin(2) — L(0) and U; = S; — 0(P). We have,

Qm(z) = i:; (px (Ui - \/iﬁz> - Px(Ui)> K (Rih_ m) ,
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which is minimized by Z° = v/mh (éb - Q(P)). Notice that since p,(-)s are convex functions of

7, 80 is @y, (2), which is a sum of convex functions.

The derivation of the asymptotic linear representation is done in two parts. First, we approx-
imate @Q,,(z) by a quadratic function Q¥ (z) whose minimizing value z = 7,, has an asymptotic
linear representation plus a bias term. Second, we show that Z° = M(@’ — O(P)) converges
to 7, in probability and therefore they share the same asymptotic behavior. The bias-corrected
version of Z° is Z,,, and Z,, has an asymptotic linear representation with an influence function
that satisfies Assumption

Part I: approximating the objective function

Let D; = —xI(U; > 0) + (1 — x)I(U; < 0) = [(U; < 0) — x and

Vi) = oy (U= =t ) = 0 = s

We can rewrite Q,,(z) in terms of D; and V;(z) by adding and subtracting the conditional expec-
tation of @Q,,(z) as follows:

Qm(z) = ]EP[Qm(Z”P_{m] (D‘7)

+LZZ(D —Ep[Di|R]) K (Rh ) (D.8)

) (D.9)

3 Wie) — EpVi(2)IR) (

=1

where R,, is the vector (Ry, ..., R,,). In what follows, we show that

O3 = 3 foinOl: P)fle P)
+ Vmhh*zk, [VTFUR(OM; P)V, fr(z; P) + %VT2FU|R(O|:17; P)fr(x; P)} + op(1).

(D.9) = op(1),

where ks = [u K'(u) du.

Regarding (D.7)), define
M (tlr; P) = Ep [py (S = 0(P) + 1)|R = r] = Ep [ox (U + £)| R = r].
Notice that although the check function is not differentiable, the M function is differentiable.
M(tlr; P) = x(1 = Fyjp(=t|r; P)) — (1 = x)Fur(=t|r; P) = x — Fyjr(—t|r; P),

VeM(tr; P) = =V {Fyr(=tlr; P)} = fur(=t|r; P),
VM (tr; P) = =V for(=tlr; P),
Vt,nM(t‘T; P) = _VTFUlR(_t‘T; P),
V2 M(tr; P) = =V, 2 Fyr(—t|r; P),
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Vs M(t|r; P) = =V s Fyp(—t|r; P),

where we use the Leibniz rule, the existence of the derivatives V,, fu|r(u|r; P), V,Fyr(—t|r; P),
V2 Fyr(=t|r; P), and V,s Fyp(—t|r; P). We can write E[Q,,(2)|R,,] in terms of M as follows,
Ep[Qm(2)|R,,]

o (o ) ) (252
{ ( ‘R,,P) (O\Rl-;P)} K (Rh_x>

Taylor expand M as a function of ¢ around 0,

m —Z 2
_;[ M(O|R:P) =t S M (0B P) = mh
53 R, —x
_EVtBM(q |RZ>P)W] K( h )
M (0|Ry; P) K(Rih_gc) o
L2 R; —
i_h; (Ol P ( - 1:) (D.11)
23 V *IR;; P)K f - D12

where ¢* is a point between 0 and —z/v/mh. The goal is to show that
1
(D-10) = Vmhh*zrkq |:VTFU|R(0|I; P)V, fr(x; P) + §VT2FU|R(O|.T; P) fr(z; P)] + op(1),
1
(D-11) = 5 fuir(0lz; P) fr(x; P)2* 4 op(1),
[O12) = op(1).

Expectation of . We Taylor expand V, M (O‘Ri; P) as a function of R; around R; =
and use the fact that Vt (0]a; P) = x — Pp(S; — 6(P) < O|R; = z) = O:

m

Z (0| R;; P) K(Rih_x)l
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M (0|z; P) (R; — x)K(Ri_x)
:—VTFU\R(0|$ P)
s (557)

=V 2 Fyy g (0]2:P)
o ()

==V, 3Fy r(0lz*;P)

—Z\/_/ [V, Fyir(0|z; P)uh] K (u) fr(z + uh; P)du

+ Ep

|
+Ep WZEVMM(

+ 2vVmh / V2 Fyir(0]2; P)u*h?] K (u) fr(x + ub; P)du
+ 2vV'mh / [V, Fuyjr(0]2*; PYu®h?®] K () fr( + uh; P)du

=V Fyya(Ofs PIVbh [ k)l P) + V. fulas Pub + 5V, fala”s Pyl
+ 59 Fuyn(0fa: PVt [ @K (0){fa(a: P) + V. fnla™s Publdu

+ i / Vs Fyin(0]a: PYa*K (u) fu(e + ub; P)du,

k%

where x* is a point between R; and x, ™ and z*** are points between = + uh and x. The last

equation above equals to

=2V, Fyr(0|z; P) fr(w; P)Mh/ul((u)du

————
=0

4 2V, By (Olas PYV, fr(as P)Vmhh? / 2K () du

N————

=K2,1

+ %VTFUR(OM;P)thh3/u3K(u)Vr2fR(x**;P)du

+ EvrzFU|R(O|a:;P) fr(x; P)V'mhh? / K (u)du

2
—_—

=K2,1

+ 5V Fon(Ofa: P)Vinl [ 6K )V, fala™: P)du
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+ %mfﬁ / [V, Fy (0] P)u®] K (u) fr(x + wh; P)du
~0

+ Vmhh*2k2.1V, Fyy r(0lz; P)V, fr(2; P)

+Op (\/Mh?’)

+ Vmhh? =2 s Fy (0] P) fa(a: P)

+Op (x/%hf”)

+ Op (\/ﬂh?’)

1
=V mhh2z/§271 |:VTFU|R(O‘QT, P)V,«fR(fL’, P) + §VTZFU|R(0|I, P)fR(.T,P)} +O'p(1),

where we use the kernel properties, the facts that V, Fy|g(0|z; P) and V,2 Fyyg(0|z; P) are bounded
functions of P, V,s Fyr(0]r; P) is a bounded function of (r, P), fr(r; P) is a bounded function of

(r, P), V,fr(r; P) and V,2 fr(r; P) are bounded functions of (r, P), and vVmhh® — 0.

Variance of (D.10]).

th (0| Ri; P) K (Rh_x)]

_Zv, [VtM (0[R:: P) K (Rh_x)]

h
sz—;Ep {{VtM (0] P) }* K7 <Rh_xﬂ

=22h? / (Y, Fyr(0]z*; P)Y 4 fr(z + uh; P)K? (u) du = op(1).

Therefore,
(D.10) = Vmhh?zk2, [V Fuir(0]x; P)V, fr(x; P) + V,,QFU|R(0|9(: P)fr(z; P)| 4+ op(1).

It remains to show that the probability limits of (D.11) and (D.12) are zero. Expectation of
[D-11):

2 = RZ—[L'
—;fmmmi;P)K( . )

1z

—E, [—— {fvir (0lz; P) + V. foir (0]7) (R; — 2) } K (Rh_x)}

Z2
=3 / { fuir 0lz; P) + V, foir (0]z*) uh} K (u) fr(z + uh; P)du
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=fuir (0|z; P) % / K (u){fr(x; P) + V, fr(z™; P)uh} du
+ %h/VTfUR (0|z™; P)uK (u) fr(z + uh; P)du
=5 ol (01: P) fa(: P) + op(1),

where we use that fr(r; P), V,fr(r; P), fur (0z; P), V, fur (0|r; P) are bounded over (r, P).
Variance of (D.11)):

122 & R, —x
§%;fU|R(0|RZ-,P>K( ; )]

241 R,—z
= ZWVP [fU|R (O|Ri;P)K( 3 )}

Vp

21 9 o (Ri—x
< ZW]EP |:fU|R (O|R;; P) K ( h )]
A

— Z%/fém 0|z + uh; P) K? (u) fr(z + uh; P)du = op(1),

because fyr (0|r; P) and fgr(r; P) are bounded functions of (r, P) and mh — oc.

Therefore, we have that (D.11)) = % fuy|r (0|z; P) fr(z; P)z* +op(1). Moreover, (D.12) = op(1)

because mh — oo, = S K (£=2) = Op(1), and V, fyr(ulr; P) is a bounded function of

(u,r, P). We are done in showing the probability limit of Ep[Q,(2)|R,,],

O3 = 3 fuin 00 P) fuls; P)2?

