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Abstract

This paper enhances our comprehension of the Distributional Synthetic Control (DSC)
proposed by Gunsilius (2023), focusing on its asymptotic properties. We first establish the
DSC estimator’s asymptotic optimality. The essence of this optimality lies in the treatment
effect estimator given by DSC achieves the lowest possible squared prediction error among
all potential treatment effect estimators that depend on an average of quantiles of control
units. We also establish the convergence of the DSC weights when some requirements are
met, as well as the convergence rate. A significant aspect of our research is that we find DSC
synthesis forms an optimal weighted average, particularly in situations where it is impractical
to perfectly fit the treated unit’s quantiles through the weighted average of the control units’
quantiles. To corroborate our theoretical insights, we provide empirical evidence derived
from simulations.
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1 Introduction

Causal inference is a pivotal undertaking in social science research, with the synthetic control
(SC) method, proposed by |Abadie and Gardeazabal (2003|) and |Abadie et al| (2010), serving as
a fundamental tool for assessing the causal effects of policies and interventions in settings with

observational data. However, the original method of synthetic controls predominantly focuses
on point estimates of causal effects on aggregate units, neglecting the heterogeneity present in
the distributional characteristics. In many cases, researchers and policy makers want to identify
causal effects of policy changes on a treated unit at an aggregate level while having access to
data at a finer granularity. A classic example is the evaluation of the effects of minimum wage
policies. In this context, the intervention occurs at the state level, yet researchers have access

to individual-level data within a state (e.g., Card and Krueger} 1994; Neumark and Wascher)

2000; Dube, 2019). These additional data enable the estimation of heterogeneous treatment

effects, shedding light on the varied causal impacts of the policy change across different segments
of the population within a state. Considering the distributional characteristics, in a seminal
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paper, Gunsilius (2023) proposes the distributional synthetic control (DSC) estimator. The
idea of DSC method is to reconstruct the quantile function associated with the treated unit
through a weighted average of quantile functions of the control units, and this weighted average
is employed to construct the counterfactual quantile function of the treated unit had it not
received treatment. Compared to the classical SC method, DSC method possesses a notable
advantage. It is capable of providing estimates for the effects at different quantiles, enabling
researchers to comprehensively understand the impact of interventions.

Despite the effectiveness of the DSC method has been demonstrated in |Gunsilius (2023),
its theoretical properties have not been studied. In order to make the application of the DSC
method have theoretical support, in this paper, we provide the asymptotic properties of the
DSC estimator. First, we establish the DSC estimator’s asymptotic optimality, in the sense
that it achieves the lowest possible squared prediction error among all potential treatment effect
estimators that depend on an average of quantiles of control units, as the sample size M goes to
infinity. Second, we show that the DSC weight converges to a limiting weight that minimizes the
averaged 2-Wasserstein distance of post-treatment periods. Additionally, we quantify the rate
of this convergence. We find that an enhanced fit before and after the treatment both facilitate
the convergence of the DSC weight. Moreover, a larger number of control units is linked to a
slower convergence rate. We also find that the role of sample size M in the convergence rate
is mixed, contingent on the goodness of pre- and post-treatment fit. In the synthetic control
literature, |Zhang et al. (2022) studies the large sample properties of SC estimators. Additionally,
the asymptotic property of the DSC estimator, established in this paper, does not rely on the
model structure. In other words, it does not need to assume the DGP of the potential outcomes,
our asymptotic property holds in a model-free setup. Thus, our work includes the factor model
used in many studies as a special outcome model.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the DSC estimator and
describes the implementation of the DSC method. Section 3 establishes asymptotic properties
of the DSC estimator. Section 4 discusses the assumptions required for asymptotic properties.
Section 5 presents the results of Monte Carlo experiments, and Section 6 draws some conclusions.
Technical proofs are given in the Appendix.

2 DSC method proposed by Gunsilius| (2023)

In order to facilitate a better understanding of the reader, we will provide a detailed introduction
of DSC method below. The methodology and writing style we used in this paper are consistent
with|Gunsilius| (2023), and the setup and notation closely resemble the classical synthetic controls
approach (Abadie and Gardeazabal, 2003; Abadie et al., 2010; Abadie} 2021)).

We possess data pertaining to a set of J + 1 units, with the first unit (j = 1) designated
as the treated unit and the subsequent units (j = 2,...,J + 1) designated as the potential
control units. The observations span T time periods, and Ty (7y < T') represents the last time



period before the treatment in unit j = 1. Define 79 = {1,...,Ty} as the pre-intervention or
pre-treatment periods and 71 = {Tp+1,...,Tp+ 11} as the post-intervention or post-treatment
periods. All matrices and vectors are marked in bold in this paper.

