arXiv:2511.22886v1 [econ.EM] 28 Nov 2025

Treatment Effects in the Regression Discontinuity Model with
Counterfactual Cutoft and Distorted Running Variables

Moyu Liao * 1

University of Sydney

December 1, 2025

Abstract

We develop a new framework for evaluating the total policy effect in regression discontinuity
designs (RDD), incorporating both the direct effect of treatment on outcomes and the indirect
effect arising from distortions in the running variable when treatment becomes available. Our
identification strategy combines a conditional parallel trend assumption to recover untreated
potential outcomes with a local invariance assumption that characterizes how the running vari-
able responds to counterfactual policy cutoffs. These components allow us to identify and
estimate counterfactual treatment effects for any proposed threshold. We construct a nonpara-
metric estimator for the total effect, derive its asymptotic distribution, and propose bootstrap
inference procedures. Finally, we apply our framework to the Italian Domestic Stability Pact,
where population-based fiscal rules generate both behavioral responses and running-variable

distortions.

1 Introduction

Regression Discontinuity Designs (RDD) have become one of the most influential empirical strategies
in applied economics, in large part due to their transparent identification of causal effects in settings
where treatment assignment is determined by a cutoff rule. Lee (2008) provides a foundational
interpretation of the sharp RDD by showing that, under continuity of potential outcomes at the

threshold, the discontinuity in observed outcomes identifies a local average treatment effect (LATE)
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for units at the margin of indifference. Importantly, Lee’s framework allows the running variable to
be influenced by individuals’ anticipation of treatment, as long as such sorting does not generate a
discontinuity in potential outcomes at the cutoff. In this sense, the RDD estimand can be understood
as a characteristics—weighted average treatment effect for units whose underlying attributes place
them near the policy threshold.

While this framework is extremely powerful, it is limited in several important dimensions when
the research or policy question extends beyond the immediate neighborhood of the cutoff. First,
the classical RDD focuses exclusively on the direct effect of treatment on outcomes by conditioning
on the running variable, without accounting for the possibility that the running variable itself may
be endogenously distorted by the availability or anticipation of treatment. Second, identification
is restricted to a local parameter at the cutoff, whereas policy makers may be interested in causal
effects for individuals away from the boundary. Third, standard RDD methods are tied to the
observed cutoff, leaving open the policy-relevant question of how treatment effects would differ
under a counterfactual threshold.

To address these three limitations, we develop a new framework that augments the standard
RDD setup with a two-period, two-group structure. We consider periods ¢ € {0, 1} and groups Z; €
{0,1}. For individuals with Z; = 0, treatment is never available in either period. For individuals
with Z; = 1, treatment is unavailable in period ¢ = 0 but becomes available in period ¢ = 1
depending on their running variable. We introduce a potential-outcome framework for the running
variable, Ry = R%(1—Z;) + Z;|R)1(t =0) + RL1(t = 1)]7 which allows the running variable to
be distorted from RY, to R}, when treatment becomes available. By defining the total policy effect
on individual 4 in period t = 1 as Y1 (R}) — Y} (RY,), our framework explicitly incorporates both the
direct treatment effect and the indirect effect arising from the endogenous distortion of the running
variable. This directly resolves the first limitation of the prior literature.

To address the second limitation—extrapolating treatment effects away from the cutoff—we
leverage the Z; = 0 group as a control group. Specifically, we impose a conditional parallel trend
assumption on untreated potential outcomes between the two groups, which allows us to recover
the counterfactual untreated outcome Y;J(RY) for the Z; = 1 units. This strategy differs funda-
mentally from the two main existing extrapolation approaches: the local policy invariance method
of Dong and Lewbel (2015), which extrapolates using local derivatives near the cutoff, and the
conditional-independence-based extrapolation of Angrist and Rokkanen (2015), which conditions

on covariates to remove dependence between potential outcomes and the forcing variable. In con-



trast, our approach uses overtime variation and between-group comparisons to build the necessary
counterfactual.

To address the final limitation—evaluating treatment effects under counterfactual cutoffs—we
assume that the distortion of the running variable under a counterfactual policy threshold exhibits
a translation-invariant structure relative to the observed distortion. Combined with the conditional
parallel trend assumption, this allows us to predict both the counterfactual distribution of the
distorted running variable and the implied counterfactual treatment effects at any proposed cutoff.

Building on these identification ideas, we construct a nonparametric estimator of the counter-
factual total policy effect by combining kernel estimators for (i) the conditional mean of untreated
potential outcomes, (ii) the conditional density of the running variable distortion, and (iii) the con-
ditional mean of realized treated outcomes. Following the procedure outlined in Section 3, we derive
the asymptotic linear expansion of the estimator and show that, despite the multiple nonparametric
components, the estimator converges at the y/n rate. This fast rate arises because the estimand is
an average counterfactual policy effect that depends only on the treated subsample, and because
undersmoothing renders the nonparametric bias asymptotically negligible. We evaluate the finite-
sample performance through simulations and find that, due to the persistence of finite-sample bias,
a two-scale bias-reduction estimator performs substantially better. Both empirical and ¢-bootstrap
procedures deliver accurate confidence interval coverage in moderately sized samples.

We illustrate the usefulness of our approach by applying it to the setting of Grembi et al. (2016),
who study the effect of Italy’s Domestic Stability Pact (DSP) rules on municipal fiscal behavior.
In their setting, municipalities below a population threshold faced different fiscal rules than those
above it, and population itself may respond endogenously to fiscal incentives. Section 5 describes
the institutional context and data. Our result shows that DSP decreases the municipal deficit for

counterfactual cutoff set above 4,600 and can increase deficit if set below 4,600.

Literature This paper contributes to the literature on RDD by extending the identification and
estimation of treatment effects beyond the observed cutoff. Lee (2008) establishes the modern
interpretation of the RDD as identifying a local average treatment effect under continuity of potential
outcomes. Dong and Lewbel (2015) show how marginal changes in the policy threshold can identify
the marginal threshold treatment effect under a local policy invariance assumption. Angrist and
Rokkanen (2015) develop a conditional-independence-based strategy for extrapolating RDD effects

away from the cutoff using covariates.



We also contribute to the growing literature combining Difference-in-Differences ideas with RDD
designs. Grembi et al. (2016) use a parallel trend structure to net out confounding mayoral wage
policies that coincide with the same population cutoff, but their focus remains on the direct treat-
ment effect rather than the full policy effect including the distortion of the running variable. Our
framework incorporates both components and thus enriches the set of policy-relevant estimands

available in RDD settings.

2 Econometric Framework

Consider a two-period model t = 0,1 and a regression discontinuity design that happens in period
t = 1. Let Y;; be the observed outcome variable for individual ¢ in period ¢, let R;; be the running
variable that will determine the treatment status in period ¢t = 1. Let Z; € {0,1} be a binary
variable that determines whether the individual is subject to RDD in period ¢ = 1. The treatment
status Dy = 0 for all individuals ¢ and ¢ = 0, and Dy = 1(R;; > ¢, Z; = 1) for period t = 1. The
observed outcome variable is generated by the potential outcome model:

Yit(Rit) = Yi%(Rz‘t)Dz‘t + Yi?(Rit)(l — Dy), 2.1)

Ry = RY(1— Z) + Z; [R}1(t = 0) + R L(t = 1)] .
The running variable R;; can also be influenced by the treatment due to the firm’s endogenous
behavior of choosing the running variable. The econometrician cannot observe Y;i (R;;) and Y9 (R;t)
simultaneously and the potential outcome can depend on R;;. The running variable can also be
influenced by the potential to be treated since individuals may strategically choose the running
variable when the treatment is potentially available to them. As a result, for the control group
Z; = 0, we always observe the policy undistorted potential running variable R,?t, while for the Z; = 1
group, we observe R?t for t = 0 period and the distorted potential running variable R}, for the t = 1
period. The econometrician may also observe a set of covariates X;;, but we leave the discussion
to extensions. We also impose the following exogeneity condition for the potential outcome. The
potential outcome framework in (2.1) is general: If we impose E[Y¢(Ry)|Xu = 2] = E[Y2| X3 = 7]

for d = 0,1, then we get the model in Angrist and Rokkanen (2015).

