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Abstract

Difference-in-Differences (DiD) and Synthetic Control (SC) are widely used meth-
ods for causal inference in panel data, each with its own strengths and limitations. In
this paper, we propose a novel methodology that integrates the advantages of both
DiD and SC approaches. Our integrated approach provides a doubly robust identi-
fication strategy for causal effects in panel data with a group structure, identifying
the average treatment effect on the treated (ATT) under either the parallel trends as-
sumption or the group-level SC assumption. Building on this identification result, we
develop a unified semiparametric framework for estimating the ATT. Notably, while
the identification-robust moment function satisfies Neyman orthogonality under the
parallel trends assumption, it does not under the SC assumption, leading to different
asymptotic variances under these two identification strategies. To address this chal-
lenge, we propose a multiplier bootstrap method that consistently approximates the
asymptotic distribution, regardless of which identification assumption holds. Further-
more, we extend our methodology to accommodate repeated cross-sectional data and
staggered treatment designs. As an empirical application, we apply our method to

evaluate the impact of the 2003 minimum wage increase in Alaska on family income.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, Difference-in-Differences (DiD) methods have gained significant traction
in economics and the social sciences, playing a central role in the “credibility revolution”
(Angrist and Pischke, 2010). Over 30% of NBER applied microeconomics working papers
in 2024 mention DiD or related event study methods, surpassing alternatives such as in-
strumental variables and regression discontinuity designs (Goldsmith-Pinkham, 2024). Yet,
DiD’s reliance on the parallel trends assumption, a requirement often scrutinized as an over-
simplification of real-world dynamics, leaves researchers vulnerable to biased estimates when
trends diverge.

Meanwhile, the synthetic control method, which constructs counterfactuals by matching
treated units to weighted averages of untreated units, surged in popularity in settings where
parallel trends may fail. However, its widespread use appears to have peaked (Goldsmith-
Pinkham, 2024) and is now largely confined to studies using aggregate-level data, such as
countries, states, or regions (Abadie and Gardeazabal, 2003; Abadie, Diamond, and Hain-
mueller, 2010; Hsiao, Steve Ching, and Ki Wan, 2012; Abadie, Diamond, and Hainmueller,
2015), rather than micro-level data containing individual-specific information.

In this paper, we bridge these limitations by integrating the strengths of both approaches.
We focus on a typical microeconomic panel data setting where individuals are observed re-
peatedly over time and grouped into aggregate-level units (such as households within states),
with treatment assigned at the group level. We introduce a novel method for causal infer-
ence that unifies the identification strategies of DiD and synthetic control in a doubly robust
framework. Our approach nonparametrically identifies the average treatment effect on the
treated (ATT) under either the DiD parallel trends assumption or the synthetic control
assumption.This robustness enables applied researchers to avoid the conventional trade-off
between DiD and synthetic control, thereby strengthening the credibility of causal estimates.

To operationalize our method, we propose a semiparametric estimation procedure and
a bootstrap inference approach.! Establishing the asymptotic theory in this framework
presents substantial challenges. Under the parallel trends assumption, the proposed moment

condition that identifies the ATT satisfies Neyman orthogonality, allowing flexible estimation

We use “semiparametric” to describe a setting in which the parameters of interest are finite-dimensional,
while nuisance parameters, such as the propensity score, conditional outcome expectations, and synthetic
control weights, are specified nonparametrically.



of nuisance parameters (Chernozhukov, Chetverikov, Demirer, Duflo, Hansen, Newey, and
Robins, 2018). In contrast, under the synthetic control structure, the moment condition does
not satisfy Neyman orthogonality, requiring careful adjustment to the asymptotic variance to
account for the estimated nuisance parameters. Importantly, the asymptotic variance differs
depending on the identification assumption. To ensure that the inference procedure remains
doubly robust, we propose a multiplier bootstrap method that consistently approximates the
asymptotic distribution under either assumption. Our approach exhibits double robustness
in both identification and consistency of the point estimator, as well as in statistical inference.

We further extend the method to accommodate two settings: repeated cross-sectional
data and staggered treatment designs. In the case of repeated cross-sectional data, different
sets of individuals are sampled across time periods. We show that the doubly robust identifi-
cation results from the panel setting extend naturally to the repeated cross-sectional setting,
provided that the variables are stationary over time, a standard assumption in this context.
For staggered treatment designs, we build on the modern DiD literature (e.g., Callaway and
Sant’Anna, 2021), using untreated groups as controls for the treatment group of interest.
This approach effectively reduces the problem to the case of a single treatment group with
a single treatment period.

For our empirical study, we apply our method to assess the impact of the minimum
wage change on family income, exploiting the natural experiment provided by Alaska’s 2003
minimum wage increase (Gunsilius, 2023). Using data from the Current Population Survey,
we treat states as groups and households as individual units. Consistent with Gunsilius
(2023), we find that the immediate effect of the minimum wage change on family income is
statistically insignificant.

We organize the remainder of the paper as follows. The rest of this section discusses the
relevant literature. Section 2 introduces the panel model setup, along with the identification
assumptions and the doubly robust identification result. Section 3 derives the semipara-
metric estimation theory and the multiplier bootstrap theory separately under the parallel
trends assumption and synthetic control assumption. Sections 4 and 5 extend the analy-
sis to repeated cross-sectional data and staggered treatment designs, respectively. Section
6 presents the empirical study. Section 7 concludes the paper. Proofs for the theoretical

results are collected in the appendix.



Related literature Our paper contributes to three strands of literature. First, our pa-
per contributes to the modern semiparametric panel data and DiD literature (Heckman,
Ichimura, and Todd, 1997; Abadie, 2005; Sant’Anna and Zhao, 2020; Chang, 2020; Callaway
and Sant’Anna, 2021). When the parallel trends assumption holds, our estimator can be
interpreted as a weighted average of doubly robust DiD estimators across different groups,
inheriting their robustness to parametric misspecification of nuisance parameters and their
compatibility with double/debiased machine learning (DML) frameworks (Chernozhukov
et al., 2018). More importantly, our method introduces a novel dimension of robustness:
even when parallel trends fail due to unobserved confounding, our estimator remains valid if
the synthetic control structure holds. This innovation addresses concerns about the fragility
of parallel trends in applied work, offering researchers a safeguard against violations of this
key assumption.

Second, our paper contributes to the growing literature on synthetic control methods,
particularly in the context of micro-level data with a short time dimension. While classi-
cal synthetic control approaches have predominantly focused on aggregate-level data, recent
studies have begun to explore applications at the individual level. For example, relying on fac-
tor models, Robbins, Saunders, and Kilmer (2017) examined the impact of region-level crime
interventions using individual-level data, whereas Chen (2020) introduced a distributional
synthetic control method based on a quantile factor model. More recently, nonparametric ap-
proaches, such as those proposed by Gunsilius (2023) and Chen and Feng (2023), have been
developed to study the synthetic matching of the entire outcome distribution by drawing
on the changes-in-changes method from Athey and Imbens (2006). While Gunsilius (2023)’s
method applies to short-panel settings, Chen and Feng (2023) requires a large number of pre-
treatment periods. Complementing these advancements, our approach integrates synthetic
control methods within the modern causal inference framework, requiring only a short time
dimension. It achieves nonparametric identification and semiparametric estimation results
that align with those in modern DiD and other causal methods, thereby broadening the
scope of synthetic control applications in empirical research.

Third, our work extends the literature on causal inference with panel data (Athey, Bay-
ati, Doudchenko, Imbens, and Khosravi, 2021; Arkhangelsky, Athey, Hirshberg, Imbens, and
Wager, 2021; Shen, Ding, Sekhon, and Yu, 2023), which tackles the problem of imputing

unobserved counterfactual outcomes for treated units during the treatment period, using



data from control units and pre-treatment periods. Building on these methods, we inte-
grate a group structure into our model, which enables a nonparametric definition of the
synthetic control structure. A prototypical example of such group structures is the classifica-
tion of individuals or households by their state of residence, a common practice in state-level
policy studies that rely on widely used microeconomic datasets such as the Current Popula-
tion Survey, American Community Survey, Panel Study of Income Dynamics, and National
Longitudinal Surveys. By leveraging this group structure, we draw on additional layers of
information and heterogeneity present in these datasets, reinforcing the plausibility of the

causal identification assumptions.

2 Setup and identification

2.1 Panel model with a single treated group

We initiate our investigation with a panel data model, where we observe repeated outcomes
over time for the same individuals. Our data consists of a collection of groups, which represent
aggregate-level units, such as countries, states, provinces, cities, or other similar entities.
Within each aggregate-level unit, there are individual units. The variable G signifies the
specific group to which each individual unit belongs. Denote Ng as the total number of

control groups. The first group g = 1 is the treated group, and the rest of the groups

g =2,...,Ng + 1 are the control groups. These units are observed over T time periods
denoted by t € {1,...,T}. For a group g, denote G, = 1{G = g}.
A binary, irreversible treatment is assigned to the groups. In periodst =1,...,7 —1, all

groups remain untreated. In the final period ¢t = T, the first group receives treatment, while
the other groups remain untreated. We focus on this scenario with a single treatment period
and a single treated group, as the methodological contribution is more effectively illustrated
in this simpler setting. The extension to staggered treatment designs, involving multiple
treatment groups and variation in treatment timings, is discussed in Section 5.

The potential outcomes are defined over the entire treatment trajectory. Let Oy denote
a vector of zeros of dimension s. We define YQ(OT_l, 1) as the potential outcome at period
t if the individual receives treatment in the final period and no treatment in all preceding

periods, and Y;(07_y,0) = Y;(07) as the potential outcome if the individual never receives



treatment. This definition of potential outcomes will be useful when extending the framework
to account for staggered treatment takeup.

In the scenario of a single treatment timing, for simplicity and with some abuse of no-
tation, we use Y;(1) and Y;(0) to represent Y;(07_1,1) and Y;(07_y,0), respectively. The
observed outcome at time ¢ is given by Y; = G1Y;(1) + (1 — G1)Y;(0).

Assumption NA (No-Anticipation) For any pretreatment period t € {1,...,T — 1},
Y, (1) = Y,(0).

Under the no-anticipation assumption, an individual’s observed pre-treatment outcome

is equal to the untreated potential outcome. Therefore, the observed outcome is given by

Y, =Yi(0),t=1,....T — 1,
Yr = G Yr(1) + (1= G1)Y7(0).

Let X represent a set of time-invariant covariates that describes characteristics of the indi-
vidual. Denote the support of X by X.

The target parameter is
6 = E[Y7(1) - Y7(0)|G = 1],

which represents the average treatment effect for the treated (ATT) in the post-treatment
period. For simplicity, we focus on identifying and estimating this mean parameter, although
this approach can be easily extended to, for example, the distributional change from Y7(0)
to Y7 (1) in the treatment group. This can be achieved by considering E [A(Y7(1)) | G = 1] —
E [h(Y7(0)) | G = 1] for an appropriately chosen function h.

Assumption PDS (Panel Data Sampling) We observe an independent and identically
distributed (iid) sample {S; = Yii, .., Y75, G, X3) : 1 <i<n} of S=(V1,..., Y7, G, X).

Under Assumption PDS, we have n cross-sectional units indexed by ¢ = 1,...,n. The
number of units in group ¢ is the cardinality of the set {i : G; = g} = {i : G,; = 1}, where G,
is a categorical variable indicating the group to which unit ¢ belongs, and G,; = 1{G; = g}

is a binary variable indicating whether unit ¢ belongs to group g.



2.2 Identification assumptions

We introduce the following identification assumptions.

Assumption O (Overlap) For all groups g =1,..., Ng+1, the propensity score p,(X) =
P(G = ¢g|X) > 0 almost surely.

Assumption PT (Parallel Trends) For each control group g > 2, E[Y7(0)—Y7_1(0)|G =
1, X] = E[Y7(0) = Y7_1(0)|G = g, X] almost surely.

Assumption SC (Synthetic Control) There ezists a vector of weight functions w =

(wa, ..., wWny+1) for which the elements sum to one and satisfy that for almost all x € X,
Ng+1
EY,(0)|G=1X=2]= Y w,(x)E[Y,(0)|G=g, X =a],t=1,...,T. (1)
g=2

Furthermore, T > Ng.?