Before delving into the DSC method, we will briefly introduce the classical setting in the
literature of SC method. The classical setting focuses on an aggregated outcome, denoted as Yy,
observed for each unit j = 1,...,J + 1 across the time periods t = 1,...,7T. Potential outcomes
are denoted by Yj; ; when unit j is treated at time ¢ and by Yj; y when no treatment is applied.
The standard assumption in this setting is that the intervention has no effect on the outcome
before the treatment period, ensuring Yj; y = Yj; 1 for all units j and all pre-treatment periods
teTh.

The treatment effect, ojy = Y; 1 —Yj¢ v, for unit j at time ¢ is defined, allowing the observable
outcome to be expressed in terms of counterfactual notation as Yj; = Yj; N + ajiDjs, where
Djs =1if j =1andt € 71, 0 otherwise. In the classical setting, the interest is to estimate the
treatment effect ay; of the treated unit for ¢ € 7y, that is, a1y = Y11 — Yie.n = Y1e — Yie v for
t € T1. Thus, the crucial quantity to estimate is Y1, n (¢t € T1), representing the outcome of the
treated unit had it not received the treatment in the post-treatment periods.

The distributional setting in |Gunsilius (2023) is similar to the classical setting, but with the
quantile function F;J } of Y}; as the quantity of interest. The quantile function is formally defined
as

F(q) = nf{F(y) 2 q}, q€(0,1),

where F'(y) is the corresponding cumulative distribution function.

Analogous to the classical setting, the quantiles of potential outcomes are denoted by F;J i , (q)
when unit j is treated at time ¢ and by F;] th (¢) when no treatment is applied. We define a4 =
F;jl (q)—F;liN (q) as the treatment effect of the treated unit for each quantile ¢ (¢ € (0,1)) in the

DSC setting, corresponding to oy, at the classical SC setting, and &y o(wW) = F;li (@) —ﬁ;li V(@
is the estimator of a1 4. The purpose of DSC method is to estimate the counterfactual quantile

function Fy, iN of the treated unit had it not received treatment. DSC method constructs the
estimation of Fy, }7N through an optimally weighted average of the control quantile functions
Fyl,j=2,....J +1, that is,
J+1
Fyl (@)= wiFyl(g) forallge (0,1),
§=2

where w = (ws, ..., wys41)7 is the weight vector belong to the set

J+1
H=Lw=(wy,...,ws41)" €[0,1] | ijzl
j=2

The question moves to how DSC method determines w. This question will be addressed in
the subsequent exposition. The estimator w of w is a weighted average of the weights w; over



all pre-treatment periods. Thus, to derive the weight w, we need to first obtain weights w; at
each time period ¢ (¢t € 7p). For each time period ¢ € 7o, the weights w; € H are determined to
ensure that the weighted average of quantile functions for the control units closely approximates
that of the treated unit. To quantify the accuracy of approximation mathematically, |Gunsilius
(2023) choose the 2-Wasserstein distance as it can simplify the task of determining the weights
w; into a straightforward regression problem. Following |Gunsilius| (2023), the 2-Wasserstein
distance, denoted Wa(Py, P,), between two probability measures P and P» with finite second

) 1/2
Wy (P, Py) = </ |F7 N g) — Fy ' () dq) ,

where F| L and Fy L are the quantile functions corresponding to P; and P», respectively.

moments is defined as

Consequently, the method involves determining the weights w; = (fﬁgt, oWy H)t)T to
minimize the distance between Z o5 w]tF ( ) and the target Fy, 1 in the 2-Wasserstein space.
To derive the weights w; € H in each pre- treatment period t € Ty, (Gunsilius| (2023) computes

2
1 |J+1

W = argmin/ Zw]tF FYlt (q)| dg. (2.1)
wi€H JO

The optimization (2.1)) is a convex problem for the weights w;, guaranteeing a unique solution.
In practice, the integral can be approximated by randomly sampling a considerable number M
of draws {V;,}M_, from the uniform distribution on the unit interval, i.e., Vy, ~ U[0,1] and

solving
M |J+1 2
W = argmm— Z ijtF . (Vin) FYli (Vin)| - (2.2)
wiEH m=1|j=2 b
It is worth noting that we allow sequence {V,,, m =1,..., M} to be dependent, aligning more

closely with actual data characteristics, while |Gunsilius| (2023) necessitates their independence.
Therefore, when the quantile functions F;J 3 are known, it becomes possible to construct an artifi-

cial sample }7jtm = F;J i (Vin) indexed by m with the sample size M, where the choice of M in the
approximation is determined by the researcher. Analogously, the quantiles of potential outcomes
are denoted by Y4, 1 when unit j is treated at time ¢ and by Yjtm,~n when no treatment is applied.