Assumption 2.1. The potential outcome Y;? (R?l) in period t = 1 is exogenous to the distorted



running variable given the undistorted running variable R?t, i.€e.,
KQ(R?I) L Dy, Rzll’ Ril() Zi, R?O? Riol'
The literature has focused on the local average treatment effect:

S(ri,r9) = E[Ya(Ri) — Y2(Ri)|Zi = 1,¢ = r1, Riy = 19, t = 1],

(2

which is the effect of treatment with treatment cutoff ¢ = r; if an individual’s running variable is
fixed at ro > r1 (Dong and Lewbel, 2015). Under suitable continuity conditions, we can identify

the local treatment effect at the treatment cutoff:
S(C, C) —=i.d. E[Y;t|t == 1,Zi == 13Rit = C] — 11H1+ E[Y;t‘t = 1,Zi == 1aRit = C— 6]. (22)
e—0

The local average treatment effect is not the only object that is interesting to the policy makers:
it does not consider the policy effect via the distortion of the potential running variable. To take

into account the distortion of running variables, we can also define the local effects of policy
T(r1,r2) = E[Yi(Ry) — YA(Rio)|Zi = 1,¢ = 11, Riy = 73],

The total treatment effect with cutoff ¢ = r; focuses on a person with post-treatment running
variable R;; = ro, and compares the treated outcome Yﬁ(Rzll) with its untreated potential outcome
evaluated at the undistorted potential running variable Y, (RY,). The difference T'(r1,72) —S(r1,72)
is the indirect effect of policy via the distortion of the running variable.

The policy maker is interested in both evaluating policy effect under the current policy cutoff
¢, as well as the counterfactual policy effect when the policy cutoff is chosen at a different value
c*f > ¢. When evaluating the treatment effect at each cutoff level, the policy maker also wants to
know the local direct and indirect effect on the treated unmit, i.e., S(c/,r), T(¢,r) for r > ¢. For
a policy maker who wants to know the counterfactual overall population treatment effect on the

treated, we define the quantity
ATT () = E[T (¢, Ryy)|Riy > ¢/,

which is policy relevant and can inform the policy maker about the overall benefits of policy.



2.1 Identification Strategy

To infer the treatment effect in a counterfactual cutoff location, we need to consider several steps:
First, we use the over-time variation of (Y, Rit)|Z; = 0 to infer the trend of Y2(RY). When
we derive the trend of Y,{(RY), the potential outcome model (2.1) implies the correct conditional
parallel trend assumption to impose. Second, for Z; = 1 and ¢t = 1 period, we can identify the
realized distributions of (Y, R})|Z; = 1,t = 1, Ry < c and (Y;},R})|Z; = 1,t = 1,R;t > c. The
conditional distribution R} |RY;, Z; = 1 informs us how the individuals select the distorted running
variable given their past undistorted running variable. Last, to infer the treatment effect in the new
cutoff place, we use the difference between the distribution Yj;|Z; = 1,t = 1 and Y;(t]\ZZ- =1t=1
to inform us the treatment effect conditional on the running variables, and then impose additional
translation invariance in the running variable distortion to inform us of the distortion of running

variables under the new policy cutoff.

Identifying the counterfactual outcome for D;; =1 We first impose the conditional parallel

trend assumption in the untreated potential outcome conditional on the running variable:

Assumption 2.2. (Conditional parallel trend in running variables)

E[}/;?(R?I) - Yz‘%(R?o”Zi =1, R?o =r9] = E[Yi(l)(R?l) - Yz'(())(R?oNZi =0, R?o = 10|

We choose R?O as the conditioning variable in Assumption 2.2 based on two reasons: first,
we cannot observe R?l for the Z; = 1 group and R}l for the Z; = 0 group, so it is not possible
to add these running variables in the parallel trend assumption; second, as we will see later, the
distortion of running variable can be characterized as the conditional distribution of Ril1 given R?O,
and conditioning on R?O will deliver the right conditional unobserved potential outcome expectation

so that we can take into account the distortion of the running variables.

Lemma 2.1. Assumption 2.2 identifies the conditional mean E[Y(R$)|RY = 10, Z; = 1].

Identifying the distortion of running variables When individuals can potentially have access
to the treatment, the running variable may be intentionally distorted to select into or out of treat-
ment. The way that the running variables are distorted is characterized by the following conditional
distribution:

F(Rlll § T‘1|R?0 = To,Zi = 1).



To characterize the counterfactual distribution of the distorted running variables, we impose the

following translation invariance in the selection behavior when the counterfactual cutoff is ¢¢/ > ¢:

Assumption 2.3. (Translation invariance selection) Let R} (cT) be the counterfactual running
variable if the policy cutoff is chosen at ¢f > c¢. We require the selection behavior of running
variable to depend only on the distance to the cutoff point: Suppose the new cutoff is ¢f = ¢+ Ac,
then

Pr(RY () <714+ Ac|RY =ro + Ac, Z; = 1) = F(RY < r1|R% =10, Zi = 1)

Assumption 2.3 has the following interpretation: For treated units, its distorted running variable
Rill depends on its untreated potential running variable R?O. When the cutoff for treatment is moved

to a new location ¢®/ = ¢ + Ac, the selection of R} (c®/) takes a parallel shift.

Lemma 2.2. Assumption 2.3 identifies the counterfactual distribution of (R, R} (c¢!)) conditional
on the Z; = 1 group. As a result, the conditional distribution F(RY < ro|R}(c®/) = r) for the
Z; = 1 group and the marginal distribution Ff(r) = Pr(R;y1(cf) < r) are identified.

Identifying the counterfactual treatment effect
We notice that the counterfactual local average policy effect T'(c/, ) is identified for all r > ¢/ > c.

Theorem 1. The counterfactual local average policy effect for the Z; = 1 group, T(c*,r), is
identified as

T(c?,r) = BlYa|Zi =1, Ry = 1] — / E[Y{(R)|Z: = 1, Riy = roldF (R} = ro| R}y (c) = 7)
T0

(2.3)

where E[YS(RY)|Z; = 1, RY, = ro] is identified in Lemma 2.1, F(RY = ro| R}, (c) = r) is identified

i Lemma 2.2.

The (2.3) in Theorem 1 summarizes our identification strategy: The E[Yi1|Z; = 1, Ry = 7]
corresponds to the mean of treated potential outcome with the distorted running variable, the
integrand E[YJ(RY)|Z; = 1, R), = 0] is the untreated potential outcome under undistorted running
variable, and the distribution F(RY, = ro|R};(c®/) = r) characterizes the distortion of the running
variable in the counterfactual policy cutoff.

Last, we can identify the treatment effect on the treated (ATT) using the counterfactual distri-

bution of R} (7).



Proposition 2.1. For counterfactual cutoff ¢t > ¢, the counterfactual ATT is given by

fcoj} T(cf,r)dFet (r)
1 — Fef(cel)

ATT(¢T) = (2.4)

In the estimation procedure below, we will follow the identification formula in (2.3) and (2.4)
to construct an estimator for the conditional mean and density components and assemble them to

construct the final estimators for (2.3) and (2.4) .

3 Estimation and Asymptotic Properties

In this section, we outline the nonparametric kernel estimation procedures for the key conditional
densities and expectations required to compute the counterfactual treatment effects discussed in
Section 2. Let K (-) be the Epanechnikov kernel function, let K, (-) = K(-/h) denote the bandwidth
normalized kernel function, and let h,, b, correspondingly denote the bandwidth sequences for the

(Rio, Ri1)-

Estimating the Marginal Distribution fy(ro) := f(RY, = 70|Z; = 1) This marginal density
is later used to infer the counterfactual distribution of R}, with selection behavior. Note that, for

t =0, R) = Rio, so we can estimate fo(rg) by:

F(RY|Zi=1) = fo(ro) = > Kn,(Rio — 7o) (3.1)

91 Z;=1
Estimating the Conditional Mean m(ro) := E[YQ(RY) | R = ro, Z; = 1] This expectation
is identified from the pre-treatment period ¢ = 0 in the treated group by realizing that Y;3(R%) = Yio

and RiO = rg. The corresponding estimator is:

> iizi=1 K, (Rio — 10)Yio

7/7\10( )EE[Y( 10)|R10_7“07Zi:1]: ZZ Ky, (R'O—TO)
1:2;=1 n A\~

Here h,, denotes the bandwidth for the running variable in the Z; = 1 group.