Assumption PT might initially seem stringent, as it imposes parallel trends across all
groups. However, we argue that this assumption is reasonable for several reasons. First, it is
common practice in empirical research to estimate panel regressions on individual-level data
with group-level (e.g., at the state or county level) fixed effects and common time trends.
Such models inherently assume that groups share the same trend while allowing for group-
specific fixed effects. Second, when there are more than two control groups, the parallel
trends assumption allows for overidentification tests, enabling researchers to empirically as-
sess whether the control groups follow a parallel trend. Control groups that deviate from
this trend can be excluded based on these tests. Of course, this approach requires identifying
at least one control group that satisfies the parallel trends assumption, a choice that must
rely on domain knowledge rather than data. Third, concerns about parallel trends often
arise with long time horizons, but here the assumption is imposed over only a single period.
Finally, the assumption is made conditional on the covariate X. Therefore, we only need to
maintain the parallel trends assumption for the subset of the treatment group and the corre-

sponding subset of the control group with the same covariate value. This is more plausible

2Theoretically, imposing nonnegativity on the weights is not necessary in our framework, although such
a restriction is commonly maintained in the classical synthetic control literature (Abadie, 2021). If the
true weights are nonnegative, this structure can be imposed on the weight estimation without altering the
asymptotic theory for the proposed ATT estimator.



than an unconditional parallel trends assumption, especially when the covariates associated
with the dynamics of the outcome variable differ between the treatment and control groups
(Abadie, 2005).

Assumption SC is the group-level representation of the synthetic control structure. It
requires that, for each covariate value, the conditional mean of the outcome in the treated
group can be represented as a linear combination of the conditional means for the untreated
groups. We allow the weights to depend on covariates, which accommodates the possibility
that the weighting patterns vary across units with different covariate values. In other words,
the synthetic control structure is imposed only on subsets of the treatment and control groups
that share the same covariate value, enhancing the assumption’s plausibility. We further
assume that the weighting structure remains the same over time, allowing us to identify the
weighting scheme using the pre-treatment data and apply it in the post-treatment period to
identify the ATT. For the weights to be identified, it is necessary that 7 > Ng.

The structure in Assumption SC takes a different approach from the distributional syn-
thetic control framework in Gunsilius (2023). Specifically, we focus on matching the expecta-
tion of the outcome rather than the entire distribution, and we allow the weights to depend
on covariates. We require that the number of time periods (7)) be at least as large as the
number of control groups (Ng) to identify the weights. This differs from the traditional
synthetic control method, which relies on an increasing number of pre-treatment periods
for consistent estimation. Here, we only require the number of time periods to exceed the
number of control groups, without assuming that it diverges to infinity.®> This condition is
often met in practice, such as in monthly datasets like the Current Population Survey, where
states serve as the groups. Unlike the canonical synthetic control method, our framework
does not require an increasing number of time periods because it leverages a growing number
of individual units within each group.

In summary, Assumptions PT and SC reflect two different approaches to identification.
Assumption PT relies on a strong cross-sectional relationship among groups, though this

relationship need only hold over a single period. In contrast, Assumption SC allows for

3If the number of time periods is smaller than the number of control groups, i.e., T < Ng, a natural and
practical approach is to leverage prior studies or domain knowledge to retain only the most relevant control
groups for comparison with the treatment group. An alternative approach is to incorporate a penalty term
in the weight estimation process, similar to the synthetic DiD method (Arkhangelsky et al., 2021), to enable
estimation even when the weights are not point-identified. However, incorporating such penalization into
semiparametric estimation adds further complexity, which we leave for future research.



a weaker cross-sectional relationship, but requires it to persist over a longer duration. In
practice, it is a challenging task for researchers to decide which assumption to rely on, as
each leads to different estimation methods and possibly very different estimates.

An alternative identification assumption commonly used in the synthetic control liter-
ature is the conditional independence of post-treatment Y;(0) and treatment assignment,
given the pre-treatment potential outcomes (e.g., Robbins et al., 2017; Ding and Li, 2019;
Kellogg, Mogstad, Pouliot, and Torgovitsky, 2021). This condition, often referred to as
ignorability conditional on lagged outcomes, is relatively strong. In contrast, the parallel
trends condition is conceptually less stringent while still preserving the dynamic nature of

the model.

2.3 Doubly robust identification

We introduce the identification results for the ATT. Let p = (pg,9 = 1,...,Ng + 1) and
w = (wy,9 =2,...,Ng+1). For simplicity, denote AY = AYy =Yy —Y7r_;. Let ma(X) =
E[Y7r — Y74|G # 1, X], and m; = P(G = 1), with m; being strictly positive by Assumption

0. The moment function is

o8 mas i) = 20V —max)) - 13 w,002 X 4y~ ms(x)), (2
yMma,p,w; T ) = 71__1 ma 7T_1 g Wy pg(X) g ma )
which can be equivalently represented as
NG—l—l
. . _ i . P (X) B
B(S5ma,pywim) = <91 ; wg(X>pg( X)gg> (AY — ma(X)). (3)

We can interpret the expression for ¢ in the following way. First, if we assume only
the parallel trends condition, the standard approach is to estimate the ATT using the
DiD estimand E[G; (AY — ma(X))/m]. In this case, equation (2) reveals that ¢ can be
viewed as the DiD formula augmented by a synthetic-control adjustment term. Conversely,
if we assume only the synthetic control condition, the estimand for the ATT would be
E[(G1 — Z;V:GQH wg(X)iigg G,)Y7/m1]. Here, (3) shows that ¢ represents the synthetic con-
trol formula with a DiD-style adjustment.

We can gain further insight into the moment function by considering a special case.



Specifically, in the absence of covariate X, the mean function ma becomes
ma =E[Y7r —Y7r|G # 1],

which is the expected change in the outcome of interest from time 7 — 1 to 7 for the control

groups. Then

Wilﬂz [G1 (AY —ma)] = E[(AY —ma) |G =1] = E[AY]|G = 1] — E [ma|G = 1]

—E[Yyr—Yr|G=1-E[Vy - Yr|G#£1],

which takes the familiar difference-in-differences form. On the other hand, in the absence of

X, wy and py become constants, and p; = 7. Then

NG—l—l

1 1 1 n
— —E[GiYr] - —E > w26,
o [G1Y7] P wye—G, YT

1

NG+1
(gl - Z wg&gg> YT

g=2 g

g
Ng+1

=E[Y7|G =1 - ) wE[Yr|G, = 1]

g=2
Ng—l—l
—E[Y7G=1]- ) wE[Y7|G=g],

g=2

which is the familiar synthetic control formula. These calculations make it clear that ¢ is
equal to a DiD-based moment function with a synthetic control adjustment.
In general, ¢ integrates elements from both approaches and remains unbiased under either

of the identification assumptions, as established in the following theorem.
Theorem 1 Let Assumptions NA, PDS, and O hold.

(i) If Assumption PT holds, then
0 = E[¢(S;ma, p, w;m)] = E[¢(S; ma, p, w; m1)],
for any set of weights w that sum to one, any non-zero functions p, and any functions

mA.
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(i) If Assumption SC holds, then

0 = E[¢(S; ma, p, w; m1)],

for any function ma, where w is the set of weights satisfying (1).

Theorem 1 establishes that the moment function ¢ is unbiased across various scenarios.
This unbiasedness enables the identification of the ATT and serves as the key sufficient
condition for the consistency of the proposed estimator in the next section.

Theorem 1 shows that the unbiasedness of ¢ is robust, highlighting two layers of double
robustness. The first pertains to identification. The unbiasedness of the moment function ¢
is robust to the underlying identification assumption, meaning that E (¢) identifies the ATT
as long as either the parallel trends condition or the synthetic control condition holds. This
flexibility allows researchers to use a single estimator based on ¢, relieving them of the burden
of choosing between the two methods. This notion of double robustness in identification is
similar to what has been explored in other causal frameworks, such as two-way fixed effects
models (Arkhangelsky and Imbens, 2022), regression discontinuity designs (Dong, Lee, and
Gou, 2023), and instrumental variable methods (Dong and Lee, 2023).

The second, and perhaps more common, notion of double robustness relates to the spec-
ification of nuisance parameters. When the parallel trends condition holds, the moment
function ¢ remains unbiased as long as either the outcome model ma or the propensity score
model p is correctly specified. Misspecification of one model will not render the moment
function ¢ biased as long as the other model is correctly specified. The double robustness
between p and m arises because ¢ closely resembles the doubly robust DiD moment func-
tion in the classical setting (Sant’Anna and Zhao, 2020). Moreover, the moment function
is unbiased even if the weights w are entirely misspecified. The weights are irrelevant for
identification since any control group can be used for comparison on its own, as can any com-
bination of control groups. On the other hand, under the synthetic control condition, both
the propensity scores p and the weights w must be correctly specified, while the outcome

model ma can be misspecified.

11



2.4 Discussion

For completeness, we note that an alternative formulation of the moment function is possible:

¢7 (S;{mga :2 < g < Ng+1},p,w;m)

o (AY B wg<X>mg,A<X>) LN w026 Ay g a ()

T — [ S pg(X)
_iNG—l-lw _pl(X) .
2 v (6 %) (47 = masl20)

where mgya(z) = E[AY|G = g,X]|. This formulation offers double robustness between
the outcome models (mgA, g =2,....,Ng + 1) and the propensity score model p, and
it does so under both the parallel trends and synthetic control assumptions. However, it
requires correct specification of the weights in the synthetic control setting and therefore
does not exhibit Neyman orthogonality with respect to all nuisance parameters. Moreover,
this approach is relatively nonparsimonious, as it adds another set of nuisance parameters
(mg,A, g=2,...,Ng + 1), which scales with the number of groups, on top of the two
existing sets of functions p and w. Since our paper focuses on semiparametric estimation of
the ATT through nonparametric first-step estimation guided by identification assumptions
(rather than parametric functional forms), we favor a more parsimonious approach based on
0.

Before delving into the general semiparametric estimator based on ¢ in the next section,
we consider a special case of group-level data without covariate information. More specifically,
we consider the setting where each group GG = g contains only one observation such that the
data set can be regarded as an iid sample indexed by the group index g: {(Y1g, ..., Y74)}o—
with n = Ng + 1. Because there is no covariate information, we can simplify the nuisance
parameters into constants: ma(X) = ma, p1 (X) /py(X) = 1, and wy(X) = w,. Since we

only have one observation in each group, we let 7 = 1/ (Ng + 1) = 1/n. We then have

¢(S7,7mAap>w 71-1) - g_(AY mA - ngggz AY mA)

™
1 g>2

12



and the simple average estimator based on ¢ is then given by
1 n
- > ¢(Siima, pw;m)
i=1

R R
= 71—7T1 ;gu(AYi - mA) - 71—7T1 Z ngggi(AYi - mA)

i=1 g>2

= (AYi—ma) = Y wy(AY, —ma) = AY: = ) w,AY,

922 922
= Yir—Yira— Y w,(Yyr —Yy7r). (4)
922
Building on Shen et al. (2023)’s formulation (specifically, their equation (6)) of the syn-
thetic DiD estimator studied by Arkhangelsky et al. (2021), the synthetic DiD estimator of

the ATT is expressed in our notation as

Yir— ngYQ,T— Z OétYl,t‘i‘Z Z Wy Yy, (5)

g>2 t<T—1 g>2 t<T—1

where «; represents the coefficient from the horizontal regression of Y7 on its lagged values.
Notice that if we redefine the temporal weights o, as 1{t = T — 1}, then the formula in (5)
becomes our estimator in (4). Shen et al. (2023) demonstrated that, broadly speaking, hori-
zontal and vertical regressions are numerically equivalent to each other and to the synthetic
DiD estimator. In contrast, our estimator combines first-difference and vertical regression,
making it numerically distinct from these approaches. While we adopt the “similar units
behave similarly” principle from vertical regression, we depart from horizontal regression’s re-
liance on the entire history to guide the future, instead using only one period of pre-treatment

information.

3 Estimation and inference

The identification result in Theorem 1 establishes that estimators based on ¢ are consistent
for 0 as long as either Assumption PT or Assumption SC is satisfied. However, the distribu-
tion of the estimator varies depending on the underlying identification assumption. In this
section, we derive the asymptotic distributions under each assumption and present a unified

multiplier bootstrap method for inference.

13



3.1 Semiparametric estimation

Suppose that we have decided on a nonparametric method for estimating each of ma, p, and
w (we will specify each method in detail later). We implement the following cross-fitting
procedure: Equally divide the data along the cross-sectional dimension into L folds with the
size of each fold being n/L. For notational simplicity, we assume that n/L is an integer.
For ¢ =1,..., L, let I, denote the index set of the cross-sectional units in the ¢th fold and
I§ = Up4e Lo the index set of the cross-sectional units not in the £th fold. For an observation
X; with index 7 € I,, we use the subsample with indices in I} to construct the nonparametric
estimates 4 (X;), p*(X;), and w*(X;), where the superscript ¢ signifies the fact that each
of the three nonparametric estimators is constructed using data in Ij. The semiparametric

estimator of 0 is constructed as

0=

SRS

L
DO (Sl Bt i A, (6)
(=1 icl,

where 77 = Z?:l Gii/n is the sample average estimator for 7.