- -2
We define the loss function for each t € Ty as Ly(wy) = M~} Zm 1 ‘Z‘]H w;jtYjem — Yiem| , and
h

the corresponding risk function R;(w;) = EL;(w;). One can then write the expression (2.2)) as

a linear regression, that is,

A~

w; = argminL;(wy)
wiEH

M |J+1

= argmlnM Z Z Wit Yjtm — Yitm
WeEH o1 | =2
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~ ~ 12
= argmin Htht — Ylt” , (2.3)
wiEH 2

where Y, is the M x J-matrix with entry 17(j+1)tm at position (m, j), Y1, is the vector of elements
Yigm for m =1,..., M, and || - |2 denotes the Euclidean norm on RM.

In practice scenarios, the quantile functions F; L are unknown and necessitate estimated from

available data. The empirical quantile functions F 1 ( ) of the sample {Y;;: },i =1,...,n;, j =

1,...,J + 1 are used as the estimator of Fy, jt, where the subscript n; in Fth (q¢) denotes that
"

it is based on n; samples. An approach commonly employed for this estimation is through

order statistics: F;J}nj (¢) = Yo, (), where k is selected such that (k —1)/n; < q < k/nj, Y, )

represents the order statistics of the sample {Yj;;},i =1,...,n5, j =1,...,J + 1, and subscript

n;(k) represents the k-th sample of the sample {Y;;;} after sorting {Y;;;} in ascending.

Subsequently, the DSC weight w can be calculated as a weighted average of the weights wy
over all pre-treatment periods, that is,

W = Z)\thvt fOT )\tZO andZ)\tzl
teTo teTo
Regarding the choice of weights \;, viable options are provided by |Arkhangelsky et al.| (2021)),
which are also applicable in this case. At every time point ¢ € 77 within the post-treatment

period, the counterfactual quantile function for the treated unit had it not received the treatment
is calculated by Fy' = S @ iFy,
1t,N J

In summary, the algorithm for DSC method is shown in Algorithm 1.

3 Assumptions and main results

In this section, we will list some assumptions and present our theoretical results. Our first re-
sult is the asymptotic optimality of the DSC estimator in the sense that it achieves the lowest
possible averaged 2-Wasserstein distance of post-treatment periods among all possible averaging
estimators over control units, when the sample size M goes to infinity. Additionally, we establish
the convergence of DSC weights to the infeasible optimal weights that minimize the averaged
2-Wasserstein distance of post-treatment periods. Unless specified otherwise, all limiting prop-
erties hold as M — oo.

To evaluate the performance of the DSC estimator, we consider the average of the 2-
Wasserstein distance at each post-treatment period ¢t € T; for some weight w € H, defined

as
2
J+1

RTl Z / Z w;F Y t F;lt N (@) | da.

teT



Algorithm 1 Distributional Synthetic Controls.

Input: 1. data Yj;; withi=1,...,n;,5=1,...,.J+1Lt=1,...,T
2. weights {A¢};c7. that satisfy Ay > 0 and } ;7o e =1

for each time period t € Ty do
obtain the weights w; by solving via the regression
end for
10: obtain the DSC weight w = Zte% MW over all t € Tg
11: for each time period t € 71 do
JH ~ p—1

12:  obtain the estimation of the counterfactual quantile function ﬁ;l : N = > b ijyj .
ny, nj

1: procedure DSC

2: for each time period t € 7o U 77 do

3:  for each unit j=1,...,J+1do

4: estimate the empirical quantile functions ﬁ;] tlnj
5. end for

6: end for

7

8:

9:

13: end for
14: end procedure




Define & = infwey Ri(W;), and &7, = infwey Ry, (W). To show the asymptotic optimality
and convergence, the following assumptions are needed. All explanations of these assumptions
are given in the next section.

Assumption 1. & *M~Y2J2 = o(1) fort € To.

Assumption 2. supy,cy |Ri(wi) — Ry (wy)| = O(M~YV2J%) + 0(&) for t € To.

Assumption 3. Foranyic {1,...,J+1}, {)Z-tm,N} is either a-mizing with the mizing coeffi-

cient « = —r/(r — 2) or ¢-mixing with the mizing coefficient ¢ = —r/(2r — 1) for r > 2.
Denote eV _ = ~Z-tm7N —ﬁtm,N forie{2,....,J+1},me{l,2,...,M} and t € ToUT;.

t7m7YN

Assumption 4.

(i) There exists a constant Cy such that E{ﬁtm,]\/}‘l < Cp < o0 forie {l,...,J+ 1},
me{l,2,...,.M} andt € ToUT;.