1
+ Vmhh*zkg, |:V7‘FUR(OII’; P)V, fr(z; P) + §vr2FU|R(0|x; P)fR@;P)} + op(1).

It remains to show that = op(1).
We show that the expectation of is zero and its variance converges to zero. The expec-

tation of is zero because it equals the expectation of

Ep

i(mz) — Ep[Vi(2)[Ri]) K (Rih_x) ‘Rm] = 0.

i=1

Variance of :

Ve | Soie) - B (* 9”)]

28



z

§4£/}@mﬁﬂ¢+umpy&%3<hﬁﬁ x+umP)

z
—F — x + uh; P du
(L o)
u) fr(x + uh; P)V Fyr (u* T + uh; P> du

= 07’(1>7
where we use that fz and V,Fyz are bounded over (u,r, P) and
Vi)l = | (px (U = 2/VmR) = py(U3) = Diz/Vmh)|
z
< 2’2 th‘H(Ui < ‘—D
/ & Vmh
Consider (D.7)—(D.9) and the probability limits of (D.7]) and that we found. Define the
following objects,

By(P) =ka, |:VTFU|R(0|J;; P)V, fr(z; P) + %VTQFU|R(O|‘T; P)fR(x;P)] ;
Q4 (2) :z21fU|R<0\x; P) fa(; P)
Zm: D; —Ep[Di|R)) K <R" _“‘) + V'mhh?By(P)

— h
rm(2) =Qm (2 ) Qrm(2);

so that Q,,(2) = QF,(2) + m(2) and 7,,(2) = op(1) for fixed z.
Rewrite Q,(z) as follows.

)

Qi(2) =2 fur(Ol: P) fa(a; P)
! Zm: D, — Ep[D,|R]) K (R"_I>+\/%h230(13)

h

- s

~~
=M,

1
= §fU|R(0|I; P) fr(z; P)2* + zM,,
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1 1
~ ol DR 2 GO Py )
~
_ 1 M?
2fuir(0lz; P) fr(x; P) ™
= & foin(Ole: Pl P) (= = 1)? = 5 forn(Oles P fu(es Py (D13)

which is minimized at

1
Forn (Ol P) @ D)

1 1 X R 2
— _fU|R(O‘Qj; P)fR(a’;;P m ; D EP D; |R ]) < - )

2 —By(P)
e P il P
~B(P)
1 «— —1 R —x
=T (fU|R<0|:c; P)fR<x;P>) (D: = ErlDil ) K ( h )

+ Vmhh*B(P).

The bias term B(P) is

NMm = —

—Hka1

B = 0w P) fulw: P)

VO] ) Sl )
+ 5V (0l )l ) (D14

and is consistently estimated by B ,

B=Bp,(Vi,...,Vy)
—R2;1

- Fuir(0la; P) fr(z; P)

that 18, by replacing fR(xu P)7 vaR(J;; P)7 fU\R(lea P)v v7“[7U|1?(()|‘I’7 P)7 and v1ﬂ2F‘U|R(()|‘CE; P)7 n
B(P) by consistent nonparametric estimators readily available from the literature. The tuning
parameters for these additional estimators and appropriate moment conditions may be set such
that B — B(P) = op(1), as required by Assumption

We have already shown above that r,,(2) = op(1) for fixed z. Now, we show that the conver-
gence is also uniform over z in a compact set K C R. To this end, consider

Am(2) = Qu(2) — 255 31 (Di — Ep[Di|Ri]) K (57%) — Vmhh2By(P),

—_— — 1 — —
VTFU|R(0|ZL'; P)vaR(ZL’; P) + §VT2FU|R(O|ZE;P)fR(JI; P):| s
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A(z) = 225 fuir(0|r; P) fr(z; P), and note that A,,(z) is a convex function of z. Note also that
rm(2) = Qm(z) — QF(2) = Apn(2) — A(2). By the convexity lemma (Pollard| (1991)), page 187),
sup,ex |Am(2) — A(2)| = op(1). We have that, for any compact subset I C R, sup,cx |rm(2)] =
07)<1).

Part I1: Zb —n,, = op(1).
We want to show that for each ¢ > 0,

;IE%PP (’Zb nm} < (—:) — 1.

Consider the closed interval B(m) with center 7, and radius €. Since 7, converges in dis-
tribution, it is stochastically bounded. The compact set K can be chosen to contain B(m) with
probability arbitrarily close to one, thereby implying sup,¢ () [7m(2)] = op(1).

For a value outside of the interval B(m), suppose z = n,, + ¢ with § > €. For the boundary
point z* = n,, + €, the convexity of (),,, and imply

$0u2)+ (1= 5) Quli) 2 Qu (52 (1-5) ) = Qul=)
N Forr(0]a; ];) fr(z; P) (= ) — fU|R(o|r;1;>fR(x; P)ni - s 7 (2))]
o fuir(0lz; P) fr(z: P) , €+ Qu(nm) —2 sup |rm(2)|.

o 2 z€B(m)

@m<z>2@m<nm>+(§) [f”“”’“f’f’%(””;”é—z sup |rm<z>|].

z€B(m)
An analogous argument holds for z = 7, — . Define the event A,, as

Olx; P P
Ap 0 2 sup |ra(2)] < fU‘R( [; P) fr(z: >62
z€B(m) 4

We have that infpep Pp[A,,] — 1 because
SUppep Pp [supZeB Irm(2)| > fuir(0|z; P) fr(z; P)e? /4] — 0. Conditional on A,,,

fuir(0]x; P) fr(z; P)

1 e, for any 2z : |z — | > € (D.15)

Qm(2) > Qum(m) +

happens with probability one. The event in (D.15]) implies that |Z% —n,,| < € because Z? minimizes
Qm(2) and thus Q,,(Z22) < Qun(nm). Finally,

Pp |:|Z7I;’L - 77m| < 6]

>Po| il Qu() 2 Quln,) + LAnUE DR o

zi|z—nm|>€ 4

> Pp[A,,], so that

f Pp (|28 — < €| > inf Pp[A 1.
zyelp PU nm|_€]—1¥el?> plAm] =
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Therefore, we have the asymptotic linear representation of the estimator as follows:

Vmh (éb - 0(P)>

1 & ~1 R —x
= (fU|R<0\:c; P) il P)) (Ds =~ BelDilRu]) K ( h )
+ Vmhh2B(P) + op(1).

For B such that B = B(P) + op(1),

Vil (6 - 0(P)) \/_(eb O(P) — W*B) = Vimh (0" = 6(P) = *B(P)) + op(1)
R —

m

1
\/EZ; (\/_fU|R 0|5L" P) fr(w; P)) "

)

) (D — Ep[Di|R))

I{S; < 0(P)} — Fsa(0(P)|Ry: P)) +op(1)

J/

h
R .
\/mzzlfUlR (Of; P)fR(l’ P)\/EK( h )

=Yn(Vi,P)

= % Z Un(Vi, P) + op(1),

where we use that D; — Ep[D;|R;] = I{S; < 0(P)} — Fsjr(0(P)|R;; P) and vVmhh?® = o(1).

2. Assumption - ([2.2)): zero mean of influence function.
Ep[tn(V;, P)] =0 VP by construction.

3. Assumption - (12.3): variance of influence function.

Define
o 1 )
S O P s Py 2 PP =
= ol Pl Py e PP s P)1 = P01 P)
x(1—x)

250l P) fr(a; )"

-1 R, —«x 2
P(me(om;P)fR(x;PwﬁK( h >(Di_EP[Di'Ri]))_£(P)
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1 ) ) |
2 (0fx; P) f3(w: P) /K (u){yp[Di\Ri — & + uh] fr(x + ub; P)

-~

=g(uh;P)

— Vp[D;|R; = x| fr(z; P)J} du

=g(x;P)

/KQ(U)VTg(th; P)u du = op(1).

h
~ f3,r(0lz; P) fa(z; P)

where 27, is a point between x + uh and z, and V,g(r; P) denotes the derivative of g wrt r.
The expression above is op(1) because h — 0, the derivative V,.g(r; P) is a bounded function
of (r, P), and fr(x; P) and fyr(0|z; P) are bounded away from zero over P. The derivative
V.g(x; P) is bounded because fr(r; P), V, fr(r; P),

V'p[Z)ARZ = 7"] = FU‘R(O’T; P)(l — FU|R(0|T; P)), and

V. {Fu|r(0lr; P)(1 — Fyr(0]r; P))} are bounded functions of (r, P).

Therefore,
sup [Vp[1,(Vi, P)] — &(P)| — 0.
PeP
. Assumption 2.1] - (2.4): supp E[¢2(Zy, P)] < oco.
For Z;, = (Xk,Yk) ~ Pk, k = 1,2, define D, = H(Yk — Q(Pk) < 0) —
E[Dk|Xk = Ik], and UDk\Xk(xk) = V[Dk|Xk = ZEk] For V = (R,S) ~ P eP, D=
I(S —60(P) <0) — x and mpyr(r; P) = Ep[D|R = r].