Estimating the Mean Difference g(r¢) := E[YJ(RY) — Y(RY) | RYy = r0,Z; = 0] This
conditional mean difference quantity is identified from the Z; = 0 group by realizing that Y;J(RY) =
Y;1 and Yi%(R?O) = Y] for the Z; = 0 individuals. Define the difference AY; = Y;; —Y;9, and estimate:



> izi=0 K, (Rio — 10) - AY;

/g\(ro) = E[AY; ’ Rig = 7“0] = Z B Kh (R() — 7"0)
:2;=0 n ?

(3.3)
Here h,, denotes the bandwidths for R;.
Estimating the Conditional Density f(r1|ro) := f(RL | R%, Z; =1) This density captures

selection behavior in the treated group. Using observed running variable R;; to replace R%l and R

to replace R?O for the Z; = 1 group, we estimate:

> iizi—1 Kb, (Rix — 1) Kp, (R — 70)
Zz’:Zizl Khn(Rgo — 7o) .

The marginal density of counterfactual running variable R}, (c*f) can be calculated as

J/C\1|0(7”1 | o) = J?(Rz'l1 | R?(]v Zi=1)= (3.4)

Fel(ry) = / J?1|o(?”1 — Aclro — Ac) fo(ro)dro

Estimating the Conditional Mean mi(r) := E[Y;1|Ri1 = r,Z; = 1] This object corresponds
to the conditional mean E[Y}|RY = r, Z; = 1] if » > c. Since for the Z; = 1 group, we only observe
Yﬁ for R;1 > ¢, we have a boundary issue for the nonparametric estimation. Therefore, we need to

use the boundary kernel estimation. Let mq(r) be the nonparametric estimator such that

> ()

:Z;=1

)
mi(r) = gxbd <Ri2_r> v (3.5)

7,bn,
i Z;=1 n

> w757

;=1

if r—c>71by,

ifc<r—c<7by,

where the boundary kernel Kj?‘gn (u) adjusts the moments of the base kernel K(u) on the truncated

support {u > (¢ —r)/by}:

Ao(r) = / K (u) du, Ai(r) = / u K (u) du, As(r) = / uQK(u) du,
(c=7)/bn (c=1)/bn (




KP5 (w) = [a(r) + b(r) u] K(u)1{u> 52},

Here c, the policy cutoff value, is the lower boundary of the support of R}, and 7 > 0 (e.g. 7 = 1)

determines the width of the boundary region.

Estimating the Counterfactual Total Policy Effect Given the nonparametric estimators in
(3.1)- (3.4), we estimate the counterfactual conditional total policy effect
ST fo(ro)

T(cer) =my(r) — / [G(ro) + Mo(r0)] fijo(r — Aclrg — Ac) Fer (r) dro. (3.6)

For the overall treatment effect on the treated, we can estimate by

ATT () = / Tl ) FI (r) drf (1 — B (7))

r>ccf
Soser M) ) dr = [ e [, [(r0) + 0(r0) ] fijo(r = Ac | 7o — Ac) fo(ro) dro dr
1— Fef(cef)

where ﬁcf(ccf) = fr>ccf fcf(r)dr.

3.1 Asymptotic Properties

Assumption 3.1 (Kernel Function). The univariate kernel function K(-) is symmetric, bounded,
and integrates to one, and it is of order 2 (i.e. [ K(u)du =1, [uK(u)du=0, and [u*K (u)du <
00 ). For multivariate estimation, a product kernel K (u)K (v) is used.

Assumption 3.2 (Design Density). For each group Z; € {0,1}, the marginal and joint densities
TRio|z:(10); fRy 2 (1) and fry R, |z, (T0,71) exist, are continuous, and are uniformly bounded and

bounded away from zero on the compact supports of Ry and R;1.

Assumption 3.3 (Smoothness of Structural Functions). The functions fr,|z,=1(r0), mo(ro) =
EYio | Rio = 7o, Zi = 1], g(ro) = E[AY; | Rio = 70, Zi = 0], fry1 Rio|z=1(T1,70), and mi(r1) =
ElYia | Rii = r1,Z; = 1] are twice continuously differentiable in their respective arguments, with
uniformly bounded first and second derivatives on compact supports.
Assumption 3.4 (Balanced Sample Size). Let ny = >, 1(Z; = 1) and no = >, 1(Z; = 0), with
n=ny +ng. Then lim, oo ni1/n=ac (0,1).

Assumption 3.1-3.3 are standard nonparametric estimation assumptions on the nonparametric

estimation. The uniformly bounded density condition in Assumption 3.2 is important to derive the

10



uniform convergence of the conditional mean and conditional density to the population. Assumption
3.3 allows us to derive the uniform bias from kernel estimation. Assumption 3.4 is later used to
derive the asymptotic normality of the estimator, and shows that the estimation variation from
both Z; = 0 and Z; = 1 group matters asymptotically, which suits the common empirical context

that researchers will encounter.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions 3.1-3.3, when hy, =< by, < n~/57% for a small § > 0 number, the

estimator of counterfactual conditional total policy effect has the following linear expansion

Vnb, [T(/CC—JTT) —T(c, r)}
= \/@L Z K:(Ril 77“) N1
Zi=1

fulr) by
1 fm fijo(r = Aclro — Ac) fo(ro)dro [Kbn(Ril —(r—Ac) — E[Kp, (Rix — (r — A¢))|Rio = 7 — Ac]] fo(Rio + Ac)
- avib ferry? o Jorn (Fao)
1 ) Jo(Rio + Ac) Rii —r+ Ac B w .
a nbn %2:10(}%20 +AC) fcf(r)fOH(Rio) [K( bn ) E |:K( bn ) |R20:|:|

+ 0y (n 2% 4 p2/3=1/2=8/2 | =08+8 100 o n75/2)
where ni1 = Yy — E[Yu|Rin =1, Z; = 1].

Proof. Follows directly from Lemma A.9 and A.S. O

—

The asymptotic linear expansion shows several things: first, the optimal MSE for the T'(c¢f,r)
is n=%/5 by choosing § = 0. Note that even if our estimator involves conditioning on 2-dimensional
variables R;g, R;1, the convergence rate is the same as the standard 1-dimensional nonparametric
kernel estimation, because we can undersmooth the bandwidth for h,, and exploit the smoothing in
the integration in the estimator; second, the linear expansion suggests the asymptotic normality of
the estimator, and a fast multiplier bootstrap method for inference on the conditional total policy

effect.

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions 3.1-3.3, when hy, < by < n~ Y49 ford e (0,1/12), the estimator

11



of the counterfactual total policy effect has the following linear expansion
\/ﬁFCf () (A/T\T(ccf) - ATT(ccf)>

_ ni < Rj — ¢
ocf Z fi(R Fice ( bn >

=1

a\f Z {/>Ccf (") fapor1 — Ac|Ri0—Ac)dr—E[/rzccf ml(r)f1|0(7’1—Ac|R¢0—Ac)]}
(1 —a)yn Zfo O)Z 27720/1 )

i:Z;=0 Jo(R 1271

a\f 221 [ — Fyjo(c — Ac|Rig — Ac)) — E[0(Rio) (1 — Fyjo(c™ — Ac|Rig — Ac)| Z; = 1]]

T () B0 )

n

where ni1 == Yy — my(Ri1), & = Yir — Yio — E[Ya — Yio|Rio, Zi = 0], £(ro) = (1 — Fyo(c™ -
AC|Ri0 =710 — AC)); Fyo(a,b) = Pr(Riy < alRip = b,Z; = 1), fo(ro) = f(Rio = r0lZ; = 0),

= [ K(u)du for kernel K, and w(x) = %{W

Proof. Follows directly from Lemmas A.12 and A.13. O

We achieve y/n convergence for the ATT(c®/) even if we use nonparametric density estimation

in the process. This is because we use the undersmoothing in the bandwidth. The ratio ;OET; reflects
0

the covariate R;g density shift across the two groups.