(ii) There exists a constant Cy such that var (M*1/2 SM e _ el ) >Cy >0 for M

m=1"m YN t,m,Yn

sufficiently large, and for any i,5 € {2,...,J+ 1} and t € To U T;.
Theorem 1. Given any X, if Ty is finite, then under Assumptions 1-4, we have

Rri(W)  »
— 7 B 3.1
lnfwe’H RT1 (W) ( )

Theorem 1 establishes the asymptotic optimality of the DSC estimator. Specifically, (3.1)
shows that the DSC weight is asymptotically optimal among all possible weighting combinations
in the sense that the averaged 2-Wasserstein distance of the DSC estimator are asymptotically
identical to those of the infeasible but best estimator.

Define ¥; = M *1IE(§)?tT iﬁ?t) for t € Tp, use Apin(+) and Apqz(+) to represent the minimum and
maximum eigenvalue of a matrix.

Assumption 5. There exist constants k1 and ko such that 0 < k1 < Apin (1) < Az () < Ko
forteTy.

The optimal weight vector for a given T} is defined as the minimizer of the Rz, (w), i.e.,

wa = arg minRp, (w). (3.2)

weH

Theorem 2. Given any 11, if w%’l’t is an interior point of H and Assumptions 2 and 5 hold,
then

[ = witt|| = 0, (M& 72+ Mrg{? 4 V4w ), (3.3)
where v > 0 is a sufficiently small constant, and & = > ieTs AMt, with any given weight A¢ (t € To)
satisfying Ay > 0 and ), Ar = 1.

Theorem 2 provides a bound for the Euclidean norm of the difference between the DSC
weight and the infeasible optimal weight. If we aim to make the bound on the right-hand side of



equation converge to 0, it is not only necessary for M — oo, but also for both & for ¢ € Ty
and ng to tend towards 0; therefore, if these requirements are met, Theorem 2 will establish
both the convergence of DSC weight w to the infeasible optimal weight w%’t and quantifies the
rate of convergence, which depends on &, &7, and J as M — oo. We discuss the roles of &, &7y,
J and M in turn. First, a faster rate of £ and &7, going to zero implies quicker convergence of
w. Since ¢ is the weighted average of & (t € Tp), where & serves as a measure of the fit of the
quantiles of the control units to the quantile of the treated unit for each ¢t € Ty, the theorem
establishes a link between good pre-treatment fit and accurate weight estimation. Then, from
the term M ~1/4+" J, we know that a larger .J is linked to a slower convergence rate. Anticipated
reductions in estimation accuracy are expected with an increase in the dimension of parameters,
given that J corresponds to the number of weight parameters to be estimated. Finally, the role
of M in the convergence rate is mixed, contingent on the goodness of pre- and post-treatment
fit. If the fit is good in both regimes, the dominant term is M~Y/4t” ] leading to improved
accuracy in estimated weights with an increase in M. However, in the case of poor fit, the net
effect of increasing M may prove detrimental to weight convergence.

4 Discussion of the assumptions

Assumption 1 imposes restrictions on the relative rate of several quantities approaching infinity,
ie., &, M and J. It is crucial to highlight that this assumption implies & # 0, a crucial
assumption for establishing the asymptotic optimality of the DSC weight. Intuitively, & # 0
means that for each t € 7Ty, it is impossible to achieve a perfect fit for the pre-treatment
quantiles of the treated unit using a linear combination of the quantiles of the control units, and
this situation is referred to as an imperfect pre-treatment fit.

Assumption 2 constrains the difference between the fits in each pre-treatment period ¢ and
the fits in the post-treatment periods. This implies that the primary distinction between the
quantiles of the outcomes at each pre-treatment period ¢ and post-treatment period is entirely
attributable to the treatment effect. A similar assumption has been discussed in [Hansen and
Racine| (2012).

In the distributional setting, the quantity we are interested in is the quantile function F;] tl
of Y}; instead of Yj;. Thus, we use the factor model, which generates the potential outcome of
the quantile version, as a special case to illustrate Assumption 2. That is, we assume that the
potential outcomes fﬁ-tm’ N are generated from a factor structure, i.e.,

i;itm,N = OJmZz' + Afu@-,m + Ot.m + Cim + €itm,
where the subscript m has the same meaning as it in Section 2, Z; denotes an r x 1 vector
representing observed time-invariant covariates (unaffected by the intervention), 6 ,, is an r x 1
vector of unknown parameters, Ay = (A1g,... ,)\Fﬂg)—r signifies an F' x 1 vector of unobserved
common factors, p;m = (i 1,m, - - - [, FVm)T is an F' x 1 vector of unknown factor loadings, the
term dy,, can be understood as an unknown common factor exhibiting homogeneous loadings



across units, c;,, accounts for unobserved individual heterogeneity, and €;; ,, represents the
idiosyncratic shock. In this setup, r and F' are treated as fixed constants. Then, Assumption
2 can be derived from more general assumptions as follows. The detailed proof is provided in
Appendix.