We have,

B -1 Xk—ZU —m .
%(Z’“’P)_fUR<0|x;P>fR<x;P>¢EK( i )(D’“ pir(Xei P))

1
N fg\R(O’x; P)f3(z; P)

/KQ(u) |:'Upk (x + uh) + (mp,x, (x + uh) — mpr(z + ub; P))?

E [v2(Z, P)]

because vp, |x, (1) = Fy,|x, (0(FP)|7)(1 = Fy, x, (0(Px)|r)),
mpyx, (1) = Fpux, (0(F)[r) — X, mpjr(r; P) = Fgr(0(P)|r) — x, and fx, (r) are bounded
over (r, P); and fr(x; P) and fyr(0]x; P) are bounded away from zero over P.

. Assumption 2.1|- (2.5): (2 4 ¢)-th moment condition.

We verify it in two steps.

First, Vp (¢, (Z;, P)) — £2(P) = op(1) and &*(P) is bounded away from zero, uniformly over
P. Thus, V' (¥n(Zs, P)) = Op(1).
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Second, for any ¢ > 0, call 5(r; P) = Ep[|D;—Ep[D;|R;]|*"| R; = r] and note that |n(r; P)| <
2.

n~Ep |1, (Vi, P[P

m/n)s/?
f2+g( Ol () 2/+<)( . P)( h)§/2/|K(U)|2+C77(x+uh; P)fr(z + uh; P) du
UIR R \T; m
= 07)(1).

Combining steps 1 and 2,

wn (Vz’, P)
VVp (Un(Vi, P))

= o(1).

n=¢/? sup Ep
PeP

6. Assumption 2.1]- (2.6): & (2P, + 2=2P)) — & (yPi 4 (1 =) Py).
Let P, = 2P + 2P and P = P 4 (1 — ) P,. Consider the expression for £ (P) given
above. It suffices to show that fr(z; P,) — fr(x; P) and fyr(0|z; P,) = fuir(0lz; P). The
first is straightforward (see Section |D.1)). For the second, let Uy = Y}, — 0(P;) and note that

(Ol ) = 2 LG g ok + LS ol

le() o fXQ() T

1 i (O1) + (1 = 9) 722, 012)
_fU|R<0‘x;P>

7. Assumption 2.2]: ny/n — A 5 0.

In this case, n; is deterministic and (ny/n — ) — 0. Assumption has already been
verified above for any sequence m, such that (m/n —~) — 0 for arbitrary v € (0,1). In
particular it holds for v € {\,1 — A}.

O

D.3 Proof of Proposition - Discontinuity of Conditional Mean

The goal of this proof is to use the assumptions listed in Proposition to verify Assumptions
and 2.2] It follows the general lines of the proof of Proposition so the reader may refer
to Section for the redundant details that we omit here. It builds on arguments from the
literature on asymptotic approximations of the NW estimator at a boundary point. See, for
example, Theorem 3.2 by |Fan and Gijbels| (1996) with p = v = 0. For a generalization of this
proof to the local polynomial regression estimator (LPR), see Section below.

Consider an 4id sample from P € P with m observations, Vi = (R1,S51),..., Vi = (R,
Sm), where the minimum value in the support of R is 0. The number m grows with n such that
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m/n — -, for some v € (0,1). The parameter of interest is §(P) = E[S|R = 0], and the NW
estimator 1s

~—

S K (%) s,
=60 (Vi,...,V,) ==

1

Y

This section studies the asymptotic behavior of 9=0"—hB , where the expression for B is given
below Equation [D.21] The assumptions in Proposition [3.3] imply the following facts:

1. Asm — oo, h — 0, mh — oo, vVmhh = O(1), and vVmhh?* = o(1);

2. The distribution of R has PDF fr(r; P) that is twice differentiable wrt r denoted V., fr(r; P)
and V2 fr(r; P); fr(r; P) and the derivatives are bounded functions of (r, P); fr(r;P) is
bounded away from zero as a function of (r, P);

3. mgr(r; P) = Ep[S|R = 7| is twice differentiable wrt r denoted V,mgr(r; P) and V,2mgg(r; P);
mg|r and the derivatives are bounded functions of (r, P);

4. vg|r(r; P) = Vp[S|R = r| has first derivative wrt r denoted V,vg\r(r; P); vsir, Vyvsir are
both bounded as functions of (r, P); vsir(0"; P) is bounded away from zero as a function of
P.

)

5. n(r; P) = Ep[|S — mgr(R; P)|*™|R = r| is a bounded function of (r, P).

We re-write vVmh (é\— 9(P)> = vmh </7’ — hB — 9(P)> to find the asymptotic linear repre-

sentation.

Vmh (5_ e<p>) - (# i K (%) (Si — msia(Ri; P))) (fr(0*:P)/2)"  (D.16)
+ (ﬁif{ (%) (S; —m5|R(Rz‘;P))>
(%iK (%)) ~ (fa(0*: P)/2)”" (D.17)

(% S (%)) = (D.18)

1. Assumption - (12.1): asymptotic expansion.
Equation above gives the influence function v,.
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mg|r\ 1, -1/ - n )
\/_ZK( )S w(Ri; P)) h™Y2 (fr(07; P)/2) \/_Zva

J/

=¢n(Vi,P)

We need to show that Equations and converge in probability to zero uniformly
over P.

Equation[D.17: is op(1). We show this in 3 steps. First,

o (3t

= /0 K*(u)vg|r(uh; P) fr(uh; P) du = Op(1).

The expected value of the expression inside the variance above is zero, so we have that

¢——§ ( )S mg r(Ri; P)) = Op(1).

Second,
Ep = ZK (%) — fr(0T; P)/2 = h/oo Ku)V, fr(xl,; P)u du = op(1).
: 0

Vp %ZK(%) < o [ ) fntuhi P) du = op(1).

Therefore,

i K () - fut07sP)/2 = 0n (1), (D.19)

(# 2" (R%)) — (Fal0%: P)/2) ™ = 0p(). (D.20)

Third, combining steps 1 and 2 gives

Zm:K (%) (S; — msm(Ri;P)))

(%ZK(%D ~ (0% P)2) | = Op(Lop(1) = op(L)

36



Equation is op(1). We derive the probability limit of ( + VmhhB in 3 steps.

First, (-1 zz 1K(R’)) = 215" (075 P) + op(1).
Second,

P ﬁ 2:? K (%) (msr(Ri; P) — msr(07; P))

ZM/OOOK(U) [msir(uh; P) — msip(0"; P)] fr(uh; P) du

=vmh / Tk (1) [Vomsp(0F; P)uh + V,emgp(xt,; PYu*h?] fr(uh; P) du

i / K (u) [V,mgp(0*; P)uh)[f(0%; P) + V, fa(x5; P)uh) du
i / K (u) [V 2msyr(zy: P)uh?] fr(uh; P) du

=V'mhhV,mg (0" P) fr(0"; P) /0 K (u) du
Ym0 ) [ TRK (1) Y, frlat; P) du

0

+Vmhh? / WK (u) V2emsr(2iy; P) fr(uh; P) du

0

=Vmhh¥,msip(0; P) fr(0%; P)rify
+ Op (x/ﬁhz)
+ Op (x/ﬁlﬂ)
=vVmhh V,mgr(0%; P) fr(0%; P)if, +op (1)

-~

=Bo(P)

=v'mhhBy(P) + op (1),

where k], = fooo u* K'(u)du, and we use the existence and boundedness of derivatives, kernel
moments, and the rate conditions vmhh = O(1) and vmhh* = o(1).