Corollary 3.1. Let the conditions of Theorem 8 and Assumption 3.4 hold, assume a multivariate

Lindeberg—Feller central limit theorem for the terms below, and suppose ﬁcf(ccf) 2 Fel () > 0.

12
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(%

a

3

Define, for each observation i, the 7 x 1 random vector

1{Z; = 1}”i}{;gi%1)FK* (Rnb; ccf)

fo(Rio + Ac)

UZ: = tpma(Ra + Ac){Fics — ElFics | Rol P20

1{Z;, =1} [fr>ccf ma(r) fio(r — Ac| Rio — Ac)dr — ]E|:fr2c‘3f ma(r) fijo(r — Ac | Rio — Ac) dr}:|

- 10z 0)| - i) c )

1{Z; =1} [ — 1o H(Rio)]
1{Z; =1} [ - (H(RiO)(l — Fl\o(ccf —Ac| Rio — AC)) - E[H(Rio)(l - FI\O(CCf —Ac| Rio — Ac)) | Zi = 1])}

1{Z =1} { — m(Rio) (Fi (%ﬂf’m)) - E{FK (M) ‘ Rw} )

n

Let V= V(&;) denote the TXT covariance matriz of &;, and define o = W(l/a, 1/a,1/a,1/(1—

), 1/a,1/a,1/a), then the linear expansion in Theorem 3 can be written as
—— _ I
VR(ATT () — ATT(¢)) = vn & &, + 0p(1), &, := - > e
i=1
Suppose &; satisfies the Lindeberg condition for CLT, then
d

Vi (ATT () — ATT(¢T)) -5 N(0, &'Va).

A consistent estimator of V' can be found by plugging in consistent estimators to first estimate

sample éi, and then find the covariance matrix of él

.2 Bootstrap Inference

If we rely on Corollary 3.1 to do inference on the ATT, then we need to estimate &;, which can be

complicated to implement as we need to estimate multiple nonparametric objects. We now propose

the bootstrap estimator which can be easier to implement at the cost of slightly more computational

power.

Proposition 3.1. Letb =1, 2, ..., B be the empirical bootstrap sample with replacement, and denote

(R”f’b RV y b yrb ka’b) the bootstrap data for sample b. Consider the balanced-group bootstrap,

1.

21 2 FY%0 0 F41 0 Ti0 0 e

e., generate the bootstrap sample b with exactly ng of Z;’b =0 and ny of Z:’b = 1. Suppose é\l 18

13



sup-norm consistent for & such that sup; |§Z —&| —p 0. Now let ATT*®(c¢T) be the bootstrapped

counterfactual estimator of the total policy effects, and let C:;/z and c’l‘_a/2 be the empirical o and

1 — a/2 quantile of (ATT*?(cf) — m(ccf)), then the confidence interval
ATT(T) = ¢ g0 ATT(e) + 65

is a valid a-confidence interval for the true counterfactual ATT(cT).

4 Simulation Study

We simulate two groups of units, indexed by Z; € {0,1}, each observed over two periods ¢ = 0, 1.
For the control group (Z; = 0), we observe the undistorted potential running variable RY, at both
periods, while for the treated group (Z; = 1), we observe R?O at t = 0 and the distorted running

variable Rill at t = 1 due to policy distortion of the running variable.

Running variable dynamics.

RY ~ Truncated Normal(50, 20%; [20, 80]), Z; =0,
R} = R+ N(1, 4), Z; =0,
RY, ~ Truncated Normal(60, 15%; [20, 80]), Z; =1,
Rj = R+ N(2, 1), Zi =1,

where the mean shift in Ril1 reflects endogenous distortion when the treatment is potentially avail-
able. The simulation setting of R;; is consistent with the translation invariant selection Assumption

2.3.

Potential outcome functions. For the untreated potential outcome Y;)(RY%), the conditional
mean functions are defined as follows.

For the control group (Z; = 0):

— 50)2
E[Yz‘g | R?o =r Z;=0=5log(r+1)+ 15exp<(r)> 7

M2
EIYS| RO =7, Z; = 0] = 5log(r + 1) + 15exp<—(r50)> +2 (3(:082< (- 50)) + 1) .
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For the treated group (Z; = 1), the untreated potential outcomes in the first period and its

counterfactual path in the second period satisfy:

_ 2
ElY; | Rig =1, Zi =1] = 6log(r + 1) + 11exp<_w> :

_£()2
EYS|R) =7, Z; =1] = 6log(r +1) + 11exp<—(r20?)0)> +2 (30052<g—0(r - 50)) + 1) .

The conditional trend function for the untreated potential outcome is given by 2 (3 cos? (gr—o (r— 50)) + 1).
The unobserved potential outcome YZ({ for the Z; = 1 group is explicitly simulated so that we can
take the difference Y} — ¥9|Z; = 1 to calculate the total policy effect for individual 4.

The realized post-treatment outcomes for the Z; = 1 group in period 1 are

_ 2
E[Y) | Rl =r Z;=1]=6.5log(r + 1) + 13 exp(—(rzozo)) + 70052<%(r — 60)) + 3.

Cutoff and counterfactual cutoff choices. For the Z; = 1 group, we use ¢ = 60 as the actual
policy cutoff so that for R; > 60, we observe Y;} as Y;; for the Z; = 1 group. The counterfactual

cutoff is chosen at ¢¢/ = 63.

4.1 Performance

n 0284 n 030, n 0325

R R R
original | bias-reduced | original | bias-reduced | original | bias-reduced
1
va | 0980 6.240 6.041 6.235 0.087 6.233
1 5.720 5.847 5.941
V3| 5200 6.240 5 449 6.245 5 641 6.241

Table 1: Bias of Original Estimator and Bias Reduction for n = 1000.
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n—0.280.

n 030,

n—0.320

R R R
original | bias-reduced | original | bias-reduced | original | bias-reduced
1
7 6.053 6.209 6.093 6.208 6.124 6.208
5.896 5.979 6.039
V3| 5572 6.220 5744 6.214 5 868 6.210

Table 2: Bias of Original Estimator and Bias Reduction for n = 2000.

Performance of the Original Estimator. Each cell under the original columns in Tables 1
and 2 corresponds to the mean of ATT estimator obtained using a conventional estimator with
bandwidth

h = (row constant) X n”“opg,

where the exponent z € {0.28,0.30,0.32} is indicated by the column header, and the row constant
is given by the leftmost row label (1/v/2, 1, or v/2). For instance, in the n = 1000 table, the
value 5.980 under the n=%2¢p column and the 1/4/2 row represents the estimate obtained using
the bandwidth h = % x 10007928k, The true total policy effect is ATT!¢ = 6.195. In both
n = 1000 and n = 2000 cases, all original estimates lie below the true value, indicating negative
bias. The bias of the estimators reduces with the choice of bandwidth, but is still significant when

we use the smallest bandwidth n=93%0 / v/2. This indicates that the asymptotic bias vVnh? is not

fully washed away in the finite sample.

Bias-Reduction Method. The bias-reduced columns implement a two-scale bias-correction scheme

of the form

ATTggr(h) = 2ATT(h) — ATT(V2 h),

where ATT (h) denotes the original estimator using bandwidth h, and we suppress the dependence on
the counterfactual cutoff ¢/ in the following notation. This linear combination removes the leading-
order bias term O(y/nh?) in the estimator and leaves us with the higher-order bias O(y/nh?*) (Jones
et al., 1995).

Empirically, the bias-reduced values in both tables are substantially closer to the true ATT
(6.195) than the original estimates. For example, in the n = 1000 table under n=%2%¢p and 1/\/5,
the original estimate is 5.980 (bias ~ —0.215) while the bias-reduced estimate is 6.240 (bias ~ 0.045).