Asymptotic theory under parallel trends In the absence of Assumption SC, when
only Assumption PT holds, the synthetic weight w may not be well-defined, meaning that
there may not exist any w such that (1) is satisfied. However, for deriving the asymptotic
distribution of 6, it is necessary for the random quantity w to converge to a probability limit
w = plimw. This limit w can be interpreted as a pseudo-true set of weights that minimizes
the discrepancy between the left-hand and right-hand sides of (1).

The following theorem establishes the asymptotic distribution of the estimator under the
parallel trends condition. Throughout this paper, asymptotics are considered with a fixed
number of groups Ng, time periods 7, and cross-fitting folds L, while the cross-sectional
sample size n grows to infinity. To simplify the presentation, we let w; (-) and w; (+) be the

constant function 1(+), a convention that will be used throughout the rest of the paper.
Theorem 2 Let Assumptions NA, PDS, O, PT, and the following conditions hold:

(i) For each g > 1, E[(AY — ma(X))?|X,G = ¢g], 1/p,, and w, are bounded functions in
X4

4Assuming that 1/ pg is bounded for all g implies that the minimum group size approaches infinity almost
surely.

14



(i) The first-stage estimators satisfy that (1) the estimated weights sum to one and are
bounded in probability, i.e., Y -, W, (x) =1 for all x € X and [[iy||x = Op(1) for all

g, (2) the estimators are Lo-consistent, i.e.,

[N mA||L2(FX) = 0p(1),

OP(]')> g 2 27

1P1/Pg _pl/pg||L2(FX)
[y — wg||L2(FX) =0y(1), 922,
and (3) their rates satisfy that
—1/2)

g>2

1D1/Dg _pl/pg||L2(FX) A — mA||L2(FX) = 0p(n )

Then /n(6 — 0) A N(0, V1), where the asymptotic variance is

o?  p(x)2 e o2(X)
Vi=E |2+ wo(X)>~ ,
1 ™ 71'% gz:; 9( ) pg(X)

with 03 = var(AY —ma(X)|G = 1) and 02(X) = var(AY|G = g, X) for g > 2.

Theorem 2 aligns with the framework of double/debiased machine learning (DML) as
discussed in (Chernozhukov et al., 2018). Under Assumption PT, the moment function
¢ satisfies Neyman orthogonality with respect to the nuisance parameters. This implies
that the asymptotic distribution of the estimator is the same as if the true values of the
nuisance parameters were used, provided that the product of the estimation errors for ma
and p converges at a rate faster than 1/y/n. This rate requirement allows for the use of a
wide range of estimators, including machine learning methods or traditional nonparametric
approaches such as kernel or sieve-based techniques. Notably, there is no rate requirement
for the weight estimator w, as long as it converges in probability to some limit. This is
consistent with the result of Theorem 1(i), which shows that the nuisance weights play a

secondary role under Assumption PT.

Asymptotic theory under synthetic control Deriving the asymptotic distribution of 0
under Assumption SC is more challenging because ¢ does not satisfy Neyman orthogonality

with respect to p and w. Consequently, when computing the asymptotic variance, additional
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adjustment terms are needed to account for the first-stage estimation error in estimating
these nuisance parameters. To derive the adjustment terms, we need to find the influence
function associated with their estimation. To keep our paper focused, we examine kernel-
based estimators for the nuisance parameters, although other nonparametric methods, such
as sieves, could also be used.

For any function f, define the empirical average operator P, [-] as P,[f(5)] = % S F(Sh).
Note that the propensity score enters the estimand only through the ratios ry ; = p1/p,. Us-
ing the fact that the ratio r; , minimizes the objective function E[p(r(X), G)] = E[r(X)?*G, —

2r(X)G], we construct the following local polynomial regression:’

(g

where h is the bandwidth, K is the kernel function, t; = (1,0,...,0)" is a vector of length

T1.4(x) = ¢} argmin P,
(607"'755)

5+ 1 with 1 in the first position and 0 elsewhere, and 5 is the order of the local polynomial.®
To simplify the presentation, we define ry 4(-) and 71 ,4(-) to be the constant function 1(-)
when g = 1.

Second, the weights w are determined by solving the system of identification equations
involving the outcome functions m,(z) = E[Y}|G = g, X = z]. Let wy = (wo,...,wn,)
denote the vector of weights excluding the entry for the last group. Since the weights sum to
one, the weight for the last group can be expressed as wy,11 = 1 — 1y, wo, where 1y, 4
is a vector of ones with length Ng — 1. By Assumption SC, the weights can be identified via
the equation:

ma o MNg+11 mi

/
wy

!/
1 =1y, 1wo
mar—-1 - MNg+1,7-1 mi7—1-

5An alternative approach involves estimating the propensity scores using local polynomial regression and
combining them into ratio estimates. However, propensity scores estimated in this manner are not guaranteed
to lie between zero and one. In contrast, direct estimation of the ratio 7 4 offers greater flexibility, as the
ratio is not constrained to be less than one.

6Here, we focus on the case with a scalar X. The general case with a vector X requires only notational
changes.
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After rearranging terms, we obtain that Mw, = m;, where

/

m_q1
, my1 — MNg+1,1

m

—_ _172 —_
M = . , M = ,
my7—-1 — MNg+1,7-1
/
m_q 71
with m_1+ = (may — MNg+1ts - - Mgt — Mng+1t) . Provided that T > Ng and M'M is

invertible, we can solve for wy as

wo = argmin(Mu — my) (Mu —my) = (M' M) M'm;. (8)
This is similar to solving an ordinary least squares problem. Let M and 11, denote the
respective estimators of M and my, obtained by replacing each m,, with the corresponding
1gs. The weight estimator is constructed as wo = (M'M)~'M’7n,. Thus, the estimation
of w and ma reduces to estimating mgy;, which can be accomplished using another local

polynomial regression:

(Bos-Bs)

3 2
itgala) = avgmin P, |1 (557 <Yt—zﬁs<x—x>s) G, | o)
s=0

Theorem 3 Let Assumption NA, PDS, O, SC, conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 2, and
the following conditions hold:

(i) The convergence rates of the nuisance estimators satisfy
[772g,e — mg,t||L2(FX) Py — Tl,gHLZ(FX) g — ngLZ(FX) = Op(n_1/4)a for all g.

(ii) Let h = o(n='/*) be an undersmoothing bandwidth, and let K be a symmetric probability
density function satisfying [°._u?K(u)du < oo. The nuisance estimators admit the

following uniform Bahadur representations: for all g,

K (X —2) G —11,4(X)G,

Tg(x) —ri4(z) =P, [ } +0,(n71?),

fx(x) pg(X)
B (1) — () = Ky (X — ) Gy(Yy — mg(X)) o (n~1/2 -
gvt( ) g,t( ) Pn [ fX(I) pg(X) :| + P( )71 StST 1,
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where fx is the marginal density function of X, K,(-) = K(-/h)/h, and the o,-terms

hold uniformly over x € X, which is assumed to be compact.

(i1i) The functions w,, my,, and py, 1 < g < Ng+ 1,1 <t < T, are twice continuously
differentiable. There exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that the smallest eigenvalue of

M (x)' M(x) is larger than ¢ for any x € X.

Denote Vy as the second moment of the influence function defined in (A.8) in the proof,
and assume that Vs is finite. Then /n(0 — 0) N N(0,V3).

In the first condition of Theorem 3, since ¢ is not Neyman orthogonal under Assump-
tion SC, the rate requirement for each nuisance parameter must be strengthened to n='/4,
which is a typical rate for first-step nonparametric estimators (Newey, 1994; Chen, Linton,
and Van Keilegom, 2003). The second condition specifies the asymptotic linear (Bahadur)
representations of local polynomial estimators. These representations are well-established
in the literature, with primitive conditions provided in, for example, Kong, Linton, and Xia
(2010).

The asymptotic properties of our estimator fall within the broader framework of semi-
parametric two-step estimation theory (e.g., Chen et al., 2003). Our main contribution in
Theorem 3 is deriving the adjustment to the asymptotic variance to account for the nuisance
estimators, which corresponds to Condition (2.6) in Chen et al. (2003). This derivation is
particularly challenging in our setting due to the sophisticated way in which the nuisance con-
ditional mean functions my, (-) enter the estimating equation through the synthetic control
weights.

While Theorem 3 derives the asymptotic distribution of 6 under a local polynomial spec-
ification for the nuisance estimators, our result is expected to extend more broadly. The
same asymptotic distribution should hold when alternative nonparametric estimation meth-
ods, such as sieve estimators, are employed. This is because, according to Newey (1994), the
adjustment term in the asymptotic variance should be the same regardless of the estimator
used, though the technical details may differ.

The nonparametric nuisance estimators discussed thus far pertain to the case of continu-
ous covariates. When discrete covariates are present, a natural approach is to partition the

data according to their levels and perform the estimation procedure separately within each
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partition. The theoretical framework remains valid for each subgroup defined by the discrete

covariates. This approach will be implemented in our empirical analysis in Section 6.

3.2 Bootstrap inference

To conduct inference, we propose a multiplier bootstrap method to approximate the asymp-
totic distribution of . While analytical standard error estimators can be derived in principle,
they involve complicated expressions, particularly under the synthetic control condition (cf.
the asymptotic variance V5). More importantly, these variance formulas depend on the iden-
tification assumption, which is unknown in practice. The bootstrap method circumvents
the complex variance formulas and provides a unified approach to inference, as the boot-
strap asymptotic distribution converges to the true asymptotic distribution of the estimator,
regardless of the identification assumption.

Let W, = (W4,...,W,) denote the bootstrap weights. For any function f, define the
bootstrap operator P:[-] as Pr[f(S)] = = Y7, Wif(S;), which represents an empirical oper-
ator constructed using the bootstrap weights, and should not be confused with any empirical
measure. Let 77 = PG, denote the bootstrap estimator for ;.

To construct the bootstrap nuisance estimators 77 , and mj ,, we follow the same proce-

g,b)
dure as the local polynomial estimators in equations (7) to (9), but replace the empirical
operator P, with the bootstrap operator P;. The bootstrap synthetic weights estimator w;
is constructed using (8), replacing m,, with my ;. In the multiplier bootstrap process, we
use the same sample splitting procedure as before. Specifically, for an observation X; with
index 7 € Iy, we use the subsamples S; and weights W, with indices in Ij to compute the

nonparametric estimates m*é(X ), fIf;(Xi), and w**(X;). The bootstrap estimator for 6 is

- _ZZW¢ Swm*AZv et , W 76;7?‘3{)7 (1())

(=1 i€l

t= (ﬁ:ﬁ;g =2,...,Ng+1) are used in

with a slight abuse of notation that the ratios 7
place of the raw propensity scores in ¢.

The bootstrap weights are required to satisfy the following mild conditions.

Assumption BW (Bootstrap Weights) The bootstrap weights {W;}!_, are iid across
i =1,...,n and independent from the data S, = (S;,1 < i < n). In addition, E[W;] = 1,
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var(W;) = 1, and there exists some § > 0 such that E[|W;]**?] < cc.

This multiplier bootstrap approach excludes the nonparametric bootstrap, where the
bootstrap weights (W7, ..., W,,) follow a multinomial distribution. The reason for this exclu-
sion is that correlated weights can introduce theoretical challenges in establishing bootstrap
consistency. Nonetheless, the multiplier bootstrap remains a practical, widely used, and
theoretically valid inference method, as demonstrated by our next theorem.

Before presenting the theorem, we introduce the following convention: for any random
variable A, that is a function of both W, and S,, we say that A, = o0,(1) if it converges
in probability to zero under the joint distribution of (W,,S,), which follows a product law
due to the independence between W, and S,. We say that A,, = O,(1) if it is bounded in
probability under the joint distribution of (W,,S,,).

Theorem 4 Let Assumption BW hold.

(i) Let the assumptions of Theorem 2 hold. We further assume that (1) the elements of
w* sum to one and are bounded in probability, i.e., ZgZQ wy(x) =1 for allz € X and

W|eo = O,(1),9 > 2, (2) the bootstrap nuisance estimators are Lo-consistent, i.e.,
g p g

ma — mAHLQ(FX) = 0,(1),

D/ = P1/Poll gy = 0(1), 9 22,

g

g - ngL2(FX) = Op(l)ag 2 2>

and (3) their rates satisfy that

25’1‘/15; - Pl/ngLQ(FX) ||m*A - mA||L2(FX) = op(n_1/2),g > 2.