\/% ; " (%> (msir(Ri; P) = mgr(07; P))
—=h? /OOO K? (u) [Vymsir(w,; P)Pu® fr(ub; P) du = h*Op(1) = op(1).

This gives,

Zj: (_Z) (msir(Ri; P) — mgr(07; P))

W\
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=V mtho(P) —|— 077(1).
Third, combine the first and second steps:

<V% i " <%) (msi(Ri; P) = msi(07; P))> (ﬁ zm: K @)) _1

= Vmhh 2k{,V,mgr(07; P)+op(1) (D.21)

J/

=B(P)
= vV/mhh B(P) + op(1),

which gives the bias term B(P). That term is consistently estimated by B ,
E - Bm,n(vlv cee JVm) = 2KI1V77L?|R('IJ P>7

that is, by replacing V,mggr(z; P) in B(P) by a consistent nonparametric estimator. The
additional tuning parameters for such estimator and corresponding moment conditions may
be set such that the bias-correction condition in Assumption [3.5]is met.

2. Assumption - (2.2): zero mean of influence function.
Ep[tn(Vi, P)] =0 VP by construction.

3. Assumption - (12.3): variance of influence function.
Call £(P) = 4k ,0sr(07; P)/ fr(0F; P), where kg, = [77 K*(u) du.

Vp (mf( (%) (S; _mSIR(Ri§P))> —&(P)

:% / " K2 ) vs\r(uh; P) fr(uh; P) = vsir(07; P) fr(07; P) 5 du
R ) 0 ~ ~~ - ~

=g(uh;P) =g(0T;P)

4h o
:W/o K*(w)V,g(z%,; P)u du = op(1).

Therefore,
sup [Vp[t,(Vi, P)] — E(P)| — 0.
PeP
4. Assumption R.1]- (2.4): supp E[¢2(Zy;, P)] < oco.
We have,
2 AK? (%) 2
Uy (Zy, P) (Ve = myy i, (Xk)) + (myyx, (Xx) — msir(Xi; )]

~ hf3(0+; P)
E [42(Zy, P)]
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4 <, o0 2
- /0 K () oy, x, (uh) + (myg x, (uh) — mpluh P))°] f, (uh) du
— 0p(1).

5. Assumption - (2.5): (2 4 ¢)-th moment condition.
First, V5' (¢, (Vy, P)) = Op(1).
Second, n=¢2Ep |14, (V;, P)[*" = 0p(1) because 5(r; P) = Op(1).

Therefore,

=o(1).

n=¢/? sup Ep

Un(Vi, P)
pepP

V'V (0, (Vi P))

6. Assumption R.1]- [2.6): & (2P, + =2P)) — & (P + (1 — 7) P).
Let P, = nP+ =Py and P =~P; + (1 —~)P,. We have that

n

E(Pn) = ki 051r(075 Pn) [ fr(075 Po), vsir(075 P) — vsir(07; P) and fr(0%; ) — fr(0%; P)
as in Section . Therefore, £2(P,) — &(P).

7. Assumption 2.2): (ny/n — \) 5 0.

In this setting, ni/n = 3. T{X; > 0}/n and (n1/n — A) 2 0 holds. Assumption ﬂ has
already been verified above for any sequence m,, such that (m/n —~v) — 0 for arbitrary
v € (0,1). In particular it holds for v € {\,1 — \}.

O

D.4 Proof of Proposition (3.4 - Discontinuity of Density

The goal of this proof is to use the assumptions listed in Proposition to verify Assumptions
and 2.2] It follows the general lines of the proof of Proposition so the reader may refer
to Section [D.1] for the redundant details that we omit here. Additional references on the kernel
density estimator at boundary points include Marron and Ruppert| (1994) and Sections 1.9-1.10
of |Li and Racine| (2007).

Consider an #d sample from P € P with m observations, V; = Ry,...,V,, = R,,, where
R is a scalar random variable and 0 is an interior point of its compact support. The number
m grows with n such that m/n — =, for some v € (0,1). The parameter of interest is 0(P) =
(fr(0T; P) — fr(07; P))/2, where fgr(0T;P) is the side limit as « | 0 of the PDF of R under
distribution P, and fr(0~; P) is the negative side limit. The kernel density estimator for §(P) is

3 2 : ki X _

This section investigates the asymptotic behavior of 9 =0"—hB , where the expression for B is
given below Equation |D.24]
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The assumptions in Proposition imply the following facts:

1. Asm — oo, h — 0, mh — oo; vVmhh = O(1), and vVmhh* = o(1);

2. The distribution of R has PDF fr(r; P) that is twice differentiable wrt r except at r = 0;
fr(r; P) and the derivatives V., fr(r; P) and V,2fr(r; P) are bounded functions of (r, P);
fr(0"; P) and fr(0™; P) are bounded away from zero as functions of P;

We re-write vmh (5— 0(P)> = vVmh <,7) —hB - Q(P)) to find the asymptotic linear repre-
sentation.

mh
_Ep {K (%) ({R > 0} — {R < 0}>] } (D.22)
T gjj]Ep {K (%) ({R > 0}~ I{R < 0})]
- @ (fr(07; P) — fr(07; P)) — VmhhB. (D.23)

1. Assumption [2.1]- (2.1)): asymptotic expansion.
Equation above gives the influence function ¢, that is, (D.22) = m=Y23"" 1, (Vy, P),

where

on(Vi, P) = % {K (%) ({R; > 0} — I{R; < 0})
_Ep {K (%) (I{R >0} — I{R < o})] } |

We need to show that Equation converges to zero uniformly over P.
Define x7, = [ u*K*(u) du. First, consider the limit of (D.23) +vmhhB.

ZEP { ( ) ({R >0} —I{R < 0})} - @ (fr(07; P) = fr(07; P))
—V'mh (/0 K (u) fr(uh; P) du — /_Oo K (u) fr(uh; P) du
5 Unl0%:P) = fal075)))
—Vmh ( /0 K (W) fa(0F: PYub + Voo fa(aty: PYu?h/2] du
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/ K()[V, fa(0-: PYub + Voo fa(ah: PYu2h?/2) du)
=VmhhV, fr(0%; P) /0 ukK (u) du
Vh(2)/2 [ K0V i P) du
—V'mhhV, fr(07; P) / : uK (u) du

—0o0

— mh(h2/2) / VK (W)Yo fa(™: P) du

=VmhhV, fr(07; P)/ﬁfl
+Op (\/mhh2>
+ VmhhV, fr(07; P)/iil

+Op (\/ﬁiﬂ)
—v'mhh Kl (V, fr(0T; P) + V, fr(07; p)l+op<1) (D.24)
~B(P)
=vV'mhh B(P) + op(1),

where we used the existence and boundedness of derivatives, kernel moments, and the rate
condition vmhh? = o(1).
Equation defines the bias term B(P). That term is consistently estimated by B ,

~

B=Buu(Vi,.... Vi) = 61, [V FR(0%; P) + Y, fa(07; P)] ,

that is, by replacing V, fr(07; P) and V, fr(0~; P) in B(P) by consistent nonparametric es-
timators. The tuning parameters for these additional estimators and corresponding moment
conditions may be set such that the bias-correction condition in Assumption is met.

Finally, the limit of (D.23)) is,

\/% éEF [K (%) (I{R > 0} — I{R < 0})

J5

VIR (075 P) = fal075 P)) — VBB
=Vmhh <B(P) - B) + OP(l) = op(1),

where we use B — B(P) = op(1) and vmhh = O(1).

. Assumption - (2.2): zero mean of influence function.
Ep[¢n(V;, P)] =0 VP by construction.
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3. Assumption - (|2.3): variance of influence function.
Call £(P) = kg, (fr(0T; P) + fr(07; P)), where ki, = [;° K*(u) du.

Ve (i () mirz0p-sm <o ) - €2
= U: K2(u) fu(uh; P)h du
([ wsatans P [ Kt P ] —ep)
— [ K07 P) + VoSt Pyt du
b [ U0 )+ Vet Phun]
([T st au [ Kt an) - e
_h [ /0 KA W)V, fals P du+ /_ (; K*(u)V, f(xty; P)u du

- (/OOO K () fr(uh; P) du — /(; K (u) fr(uh; P) du>2

=hOp(1) = op(1).