The same improvement holds across other bandwidths and constants, and the performance further
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improves for n = 2000. Overall, the results confirm that the two-scale correction effectively mitigates
the leading bias term, producing estimates with smaller absolute bias across different bandwidths
and sample sizes.

As a result, we recommend using the ATT Br (1) in relatively small samples to avoid bias in the

estimator.

Bootstrap Adjustment. Since we use the bias-reduced estimator ATT Br(h), we correspondingly

change the bootstrap procedure and let
——%,b ——%,b ——%,b
ATT jr(h) = 2ATT gp(h) — ATT 5 (V2h),

where m’y;(h) is estimated from the b-th bootstrap sample, and construct the confidence interval
using the a/2 and 1 — /2 quantile of QmBR(h) — mg;(h) as the confidence interval. Alter-
natively, we can use the t-bootstrap to calculate the variance of the bootstrap estimator O':ZTT’ BR
and construct the confidence interval as [A/ﬁ’ Br(h) £1.960% 71 ppl-

The validity of the bootstrap is ensured by looking at the linear expansion in Theorem 3 and
Proposition 3.1. Let &(h) denote the leading influence term in Theorem 3 under bandwidth of h,

then, fixing and suppressing the counterfactual cutoff notation ¢°f, we have

> 26i(h) - &(V2h),

i

Jn (A/T\TBR(h) — ATT“‘“@) - %

vn (ATTEIJ)%(h) - mBR(h)) = %Z [251(’1) —&(V2h)| (Wt —1),

(2

where Wi*’b is the resampling weights for observation . The validity of the bootstrap is established
as |2&(h) — fl(\/ﬁh)} mimics the variance structure of 2&;(h) — &(v/2h).

The bootstrap method here does not require us to take into account the additional estimation
variation in correcting the bias term. This is crucially because we use the undersmoothing and the
additional variance introduced by correcting for the bias is of order y/nh? — 0, which is washed

away in the limit and does not matter when we use the bootstrap method.

Table 3: Coverage probabilities of the 95% confidence intervals, n=2000

bandwidth n 980r/vV2 n"%0p/v2 n703%0R/\2
Empirical bootstrap 0.925 0.935 0.935
t-Bootstrap 0.960 0.925 0.930
Oracle Bias removed Empirical Bootstrap 0.940 0.945 0.940

17



As Table 3 shows, both empirical and t-bootstrap methods have some undercoverage prob-
lem except for the t-bootstrap in the n=%?8¢5/v/2 case. Undercoverage issue is pervasive in the
nonparametric inference problem (Calonico et al., 2014; Armstrong and Kolesar, 2020). This is
because, even if we use the bias-reduced estimator, we still have the stochastic error of order
Op(h? + b2 4+ log n/(nhy\/by)), which influences the coverage probability in the finite sample size.
To see how this bias can influence the coverage, we present the “Oracle Bias removed Empirical
Bootstrap" in Table 3, in which we oracularly remove the bias in the original estimator. Further
removing the bias makes the coverage probability even closer to the nominal coverage probability

of 95%.

5 Empirical Illustration: Fiscal Rules in Italian Municipalities

To apply our framework, we consider the empirical setting from Grembi et al. (2016). Their study
examines the effect of fiscal rules imposed by the Italian central government on local municipalities.
Beginning in 1999, the Domestic Stability Pact (DSP) required all municipalities to limit the growth
of their fiscal gap—defined as the difference between total expenditure net of debt service and total
revenue net of transfers. In 2001, the Italian government relaxed these rules for municipalities with
populations below 5,000, while the rules remained binding for those above this threshold. The key
policy variable thus depends on whether a municipality’s population size lies above or below this
administratively determined cutoff.

In our notation, we denote the running variable by R;;, representing the population size of

municipality ¢ at time ¢t. The treatment indicator is defined as
Dy = 1(R; < 5000) x 1(t > 2001),

which equals one if the municipality is subject to the fiscal rule in year ¢t and zero otherwise.
The outcome variable, Yj;, represents the fiscal balance of the municipality, measured by the per-
capita deficit (total expenditure minus total revenue) as in Grembi et al. (2016). The panel spans
t = 1997,...,2004, covering both pre- and post-policy periods. For our purposes, we define the
pre-policy period (¢t = 1999, 2000) as the control group with Z; = 0, which will be used to establish
the conditional trend, and the early post-policy period (¢ = 2000,2001) as the policy-influenced
group with Z; = 1. This two-period framing allows us to align the Grembi et al. (2016) policy

variation with the structure of our baseline model in Section 2.
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Grembi et al. (2016) also notes that a discontinuity in mayoral wages occurs at the same 5,000
population threshold, which could contaminate identification. However, in our setup, this concern
is mitigated by the conditional parallel trend assumption 2.2: because the mayor’s wage is a de-
terministic function of the running variable Rj, its effect is fully absorbed once we condition on
R;;. Thus, any wage-related differences across municipalities do not bias the identification of the
fiscal-rule effect.

Finally, the population variable R;; may itself be distorted by policy incentives. While may-
ors cannot directly choose the population, residents may migrate toward municipalities with more
relaxed fiscal constraints due to enhanced local services. In addition, fiscal rules can influence demo-
graphic changes through birth and death rates over time. Consequently, policy effects may manifest
not only near the cutoff but also through broader shifts in the population distribution. Therefore,
when evaluating the total policy effect, it is crucial to take into account the indirect effect via the

population variation.

5.1 Results

The results of the estimation are shown in Table 4. Recall that the policy is imposed targeting to
constrain local municipalities from fiscal expansion, so a negative number indicates that the policy

is successful in reducing the deficit.

Counterfactual value Point estimate Confidence interval

5000 -7.37 [[17.06, 5.09]
4900 7.21 [-17.81, 5.91]
4800 -5.83 [-16.98, 7.36]
4700 -3.78 [-16.33, 14.06]
4600 0.45 [-15.56, 27.04]
4500 7.18 [-14.89, 42.87]
4400 16.13 [-8.22, 70.09)
4300 27.45 [-8.29, 102.01]
4200 40.97 [-1.81, 136.56]
4100 59.36 [-8.65, 195.12]
4000 90.08 [11.15, 294.59]

Table 4: Point estimates and confidence intervals at counterfactual values

The results show that the slash-down of the deficit is decreasing as we decrease the counterfactual
cutoff to the 4,000 population. After the cutoff is moved to 4,600, the total effect of policy will be
positive, which shows that the deficit cutdowns are mostly from the large population towns. The

result is quite different from the Grembi et al. (2016) as they show that towns around the policy
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cutoff have increased deficits due to the policy relaxation. Of course, the objects identified in Grembi
et al. (2016) are the local direct effect of treatment on the deficit while our results also incorporate
the change in the population due to the potential of treatment. The confidence intervals are wide
and cover zero most of the time. This is probably because of the high variance in the response of

municipal fiscal conditions to the policy and the relatively small sample size.

A  Proofs

A.1 Proofs of Identification Results
A.1.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. By definition of the total local treatment effect:
T(cr) = BYA(RL (<)) = Y(RY)|Zi = 1, Riy (¢T) = 1]
The first part, by the potential outcome framework (2.1), can be written as

E[Y(Riy ()| Zi = 1, Riy(c¢*!) = r] = E[Y;}(R1)|Zi = 1, Ry = 1]

=id ElYn|Zi =1,Ry =]

because Yﬁ(Rzl) =Y} for the Z; = 1 group.