In addition, assume that E[|¢(S;ma,p,w;T) — 0G, /71|*7] < oo for some positive §.
Then

sup
acR

P* (ﬁ(é* 9 < a\sn) _p (ﬁ(é _9) < a)‘ = 0,(1), (11)
where P*(-|S,,) is the conditional probability distribution given the sample S,,.

(ii) Let the assumptions of Theorem 3 hold. We further assume that the bootstrap nuisance
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estimators satisfy the following conditions: for all g,

A%

mg’t - mgthLz(Fx) 9

= Op(n_l/4)>

A% ~
.9 TlngLQ(Fx)’ Wg w9HL2(Fx)

Kp (X —2) G — 1 4(X)G,

Fa0) =~ riale) = P | | + oyt

R m)
() — () = P* Ky (X — ) Gg(Yy — my (X)) o (n~1/2 o
sua) = my(0) = ;[ BT OO B OD <27 -,

uniformly over x € X." In addition, assume that the influence function defined in

(A.8) has finite 2+ 6 moment for some positive §. Then (11) holds.

In Theorem 4, all the o, (-) and O, (+) terms in the conditions are understood to hold under
the joint distribution of the bootstrap weights W, and the sample S,,. These conditions are
straightforward to verify, as the multiplier bootstrap weights are independent of the sample.

In the bootstrap setting, there is another notion of convergence in probability, which
we use in the proof of Theorem 4. We say that A, = oj(1) if for any § > 0, P*(|]A,| >
9|S,) = 0,(1). Similarly, there is another notion of boundedness in probability. We say that
A, = 0;(1) if for any 0 > 0, there exists a positive constant Cs such that P(P*(]A,| >
C5|S,) > 0) — 0. In the proof of the theorem, we utilize Lemma 3 from Cheng and Huang
(2010) to convert 0,(1) and O,(1) terms, respectively, into o5(1) and O;(1) terms, thereby
establishing the result of conditional weak convergence.

The difference between the bootstrap theory of the estimator under parallel trends and
synthetic control is analogous to that in estimation theory. Under the parallel trends as-
sumption, the conditions on the bootstrap estimators of the nuisance functions are relatively
weaker (only requiring rate conditions) due to orthogonality.® Under the synthetic control as-
sumption, the bootstrap nuisance estimators are additionally required to satisfy the Bahadur
representation adjusted by the bootstrap weights.

To construct an a-level confidence interval based on Theorem 4, we take the (1 — «)th

"We define 7}, (-) and @} (-) to be the constant function 1 (-) when g = 1.

8Notably, these bootstrap estimators of the nuisance functions can coincide with the original sample
estimators in Theorem 2, as they automatically satisfy the rate conditions. This is because the moment
function is insensitive to the nuisance estimators. However, this approach cannot be implemented in practice,
as it fails under the synthetic control condition.
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quantile of |6* — 6], denoted as |6* — 0];_o. The confidence interval is then given by
[0 — 0" — 010, 0 + 6" — 0]1_a).

Finally, we emphasize that Theorems 2, 3, and 4 do not describe the asymptotics of two
different estimators. Rather, they analyze the same estimator 0 and its bootstrap counter-
part, as defined in (6) and (10), respectively, under different identification assumptions. In
addition, we impose different assumptions on the estimators of the nuisance functions. Un-
der the synthetic control condition, the requirements for the nuisance estimators are more
explicit — and potentially more restrictive — compared to the abstract rate requirements

under the parallel trends assumption, as the former does not satisfy Neyman orthogonality.

4 Repeated cross-sectional data

In practice, the ideal panel data structure, where we have repeated observations of the same
individuals or units across multiple time periods, is not always available. Researchers com-
monly utilize repeated cross-sectional data as an alternative, where observations are collected
across distinct time periods without tracking the same individuals. This data structure is
prevalent in scenarios where longitudinal linkage is either inherently unfeasible or method-
ologically excluded. Notable applications include administrative records of episodic events,
such as insurance claims (Meyer, Viscusi, and Durbin, 1995) and car accidents (Cohen and
Einav, 2003), longitudinal analyses of fixed-age cohorts over extended periods (Corak, 2001),
and nationally representative surveys, such as the Current Population Survey (Acemoglu
and Angrist, 2001) and the Canadian General Social Surveys (Finkelstein, 2002), in which
distinct sets of individuals are sampled across survey waves.

In repeated cross-sectional data, we do not observe {Y; : ¢t = 1,..., 7T} directly. Instead,
each data entry includes a time indicator variable 7" € {1,..., 7}, which specifies the time

period for that entry. Denote T, = 1{T = t}. The observed outcome is then given by

.
Y = Z T,Y,.
t=1

The observed variables in the repeated cross-sectional dataset are 5™ = (Y, G, T, X). We
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impose the following time invariance condition on the sampling scheme.

Assumption RCS (Repeated Cross-Sectional Sampling) We observe an iid sample
{8 =(Y;,G;,T;, X;) : 1 <i<n} of S = (YV,G, T, X).

Under the repeated cross-sectional sample scheme in Assumption RCS, T} is a categorical
variable indicating the time period to which observation i belongs, and T,;; = 1{T; =t} is a

binary variable indicating whether observation ¢ belongs to time period ¢.

Assumption TI (Time Invariance) The joint distribution of the outcomes, covariales,

and group indicator is independent of the time indicator T, i.e.,
(Yi,.... Y, X,G) 1L T.

The portion Ay = P(T = t) of observations sampled from each period is non-zero.

Assumption TI aligns with the time invariance conditions commonly found in the DiD
literature, such as Assumption 3.3 in Abadie (2005). Under this assumption, the joint

distribution of (Y, G, X, T') can be expressed through the following mixture representation:
PY<yG=g,X<z,T=t)=\NPY,<y,G=g, X <x).

Similar to the repeated cross-sectional settings discussed in Sant’Anna and Zhao (2020) and
Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021), Assumption TI excludes compositional changes, that is,
changes in the distribution of G and X over time. Recent work by Sant’Anna and Xu (2023)
has explored compositional changes in the DiD setting. We leave the investigation of such
changes within our framework for future research.

Since each Y; is not directly observable in repeated cross-sections, the nuisance pa-
rameters mgy; and ma need to be redefined. We introduce some new notations. Let
pgr(2) = E[TY|G = g, X = 2] and gy, (v) = E[TY|G # 1, X = 2], which are directly

identifiable based on the observation of S™. Then, under Assumption TI,

fhg s () =EZY|G=9¢g, X =2,F, =1]Pr (%, =1|G =g, X =x)
=EY|G=9,X=2,F, =1]- Ay =my, (x) N\,
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where my; () = E[Y |G = g, X = z, T, = 1]. Similarly, under Assumption TI,
figey (0) =EY|G#1,X =2,%, =1]- A = maz s (7) Ay,

where mg1 () = E[Y |G # 1, X = 2, T, = 1]. Define

_ He£1,T (z) _ HG#1,T-1 (7)
AT Ao

ma (2) = maz,r (€) — mez,r-1 (%)

We will still maintain Assumption PT or SC. To facilitate interpretation, we rewrite them

in an equivalent form. For Assumption PT, we express it as:

ElY7(0)|G=1,X]-E[Y71(0)|G =1, X]
=EY7(0)|G =g, X] -E[Y7.1(0)|G =g, X]

or equivalently

E[Y (0)|G=1X,5r =1 -E[Y(0)|G=1,X,Tr, = 1]
=E[Y (0)|G =9 X, Tr=1]-E[Y (0)|G=yg,X,T71 =1].

This says that the change in the conditional mean of the baseline outcome for the treatment
group from period 7 — 1 to period 7 is the same as that for any of the control groups.
For each of the two time periods, the conditional mean is taken only over the observable
individuals.

For Assumption SC, we express it as

Ng+1
EY OIG=1X=o%=1]= ) w@EY0)|¢=gX=z% =1,
g=2
fort =1,...,7. So the synthetic control condition is imposed on the conditional means of

the baseline outcome for the observable individuals in each group. The weight w, (x) can be

identified from the following equations:
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where the factor 1/\; on both sides cancels out. Similar to (8), we can solve for wy, which

is the vector of weighs excluding the last entry, as wg = (M} . M.) ' M/ m rc, where

/
M1
, K11 — BNg+1,1
M. = H_12 o
rc — . y M1re = e ;
, Hi7-1— BNg+1,7-1
H_17-1
: — /
with pi_yy = (o — Hngaras - Pnge — Png+1) -

We write the doubly robust moment equation for ¢ in the repeated cross-sectional setting

as

Gre(S™ K175 HG#1,7-1: P Wi T, AT, AT-1)

1 (91 B N"f ngg(X)plg§;> <<% B TT—l) Yy — <IUG;£;\,T(X) B :uG;ﬁl,T—l(X)>) .
T s Py 7 7

AT AT_1

Corollary 5 Let Assumptions NA, O, RCS, and TI hold.

(i) If Assumption PT holds, then

0 =E[¢,.(5™; P, 7 Ha1,7—1, P, W3 T, ATy A1)

= E[@C(Sm; laG;ﬁl,Ta laG;él,T—lapa W; Ty, AT, )\T—l)]a

for any vector of weight functions w whose elements sum to one, any non-zero functions

p, and any functions (figs 7 flaz7-1)-

(i) If Assumption SC holds, then

0= E[@C(Sm; laG;ﬁl,Ta laG;él,T—lapa w; T, AT, )\T—l)]a

for any functions (figz1 7, fig1,7-1), where w is the vector of weight functions satisfy-
ing (1).

For estimation, we consider the same cross-fitting method as in the panel setting. The
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estimator for 0 is

S|

L
ZZ¢I‘C Srcnu’G;élTnU’G;élT—lap W'’ 7T17>\T7)\7' 1),
(=1 i€l,

where ,&ZG#LT, ,&ZG;ALT_I, p’, and W' are nuisance estimators constructed using samples not in
the /th fold, and M\ = P, %, is the estimator for )\, for t = T — 1,7T.

Theorem 6 Let Assumptions NA, O, PT, RCS, TI, and the following conditions hold:

2
(i) For each g > 1, E[(‘ZTY—HG;H,T(X) . ‘17'71Y—HG¢1,T71(X)) | X,G = g]; 1/pg, and w,

AT AT-1
are bounded functions in X.

(i) The first-stage estimators satisfy that (1) the estimated weight functions sum to one
and are bounded in probability, i.e., Y oW, (x) = 1 for all x € X and [|yllc =
O,(1),9 > 2, (2) the estimators are Ly-consistent, i.e.,

HlaG#l,t o MG#JHLQ(FX) = Op(l)vt =T -1T,
||]51/13g - pl/pg||L2(FX) = Op(l)ag > 2,

[y — ngLQ(FX) =0y(1),9 > 2,

and (3) their rates satisfy that
Hﬁl/ﬁg - pl/ngLz(Fx) HﬂG;él,t - MG;ALtHLz(FX) = Op( _1/2) g=>2,t=T—-1T.

Then /n( — 6) < N(0, V), where the asymptotic variance V{'® is given in the proof.

Theorem 7 Let Assumptions NA, O, SC, RCS, TI, conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 6,
and the following conditions hold:

(i) The convergence rates of the nuisance estimators satisfy

A

Mgt — :U’g,tHLQ(FX) g — Tl,gHLQ(FX) Mg — wg||L2(FX) = 0p(n 1/4) for all g.

(ii) Let h = o(n='/*) be an undersmoothing bandwidth, and let K be a symmetric probability

density function satisfying ffooo u?K(u)du < oo. The nuisance estimators admit the
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following uniform Bahadur representations: for all g,

Kp (X —2)G1 —11,4(X)G,

o) = reafe) = P | | <o),

fx () py(X)
fig (%) = pg4(z) = Py {K" Jff(x_) 7) gg(gt};g?)?)g’t(m)] Yo, M) 1<t < T -1,

where Ky, (-) = K(-/h)/h and the o,-terms hold uniformly over x € X, which is assumed

to be compact.

(iii) The functions wy, p,,, and pg, 1 < g < Ng+ 1,1 <t < T, are twice continuously
differentiable. There exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that the smallest eigenvalue of

M,.(z)'M,.(x) is larger than c for any x € X.

Denote V3 as the second moment of the influence function defined in (A.12) in the proof,
and assume that V' is finite. Then /n(6,. — 0) 4 N(0,Vy).

Similar to the panel setting, we construct the bootstrap estimator as

1

L

N rce. %0 ~ %0 Akl Axl, Ak Nk Yk

HrC:EE E Wi, (S; SR 7 Pap 71, P W T, A AT-1)s
(=1 icl,

where 5\: = P'%,,t =T — 1,7, and the bootstrap nonparametric nuisance estimators are

constructed analogously to the panel setting.
Corollary 8 Suppose that the bootstrap weights satisfy Assumption BW.