Therefore,

sup [Vp[t,(Vy, P)] — &(P)| — 0.
PeP

4. Assumption 2.1]- (2.4): supp E[¢2(Zy, P)] < oo for k = 1,2.
We have,

Vn(Zy, P) = h V2K ()2 ) (I{X, > 0} —I{X, < 0})
_ h12E, [K (%) IV > 0} — {V < 0})} ,
Un(Zy, P) = EKQ <)}ik)

+ % {Ep [K (%) (V> 0} — {V < 0}>} }2

2 ()}ik) (1{X, > 0} - 1{X, < 0))Ep [K (%) v > 0} —I{V < 0},

E [¢2(Z,, P)] = / K2 (u) f, (uh) du
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+ h{/OOOK(u) Faluh: P) du — /_(;K(u) Faluh: P) du}2
) {/OOOK(u) Fx (uh) du — /_OOOKW) Fr (uh) du}

« h{/OOOK(u) Fa(uh: P) du —/_ K (u) fr(uh: P) du},
E [¢2(Zy, P)] = Op(1) + Op(h) + Op(h) = Op(1).

5. Assumption [2.1]- (2.5)): (2 4 ¢)-th moment condition.

We verify it in two steps.

First, Vp (¢, (Z;, P)) — €2(P) = op(1) and £*(P) is bounded away from zero, uniformly over
P. Thus, V' (¢, (Zi, P)) = Op(1).

Second, pick ¢ > 0. From before, Ep [K (£) (I{R > 0} — I{R < 0})] = Op(h).

n=PEp [ (Vi, P)[*

‘ 2+¢
_ (nh)%/zhlgp K (%) (I{V; > 0} —I{V; < 0}) — Op(h)
- W /OOO K (w) = Op(R)[** fr(uh; P)du

" W / |~ K (u) — Op(B)[**¢ fr(uh; P)du

= WOP(D = op(1).

Combining both steps gives,

=o(1).
VVp (Un(Vi, P)) ®

n=¢/? sup Ep
PeP

6. Assumption 2.1]- (2.6): & (2P, + 2=2P)) — & (yPi 4 (1 =) Py).
Let P, = P+ =P and P =~P, + (1 —~)P,. Given that
& (Py) = kg (frR(0T; Py) + fr(07; Py)) du, the result follows because m/n — v, fr(07; P,) —
fr(0T; P), and fr(0~; P,) — fr(0~;P).

7. Assumption 2.2]: (ny/n —\) 5 0.
In this setting, ny is a deterministic sequence, and we have that ny/n = |n/2]/n — 1/2.

Assumption [2.1] has already been verified above for any sequence m,, such that (m/n—~) — 0
for arbitrary v € (0,1). In particular it holds for v = 1/2.
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D.5 Extension of Proposition [3.3| - Local Polynomial Regression

Sections|3.3|and gave sufficient conditions and demonstrated the asymptotic validity of our
robust permutation test in the context of RDD using the NW estimator. This section generalizes
that finding to the Local Polynomial Regression (LPR) estimator of order p € Z.

The researcher has an #d sample (X1,Y7),...,(X,,Y,) that is split into two samples Z; =
(Xki, Yii), K = 1,2, i = 1,...,ny, as explained in Section , where the distribution of Zj;
conditional on W, is P,. We have that P is the distribution of (X,Y)|X > 0, P, is the distribution
of (—X,Y)|X <0, and P is the set of all convex combinations of P, and P,. The researcher selects
a polynomial order p € Z, and a bandwidth h > 0. The LPR estimator for 6(P) is defined as
follows:

N LN ?
(@ b) = argmin Y _ K ( s ) [Yk —a— b X — b X — = X
(a,b) i=1
é\z‘ = gzk’n(ZkJ, ey Zk'7nk) — /a/\,

where a is a scalar and b is the vector (by,...,b,). Note that the LPR estimator becomes the NW
estimator when we set p = 0.

The superscript b in 52 indicates there is bias in the asymptotic distribution of \/%(52 —0(P))
whenever the bandwidth choice converges to zero at the slowest possible rate, i.e., h = O(n~1/(2r+3))
(Proposition below). This is the case of MSE-optimal bandwidths and inference requires bias
correction in that case. A conventional solution is to subtract a first-order bias term h**'B(P,)
from 02, where B(F;) is nonparametrically estimated by By = Bu, n(Ze1, - .- Zin, ). We give
the analytical formulas for B(Py) and By in the proof of Proposition below (Equations
and . Our permutation tests utilize the bias-corrected LPR estimator @\k = Onen(Zia,- .-,
Ziow,) = 08 (Zitye o Ziny) — W' B n(Zir, . Ziw,) = 0} — h#*'By. Note that no bias
correction is needed if h = o(n~1/(r3)),

Proposition D.1. Assume that: (i) asn — oo, h — 0, nh — oo, and V/nhh*** — ¢ € [0, 00); (ii)
K is a kernel density function that is non-negative, bounded, symmetric, and [ K (u)|u|**Y) du <
oo; (i) the distribution of X has PDF fx that is bounded, bounded away from zero, p + 2 times
differentiable except at x = 0, and has bounded derivatives; (i) E[Y|X = xz] is bounded, p + 2
times differentiable except at x = 0, and has bounded derivatives; (v) V[Y|X = x| is bounded,
differentiable except at x = 0, has bounded derivative, V[Y'|X = 0%] > 0, and V]Y|X =07] > 0,
where 0T and 0~ denote side limits; and (vi) 3¢ > 0 such that E[|Y |*7¢|X] is almost surely bounded.
Let Vi = (Ry1,51),..., Vi = (R, Sm) be an iid sample from a distribution P € P, where m grows
with n. Use the definitions above to construct the the LPR estimators: o = Qf’n’n(Vl, s Vi),
B = Bpn(Vi,..., V), and = Omn(Vi,..., V). Finally, assume that (vii) B-B(P) 50
uniformly over P € P for any sequence m such that m/n — X\ or m/n — 1 — X. Then, the RDD
setting with the LPR estimator defined above satisfies Assumptions and 2.9 with

wn(V, P) - m[{ <%> ell]__‘_li—v]:p (S - m5|R(R, P)) ,
et ap-ty, Vsir(0; P)
£2<P) =€ F IAF 161%,
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where the following definitions are used,

ey is the (p1 +1 x 1) column vectore; =[1 0 0 --- 0],
- R R\
H = [1 (E) (E) } , (p+1x1) column vector,

KT, = / u K" (u) du for integers s and t,
0

+ + + +

H071 DY I{p71 /{072 ... Hp72
I'= : : : and A = : : :
+ + + +

I{p,l . e K‘/2P71 /{p72 “e e /{2p,2

Moreover, mg|g(r; P) is the conditional mean of S given R = r, vgr(r; P) is the conditional
variance of S given R = r, and fr(r; P) is the PDF of R at r, all three assuming V = (R,
S)~ PeP.

Proof. The goal of this proof is to use the assumptions listed in the proposition to verify that
the RDD setting with the LPR estimator satisfies Assumptions and 2.2 Tt follows the general
lines of the proof of Proposition [3.1], so the reader may refer to Section for the redundant
details that we omit here. The proof also builds on arguments from the literature on asymptotic
approximations of the LPR estimator at a boundary point: |Porter| (2003)) (Theorem 3(a)) and |Fan
and Gijbels| (1996) (Theorem 3.2).

Consider an 4id sample from P € P with m observations, Vi = (R1,S51),..., Vi = (R,
Sm), where the minimum value in the support of R is 0. The number m grows with n such that
m/n — =, for some 7 € (0,1). The assumptions listed in the proposition imply the following facts
(see proof of Proposition in Section for details):

1. Asm — oo, h — 0, mh — oo, Vmhh?™ = O(1), and vVmhh**? = o(1);

2. The distribution of R has PDF fg(r; P) that is p + 2 times differentiable wrt r denoted
Vofr(r; P), ..., Vo2 fr(r; P); fr(r; P) and its derivatives are bounded functions of (r, P);

fr(r; P) is bounded away from zero as a function of (r, P);

3. mgr(r; P) = Ep[S|R = 7] is p + 2 times differentiable wrt r denoted V,mgr(r; P), ...,
Vot2mgr(r; P); mgir and its derivatives are bounded functions of (r, P);

4. vg|r(r; P) = Vp[S|R = 1| has first derivative wrt r denoted V,vgr(r; P); vsir, Vyvsr are
both bounded functions of (r, P); vgr(0F; P) is bounded away from zero as a function of P;

5. n(r; P) = Ep[|S — mgr(R; P)|*™|R = r| is a bounded function of (r, P).