Assumption 2.1. We treat {tim,Cim, Zim | # € {1,2,...,J+ 1}, m € {1,2,...,M}} and
{AemyOem | me{1,2,...,... M}, t € ToUTi} as fized and {€;1m | 1 € {1,2,...,J + 1}, m €
{1,2,...,M}, t € ToUT1} as stochastic.

Assumption 2.2.

) T Sy (M S A~ M S AT ) = O (M717) for t € T and
me{l,2,...,M}.

(i) Ty Y oteT (M_l Z%zl 0 — M1 2%21 5?177”) =0 (M~Y2) fort € Ty andm € {1,2,..., M}.

Assumption 2.3. There exists a constant Cy such that p;,m; < Co and c;m < Co for i €
{1,2,...,J+1},le{1,2,....F}, andm e {1,2,...,M}.

Assumption 2.4.

(i) Tr ' 2y ery (M_l >t 0/ 01 — M~ >t gtTl,metl,m) = O (M™'?) fort € To and
me {1,2,...,M}.

(i1) There ezists a constant C, such that ||Z;.,| < C, for i € {1,2,...,J + 1} and m €
{1,2,...,M}.

Let egle)m =€1tm—€imioried{2,...,J+1}, me{l,2,...,M},and t € ToUT;.
Assumption 2.5.
LoN2 . 2
1M J+1 - —1 M J+1
SUPw,cH ‘M ! Zm:l E (Zji_Q wjtel(f,gﬁ),m> - Tl ! ZhETl Mt Zm:l E (2]2_2 w]'teg?ﬁum) ’ =0 (gt)
fort €Ty andm e {1,2,...,M}.

Assumption 2.1 serves the purpose of simplify the proof, and a similar assumption is also
employed in Ferman and Pinto| (2021) and |Ferman/ (2021). Assumption 2.2 implies that for each
t € 7o, the variation of the common factors should not vary significantly after treatment. This
assumption means that the treatment effect alone accounts for the majority of the difference
between the quantiles of the outcomes at each pre-treatment period ¢ and post-treatment period.
Assumption 2.3 demands that factor loadings and time-invariant fixed effects exhibit uniform
boundedness. Assumption 2.4 focuses on the variability of both observed covariates and their
corresponding coefficients. Assumptions 2.4 (i) and (ii) can be regarded as covariate versions of
Assumptions 2.2 and 2.3, respectively. Assumption 2.5 suggests that concerning the goodness
of pre-intervention fit for each ¢ € 7Ty, there should be no substantial variation in the disparity
of idiosyncratic shocks between the treated unit and any weighted average of control units after
treatment.

Assumption 3 imposes constraints on the dependency of the potential outcomes ﬁtm’N.



Assumption 4 (i) implies that the fourth moments of all Etm’ ~ can be uniformly bounded.
Assumption 4 (ii) concerns the difference between the quantiles of potential outcomes Yj; n of
the treated and control units, ensuring that these variances do not degenerate as M increases.
Assumption 5 restricts the variability of the quantiles of outcomes for each pre-treatment period
t of control units, setting bounds from both below and above.

5 Simulation

In this section, Monte Carlo simulations are conducted to verify Theorem 1 and 2. Firstly, we
examine the asymptotic optimality of the DSC estimator and subsequently verify the convergence
of DSC weight.

5.1 Simulation design

We consider the following simulation design to validate the theoretical results in Section 3. For
the time periods t =1,..., T, and m=1,2,..., M, 571tm are drawn from x2(p1), where p; = 2,
and %tm are drawn independently from ./\/'(uj,ajz) for j =2,...,J 4+ 1, where p; ~ U(2,10)
and 0]2- =3 (j is odd) or 2.5 (j is even). As mentioned above, we set j = 1 as the treated unit,
and j = 2,...,J + 1 are the control units. We set J € {10,20}, M € {20,50, 100,200}, the
number of pre-treatment periods Ty = 10 and the number of post-treatment periods 17 = 5.

The number of replications is R = 1000.

5.2 Simulation results

In order to investigate the asymptotic optimality of the DSC estimator, we need to know Ry, (w).