For the second term, we have
EYR(R))|Z: = 1, Rl () = 7]
=(a) / EY(RI)Zi = 1, R}y (¢!) = r, R}y = ro]dF (R}, = ro| Zi = 1, R}y (¢ ) = r)
70
=) / E[Yitl)(R?lNZi = 17R90 = TO]dF(R?O =r0lZi = 17Ri11(ccf) =)
70

=() / E[YS(R})|Z; = 1, Ry = roldF (R} = ro|Riy () = 7)
o

where (a) follows from the law of iterative expectation, (b) follows from the conditional exogeneity

of the potential outcome (Assumption 2.1), (¢) follows from the Lemma 2.2. O
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A.2 Useful Lemmas for Deriving Asymptotic Result

Lemma A.1 (Second-order expansion for 1/g(z)). Let g : X — R and an estimator g : X — R

satisfy the linearization

§() = g(e) + 2 D" 6i(e) + biasa(a)
=1

for x € X. Suppose that g(x) is uniformly bounded away from zero, and for r, — 0 and h, — 0,

Z@

sup

= op(ry), sup|bias(z)| = O(h%)7

then

sup |-
xT

Proof. Directly by the taylor exapnsion

L (25 6uta) + s o)

g.%' =1

@ = i@ el Z@ +biasy(a)) +

where g/(vx) lies between g(z) and g(z), and g/(vx) with probability approaching one bounded away
2
from zero. The remainder term (Nl)3 <n Yo di(x) + biasn(a:)) is of order O,((rn + h2)?), wich
aglx

leads to the result in the lemma. O

Lemma A.2 (Uniform linearization and product expansion for ¢;(x) and g2(y)). Let gi(x), g2(y) be
uniformly bounded real-valued targets and let gi(x), g2(y) be estimators based on (possibly different)
samples of sizes ni,ng such that ny = ain, and ne = asn. Suppose we have the linear expansions

ford=1,2:

sgp ga(z) — ga(x) — 7Z¢dz = Op(Tn.d)- (A1)

Moreover, the influence function term has the stochasitc order sup,

1
ng Z?:‘H ¢di

= Op(fn,d) Jor

d=1,2. Then the product admits the uniform linearization:

sup
X

1 & 1 & 1 & 1 &
9192 — 9192 — [92m Zqﬁu + 91172 Z¢2i + (m Z¢1i> <n2 Z¢2z’>] ‘ = Op(Tn1 +Tn2).
i1 i1 i1 i1

(A.2)
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If we only care about the leading terms, we can also write

- IS 1 -
sup (9192 — 9192 — !92n1 > bu + o D b2i|| = Op(Fnifnz + 71 +7n2). (A.3)
v i=1 i=1
Proof. Equation (A.3) holds by directly write out the g1 go. O

Lemma A.3 (Uniform linearization of 8(ro)). Let 8(ro) := G(ro) + fio(ro) with &; := AY; — g(Ryo)
(on {Z; = 0}), n; := Yio — mo(Ryo) (on {Z; = 1}).
Then,

sup

o =0 | 3 () s 8 ()

nOhnfO(TO)i;Zi:()
logn
= hp)? + ——
Op (( ) + nh, > ,

where O(rg) := g(ro) + mo(ro), and fb(rg) is the density of Ry conditional on Z; = 0 group.

Proof. The linearization of the Nadaraya-Watson Estimator for conditional moment Estimation
is standard and can be find in the textbook, see Section 3.3.1 of Pagan and Ullah (1999). By
Assumption 3.4, we replace the stochastic order related to ny and ng by n. The stochastic remainder
Oy ((hn)2 + 1;;%) is slightly different from the stochastic order in Pagan and Ullah (1999) with an
additional logn term because we need ro-uniform linearization, which requires an additional logn

term. O
Lemma A.4 (Linearization of the plug-in counterfactual marginal density). Let the counterfactual
density of R} (c®) be

7o () o= / fio(r — Ac | 1o — Ac) folro) dro.

Then, uniformly in r1 over compact sets,

1

fcf(rl) — () = — Z pi(r1) + O(h2 +b%) + 0p<(n1bnhn/logn1)fl + (nihy,/log n1)71>,

i:Z;=1
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where
[Kbn(Rﬂ — (11 — A¢)) — E[K,, (Rit — (r — Ac)) | Rio]} fo(Rio + Ac)
i) = bn fo(Rio)
+ [fuo(?“l —Ac| Rip — Ac) — /fo(To)fw(Tl —Ac |1 —Ac) dTo]'

Proof. By standard linearization for the marginal density fo(ro) and the conditional density J?1|0(7“1 —

Ac | rg — Ac), we have that uniformly over the compact support of ry,

Felr) = £ (ry) = ni D Glr) + O +07) + Op((nlbnhn/logm)_l + (nlhn/lognl)_l),
:Z;=1

where the influence function is

) L Khn (RzO — (7‘0 — AC))
Glr) = hnbn fRo|z=1(T0 — Ac)

| K4, (Rix = (11 = A0)) = fio(rs — Ac | 10 = Ac)| fo(ro) dr

conditional density component

+/ [Khn(RiO - 7”0) - fO(TO)] f1|0(741 — Ac | o — AC) drg .

h,

marginal fo component

For the first integral, let u; = (R;o — (ro — Ac))/hy, and for the second, let ug = (R0 — 70)/hn.-

After the change of variables and a second-order Taylor expansion in uih, and ush,,, we get

Gi(r) = / K(u) bff}fiz * éio_fu;il;’)l) (K (Rit = (11 = A)) = fapo(r1 = Ac | Rio — wihn)| dus

+ /K(UQ)fI\U(Tl — Ac| Rio — Ac — uzhy) duz — /fo(To)fuo(h — Ac | ro — Ac) dro

. (Kb, (Ri1 — (r1 — Ac)) = f1jo(r1 — Ac | Rio)] fo(Rio + Ac)
(@) bn fro| z=1(Rio)

+ [fl\o(h —Ac| Rio — Ac) — /fo(ro)fl‘o(rl —Ac |19 — Ac) dro] +O(h2) + 6,(h2)

(Kb, (Rix — (ljlf; iczi (;%i})fo(RiO +A40) | [fl‘o(rl — Ac| Rio — Ac) — /fo(To)fuo(T’l — Ac|ro — Ac) dTO}

+ O(h? +b2) + 6,(h2 4+ b2),
where

g = E[Kbn (Ril — (7"1 — AC)) | Rio] .

In step (i) we use the second-order Taylor expansion in the local drift terms uih, and ugh,, and
in the last line we note that & — fijp(r1 — Ac | Rip — Ac) = O(b2) + 6,(b2). This yields the stated

form of p;(r1) and completes the proof. O]
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Lemma A.5 (Uniform linearization of f1|0(r — Ac | ro — AC) fo(ro)/f/ (). Set y == 1 — Ac,
x =19 — Ac. Define

A~

Jf o(r0)
fef(r)’

fo(ro)
fer(r)

$(r,ro) = fijoy | ) ¢(r,r0) = fioly | )

Define the influence terms

\Ill|0,i(y7'1") = h, fO(fU) b, - f1|0(y | :I") ’
Rig—r Rig—r
20y o= TR [ KO 0)]
o o hn hn ’

Then, uniformly over (r,ro) € Z x Ty,

sup |p(r,70) — d(r,70) — Jolro) 1 (y.x Mi =0,
up ) o) = [ feF 2 M)+ Ty Gy 2 EO )
Sy [ 2)folro) 1T (0 (A.4)
fef(r)? n i:;l i )} ‘
B log ny
- Op ((hn)2 + (bn)2 + hnm\/a) .

Proof. We first note that we have the uniform linear expansion

. 1 logn
sup f1|0(y ‘ I’) — fl\()(y ’ I’) — 7’],71 Z \Ijl\O,i(yﬂL') = Op <(hn)2 + (bn)2 —+ hgnll) .
Y,r lZZ:]. "

Note that the stochastic order i)g—gll is incurred by envolking Lemma A.l for the denominator in

the conditional expectation estimation. For the other two terms, we have

sup | fo(ro) = folro) — == 3 E0(r0)| = O ((hn)?).