Use the data Vi = (Ry,51), .., Vin = (R, Sim) and the definitions above to construct the the

LPR estimators: 0° = 92%,1(V1, s Vi), B= Bpn(Vi,...,V,,), and 0= Omn(Vi,..., V). The
proof studies the asymptotic behavior o 0=0"—hB
Consider the following definitions,
e is the (p; + 1 x 1) column vectore; =[1 0 0 --- 0],
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H =[1 R --- Rf]/, (p+1 x 1) column vector,

~ R,

H =1 (==
1 & R B

con [ (1) ] e

@,(P) = [mgr(0"; P) Vymgr(0"; P)/10 - Vimgr(0%; P)/p!]’,

(p+1x1) column vector,

R\
(#) } , (p+1x1) column vector,

g; = S; —mgr(R;; P), scalar,
gl =5, — Hflgap(P) =&+ mS‘R(RZ-; P) — Hf’gap(P), scalar.

It is possible to rewrite v mh (5— 0(P)> as follows,

Vmh (5— 9(P)> = Vmh (@) - e(P)) — Vmhh*t' B

™ N\~
=e/Gp |[—— > K <@) H e | — Vmhh#'B
I mh ‘= h
—e/'G =N i K <&> H! (0 — Ep|e?|R)]) (D.25)
" mh h ’ e
L =1
b G d zm: K (—) H'Ep[e°|R;] — Ep ! i K (E) H' e (D.26)
mh — (] (] /mh — h 171

h
1 R\ v A
Y K H,”| — Vmhh*™'B. (D.27)

Equation gives the influence function representation and Equations [D.26HD.27] are op(1).
The limit of the first term in (D.27) characterizes the bias term B(P) (Equation |D.31| below).

In what follows, we verify Assumptions [2.1] and [2.2]in 7 parts.

1. Assumption - (12.1): asymptotic expansion.
Equation[D.2J:
Let k), = [;° w*K*(u) du and define

Koo KD
= : : : )
Koy oo Moy
1
G(P) = |
(P) fr(0; P)
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Rewrite Equation as,

—e/'[G,, — G(P)] \/% Z K (%) ﬁfsi] (D.28)
+ % Zi: K <%> e'G(P)H! gi] . (D.29)

We show that Equation is op(1) by showing that G,, — G(P) = op(1) and

We have that G_! is a sample average and G, % G~!(P) (Porter| (2003), top of page 45).
The convergence is made uniform over P by the fact that V, fr(r; P) is a bounded function
of (r, P) and the first 2(p + 1) moments of K (u) are bounded. The absolute value of the
determinant of the matrix G™'(P) is bounded away from zero because fz(07; P) is bounded
away from zero over P € P. Therefore, G,,, — G(P) = op(1).

We have that \#Th S K (%) H,e; is Op(1) because it has zero mean and variance Op(1).
The variance is bounded because the kernel has bounded moments, and fr(r; P) and vg|r(r; P)
are bounded functions of (r, P).

Equation gives the influence function.

. 1 & / le’.) L L.
- \/ﬁfR(0+;P)K ( h ) e)' T H; (S; — msin(Ri; P))

FEquation [D.26]:
Equation is shown to be op(1): from above G,, = Op(1) and we show that

<%) B[R] — Ep

1 m
K

To see this last equation, note that
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It remains to show that

for [ =0,...,p. In fact,

)2l [(Ep[éfﬂf%i])z + (RIYV o p (075 P) [ (p + 1>!>2} }
=2 / s (u) u? (Ep[ef™ [R; = uh])” fr(uh; P) du

+ 2 [Vt (07 P)] 2 /O e (w) u?242 fp (uh; P) du
= /0 s (u) w? [Vyoemgir(ry; P)(wh)*™/(p+2)!]" fa(uh; P) du

(o + D)1

:2—']2 / K2 (u) u?*20 [V pamg p(rt; P)]° fr(uh; P) du
’ 0

+2—————— [V,primgr(07; P)}Q/ K2 (u) w272 fr(uh; P) du
0

h2p+2 ) 00
* 2[(p+ 1)1]2 [Vorr1mg (075 P)] /0 K2 (u) u®*2072 fp(uh; P) du

= Op (K***) 4+ Op (K**?) = Op (R***V) = 0p (1),
where 7} lies between uh and 0, and we use the following facts: (i) the first 4p + 4 moments

of K are bounded, (ii) the functions fg(r; P), V,p+1mgr(0"; P), and V,,+2mgg(r; P) are
bounded functions of (r, P).
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Equation[D.27: is shown to be op(1). Define

+

Kpr11
Y= : ; (D.30)
+
KRap+1,1
1
B(P) = ————V,oiimgr(07; P)e,/ T 4% D.31
(P) TES A sir( Jer'T ™y (D.31)

The term B(P) is consistently estimated by

1

VY, imgr(0Y: Ple)/ Ty, D.32
(,0+ 1>! + SlR( ) 1 Y ( )

B=DBpn,(Vi,...,Vy) =

that is, by replacing V,,+1mgr(0"; P) in B(P) by a consistent nonparametric estimator
(condition (vii) of Proposition |D.1)).

First, we show that

hZK( ) ]

_ fr(0%; P)
 (p+ 1)

It suffices to show that, for any [ = 0,..., p,

1 1 & R\ [ R\
Ep | — S k() (2 &
ho 1 P[mhz; (h)(h)g’]

1=

hp+1

Vrp+1mg‘R(O+; P)’)’* + 073(1).

= %vrp+lms|3(o+; Pkl i r +op(1).
To see that,
e [ 32 (1) () 4
i {%i (%) (F) EP[‘pIR]}
hm { (% J) (Ep[e/ | Ri] + RY Vrpﬂmsm(OﬂP)/(pH)!)}
= o / K (u) u'Ep[f™" |R; = uh] fa(ub; P) du

Vrﬁ+1mS|R(0+; P)
(p+1)!

/ K (u) u"™™ fr(uh; P) du
0
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1

Vyer1mgr(07; P
(p+1)!

_h
~ (p+2)!
V,erimgr(0F; P
(p+1)!
- V,,p+1m5|R(0+; P
B (p+1)!
+ Op (h)
_ Vrp+1mSIR(0+§P)fR(0+§P>/ K(u) WP du
(p+1)! s

Verimgr(0F;

P o
—h P) / K (u) u™PT2V, fr(r’; P) du
0

(p+1)!
+ Op (h)

- Vyer1mgr(07; P) fr(0F; P) /OOK(U) U du
0

(p+1)!
4 0p () +0p (1)
Votimg r(07; P) fr(07; P)

_ +
B (p+1)! Fprria o (1),

>/ K (u) u"™ fp(uh; P) du
0

>/ K (u) u"™™ fr(uh; P) du
0

= / K ()l [Vosromsialrls P)uh)?™ (o + 2)!] fauhi P) du
] / K (u) W% [V,piemgr(rl; P)] fr(uh; P) du

) / K (w)u"™ T [fr(0T; P) + V, fr(ri; P)uh] du
0

where the first Op (h) term is obtained from the following facts: (i) the first 2p + 2 moments
of the kernel are bounded; (ii) V,s+2mgr(r; P) is bounded as a function of (r, P); and (iii)
fr(r; P) is bounded as a function of (r, P). The Taylor expansion of the PDF fg(r; P) and
the second Op (h) term are obtained from the following facts: (i) the first 2p 4+ 2 moments
of the kernel are bounded; (ii) V, fr(r; P) is a well-defined and bounded function of (r, P);
and (iil) V,e+1mgr(07; P) is a well-defined and bounded function of (r, P).

Rewrite Equation as,

eI/GmEP

= Vmhh**! {

= vVmhh*t!
= vVmhh*t!

e/
(oer

+O7>

1

~

- B

}

m

—3"K (%) H. &

mh 4

o (1]

fr(0%; P)
(p+ 1)

G R\ ~p ~
— K|=1H2| - vVmhh*TB
Ly (h) ] i

_g}

Viermsir(07; P)y" + OP(l)l - E}

= O(1)op(1) = op(1),
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where we use the facts that: G, = G(P) 4+ op(1), G(P) = Op(1),
Fr(0%; P)V,eamn(075 PYy* [ (p + 1)1 = Op(1), B = B(P) + op(1), and vmhh#* = O(1).