N ~ N T _
Denote Yy, v = (Yltm,Na Yotm, N, .. aY(J—i-l)tm,N) , one can compute Ry, (w) as

1 1 M J4+1 _ » 2

Ry (w) = T Z E Vi Z Z W Yjtm,N — Yitm,N
Lien m=1 \ j=2
1 1
=3 31 L E{ 1w Y ¥ i (1w )T
teTh m=

where the first equality is due to (C.3)) and X, isa (J+1) x (J + 1) matrix with its element
in the i—th row and j—th column being

10



P42 ifi=j=1,
T = pg 07 ifi=j#1,
Hifdj if i # j.

Since any weight \; (¢ € 7o) satisfying Ay > 0 and » ;. Ar = 1 can be used, for the sake of
simplicity, we use equal weights \; = 1/Ty. The weights w; in each pre-treatment period t € 7
are estimated by equation 1) and the optimal weight vector W%)t for a given T} is obtained

by w%ﬁ’t = argmin, cq Rr, (W).

Figure 1 plots the ratio Ry, (W)/infwey Ry, (w), under J = 5 (solid line) and J = 10 (dashed
line), averaged over the 1000 replications, as M increases. The curves of the ratio under J =5
(solid line) and J = 10 (dashed line) both monotonically decrease toward 1 as M increases.
This observation indicates that the averaged 2-Wasserstein distance of post-treatment periods
of the DSC estimators converges to the lowest possible averaged 2-Wasserstein distance of post-
treatment periods as M increases. This result aligns with the asymptotic optimality stated in

Theorems 1.

1.02

)/infy, Ry, (w)

Y
\\J

(

mean of Ry,

1.01

1.00
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M

J J=10 # J=20

Figure 1: Average of Ry, (W)/infyey Ry, (W) over 1000 replications

To investigate the convergence of the DSC weight, Figure 2 plots vector norm of the difference
between the w and w%’t under J =5 (solid line) and J = 10 (dashed line), averaged over the
1000 replications, as M increases. We can find that no matter J = 5 or 10, |w — W%’tH is
monotonically decreasing as M increases, which agrees with the convergence result in Theorem 2.
At the same time, comparing the values obtained under the different J, we find that w converges
faster when J = 5 than J = 10, which again agrees with Theorem 2 that the convergence rate
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is slower when J increases.
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Figure 2: Average of ||w — w%’tH over 1000 replications

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigate the asymptotic properties of the DSC estimator as the sample size
M — oo. We establish the asymptotic optimality of the DSC estimator, in the sense that it
achieves the lowest possible averaged 2-Wasserstein distance of post-treatment periods among
all possible averaging estimators that are based on an average of quantiles of control units.
Furthermore, we show that the DSC weight converges to a limiting weight that minimizes the
averaged 2-Wasserstein distance of post-treatment periods. At the same time, we quantify the
rate of convergence, providing a better understanding of how the pre- and post-treatment fit,
the number of control units and the sample size M influence the convergence rate.
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Appendix

A  Proof of Theorem 1

We prove in Theorem 1. When Ty is finite, we can find a ' = argmaxRTli(Wt) (or

teTo infwew Ry (W)

, — Re,(Wy) R, (W) .
t = ar;ger%axRTl (Wy¢)), then, we have fwer By (W) — gy en By (W) To prove (3.1f), it suffices

to show that

R, (3)
infwt/E’H RT1 (Wt’)

2. (A1)

We decompose Ly (w) as
Ly(wy) = Rry(Wy) + Ly(wWy) — Ry(Wy) + Ry (W) — Ry (wy).
By Lemma 1 in|Gao et al. (2019), it suffices to show that

Lt’ (Wt/) — Rtl (Wt/)

sup = 0,(1), A2
wyEeH Ry (wy) o) (4.2)
and
R/ ) — R /
sup | (we) 7 (Wr) =o(1). (A.3)
wyeH Ry (wyr)
We first verify (A.2). Note that
Ly 1) — Ry ’
sup ‘ t(Wt) t(Wt)
wyeH Ry (wy)
< ft_fl sup |Ly(wy) — Ry (wy)
theH
L M J+1 N _ 2 J+1 N N 2
= &' sup i Z Z Wit Yitrm — Yigm | —E Z Wjg Yierm — Yigrm
wyEH m=1 j=2 7j=2
| M T4 N N N N
= ft_/l sup M Z Z Z Wi Wit {( it'm — Ylt’m) (th’m - Ylt’m)
wy €H m=1i=2 j=2
~E (Yivm = Yiem) (Viem = View)
J+1J+1 M N N N
< t_/l SUP Z Z ’w’Lt/| |wjt' Z {( it'm T Ylt’m) (ijt’m - let’m)
' EH =2 j=2 m