1 ;=1
and Lemma A.1 delivers:
1 1 1 1 log ny
sup | — — + — wi(r :O<hn2+>.
P T 0 T TR 2, ) T O B
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Then, we apply the uniform convergence rate in Giné and Guillou (2002) to get

1 [ logny
sup | — Ui0ily,x)| =0 ,
y,a? ny i:;l 10, (%) P ( n1bp Iy
1 —(0) log ny
sup | — =2 (rg)]=o0 ,
o |m i:ZZI R < nhn
1 log ny
sup | — pi(r)| = op :
mM yZ= nibn
Finally, we apply Lemma A.2 to two times to finish the proof. O

Lemma A.6 (Uniform linearization of 0(ro) ¢(r,ro) — 0(ro) ¢(r,70)). Let (ro) := §(ro) + 1no(ro)

and

B(r.10) = Fuolr — Ae | ro— Ac) 20 g i fo(r — Ac | o — Ac)

fel(r)

fo(ro)
fer(r)’

with O(ro) == g(ro) + mo(ro). We have, uniformly over (r,rq) € I x Iy,

51| 0) 30, 70) = 600 97 70) = (905 70)Solra) + ) Slr 1)) = 0 () + (02 4 7).

where the leading stochastic terms are

1 Rig — 1o 1 Rio — 70
So(ro) = = Kl— &g + ——— Kl ——— ) n;,
9( 0) no hn fO(TO) i:;:() < hn > ni hn fO(TO) i:;:l ( hn ) n
fo(ro) 1 fip(r —Ac|rg —Ac) 1 —(0)
— ST Wy — Ac, o — A R
S0 = Jory g 2, Ml e o= 80) TRy 2 ST
_ Jip(r = Ac|ro = Ac) fo(ro) 1 i (1)
fo(T)Z M :Z;=1 Z '

Lemma A.7 (Change of variables and second-order expansion). Let {(R;,&;)}, be i.i.d. with
Ele; | R;] = 0 and E[|;]**9] < oo for some § > 0. Letw : R — R be twice continuously differentiable
with bounded w”. Define
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where h, — 0 as n — co. Then
R R; — ¢t
= - ew(Ry)Fk <C> + Oy(h7),
ni hn

where F(t f K (u)du. In particular, if n® h2 — 0, then

. _ .cf
n*T, = N(O, Var (w(Ri)FK <thc> 5Z,) na—1/2> ‘

Proof. We first interchange the integral and summation to write

] () o

Make the change of variable u = (R; — r)/hp, so r = R; — hpu and dr = —h,du. Then

1 R; —
/ K( T> w(r)dr = / K(u)w(R; — hpu) du.
r>cef hy b, u>(R;—cf)/hn

Hence

Z / K (u) w(R; — hypu) du.

Ccf)/hn

Next, expand w(R; — hpu) in a second—-order Taylor expansion around Rj;:
w(Ri - hnu) = w(Rz) — hpu w,(Ri) + %hzﬂﬁ w”(&,u),

for some &; ,, between R; and R; — hyu.

Now, we can write

Zsl / K (u) [w(Ri) — hyuw! (R) + Sh2u? ()] du

>(R;—cf)/hn
R; — ¢
_ ) NF
- g giw(R;) K( ™ )

- Zs, / K (u) hyuw! (R:) du+ Op(h2)

>(Ri—c¢f)/hn
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Note that for R; ¢ [c® — hy, ¢ + hy], we know that fu>(Ri_ccf)/hn K (u)udu = 0, so we can have

hn R; — ¢/
bl P, _n ) ( . cf _ cf
252/ K (u) hpuw'(R;) du = " ;&FK < ™ ) 1(R; € [¢ B, €+ hy)).

Ri—co1)/hy,

Let n' =Y, 1(R; € [¢ — hy, ¢ + hy). Since nh,, — oo, n’ — oo with probability approaching 1,
then we have

1 o R — ¢t
= > eiFk <hC> 1(R; € [T — hp, T 4 hy]) = 0,(1),
i=1 n

and n//n —,, (¢ )hy,, so we can show that L 37 | fu>

(Ri—ccF) /hn K(u) hpuw'(R;) du = Op(h2).

Hence

For the limiting distribution, note that E[e;w(R;)] = 0 by mean independence. Because E[e?w(R;)?] <
0o, the Lindeberg—Feller CLT gives

1 ¢ Ry — I Ry —
\Fﬁ ;giw(Ri)FK <hnc) = N(0,V), V = Var <w(Ri)5iFK (hnc>) .

The second-order term is O, (h2) and the remainder o, (h2), both 0,(n~/2) if n® h2 — 0. Therefore,
by Slutsky’s theorem,

n®T, = N0,V «n®"1/2),
as claimed. O

Lemma A.8. For h, = b, =n"/57% and § > 0 is a small number, then we have

\/W/ (ro) ¢(r,r0) — O(r0) @(r,70)dro

_ 1 fro fijo(r = Aclro — Ac) fo(ro)dro [Kbn (Ri1 — (r — Ac)) — E[Ky, (Ri1 — (r — Ac))|Rio — Ac]} fo(Rio + Ac)
oVnbn Jerry? ot Forn (Fo)
LS gy g S0t 80 [y (Ruzre Ay pli(Bazrede)

v P ILCRy ey [ic (Bamrt8e) gl (Famre8e) g, ]

+ Op(n72'55 4p2/5-1/2=0/2 | —0.3+6 log n + n75/2)
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Proof. First, we have v/nb, = n?*~9/2 Then, by Lemma A.6, it is easy to see that

nby,

0(ro) d(r,0) — 0(ro) d(r,70) — (H(r,70) Sa(ro) + 0(r0) Se(r,70))dro
logn
_ 2/5—5/2 2 2/5—68/2 2 2/5-5/2 108
Op (n (hp)”+n (bn)* +n e \/>)

_ Op(n72.55 + n70.3+5 IOg n)

Then using Lemma A.7, we can derive

Vit [ 60 10)S(ro)dry = 0, (27712012
70

For the fm Sg(r,m0)drg, we use the change of variable (Riy — 70)/hn = u

fip(r —Aclrg —Ac) 1 —(0)
"o Fer(r) | mi; =" {ro)
— Ac| Rjo — uhy, — Ac) — A —A
o [ X c|fcf? e (LR T
1 f (r — Ac| Rijo — Ac) fijp(r — Ac|rg — Ac)
=(2) ”11.:22:1 1/0 fcf i 1|0 fcf o - fo(ro)dro + O(h%)

= 0p(1/v/n) + O(hy),

where in the (1) we use the change of variable (Rio—70)/h, = u, and the fact that £ {K (Rl%i;m)] -
fo(ro) = O(h2); in the (2) we use the linear expansion of uh,, to get another bias term of order O(h2),
which is absorbed in the remainder term, and in the last step we use the WLLN to get the Op(1/y/n)
for the leading term. So for this term we have \/nbj, fro Sy(r,ro)dro = Op(v/nbph? + Vby) =
0,(n=9/2).

For the p;(r) term in fm Sg(r,0)drg, we notice that

/ fijo(r — Ac|ro — Ac) fo(ro) pi(r)

fcf(T‘)2 /,Li(?’)dr() = fcf(?")z /TO fl\O(r - AC|7,0 - AC)fO(TO)dTO
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where we recall the definition of p;(r) here:

K (Ba = (= A0) = BIK, (Ra — (r = A))| Ral | folFao + Ac)
pilr) = bn foj1 (Rio)

; [fuo(?“ ~ el Rio—280) = [ folro)uplr — Aclro - Ac)dro} |

We note that for the second summand of p;(r), we have

— Z [f1|0 r1— Ac| Rip — Ac) — / Jo(ro) fijo(r1 — Aclro — AC)dTO} = Op(1/y/n1),

Zi=1

SO

Z fcf T 2 /TO f1|0(7" - AC|""0 — AC)fo(T‘o)dT’o

’I‘
1:Z;=1
1 L, Fuolr = Aclro — Ac) fo(ro)dro (K, (Rix = (r = A0)) = B[, (R = (r = Ac))| Rio] | fo(Rio + Ac)
avnby fer(r)? i Jon(Rio)

So it remains to derive the linear expansion of

ro) fo(r
I"(T)E/m (fOCfOO.m Z: U0 — Ac, 7o — Ac) | dry.