(i) Let the assumptions of Theorem 6 hold. We further assume that the bootstrap nuisance
estimators satisfy that (1) the elements of w* sum to one and are bounded in probability,
Qe Yy Wy (2) =1, 2 € X and ||i0;]lec = Op(1),9 > 2, (2) the bootstrap nuisance

estimators are Lo-consistent, i.e.,

,&*G;él,t - 'uG#LtHLQ(FX) = Op(1)>t =T - 1, T,

|

D1/ = 21/Poll gy = 00(1):9 2 2,
wy — W9HL2(FX)

= Op(l)vg > 2,
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and (3) their rates satisfy that

03/8y = 21/l 1y iy 1BG1e = B ll gy = 0 (07 2) 9 2 26 =T = 1 T.

In addition, assume that the influence function defined in (A.11) has finite 246 moment

for some positive 6. Then we have

sup
aeR

P (Va0 — 0n) < alS0) = P (Ve — 0) < a)| = 0,(1), (12)

(ii) Let the assumptions of Theorem 7 hold. We further assume that the bootstrap nuisance

estimators satisfy the following conditions: for all g,

= op(n_l/4),

e s
"9 Wy

A %
Hg.t ”g,tHLQ(FX)’ TLQHLQ(FX)’ wQHLQ(FX)

and

Mg(®) =rig(z) = Py

En (X —2) G —11g(X)Gy | | 1y

e e

{Kh (X - SL’) gg(‘zty - :U’g,t(X))
fx(x) pe(X)

frg1(x) = pg (x) = Py } +o,(n V) 1<t < T —1,

uniformly over x € X. In addition, assume that the influence function defined in

(A.12) has finite 2 + 0 moment for some positive §. Then (12) holds.

5 Staggered treatment adoption

Staggered design, where different groups adopt the treatment at varying times, is a common
feature of panel datasets. Our methodology can be readily extended to accommodate such
staggered designs. Let D; represent the treatment indicator in period ¢. In the settings of
previous sections, D; equals one if and only if the unit belongs to the treatment group and
the time period is the final one. Under the staggered design, however, D, can equal one for
any group and in any time period. We still focus on the case where the treatment status is
irreversible, meaning D; > D, ;. In other words, once a unit becomes treated, it remains

treated throughout.
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The initial treatment time for an individual, min{¢ : D, = 1}, is determined by the
group to which the individual belongs. Mathematically, this means that min{t : D, = 1}
is measurable with respect to the sigma-algebra generated by G. In the empirical contexts
where states serve as the aggregate units, this implies that different states will have their
own timing for policy changes. However, once a state implements the change, the entire
state adopts the new policy uniformly. Additionally, multiple states are permitted to adopt
the treatment at the same time. We denote this mapping from G to min{t : D, = 1} as
7(G). We adopt the convention that the minimum element of an empty set is co. When
7(G) = oo, the individual remains untreated throughout the entire time span of the dataset.
The eventually treated units are those with v(G) < oo.

In general, potential outcomes in a staggered treatment design should be defined based on
all potential treatment trajectories (D, ..., D7), and we may denote them as Y; (dy, ..., d7).
Given the irreversibility of the treatment, we adopt the simple notation Y;(g) = Y; (dy, ..., d7)
where g = min{t : d;, = 1}. That is, Y;(g) represents the potential outcome at time ¢ had
an individual belonged to group g. The observed outcome is Y; = Y;(G) = Z;V:Gfrl G,Y:(9).
Following the literature, we assume that, prior to treatment, a unit’s potential outcomes
are equal to its never-treated potential outcomes, a generalization of the no-anticipation

assumption to the staggered treatment setting.

Assumption NA-stg (No Anticipation in Staggered Design) Fort < v(g), Yi(g9) =
Y (00).

The causal effects of interest are the group-level ATTs in post-treatment periods:
ATT(g,t) = E[Yy(g9) — Yi(00)|G = g], for t > 7(g).

To analyze how the treatment effect evolves over time, a common approach is to transform
calendar time t into event time e = ¢t — v(g), which measures the time elapsed relative to
the treatment’s initiation for group g. This framework, often referred to as an event study,

focuses on the causal parameter of interest as a weighted average of ATTs:

ES(e) = E[ATT(G,v(G) + e)|[7(G) + e € [2,T]]
> P(G=gly(G)+e€2T)ATT(g,7(g) +e¢), e > 0.

g:7v(g9)<o0
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The ATT parameters are the building blocks of the event study parameters. Once the
identification and estimation of the ATTs are established, the event study parameters can
be derived straightforwardly.

To identify the ATTs, we generalize the parallel trends and synthetic control assumptions
to the staggered design. We need to first specify the set of control groups for comparison,
commonly known as the donor pool in the literature. For an event time e > 0, the set of
possible donor groups for the identification of ATT(g,~(g) + €) consists of groups that are
untreated up to the period v(g) + e:

Dye =19 :7(9") > 7(g) +e}.

This definition of the donor groups depends on both the treated group g and event time
e, which could make the method overly complex. To avoid a time-varying donor group, we
follow Ben-Michael, Feller, and Rothstein (2022) and focus on a fixed set of donor groups D,
for some sufficiently large € that exceeds all event times of interest. This approach ensures
that the estimated counterfactual outcomes remain stable and are not artificially affected
by variations in the composition of the donor groups across event time. Nevertheless, our
proposed method can easily accommodate varying donor groups by replacing D, . with D, .
in the procedure. Note that D, will always be non-empty if there are never-treated groups
with v(g) = oo in the data.

The following assumptions are maintained for the identification of the event-study ATTs:

ATT(g,7v(g) +e), with 2 < (g9) +e < T and e € {0,1,.. ., &}.

Assumption PT-stg (Parallel Trends in Staggered Design) For any g and ¢ such
that g € Dyg,

E[Y;(00) = Yi_1(00)|G = g, X] = E[Y;(00) = Yi_1(00)|G = ¢, X],7(9) <t < ~(g) +e.

Assumption SC-stg (Synthetic Control in Staggered Design) For each eventually treated
group g, there exists a vector of weight functions w9 = (w;’,,g' € D, ) whose elements sum

to one and satisfy that for almost all x € X,

E[Yi(00)|G =g, X =a]= > wl(2)E[}i(c0)|G=¢ X =a],t=1,...,7(9) +& (13)

9'€Dg.e
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Furthermore, ¥(g) > |Dye| > 2, for all g, where | - | denotes the cardinality of a set.

Similar to Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021), Assumption PT-stg assumes that the parallel
trends assumption holds only starting from the post-treatment periods. For a given ¢ and e,
the identification of ATT(g,~(g) + e) follows a logic analogous to the single treated unit and
single treatment period framework studied in Section 2. The adjustments involve shifting
the treatment period from 7 to 7(g)+e and the pre-treatment periods from {1,...,7 —1} to
{1,...,7v(¢9) — 1}. Additionally, the set of control groups is updated from {2,..., Ng+ 1} to
D, . The condition v(g) > |D, ¢| ensures that there are a sufficient number of pre-treatment
periods for each group to identify the weights. This is similar to the setup in Ben-Michael
et al. (2022) in that all eventually treated groups remain untreated for some time before
receiving treatment.

The moment function for estimating ATT(g,v(g) + €),e > 0, is defined as

7 (S5 mA g A(g)+er Dy W5 Ty)

1
=— — I(X | (Y- e — Y (-1 — (X)),
T Gy Z wg( )pg,(X)gg ( v(9)+ v(g)—1 mA,g,'y(gH( )

9'€Dg.e

where 7y = P(G = g), and ma g(g)+e (2) = E[Yy(g)4e — Yy(9)-1|G € Dye, X = x| for any
t>7(g).

Corollary 9 Let Assumptions PDS, O, and NA-stg hold.

(i) If Assumption PT-stg holds and 0 < e < T —~(g), then

ATT(g,7(g) + €) = E[¢7°(S; ma gr(g)+er D W Tg)| = E[@?(S; MA g4 (g)4es P, 0% 7g)],

for any weight functions w9 satisfying > W), (r) =1 for all z € X, any non-zero

9'€Dg.e

functions p, and any functions ma g (g)+e-

(i) If Assumption SC-stg holds and 0 < e <T —~(g), then

ATT(g,7(g) + e) = E[¢p”°(S;Ma g r(g)+e: Ps W5 )],

for any function Ma g (g)+e, where w? is the vector of weight functions satisfying (13).
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The semiparametric estimation and bootstrap inference proceed as in Section 3 and are
omitted here for brevity. The results under the staggered adoption design can be extended

to the repeated cross-sectional setting in a manner analogous to Section 4.

6 Empirical study

In this section, we apply our method to study the impact of minimum wage on family income,
utilizing the natural experiment of the 2003 minimum wage increase in Alaska, as examined
by Gunsilius (2023). The effect of minimum wage policy is of substantial significance for
labor market dynamics and poverty alleviation strategies, making it a key area of concern for
economists and policymakers. However, the impact is complex and not clear a priori, often
involving a trade-off between higher earnings for certain low-wage workers and potential
negative outcomes for others, such as job losses, reduced work hours, or inflation pressures,
which may diminish the overall gains. Minimum wage is also the focus of Card and Krueger
(1994), a seminal paper often regarded as one of the most influential studies in the DiD
literature.

Gunsilius (2023) used a subset of the data provided by Dube (2019), which was derived
from individual-level data in the Current Population Survey (CPS). Dube (2019) employed a
two-way (state and time) fixed effects regression, along with other specifications that included
additional controls and trends. This approach can be viewed as a parametric specification of
the parallel trends assumption in Assumption PT, though such a parametric form is stronger
than necessary for our purpose. In contrast, Gunsilius (2023) proposed the distributional
synthetic control method and used it to construct a synthetic Alaska by matching state-
level quantile curves of family income. Unlike their approach, our method allows for correct
estimation and inference of the ATT, regardless of whether the parallel trends or synthetic
control assumption holds.”

We provide a brief description of the data and variables used in the analysis. In the
CPS, different households are rotated in and out of the survey at different time intervals. As

a result, similar to Gunsilius (2023), we treat the dataset as repeated cross-sectional data.

9Dube (2019) primarily focused on the poverty-reducing effects and estimated the unconditional quantile
partial effect of minimum wage increases on family income for families at lower income quantiles. Similarly,
Guunsilius (2023) explored shifts across the entire family income distribution to illustrate the distributional
synthetic control method. To maintain clarity and focus in our application, we restrict our discussion to the
effect on the mean family income.
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The dataset covers a seven-year period, from 1998 to 2004, during which the treatment
group, Alaska, increased its minimum wage from $5.65 to $7.15 in the final year. During
this period, 33 other states did not change their minimum wage and can potentially serve
as control states. Since our method requires the number of control states not to exceed the
length of the time period, we select seven control states based on the analysis in Gunsilius
(2023), namely the states with the most significant weights in their synthetic control analysis:
Virginia, New Hampshire, Maryland, Utah, Michigan, Ohio, and Nevada.'?

We define a household as an individual unit ¢ in the study. The outcome variable Y
is the equalized family income (in log form), defined as multiples of the federal poverty
threshold, as in Dube (2019). The grouping variable G represents the state in which the
household resides. We aim to maintain a comparable set of covariates to those in Dube (2019),
incorporating one continuous variable (age) and two discrete variables (education level and
number of children).!* To aggregate individual education levels at the household level, we
count the number of individuals with some college education and categorize households into
three levels: 0, 1, and 2 or more. For the number of children, we similarly consider three
categories: 0, 1, and 2 or more. These categorizations yield a relatively balanced sample size
across the nine resulting subgroups, with the number of observations ranging from 4,000 to
12,000. This exercise demonstrates that the minimal group size can be sufficiently substantial
to implement our method in empirically relevant datasets.

We use local linear regression to estimate the conditional expectations. For the tuning pa-
rameters, we select the bandwidth by undersmoothing the recommended bandwidth from the
nprobust package (Calonico, Cattaneo, and Farrell, 2019). Specifically, for nonparametric
outcome regressions, the bandwidth is determined using the formula n'/>=%/35 x h,,, where
heet is the optimal bandwidth obtained from the local polynomial regression of the outcome

on age at the median age level, following Calonico et al. (2019). A similar procedure is used

0Specifically, in Gunsilius (2023)’s study, the four control states with the largest weights in the method
using quantile curves were Virginia (0.11), New Hampshire (0.11), Maryland (0.09), and Utah (0.07), where
the value in parentheses represents the weight assigned to each state in constructing the synthetic control.
The five control states with the largest weights in the method relying on the mixture of cumulative distri-
butions were Michigan (0.12), Ohio (0.10), Maryland (0.10), Nevada (0.07), and Virginia (0.07). Combining
these, we obtain the seven control states.