-E (ﬁt’m - Ylt’m) (i}jt’m - }/1t’m> }‘
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J+1 J+1 M _ ~ B
< gt’ ! Z Z Z {( it'm }/lt’m) <th’m - Ylt’m)
1=2 j=2
—E (Yirm Yu/m) (Vom = Yiem) }
J+1 J+1
= &MY N Uapuli ), (A4)
i=2 j=2
where
1 X . . . - - - .
‘IIM,t’ (7’7.]) = ‘/7 Z zt’ - Ylt’m) <}/jt’m - }/lt’m) —-E (ifit’m - Ylt’m) (}/jt’m - Ylt’m) }‘
M m=1
LS00 e )
_ J ? J
- ‘,/MZ mYNet'mYN t’m)N/Net’mYN}"

3
&

From Assumption 3 and Theorem 3.49 in White| (1984]), EZ) v ei/j) v fori,j€{2,...,J+
LY N ;L YN

1} and m € {1,2,...,M} is either an a-mixing sequence with the mixing coefficient a =
—r/(r—2) or a ¢-mixing sequence with the mixing coefficient ¢ = —r/(2r —1),r > 2. Moreover,
Var(e( g e ) can be uniformly bounded, as a result of Assumption 4 (i). Using Theorem

YN t’ MY N

5.20 in White, (1984), such properties of ei/)m s ei/j ) 7 together with Assumption 4 (ii) imply
N N
that

J+1J+1

SN Wi, 5) = 0p(J?). (A.5)

i=2 j=2
Combining (A.4), (A.5) and Assumption 1, we can obtain (A.2).

Then, we show that (A.3]) holds. From Assumption 2, we have that
Ry (wy) — Ry (wy)

sup ‘

wyEH Ry (wy)
< 551 sup ’Rt'(Wt/)—RTl(Wt/”
WtIEH

- 0 (glM—l/?J?) +o(1).
This equation, combined with Assumption 1, leads to (A.3]). This completes the proof of Theo-

rem 1.

B Proof of Theorem 2

Since W = >, MWy for Ay > 0 and » ;.5 A& = 1, to prove Theorem 2, it suffices to show
that, for each t € 7o,

vat _ w;ﬁ'tH - (M”El/ 2 4Mrepl® + M‘1/4+"J) . (B.1)

14



Denote 7 = M"§1/2 + M”§1/2 + M4 and let u = (ug,... 7UJ+1)T. According to Fan
and Peng| (2004)) and |[Lu and Su| (2015), to prove , it suffices to show that, for any ¢ > 0,
there exists a constant C., such that

Pr inf L, <w§{)t + Ttu> > Ly ( %pt) >1—c¢, (B.2)
[lu||=Ce, <w§’€t+nu) eH

under a given 7T} and any sufficient large M. Formula (B.2) implies that there exists a weight

vector wy in the bounded closed domain set {wi? Pt |(wh Opt + nu) € H,||u|| < C.}, such

opt H —

that it (locally) minimizes Li(w) and [|wy — w Op(m). From the convexity of L;(w) and

H, w? is also the unique global minimizer, i.e., wf = wy.
) t t

Define Dy(u) = Ly(w7 Opt + 1) — Ly(wi Opt ). Then, we can decompose D;(u) as
e opt > 12 e opt > 12
o= 5 ) 5
9 ~ ~\NT ~ 2 0~ 2
=7 (T =) S G [T
=M1+ Ava,

where A1 = 2TtM*1(§)V{'tw%°t — V1) TY,u and Ay = 72M~1|Y,ul/2. We show that Ay is the
dominant term of D;(u) as follows.

First, we consider A; 2. From Assumption 5, we have that, with probability approaching 1,
1 oo 1 o5
k1 < Amin MYt Yt | < Amax MYt Y¢ ) < ko (B3)

This further implies that, with probability approaching 1,

2 STS
Ara = {Phwin (VT Ve) ull® > maeful (B.4)

Next, we consider A ;. From Assumption 2, we have that

sup |Ri(wi) — Ry (wi)| = O(MY2J%) + o(&). (B.5)

Equation 1) holds for w%)t , and note that Ry, (w%)t ) = &7, Thus, we have that
opt Fo_ -1/2 72
Ry(wrp, ) —&ry = O(M™77J7) + o(&). (B.6)
Since E||§(tw%’t —Yi|? = MRt(w%’t), using 1@) we have that

[Fowstt = T = 0,1 261) + 0,(A147) + 0,027, (B.7)

15



Thus, we can obtain that

2’7',5

sl 2 [ 3 [

MHth%‘; = Vit y AT )
=1/2 _ 1/2
= Oy (n&t)[ull + Op(r M4 )|[ul| + 0p(7:}"?) ul.

where the last equality is due to (B.7). This equation together with (B.4) shows that Ay
asymptotically dominates At 1. Therefore, Di(u) > 0 in probability for any u that satisfies
|lul]| = C: and (W + 7yu) € H. This completes the proof of (B , and thus Theorem 2 holds.