. Assumption n - zero mean of influence function.
Ep[tn(Vi, P)] =0 VP by construction.

. Assumption m - @ variance of influence function.
Recall that 7, = [7°u*K*(u) du and define

+ +
Ko,2 Kp2
A= : : : )
+ +
K;p72 oo ,i2p72
+.
Us‘R<O ,P)

P et A e 6 )

:ellG(P)AG(P)81U5|R(0+; P)fR(OJr; P)
We need to show that Vp[i,(V, P)] — £2(P) = op(1). Note that,
/ 1 2 R\ ~pov
Vp[¢n<V,P)] =€ G(P) EEP K E I‘IZ I‘IZ ’US‘R(R; P), G(P)e1
Thus, it suffices to show that
1 o (B 5 + +
EEP K - H;H; vgr(R; P), | = Avgir(07; P) fr(07; P) + op(1),
or equivalently to show that

o (8) 2 (8

for every 5,1 =0,...,p. In fact,

o (5) (4 (2) ]

:/OO KQ(U)UjJrl US\R(UhQ P) fr(uh; P)—U5|R(O+§P)fR(O+;P) du
0 - -

J

1
“Ep

h - “;r+l,27}S|R(0+;P)fR(O+;P) +op(1),

1
“Ep

h K1 412Vs1R(075 P) fr(0T; P)

~\~ v~

=g(uh;P) =g(0t;P)

:h/ K* () 'V,g(z5,; P) du = op(1),
0

where we use the fact that g(r; P) is differentiable wrt r with derivative V,.g(r; P) bounded
over (r, P), which is implied by bounded derivatives of vgg(r; P) and fg(r; P) wrt r.
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4. Assumption R.1]- 2.4): supp E[¢2(Zy;, P)] < oco.

We have,
1 X 2
Un(Zy, P) = WKQ (Tk) (elT IHZ) (Ye — msip(Xi; P)),
R I
where H}, = 1 (%) .. (%)p],, which is a (p + 1 x 1) column vector. It follows that
1 X ~ o\ 2
22, P) = sy K 5F) (T HY)
¢n( k> ) hf%(0+’P) h €1 k

(Vi — myy x,, (X)) + (myyx, (Xk) — misir( Xy P))}Q.
E [ P) = ey () (o0 R

[UYkIXk (Xk) + (mYlek (Xk) = msip(Xy; P))Q] }
1

~ T, B0 (TR )
[va|Xk (uh) + (myk‘Xk (uh) — mgr(uh; P))Q] fx, (uh) du
= Op(1).

where ﬁp(u) =[ (u) --- wf], whichisa (p+1x 1) column vector.

5. Assumption 2.1]- (2.5): (2 + ¢)-th moment condition.
First, V5! (n(Vi, P)) = Op(1).

Second, there exists ¢ > 0 such that n=¢/2Ep |4, (Vi, P)[**¢ = 0p(1) because n(r; P) = Op(1)
by assumption.

Therefore,

wn(viy P)
VVp (0, (Vi, P))

=o(1).

n~¢? supEp
Pecp

6. Assumption R.1]- [2.6): & (2P, + =2P) — & (P + (1 — ) P).
Let P, = 2P + 2 P5 and P = yP, + (1 —v)P,. We have that vgr(0"; P,) — vgr(0T; P)

n

and fr(0%; P,) — fr(0%; P) as in Section . This implies that £2(P,,) — &2(P).

7. Assumption 2.2]: (ny/n —\) 5 0.
In this setting, n;/n = >, T{X; > 0}/n and (n;/n — A) % 0 holds.

Assumption 2.1 has already been verified above for any sequence m,, such that (m/n—-y) — 0
for arbitrary v € (0,1). In particular it holds for v € {\,1 — A}.
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E Monte Carlo Simulations

This section contains additional figures and tables regarding the Monte Carlo simulations in
the main text (Section [5).

Figure 4: Conditional Mean Functions

Y
— EMNM[X]]
0 ,’ 0.5 ‘\ X
/ \
] \
/ \
/I E[Y2|X2} —P‘\
ll \\
] \
I \
I \
] \
] \
] \
\

Notes: Conditional mean functions of Design 1. The lines are equal and flat for | X — 0.5 < 0.3. The conditional
means of Design 2 equal those of Design 1 shifted upwards by 1.
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F Auxiliary Lemmas

Definition F.1. Consider a sequence of measurable functions X,, : € x P — R? for a probability
space (Q, B, P), where P belongs to a set of distributions P. In other words, for any fivred Py €
P, Xn(FRy) is a random variable defined on (2, B, P) to the Fuclidean space, whose probability
distribution depends on n and P € P. We say X,, is uniformly bounded in probability over P by
a deterministic sequence oy, if, for every § > 0, there exists a deterministic constant Ms € (0, 00)
such that

sup Pp [|| X (P)]| > Msa,] < 0.

PeP

We denote this as X, = Op(ay,). Similarly, we say X,, = op(a,) if, for every e,0 > 0 3n.s such
that

sup Pp [[| Xn(P)|| > eayn) <0 Vn > ngs.

PepP

Lemma F.1. Consider a deterministic sequence o, and a sequence of bivariate random functions

(X0, Yn) : Q x P — R? as in Definition [F.1]
1. If X,, = Op(a,) and Y, = op(1), then X,.Y, = op(a,).

2. Assume X,,(P) has ezxpectation Ep|X,(P)] and variance Vp[X, (P)] that are bounded over
P. Then,
X, = O (Sup BBLX,(P)] + sup V2, (P)] ).

PeP Pep

8. Suppose there exists a deterministic function y : P — [y,y] with 0 <y <7 < oo such that

Y, —y=o0p(1). Then,
1

= 077(1).

< |

n

Proof. Part 1:
Fix 6 > 0 and € > 0. There exists M; € (0,00) such that

)
sup Pp [| X (P)| > Msa,] < =.
Pep 2
There exists In. s such that
P {]Y(P)|> 5}<5 Vi >
su n — - VYn > n.s.
Peg d M 2 0

Given that | X, (P)Y,(P)| > ea, implies |X,,(P)| > Msa, or |Y,(P)| > ¢/Ms we have
sup Pp [| X (P)Yn(P)| > ea)
PeP

< sup Pp [| X, (P)] > Msay,] + sup Pp [|Yo(P)| > ¢/Ms) < Vn > neg.
Pep PeP

Part 2:
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Call A,, = sup E%[X,,(P)] + sup Vp[X,(P)] and B,, = sup Ep (X2(P)). Note that A, > B, >
PeP PeP Pep
Ep (X2(P)) for every P € P.

For § >0 and P € P,

Pp [|X.(P)] > 0712 4,]
< Pp [|Xo(P)| > 67V2B,] < Pp [|X,(P)] > 0 2Ep (X2(P))] <4,

where the last inequality is the Markov inequality. The result follows by taking the supremum of
both sides.

Part 3:

Pick n > 0 such that y —n > 0. Define the set A = {y:y—n <y <7+ n}. The function
g(y) = 1/y is uniformly continuous over A. Thus, for every € > 0, there exists 7. > 0 such that
lg(v') — g(y)| > e =1y —y| > 7. for any ¢/, y € A. This implies that, for fixed P,

Pp{l1/Ya(P) = 1/y(P)| > &, Ya(P) € Al < Pp [[Yu(P) —y(P)| > 7] = 0.

This right-hand side is uniform over P because Y,, — y = op(1).

Next, for fixed P, |Y,(P) —y(P)|<n=y—n <Y, (P) <y+n=Y,(P) € A. This implies
that Pp[|V,(P) — y(P)| < 1] < Pp[Y,(P) € A] and that Pp[Y,(P) € A] — 1 uniformly over P
because Y,, — y = op(1) implies that Pp[|Y,,(P) — y(P)| < n] — 1 uniformly over P. Then,

Pp[|1/Y,(P) = 1/y(P)| > €] = Pp [[1/Ya(P) = 1/y(P)| > &, Ya(P) € A]
<1-Pp[Y,(P)€ A =0

uniformly over P.

]

Lemma F.2. Consider a sequence of random variables X, in the Euclidean space. X, 5 X if,
and only if, for every subsequence X,, there exists a further subsequence Xnkj such that Xnkj % X.