1 Given that the household is the unit of analysis in our study, we exclude person-level covariates such as
gender, race, and ethnicity, which were included in Dube (2019). Additionally, while Dube (2019) included
family size as a covariate, we omit it here due to its high correlation with the number of children, with a
correlation coefficient of 0.75 in the dataset.
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to select the bandwidth for propensity score estimation.'? Other choices of the bandwidth

lead to similar results. For cross-fitting, we choose the number of folds L = 2.

Number of Children

Education 0 Children 1 Child 2+ Children
0 0.185 —0.223 0.029
(—0.210, 0.581) (—0.938, 0.492) (—0.422, 0.481)
1 —0.122 —0.287 —0.142
(—1.124, 0.612) (—1.188, 0.613) (—0.690, 0.406)
94 0.253 —0.162 —0.117

(—0.604, 1.114) (—1.218, 0.895) (—0.636, 0.401)

Table 1: Estimated ATT from the 2003 Minimum Wage Increase in Alaska

The table reports the estimated ATT of log equalized family income for nine subgroups, defined by education
level and number of children. Education refers to the number of individuals in the household with some
college education. Multiplier bootstrap confidence intervals at the 95% level, constructed using 500 bootstrap
replications, are presented in parentheses below each point estimate.

Table 1 reports the estimated ATTs along with the 95% confidence intervals obtained via
the multiplier bootstrap method. In line with the findings of Gunsilius (2023), our results
indicate no statistically significant immediate effect on family income following the minimum
wage increase in Alaska. Several factors may contribute to this outcome. Firms confronting
higher labor costs might respond by reducing working hours or adjusting non-wage benefits
to counteract the increase in wage expenses. In competitive labor markets, the transmission
of higher minimum wages to overall family income can be limited by substitution effects,
where employers may prefer to replace low-wage workers with more experienced employees.

Due to the double robustness of our method, our findings provide an effective shield
that protects the null effect reported by Gunsilius (2023) against potential violations of
the underlying identification assumptions. Specifically, our results remain valid as long as
either the parallel trends assumption holds for family income in the absence of the minimum
wage change or the synthetic control structure accurately captures counterfactual income

dynamics across states, but not necessarily both.

12Tt is well-known in the literature that data-driven optimal bandwidth selection does not satisfy the
undersmoothing rate requirement. Consequently, it is standard practice in econometrics to apply a rule-
of-thumb undersmoothing adjustment to the data-driven optimal bandwidth. See, for example, Shen and
Zhang (2016).
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7 Concluding remarks

This paper introduces a doubly robust methodology that unifies DiD and synthetic control
approaches, enabling identification, consistent semiparametric estimation, and valid boot-
strap inference of the ATT under either parallel trends or synthetic control assumptions.
The method is applicable in a wide range of empirical settings, including panel data, re-
peated cross-sectional data, and staggered treatment designs. The framework is suitable for
various micro-level datasets, such as administrative records, survey data, or digital trace data,
where meaningful heterogeneity across groups can be exploited. We recommend that em-
pirical researchers adopt this approach to mitigate biases stemming from assumption-driven

identification and ensure more robust causal inference.
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A  Proofs

Proof of Theorem 1. Part (i): When my is correctly specified, we have, under Assump-
tion PT:
E[G, (AY —ma (X)) |X]=0for g=2,..., Ng+ 1,

and so
E [¢ (57 ma, p, W; ﬂ-l)] =K [¢ (Sa ma, p, w; 771)] .

When p is correctly specified and Z;Vfgl Wy (X) =1, we have

E|G — ; Wy (X) Z; g;gg X] —0, (A1)

and so

E [¢ (S;mAap/J];ﬂ-l)] =E [¢ (Sa mA,p,ﬁ];ﬂ'l)] :

It then suffices to show that
E ¢ (S;ma,p,w;m)] = 6.
But

E ¢ (S;ma,p, w;m)]
~ E %(AY—mA(X))] :E[%AY] —E[

T 1

— E[AY|G =1] - E[ma (X)|G = 1]

G

T

ma (X))
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= EY7 (1) =Yr1(0)|G=1]-E |[E(Y7(0) - Y7 (0)|X,G#1)|G =1

~/

=ma(X)

= EY7 (1) = Y71 (0)|G =1 -E[E Y7 (0) - Y71 (0)|X,.G=1)|G=1]
(1) = Y71 (0)|G =1 -E[Y7(0) = Y71 (0)|G = 1]

as desired, where the fourth line uses Assumption PT.

Part (ii). When p is correctly specified and Z;Vf;l wy (X) =1, we use (A.1) to obtain:

E ¢ (S;ma, p, w; m)]

_ %E <gl - ]:Gél w, (X) Z g;gg> AY

- lm@av)- 1 NZ 0, () ELEE (6,47 1)

~ “E(GAY) - —E NZ w, (X)p1 (X)E (Y (0) = Yy (0)[X.G = g)

— CE(G 7 (1)~ Yra (0) - 2B {p (DE (7 (0) - Yt (0)X.G = 1))
— CE(G[¥r (1) - Yt 0) - (G V7 (0) — Yot (0)])

— —E(G b7 (1)~ Yr 0) = E (Y7 (1) - Y7 (0)]|G = 1) =0,

where the fourth line uses Assumption SC. m

Proof of Theorem 2. In the proof, we use the notation w rather than w to represent the
pseudo-true weights. For simplicity of the exposition, we assume that the nuisance estimators
ma, P, and w are constructed from another independent sample, which is essentially achieved

by the cross-fitting method.!® The estimator will be simplified to

n

Z ¢(SZ7 mAaﬁv ’UAJ7 7%1)

i=1

o1
==
n

13See, for example, Kennedy, Balakrishnan, and G’Sell (2020) and Kennedy (2024) for similar proofs
related to double machine learning estimators.
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Define the following infeasible estimator

n

Z QS(S“ ma,p,w; 7%1)7

i=1

o1
n
where the nuisance estimators ma,p, and w are replaced by their respective true values.
Our goal is to establish the first-order equivalence between 0 and 0, where it suffices to
only examine the numerators while omitting the common denominator ;. The difference
between the numerators of ¢(S; ma, p, w; 1) and ¢(S; ma, p, w; 1) can be decomposed into

the following five terms

O(S;ma, p, W; )71 — G(S;ma, p,w; T )T = By + Ey + Es + Ey + Ej,

where
o _NG+1 o _Nc;—i-lA X)) pi(X)
El(Sa mAap>w) = g; Elg(Svaap>w) = ; wg(X)gg (ﬁg(X> - pg(X)) (AY - mA(X))>
(A.2)
Ba(Siina ) = Y Eay(Siina ) = Y (1(X) =y (X))G, 2 A (AY = ma(X)).
(A.3)
Ey(Scrna. .1) = (91 - wg<X>gg§:g§> (ha(X) —~ ma(X),
Ey(S;ma, p,b) = ;2 Eyg(S;ma, p, ) = — ; nggi( 0g(X) — wy(X))(1ma(X) — ma(X)),
- o _NG+1 - o Ng+1 ﬁl(X) p1(X) ) )
BE5(S;ma, p,) = ; Esg(S;1a, p, ) = — ; G, <ﬁg(X) — pg(X)) Wy (X) (1A (X) — ma(X)).

Both F; and E, have zero mean because E[G,(AY —ma(X))|X] = 0,¢ > 1, under Assump-

tion PT. The term FEs5 has zero mean because

Ne+1 (X Ng+1
2p> wg<X>gg§g§X§\X] =) 3 ) =BG
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The term FE, also has zero mean because

> |65 0,) 0y O () = ma GO, i

= p1(X)(ma(X) —ma(X)) ( > (@y(X) - wg(X))>

= p1(X)(ma(X) —ma(X))(1 - 1) = 0.

Here, the expectation is taken with respect to the distribution of G,, conditioned on X, while
holding the functions ma and w, fixed so that the expectation is not taken with respect to
the estimation errors in these two functions. We adopt the same convention in the rest of
the proofs.

To summarize this decomposition, the first three terms are sample averages of terms with
zero mean and shrinking variance, and the fourth and fifth terms are products of the first-
stage estimation errors. Based on this decomposition, we can write the difference between 0

and 6 as the following five parts

g=2 j=12,45

> Bs(Si;tia, p, ).
=1

S|

. 1 — .
with F;, = - ZEjg(Si;mAaﬁaw)7E3 =
i—1

The goal is to show that all these terms are of order o,(n~'/2). Since N is finite, it suffices
for us to focus on a single group g. We first examine Elg. Notice that, conditional on
(Mma,p,w), the sequence (Ei,(S;;ma,p, w))r, is iid because (ma,p,w) 1L (S;)7_,. Hence,

for i # i', we have

E [Elg(SZa mA>ﬁa w)Elg(Si’; mAaﬁ? 'LZJ)|7’77,A,]5, 121]

=K [Elg(SZa mA>ﬁa w)|mAaﬁ> 'LZJ] E [Elg(Si’; mA>ﬁa w)|mA>ﬁa 121] - 07

where the last line follows from that E [E;,(S;; ma, p, w)|ma, p, w] = 0. Then the conditional
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second moment of Elg will only consists of the diagonal terms:

E (Elg)2|mAap> 'LU] - ﬁ Z E[Elg(si;mAap> w)Elg(Si’;mA>paw)|mA>pa w]

ii'=1

1 n
= ﬁ ZE [Elg(Si;mAaﬁa w)2|mAaﬁ> 'LZJ}
i=1
1
= B [E1y(S5; 0, B, ) pia, b, 0]

The conditional second moment of E;,(S;; ma,p,w) is bounded as

E [Elg(Sw mAaﬁ> 'LZJ)2|77A’LA,]5, 121}

p(X) _ pi(X)
() (pgm Py (X)

. PR 2
SCHUJSHOO ||p1/pg - pl/pg||L2(FX) )

=K

Dy

) Wy(X)’E [(AY — ma(X))*|X, G = ¢] )mA,ﬁ, w]

under the assumption that E[(AY — ma(X))?| X, G = g] is bounded. By Markov inequality,

we have for any t > 0,

i
b Nalo# . t)

10l 121/Pg = P1/Dgll L,y
[ E
_g|p[— VBl >t
|\l @glloc 121/Pg = P1/Poll 1, )
E [0l By i, 5,

mAaﬁa 121)]

< O/t

2

- PN 2
[0g 136 1191/Bg = 1/ Dol Ly

This proves that
. 1. A —1/2
E,, =0, %ngHoo <||p1/pg _pl/pg||L2(FX)> = 0p(n )-

Similarly, we can show that Ey, = 0,(n~'/2) under the additional condition that ||w, — w,|| La(Fy) =

0p(1). For the term Ej, notice that the conditional second moment of Ej is bounded as

E |:E3(S7,7 mAaﬁ> 'LZJ)2|mA,]5> 'LZJ]
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=K <gl— g; wg(X)ggi%) (Mma(X) —ma(X))*|ha, p,w

A 2
<Cllima —mallz, iy -

under the assumption that 1/p, and w, are bounded functions. Then, following the same

steps as above, we can show that

5 1 . ~1/2

Es =0, (% <||mA - mA||L2(FX)>) = op(n / ).
The same reasoning applies to E4g:

Eng = Oy (11 = wyll gy 128 = 0y ) /VR) = 0p(n12).
For the term E5g, by the triangle inequality, we have
E | |Bsyllina, b, 0] < = 7 E|Bsy(Sisvivs, 5, @) i, )
i3
=K [|E5g(52a mAaﬁa w)HmAaﬁa ZZJ] :

We can proceed to prove that

E [| Esq(Si; ma, D, W)||ma, p, W]
<E [y (X) |p1(X)/Dg(X) — p1(X)/pg(X))(Ma(X) — ma(X))| |[fa, p, 0]

<[Jtogllos lID1/Pg — pl/ngLz(FX) [7a — mA||L2(FX)
based on the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Using the Markov inequality again, we obtain that
Esg = Op (ngHoo 1P1/Dg — pl/pg||L2(FX) [7a — mAHLz(FX)> = Op(n_l/z)-

This proves that 0—0= op(n_l/ 2). Therefore, 0 has the same asymptotic distribution as 0.