C Proof of Assumption 2 under Assumptions 2.1-2.5

Denote Xtm = (5t,m,1 H;Fm,)\—r ) for t € ToUTi and m € {1,2,...,M}, and ft;,m =
T .
(1,ciym, Z;rm,ui,m forie{l,...,J+1} and m € {1,2,...,M}. Let eg?m = 1,m — Mi,m for

ie{l,...,J+ 1} and m € {1,2,..., M}. For proving Assumption 2, we define

2
M J+1

Tl Z Z Z w] jtm N — letm N 5

teTh ml 7=2

which can be seen as an approximate version of Ry, (w), and the corresponding risk function is
defined as R% (w) = IEL%1 (w). Then, under the Assumption 2.1, we have that, for each t € 7y,

sup ’Rt (wi) — Ry, (wy)]

wiEH
< sup ’Rt (wy) — RT1 Wy ‘+ sup ‘RT1 (W) — RTl(wt)’
wiEH wiEH
2 2
J+1 J+1
= Sup Z E Z w]t}/]tm - Yitm — 7 Z Z E Z wjtY]tlm Yitlm
wiEH t GT
1 1
+ Sug{ \R?pl (wi) — Ry (wt)‘
wiE
| Mo [ 0 2 M J+1 0 2
T ,
= sup M Z Z wjt)‘tvmefim + M Z E Zwitetﬂjam
wiEH . -
m=1 \ j=2 m=1 7j=2
2 2
M [J+1 J+1
1 1
2w 2 | 2 i W Z 5| 2 v
1 teTy m:1 t€7’1
+ sup \RUTI (wy) — RTl (wt)‘
wiEH
2 2
M J+1 M J+1
< sup LZ Zw-t:\: ely) _ 1 L wa)\t el
W M ' J M pm Tl M J 15 m®€ n,m
t€H m=1 \ j=2 el T m=1 \j=2



M J+1 1 1 M J+1
AR DT POt IS o o oo
t1€T1 m=1 j=2
+ sup ‘R% W) —RTl(Wt)‘
wiEH
=0+ +Is. (C.1)

First, we consider I;. From Assumptions 2.2-2.4, for each t € Ty, we have

1L
( ZAM tm_Mmzl)‘tTl’mAtl’m> :O(Mﬂm)’

and the components of f; ,,, are bounded; hence,

T
1 ti€T1

J+1J4+1

M
i = sup Zzwlt“’ﬁ M Z)\tm umeil,m tym Z Z m®€ p,m p,m)‘tlz
T m=

WtEH12J2

J+1 J+1 ( T"’ M ] I
TP SIS SRR I D oD SL R et
1=2 j=2 ’T
J+1J+1 1 M 0 G ) (
T 7 i) (5T
S S N 3 S Al B
i=2 j=2 m=1 tleTl
J+1J+1 1 M 0 ()T 1 M 0
4 N T i T
SO )BT SRl Y ED DR SR e e
i=2 j=2 m=1 Lien
J+1 J+1 1 M 1 1 M 0 )T
_ EY ;T Y ;3T 7 J
S 95 ST () W S DR DS PNy
1=2 j=2 m=1 t1€T1 m=1

-0 (M*WJQ) . (C.2)

Here, the last equality is satisfied due to the fixed r and F'. We then examine Is. It is obvious
that Iy = o(&) from Assumption 2.5. Finally, we consider I3.

I3 = sup ‘R%(Wt) Ry,

wiEH
1 1 J+1 2 1[I+ 2
= Z sup Zththlm Yitym —/ ijtF;.tl (@) — Fy,! (9) | dg
T, WteH — o \ " 1
1€T1 m—l j=2

:—Z sup

1 J+1 N 1 [J+1
T i E Z WitYitym — Yitym —/ wiFy ! (q) — F}Zi (q) | dq
1 tHen wiEH 9 0 !

M= ils

Ly
1 t1€Th wiEH

1 [J+1 2 1 [J+1 2
/0 > witFyy (Vi) = Fyyy (Vin) | dVin — /0 Y witFy, (a) = Fy,; (a) | da

Jj=2
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2
J+1 J+1 2

M 1 1
1 1 —1 —1 -1 -1
= D s =2 > / > witFy, (a) = Fy,; (a) | da— / > wjtFy, (a) = Fy,; (a) | dg
1, oy, wieH m=170 \iz 0\ =

~0. (C.3)

Combined with (C.1)-(C.3|), we achieve Assumption 2.
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