Proof. See the proof of Theorem 2.3.2 by Durrett| (2019).
0

Lemma F.3. Consider a sequence of random variables (Z,,X,), n = 1,2,..., and a random
variable Z, all with domain on the measure space (2, B, ). The image of Z, and Z are in a
Fuclidean space, and the image of X,, is X,. For a measurable function F, : X, — R, assume
F(X,) % 0. Moreover, suppose that for any nonrandom sequence x,, € X, such that Fy,(x,) — 0,

Zy, conditional on X,, = x, converges in distribution to Z. Then, Z, Lz unconditionally.

Proof. For an arbitrary subsequence ny, of the sequence {F,(X,)},, Lemma says there is a
further subsequence ny; such that Fnk]- (Xnkj) 2 0as j — oco. Define X*® to be the space of all

oo
subsequences of the form {xnk }
J

, for values x,,, € X, that satisfy F},, (z,, )— 0asj — occ.
j=1 J J J J

We know that P [{Xnkj 12, € XOO] =1.
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Let G,, be the CDF of the distribution of Z,, conditional on X,, = z,,, where x,, is an arbitrary
sequence that satisfies F},(x,) — 0. By assumption, G,, — G pointwise (for every continuity point
of G), where G is the CDF of Z. This implies that Gnkj — G for the subsequence {ny,}; from
above.

Next,

P [anj < z} :/ P [anj <z Xnkj = Xnkj (w)] dp(w)
Q

:/QG%J_ (z;w)I {w : {Xnkj (W)}, € XOO} dp(w),

where Gnkj (z;w) denotes the CDF of anj conditional on Xnkj = Xnkj (w), and we used that
P [w X, @) € XOO} = 1.

For each w such that the indicator is 1, the conditional CDF Gnkj (z;w) converges to G(z) as
j — 00. So, we have an integral of a measurable function of w that changes with j, is bounded by

1, and converges pointwise in w to G(z)I {w : {Xnkj (w)}5e, € XOO} as j — 0o. By the dominated
convergence theorem, the integral above converges to G(z)P [{Xnkj 12 € XOO] = (G(z). This says

that Z,, 47
Finally, call H, the unconditional CDF of Z,,. We have just shown that, for every subsequence
{ni}r there exists a further subsequence {ny,}; such that H,, (2) — G(z). This implies that

H,(z) = G(z). Therefore, Z, % 7.

]
The next lemma is a generalization of Lemma 11.3.3 of Lehmann and Romano| (2005).
Lemma F.4. For eachn, let Y, ,,...,Y, , be independently identically distributed with mean zero
and finite variance o2. Let Cy1,...,Cphn be a sequence of random variables, independent of Yy, 1,
. Y. Assume 3¢ > 0 such that
¢/2

max?_, C?
E [|Y;i/00|*"] | et 20 as n — oo. (F.1)

| Nere

Then

iz Cod¥in 4 nq ) (F.2)

n 2
On \/ Zl:l Cn,l

Proof. We use Lemma to prove this lemma. Call o, = E [|Y;,;/0,,[*™¢]. Mapping the lemma’s
notation to our case, we have

n
o Zi:1 On,iyn,i

)
no 2
Inyf 2121 Cny

58
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Xn - (Cn,la cee 7Cn,n) )

X, = Rn7
¢/2
maXj<i<n 072”'
Fn(Xn) =0 | —~—=n A3 :
( Zj:l C’fQL,] >

Then, it suffices to derive the limiting distribution of the sequence of distributions of
Yo CniYni/1 /> C2, conditional on (Ch 1, ..., Cpp) = (Cnt, - .-, Cnn), where the values (¢p1, - . -, Cop)

come from an arbitrary triangular array with infinitely many rows that satisfies a, (maxl Y i=1Cn, J) !
— 0 as n — oo.

For each n, we have a sum of a triangular array of random variables C,, ;Y,, ; that are indepen-
dent across i = 1,...,n once we condition on (C),1,...,Cy,). By assumption, C,1,...,C, is
independent of Y,, 1,...,Y,,, for every n. Thus,

]E [Cn,iYn,i | (Cn,lu Ce nd,n) = (le, e Cn,n)] = 0, (F?))
V [Cn,iYn,i | (Cn,h e Cn,n) = (le, ..., Cp n)] <F4>
for i =1,...,n. The sum of the variances is s; = 05 > ", ¢} ;.
For n = 1,2,..., the sequence of distributions of Y " | Cy, ;Y i/0n\/> 11 C. l conditional on
(Cpas-- s Chn) = (Cpay- .-y Cnn) is the same as the sequence of distributions of

Zy = CniYni/On\[d 1y Ci,l'
We apply the Lindeberg CLT to derive the limiting distribution of Z,,. We need to verify the
Lindeberg condition, that is, for any ¢ > 0

n

1
Z—E[m M]I{|Cm Yol > 0s,}] — 0asn — oo (F.5)
52
=1 "N
<~
- Ci 2 2 2 2 2 - 2
Z = o = E\Y,  Iq¢c, Y, >0d0, ch,l —0 (F.6)
=1 "N 1=1"n,l =1
P
zn: s E YHQi]I Y2 52 ?:107211 0 (F.7)
- ’ — > =" — )
?—1 c o o max ¢ ;
=1 - 1<i<n ™
<~
Y2 Y ? 1 oy
n,i n,i 2 =1 “n,
E > I — >0 e 2 — 0, (F.8)
" " 1<i<n ™
where we used that I{c2 Y2, > 6?02 > 2} < I[{ > g2 i 10’2”‘} and that
1<2<n n,?
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Y2, Y2, ol . . . .
E |51 {U"—Q > EQ%H does not depend on 7. Thus, it suffices to verify Equation [F.8|

" 1<i<n ™?
Note that,
24¢ 2+4¢ 2 n o 2
Yn,i > Yn,i ]I Yn,i - 52 Zl:l Cn,l
= 2 2
g g g max c; ;
n " n 1<i<n '
2 ¢ 2 n 2
n,i Yn,i Yn,i 2 Zl:l Cn,l
=l Y2 >0
g g g max c; ;
n n n 1<i<n M,
2 no 2 /2 2 n o 2
Yoi | co21=1Cny Y. 2 >ie1 Cnl
> — ) 5 I > > 0 5
oz max c; ; o max c; ;
1<i<n v i<i<n ™
Re-arranging,
max c; ; 2 y. 2+ -YQ y2 S ]
1<i<n 7 E n,i ) n,iH n, 62 =1 Cn,l
525" o2 = 2 5 = 2 )
21:1 Cn l On Un Un Il'laX Cn 7
’ L 1<i<n 7 |
2 ¢/2 r 7
max C; 2 2 n 2
¢ [ 1<ign ™ Yo Yo 221:1 Cn,l
0 | s 2| 2B |5 lq—>07——"7"
Zl:l cn l On a5 max ¢, ;
) L 1<i<n ’ |

and the left-hand side converges to zero, which implies the right-hand side converges to zero and

(F-8) holds.

Therefore,

n
21:1 Cn,iYni

/o 2
On Zl:lcn,l

n
Zi:l Cn,iYn,i d

— N(0,1).
Ony/ Zln:l 0121,1

<4 N(0,1)

and Lemma implies that

]

Lemma F.5. Consider a sequence of random CDFs {F,}, that converges pointwise in probability

to a continuous CDF F, that is, for every v € R, F,(x) LN F(z). Then, the convergence is also
uniform, namely,
sup | F,(z) — F(z)| 2 0.

Proof. Fix € > 0 and choose m : € > 1/m. Use continuity of F' to pick points —oco = zg < 1 <
oo < Ty < Ty, = 00 such that F(z;) — F(z;—1) = 1/m, for j =1,...,m. For any z € R, 3y
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such that z;_; <z < x;. Use monotonicity of F' and F;, to show

Fu(z) — F(x) < Fu(z)) — Fzj-1) = Fo(xy) — F(x;) + 1/m,
Fu(z) — F(x) > Fy(zj-1) — F(z;) = Fo(xj-1) — F(xj-1) — 1/m,
|Fo(z) — F(x)] <max |Fy(x;) — F(xy)| + 1/m.

Therefore,
P {sup |F.(x) — F(z)| > ¢

<P [mjax |Fo(;) — Fz;)] > e — 1/m]

U|F xj) :Uj)|>€—1/m]

< ZIP’ |F(z;) — F(x;)] > e —1/m] — 0.
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