The asymptotic distribution of 8 follows from the Slutsky’s theorem:

V(0 —0)
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=ﬁ11ﬁ ; <gu(An — ma(Xy)) ; wg<Xi>ggi§;g3(Am —ma(X;)) — egu)
1 - AN pi(Xi)
“mvn 2 Z (gu(AYi —ma(X;)) — ; wg(Xi)ggipg(XZ)(AY ma(X;)) — 991z> + op(1),

_\/’Z(Z)T )+ 0p(1),

which implies that 6 is asymptotically normal, with the asymptotic variance being

E (%(AY —ma(X) = 6) = D ()6, AY - mA<X>>>

:7% (E GL(AY —ma(X) — 0)? + p1(X)? Z l;z(g();E[(AY —ma(X))?|X,G = g]])
|7 X RN o)
=E m + 2 g; g( ) pg(X) )

where 07 = var(AY — ma(X)|G = 1) and 02(X) = E[(AY — ma(X))*|X,G = ¢] =
var(AY|X, G = g) for g > 2. Note that

o? =E [(AY —ma(X) - 0)*|G = 1]
E [(AY —ma(X))?|G = 1]
= E{E[(AY —ma(X))*|X,G =1]}.

IN

According to the condition (i) of Theorem 2, both o} and o7 (X) are finite and hence the
asymptotic variance is finite. Thus, # is asymptotically normal with the given asymptotic
variance, completing the proof. m

Proof of Theorem 3. We follow the steps in the proof of Theorem 2. We have the

following decomposition:

A~ A

O(S;ma, P, W; )71 — G(S;m, p,w; )7y = By + By + Es + Ey + E5 + Eg,
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where

E\(S;ina, pod) = ) wy(X)Gy (F1g(X) = r14(X)) (AY —ma (X)),
Er(S;ma, p,w) = Z (Wg(X) — wy(X))Gyr1,g(X)(AY — ma (X)),
E3(S; 1, p,w) = (gl - wg(X)ggTLg(X)> (ma(X) —ma(X)), (A.4)

Ey(S;ma, by ) = = Y Gyrig(X)(@g(X) = wy(X))(a(X) = ma(X)),

NG—l—l

E5(S;ina, b)) = = Y Gy (Fry(X) = r1(X)) g (X) (1a (X) = ma(X)),

Ne+1
Eo(S;ma, p,0) = Y (y(X) = wy(X))Gy (F19(X) = 11,4(X)) (AY = ma(X)).

9=2
The terms Fs, F3, Fy, and E5 are the same as those in the proof of Theorem 2, and F; +
Eg is the same as FE; defined in the proof of Theorem 2. For j = 1,...,6, denote Ej =
%Z?:l E;(S;;ma,p,w). Following the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 2, we
have Ej = op(n_l/z),j = 3,4,5,6. However, unlike in the previous case, the terms E; and
E5 are not necessarily mean-zero when we do not impose Assumption PT, and they will
contribute to the asymptotic variance of 6. Similar to the proof of Theorem 2, we can use
the sample-splitting argument to show stochastic equicontinuity. Let Elg denote the analog
of Elg constructed using the population distribution instead of the empirical distribution,

ie.,

Elg = E[Elg(sa mA7ﬁ7 w>|f1179]

= /Xwg(x)Pg(I)(fl,g(f) — r14(2))(mg.a(2) — malx)) fx()de,
where mgy a(2) = E[AY |G = g, X = z]. For i # i, we have

E [(Elg(si; mAaﬁ? ’LZJ) - Elg)(Elg(Si’; mAaﬁ? ’LZJ) - Elg)|ff’1,g = 0.
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Thus,
> SN2) 1 2 ~ SN2)
E [(Elg — Eyg) |7“17g} =_E [(Elg(si;mmp,w) — Big)7|i1g
< O = TI,QH%Q(X)/n-

This implies that Elg — Elg = 0,(n"'/?). Therefore, we only need to analyze the asymptotic

behavior of Elg. By the uniform Bahadur representation, we have

_ i i Xi—x\ G —11,4(Xi)Gyi
By = nh;ng(I)pg(f)K( h ) Pg(X5)

X (mga(z) —ma(x))dx + op(n_l/z)

G1i — 11,9(X5) Gy
pg(Xi)

X (mga(Xi +uh) — ma(X; + uh))du + 0,(n~/?)

— % Z /_OO wy(Xi + uh)py(X; + uh) K (u)

— % Z Wy (X:)(Gri — 71,4(Xi)Gyi) (Mg A (X)) — ma(X3)) 4 0,(n~1/?),

where a change of variables uh = X; — x is applied to obtain the second equality, and the
third equality follows from the standard Taylor expansion together with the assumption
that w,, p,, and m, A are twice continuously differentiable,'® K is symmetric and satisfies
[ K(u)du=1and [~ w?K(u)du < 0o, and h = o(n~'/*). Define Ey, and Es, analogously,
and we can show that Egg — Ey, = 0,(n~"/?). More specifically, for Ey, and E = Z;V:G;l By,
we have

Epy = /X (g(x) = wy(@))p1(2)(mg,a () — ma(z)) fx (z)dz,

/

@:L Wo(z) = wo(a) (@) fx(2)de, (A.5)

— Ly (Wo(x) — wo(x))

where we let u(X) = pi(X)(moa(X) —ma(X),...,my+1.4(X) —ma(X))'. Notice that in

M Notice that the derivatives are bounded because X has a compact support. Also, Mg A = Mg T — Mg T—1
and is twice continuously differentiable by assumption.

47



(A.5), we no longer have the constant term because of the following cancellation:

Ng Ne
WNG41 — W1 = 1= Yty — (1= ) wy) = =1y (to(x) — wo(x)).
g=2 g=2

For 2 < g < Ng, we can uniformly linearize the difference w, — wy as

Wy — Wy
= (M'M)™" M, — (M'M)™ M'm,
= (M'M)"M'(hy —my) + (M' M) (M — M)'m,
—(M'M)™Y[(M — M) M + M'(M — M)|(M'M)"*M'my + 0,(n""?),  (A.6)

where the remainder term o,(n~'/2) is uniform over x € X provided that 1,; — m,; =
0,(n~Y*) uniformly and that the matrix M (z) M () is invertible uniformly over x € X.
Combining (A.5) with (A.6), we know that up to an error term of order o,(n~"?), E, is

equal to the sum of the following three terms:

[atay| | CIOMED M) o) g,
e | =t (M) M @) M (@) (i (x) = (@)
[atap | OG0 i) T
e | St (M@ M (@) (0 (@) = M) (@)

) (
(M () M ()™ [(VI(2) = M(2)) M(2) + M(z) (M () = M(2))] |
/ u(e) x(MA(x)’M(x))_lM(z)’ml (7) A
v (U (M (@) M(@) | (V(2) = M(2))' M () + M(x) (M (2) ~ M(2))]
X (M (2) M ()" M(x)'my ()

Furthermore, we can use the uniform Bahadur representation of mg,; together with the

previous change of variables techniques to show that

mexw—mme@Mﬂwm=%§jC@“z;gﬁX”)mxn+%m*@,mn

for any twice continuously differentiable function n(x). Define A(S) as the following (7 —
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1) x (Ng — 1) matrix

where a_1+(5) is defined as

a_14(S) = (%(YQ — ma (X)) _ Gngr1(Ye — myg1.4(X)) o
B pa(X) g1 (X) s
gNG (Y;‘/ - mNG,t(X>> - gNG‘Fl(}/; - mNG+1,t(X))>/
Prg (X) Prg+1(X)

for 1 <t <7 — 1. Similarly, we define

_ (G =mia(X))  Grgri(Y1 — mg41a(X))
W)= (T e
Gi(Yr—1 —migra(X))  Gngr1 (Y71 — mNG+1,T—1(X))>’
pi(X) Pret(X) '

Define P(S) = P1(S) + P2(S) + P5(S), where

Pi(S) = (M(X)'M (X)) M(X)ar(S),
Py(S) = (M(X)'M (X)) A(S)'mi (X),
Py(S) = — (M(X)'M (X)) 7" [A(S) M (X) + M(X)'A(S)] (M(X)'M (X))™" M(X)'mi (X).

To clarify, here M (X) and A(S) are matrices constructed from a single observation X and S,
rather than matrices derived from the entire sample. Based on (A.7), we obtain the influence

function for F5 as

worl RO ] | P9 M(X),[ Pi(S)
_—1§VG_1P1(S) _1§VG_1P2(S> 1Nc—1P3(S)
uxy| PO
1, 1 P(S)
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Therefore, the influence function of 6 is

1 (%(AY CmaX) = 3 w06, (v~ (x)) egl)

1 g=2 pg(X>
+ 2> (w0 - 9 my(X) = ma0) )+ L [Py 14 PO ),
) =4, (5) ’ =3(5)

(A.8)

where ¢, and 1, are the adjustment terms in the influence function to account for the errors
in estimating the nuisance parameters. The asymptotic variance V5 is equal to the second

moment of the above influence function. m

Lemma A.1 Let a,;,1 < i < n, be a triangular sequence of deterministic constants such

that lim, ,eon 23>0 a2, = a® > 0 and n™ 300 | |an)*™ < oco. Let X1 < i < n,
be an iid triangular sequence of random wvariables such that E[X,;| = 0, E[X2] = 1, and

E[| X,:)**°] < 0o for some § > 0. Then ﬁ S ani X converges in distribution to N (0, a?),

as n — oQ.

Proof of Lemma A.1. Define X,; = a,;X,; and apply the Lindeberg-Feller central limit
theorem for triangular arrays to the sequence X,;. It suffices for us to verify the Lyapunov
condition, which implies the Lindeberg condition. Notice that X,i’s are independent with

mean E[X,,;] = 0 and variance E[X?,] = a2,. We verify the Lyapunov condition as follows:

Z?:l E[|Xn7/|2+6] _ EHX |2+6] Z?:l |a'ni|2+6
~ (2+6)/2 - nl n 2 (2+6)/2
(T El%ul)) (Ziy o)

% Z?:l |ani|2+6

Ly, a2)

= E[| X [***] g0 "% = o(1),

where we used the condition that n=* Y a2, — a* > 0 and n™' 3" | [a,]*™ < oo. Then,

by the Lindeberg-Feller central limit theorem, we have

Vi i _ 2z WXt 4 gy,

DD D i1
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which implies the desired convergence in distribution result in view of Slutsky’s theorem and
the assumption that n='>" @, — o®. =
Proof of Theorem 4. Recall that op(l) and O,(1) are defined under the joint distribution
of the bootstrap weights W, and the sample S,,, and 0;(1) and O;(1) are defined based on
the conditional probability distribution W, given the sample S,,. According to Lemma 3 in
Cheng and Huang (2010), 0,(1) is equivalent to o5(1), and O,(1) is equivalent to O;(1). In
addition, 0j(1) x O5(1) = 05(1). Therefore, depending on the context, we will use whichever
of the two notions is more convenient or desired.

For Part (i), we want to derive an asymptotic representation for the bootstrap estimator

under the parallel trends condition. Define 6* as the bootstrap estimator constructed using

the true values of the nuisance functions:
1 n
o =— Zl W;6(Si; ma, p, w; 77).
1=

Define the numerator of ¢ as ¢, (S) = ¢(S;;ma,p, w;m)m. The difference between 6*

and the true 0 is

; 7 2t Wit (51) Elduum ()]

0 — ==
T T

1
% Z?:l Wi¢num(5i)wl - E[(énum(s)]ﬁi

7?('1(77'1

_ 1 ZW < P E[%;T(S)]gu) %

_ = : T 1 E[(bnum(s)] ) T — ﬁj{
- n ;Wz¢ ( +— n ZWZ ( num ™ glz 717%;

LS Wil (80 + oy ), (A9)

where ¢'(S) = ¢(S;ma,p, w;m) — 0G, /71, and we use the fact that 75 = 7, + 0,(1) with
71 being strictly positive (which is true given Assumption O). Using the notations from the

proof of Theorem 2, the difference between #* and 0* is equal to

A NG+1 A A
o — (Z > E;g+E§>,

g=2 j=1,2,4,5
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where the superscript ‘«x’ denotes that the object is constructed using the bootstrap weights

and nuisance estimates, i.e.,
E;, =—ZW (S, P, ). (A.10)

Because the weights W; are iid and independent of the data S,, and the bootstrapped nuisance
estimators satisfy the same requirements in Theorem 2, we can follow the same procedure
as in the proof of Theorem 2 to show that 6* — 6* = 0,(n~'/2). Combining this with (A.9),

we obtain that

V(0 wa ) + 0p(1).

From the proof of Theorem 2, we also have

Subtracting the two representations and applying Lemma 3 in Cheng and Huang (2010), we
obtain that

V(b — IZ W; = 1)6'(Si) + 05(1).

|2+9] exists for some positive &, by the strong law of large

Because we assume that E[|¢(S;)
numbers, we have almost surely that n=' > | |¢'(S;)]*"® < oo and that n=' 3", ¢'(S;)?
converges to E[¢'(S;)?] almost surely. By Lemma A.1 and the independence between the

bootstrap weights W, and the sample data S,,, we have that

P (Vi - ) <alS,) P (Va(d - ) <a) ) — 0,(1).

The uniformity (over the real line) in the convergence follows from Lemma 2.11 of van der
Vaart (1998).
For Part (ii), using the notations from the proof of Theorem 3, the difference between 6
and 0" is equal to
. ~ 1 Ng+1 ) .
o= L3 Y mem).
™ g=2 j=1,2,4,5.6

where the superscript “«’ denotes that the object is constructed using the bootstrap weights
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and nuisance estimates. Similar to (A.10), we define E;g and E; as the bootstrap version of
the quantities in (A.4). Because the weights WW; are iid and independent of the data S,,, we
can show that the terms Eg and E]*g,j = 4,5,6, are of order 0,(n"/?) by using arguments
similar to those in the proof of Theorems 2 and 4.

Similar to the proof of Theorem 3, we let Efg denote the analog of Efg constructed using

the population distribution instead of the empirical distribution, i.e.,

B}, = E[WiEyy(Si; i, p*,d%)|7] ]
- E[W |T1 g] [Elg(Szv mAap* w*)wig]
H—/

=1

= /X wy(2)pg () (P14 (%) = 71,4(2)) (mg,a(2) = ma(2)) fx (2)dz

where due to cross-fitting, 77 ; is constructed using weights independent with W; and .5;. We
can follow the same procedure as in the proof of Theorem 3 to show that Efg—Efg = 0,(n=%/2).

More specifically, for i # ', we have
E | (B, (Sis10a, 0, 0°) = Bi, ) (B (Sus s, ', %) = B, I, | = 0.
Thus,

vk [ Ak 1 A~k e A%
E|(Bi, — Bi,)'l, | = —E |(Bly(Siia. 5% 0%) — B, |

< CHfig - Tl,g||2L2(X)/n-

This implies that Efg — Efg = op(n_l/ 2). Therefore, we only need to analyze the asymptotic

behavior of Ei‘g. By the uniform Bahadur representation specified in Theorem 4, we have

B = 22 [ ik (F55) 0000 ()
X (mga(x) —ma(z))dz + op(n~"?)
= 3 Xty (X ) K ) WiGhs — 71 (0G40 )

X (mg.a(X; 4+ uh) — ma(X; + uh))du + o0,(n=/?)
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1 n
= D With (8) + op(n™?),
=1

where a change of variables uh = X; — x is applied as before, and v, is the adjustment
term defined in (A.8). Note that the bootstrap weights can be arranged to the left of 1, (.S;)
because the nuisance functions 77 () — r1,4(7) enter Efg in a linear way. The bootstrap
nuisance estimates can also be linearized into Ej according to (A.5) and (A.6), and then

we can follow the same procedure to derive the influence function for Ej, which is Ej =

LS Withy(S:) 4 0,(n/2). Therefore, we have

0= =2 ST (8 + a(S1) + o).
i=1

The remainder of the proof follows the same steps as in Part (i) to apply Lemma A.1. m

Proof of Corollary 5. Under Assumption TI, we have

E[gbrc(src; ,UG;AL’Ta Ha1,7) P, Wi T, )‘Ta )‘T—l)] - E[¢(Sa ma,p, w; ﬂ-l)]a

where, on the right-hand side, we replace AY and ma(X) in ¢(S;ma, p, w; 1) with

(& B ‘37_1) v and (MG;ALT(X) _ NG;Al,T—l(X)) ’
A AT AT AT-1

respectively. Then the claims of the corollary follow from Theorem 1. m
Proof of Theorem 6. We follow similar steps as in the proof of Theorem 2 and assume
that the nuisance estimators are constructed from another independent sample. Define O,

as the infeasible estimator constructed using the true nuisance parameters:

- 1< o
erc = E Z gbrc(S;C; MG;&I,T? :U“G;él,T—lapa w; Ty, )\Ta )‘T—l)~
i=1

The difference between the numerators of 9rc and érc parallels that between 0 and 0. Specifi-
cally, this involves substituting AY with (Zf — E) Y, ma(X) with (“Gﬁ»T(X) _ /J'G7$},T—1(X)>7
AT AT-1 AT AT-1

and ma(X) with <ﬂc¢}\’;(‘x) — ﬂG’?\:’l(x)) In particular, we obtain that
—1

bre (S ﬂc;ﬂ,% ﬂG;éLT_pﬁa W; T, A7, ATo1) 71 — B (S5 He#1,15 Ha#1,7—15 P> W; T, AT, ATo1) T
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T Ng+1
- Z (_1)T_t ( Z (Erc,lg,t + Erc,2g,t + Erc,4g,t + Erc,Sg,t) + Erc,3,t> )

=T —1 o
where
Bregt(S™; i 12 D 3 Ae) = 10y (X) G, (ZE;; — ZEED (Sﬁy /“;\stélt(X)) ’
Bro2g4(S™; figpy o s 3 A) = (Wg(X) — wg(X))gg]]j;g; (Sty - l;\ct:;ﬂ,t(X)) |
Ng+1 .
Ere3,t(5™; g g0 Dy W5 A) = <g1 - g wg(X)ggZE))g) (MG#lt(X>5;MG# t(X)) |
Breag (™ figoan oo B ) = —G, 22D (4, (30) = w, () (ﬂG#,m - MG#AX)) |
pg(X) A 3,
Erespt(5™ i By 03 ) = —G, <£:g % _ g:g ;) y(X) (uc;#l,t(X ) A—t MG#,t(X)) |

Each of the above terms can be shown to be 0,(n~/2). To see this, first observe that each A
in the denominator can be replaced with the true )\, introducing an error of only o,(n~'/2).
This follows from the consistency of the nuisance estimators and the fact that 1/, = 1/\, +
O, (n~/2), which is a consequence of the central limit theorem and the assumption that )\, >
0. Additionally, E [((zTY — g OV /A = (Tr Y — g s (X)) /A7) | X, G = g}
is bounded by assumption. The remaining steps then follow directly from the proof of
Theorem 2, yielding 6. = 0, +0,(n~2). We apply the delta method to obtain the influence
function for 6,.. Notice that 6,. is a combination of five sample averages:

SA; SA,

érc - -

R 1 h(ﬁ-laj\Ta S\T—lamlas—AZ)a
TIAT AT

where h(z1, 22, 23, 24, 25) = P Zf—Z%, and SA; and SA; denote the respective sample averages
of

SA, = (Ql — i Gywy(X) pl(X)) (TrY — pep (X)),

plan pi(X)
SAy = <g1 - Z Ggwy(X) : ) (TT—ly - :UG;ALT—1(X)) :
g=2
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According to the central limit theorem, we have that

\/ﬁ{ (1 A A1, 521, 5| = [mr g, AT_l,E[SAdaE[SAzﬂl}

/
LYY <o, var [gl, T Ty, SA, SAJ ) .

Let zg = [m1, A, Ar—1, E[SA4;], E[SAs]]". We can calculate the gradient of the function h as

oh 1 (E[SA] E[SA))\ 6 9n, 1 [E[SA]]
9 = T ( o mm) T am T ( . ) ’
oh, 1 [E[SA] oh, 1 on, 1
9% = (AT) ey W, S s v

According to the delta method, we have that \/ﬁ(érc —0) N A, where A is defined as

A= Vh‘/z:zoN (O, var |:g1, TT, T’T—la SAl, SAQ] )

1 [E[SA 1 E[SA A A
=N<O,Uarl—ig1__<M)gT+ ( S 2])2(7__14_ SA; B SA, })
™ A1\ TiAT A1 \ 1A 1

It follows from Corollary 5 that

E[SA] _ E[SA] _,
TIAT TIAT-1 .

The influence function of érc, and hence 9rc, obtained via the delta method, is then given by

0 Tr— A1 (E[SA2] ) Tr1— A1 (E[SAQ] )
- —Gi— +0)+
T 61 AT TIAT 1 AT_1 TIAT1
Ng—l—l
1 p1(X) (‘ZTY_MG;HT(X) ‘ZT—IY_NG;élT—l(X))
+— 16— Gywg(X : — : :
< 1 g; g g( )pg(X)) )\7_ )\7__1

(A.11)

The second moment of the above influence function is the asymptotic variance V;°.
|

Proof of Theorem 7. Similar to the proof of Theorem 3, we can show that the adjustment
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term in the influence function of 6, will be generated by the following terms:

NG—l—l
E (Erc,lg,T - Erc,lg,T—l + Erc,2g,T - Erc,2g,T—1)7
9=2

n 1 n rc. 7 A
where Ey¢ jo¢ = n 21:1 Ermjg,t(si s HG1,60 Py W5 A1) and

re. - R . Y —p (X)
Brotgu( S i 1 s 3 ) = w,(X)G, <n,g<X>—n,g<X>>( o~ Lo )
t

Y — NG;él,t(X))
i ’

Bro (S fn o s 5 ) = (105 (X) — 1y(X))Gyrr.0(X) (

First, similar to the proof of Theorem 7, we can replace each \; in the denominator with the
true ), introducing an error of only 0,(n~'/2). Then we follow the proof of Theorem 3 to
derive the influence functions for the terms EArCJ—g,t. For Erqlg,t, we can derive its influence

function as

Hga(Xi) = pgz1,4(Xi) -
rc dgt — — Z wg glz - Tlg( z)gm) 91 )\t GELL + Op(n 1/2>,

where j1, ,(7) = E[T,Y|G = g, X = z]. Similarly, the influence function for EAIrC72g7t is
[PrC(SrC),a _1§VG_1PrC(SrC):| urc,t(X)a
where . (X) and P,.(S™) are defined as

Uret (X) = pr(X) (o, (X) = g o(X), -+ s i1, (X) = pipn (X)) /M,
Poo(S™) = (Myo(X) Mro(X)) ™ Mio( X)' a1,50(S™)

(Mio(X > (X)) T Are(S™) My e (X)

— ([Mee(X) Mo (X)) [Are(S™) Mie( X) + Mre(X) Are(S™)]

X (M <X>M (X)) ™ Mye(X)'mn re( X)),

_|_
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with M,. and m,.; defined as

(M2,1 - :LLNg—i-l,l)/)‘l T (NNG,l - MNG+1,1)/)‘1
MI‘C = : : )
(,U2,T—1 - IUNG+1,T—1)/)‘T—1 s (:uNg,T—l - :UNG+1,T—1)/)‘T—1
(U1,1 - ,UNG+1,1)/)\1
Mrc1 = )

(1 7—1 = Bng+1,7-1) /AT
and A, and a,.; defined as
arc,—l,l(Src)/

AI‘C(SrC) =

arc,—l,T—l(SrC),
gg(TtY - ,U27t(X)) . gNG—i-l(th - /”LNg-‘rl,t(X))

e, —14(S™) = (

)\tp2(X> )\tpNG+1(X) o
Ong (BY =y (X)) Gnont(TY — :uNg-i-l,t(X)))/
)\tpNG (X ) )\tpNG+1 (X ) ’
a 1(5“) _ <g1(gly - :ul,l(X)) _ ch+1(‘51Y - MNG+1,1<X))
© Ap1(X) MPNg+1(X) T
GL(Tr 1Y — py71(X)) B One1(TraY — MNG+1,T—1(X)))’
Arap1(X) AT1PNg+1(X)

Therefore, the influence function for érc is the following:

(ALL) [ P(§). Ty 1 P(5)] e () — e 71 (X))

B!
1 Ng+1
2 w(X)(G —riy(X)G,)
g=2
« (MQ,T(X) - :uG;él,T(X) _ Mg,T—l(X) - NG;él,T—l(X)) . (A.12)
AT AT1

The second moment of the above influence function is equal to the asymptotic variance V;°.

|
Proof of Corollary 8.  The proofs follow the same arguments as those of Theorems 4.

Specifically, we derive the asymptotic linear representations for \/n(67, — ) and /n(f,. — 0),
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take their difference, and apply Lemma A.1. For brevity, the details are omitted. m

Proof of Corollary 9. This result mirrors Theorem 1. To see this, simply treat group
g as group 1 and the groups in Dy as groups 2,..., Ng + 1. Assumptions NA-stg, PT-stg,
and SC-stg correspond to Assumptions NA, PT, and SC, respectively. Hence, the conclusion

is identical to Theorem 1. =
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