First, recall that x = rg — Ac and y = r — Ac, we can write

w(f=) (M) ple() tro=a] p () 1r0=d]

Ton Jo() b b + b

Uyj0,i(y, ) ==

- fl\o(y | 95) )

bias

where the bias term is of order O(b2), uniformly over (z,y) values, by standard linearization

argument and the symmetry of kernel function. Therefore, we can write
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80 for K(R"O — + AC) K(R“ — + AC) E {K(iR“ — s Ac) | Rio = 1o — Ac}
TO 0 n n o n d?"()+0(bi)

n1 fcf hn fO\l(TO - AC) bn bn

:=I'(rg—Ac)

n1[
:Z;=1

1 bn { Z /0 (Rio + Ac — uhy) fo(Rio + Ac — uhy,) K(u) du}-l—O(bi)

—® fcf(T) bn n1 f0|1(Ri0 — uhn)

B 0(Rio + Ac — uhy) fo(Rio + Ac — uhy,) K(u)
Z / ny foii (Rio — uhy,)

i Z;=1""%

F(Rio — uhn)du
i Z;=1""Y
K(R“—’I’—FAC
1 Z /9 Rio + Ac) fo(Rio + Ac)  K(u) du bn

= (i) fcf n f0|1( ) bn ) _ F(R’LO) +O(h121)

Rewrite the equation we can get

In(r) =

S 0(Rio + Ac) f“.(R”*AC)) {K(R” _”Ac) —E [K (M) \RmH +O(h2 + ),

nlb Zi=1 fef(r) for (Rio bn, by

Rig —ro + Ac
hy,
use the local expansion of the h,. Then multiply v/nb, on both sides of I,,(r), and use \/nb,h2 <

In step (i) we use the change of variable u = and Fubini’s theorem, in step (i7) we

Vnbb2 =< 7259 to get the result in the lemma. O

Lemma A.9 (Uniform linearization of the boundary-kernel estimator mi(r)). Let mi(r) be the
boundary-aware estimator in (3.5) with bandwidth by, and define myi(r) :=E[Ya | Rn =1, Z; = 1],
f1(r) == friyjz=1(r), and i1 := Y — ma(Ri1) on {Z = 1}. Forr € T C [¢,7] compact, write

K(u), r—c > Thy,
K*(u) = o () = / KWy du,  R(KY) = / (K (u))2 du.
Kkgﬂ(u), c<r—c<Tby,
Then,

— ) = BY)| = Oy ) + oA (b)),

S = J—
sup i (r) = ma(r) = o5 1 f1

T

with local-constant bias

By (r) = 0 ((bn)*) -

Proof. The linearization of conditional mean under the boundary kernel estimation is standard in
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the literature and can be found in the textbook, see Section 3.2-3.4 of Fan and Gijbels (1996). The
stochastic order term has a slightly different order 12?—;;1 with an additional logn; term because of

the uniform linearization. O

Lemma A.10 (Uniform linearization of f1|0(7“ — Ac| o — Ac) fo(ro)). Fiz compact sets I, I C R,

letr €1, rg €1y, and set y :=r — Ac, x :=rg — Ac. Define
w(r,mo) = fupy | @) fo(ro), — ¢(r,m0) == fio(y | z) fo(ro).
Then, uniformly over (r,rqg) € I x Iy,

IZ(Tv TO) - ¢(T7 TO)

sup
ro

fo(ro) Z U1j0,i(y, ) + fipply | =) - nll > égo)(ro)] ‘

:Z;=1 1:Z;=1

logn
=0, h2 + 12 ,
p( n+ n+nhn /*bn)

where
K( Rig—ro )

éEO)(TO) = 7}:" — folro),

Lemma A.11 (Uniform linearization of 6(rg) ¢(r,r0)). Fixz compact sets I,Iy C R, let r € I,

ro € Iy, and set y :=r — Ac, x :=ro — Ac. Then, uniformly over (r,rq9) € I x Iy,

sup
.70

é(’l“o)&(’l“ TO) - 9(T0)¢(T, TO) N [1/}(7“ TO)SG(TO) + ‘9 Z \I’I\OZ Y,z fllo?i:?’ ) Z

:Z;=1 ;=1

logn
nh Vb
Lemma A.12. Recall that fo(ro) is the density of Ry conditional on the Z; = 0 group. Let F ;

denote the random variable

. Cf—A uz%
FKJ' = FK<R21 (Z C)) :/ ’ K(u)du
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For h, =b, = n /40 and § > 0 is a small number, then we have

i [T [ i) dir, o) — 0(r0) b(r, ro)drodr

r= ccf 70
fo i0)
1_a Z EiR f Z niok(Rio)
:Z;=1
f > 0(Rio) F1|0(ccf — Ac|Rip — Ac) — E[0(Rio) (1 — Fyo(c! — Ac|Rip — Ac)|Z; = 1]
:Z;=1

a\f ;1 [FK, —E{Fici | Rio}] +0,(1),

where k(rg) = (1 — Fypp(c ¢l — Ac|Ryp = 1o — Ac)), Fyo(a,b) = Pr(Ri < a|Ry = b,Z; = 1), and

Proof. First, by choosing hy, = b, = n~ /479 we have

logn _ logn
2, 32 _ 26 _
VnO, <hn +b; + nhn@) =O0p(n™"° + n1/4*35) op(1).

So it suffice to consider the leading terms in Lemma A.12.
Step 1: For the influence term with >, , _, Wy;(y,z).
For the linear influence term Zi:Zizl W1)0,i(y, ©), we cannot directly apply Lemma A.7, therefore,

we need to derive the integration expression. Let

I, = T r Uy04r — Ac, 7o — Ac) | drodr.
/ch/ (ro) fo(ro) Z 104 0 ) | dro

We first recall that for y = r — Ac and x = rg — Ac,

Rijp—= Ri—y
() [<(5)
— fipy | @)

\I]1|0,i(y7x) = h,, fO(-r) by,
K Ry — x I Ry —y 5li Ry —y | Rip =«
N by, fo(z) bn, bn, no

where the remainder ther O(b2) is uniform over all z value. Then we evaluate the integration over
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Rio — X
. k(M=) o o
/T:ccf Uyj0,s(r—Ac,z)dr = Tg&) |:FK (%HAC)) — E{FK (W) ’ Rio = z}] +O(B2).

Rﬂ — (Ccf — AC)

Then, define 7(x) = E{FK< > ‘ R0 = CL‘}, we than take the integration over 7,

br,
so that
Rio — X
K ( ) (e . (et
/ 0(ro) fo(ro)—3— fil&) [FK(RZ1 (Zn AC))—T(x)] dro = / w(:c)K(R“;Ln 2y | P (zn 2N _ @) da,
where 7(z) = %{g)@m. Next, use the change of variable, that u = (R0 — x)/hy, and use

the second order linear expansion for uh,,, we can have

[y re =) T B U289y

- 5 (B 2) (P72 L) oy,

So we conclude that

I=— Z 7(Rio) |:FKZ - E{FK,i
i 71

Ro}| + 02 +2).

Step 2: For the influence term with }_, /., =(0) (ro).

i

Let
. > f10(ylz)0(r0) =
I, = /_ Cf/ I‘OT Z :Em(ro)drodr
r=cel Jro Z;=1
1 K(EBio=ro .
T > / 0(ro) {(hhn — fo(ro) | (1 = Fyjo(c™ = Ac|Rio = o — Ac))dro
:2;=1"70 "

1 0 Rio — c c
= 171 { ;LTO)K(OTTO)(l — F1|0(C f — AC|R¢0 =70 — AC)d’r‘o — E[H(Rzo)(l — Fuo(c 4 — AC|R1'0 — AC))‘ZZ‘ = 1]}
i:Z;=1 ~’7To0 T "
1 C (&
= 171 Q(Rzo)(l — Fuo(c I AC|R¢0 — AC) — E[@(RLQ)(l — F1|0(C f_ AC‘RZ'O — AC)|Z¢ = 1] + O(hi),
:Z;=1

where in the last step of derivation we use the change of variable u = (R;p — r9)/hy, and use a
second order linearization for the wh,, term.
Step 3: For theinfluence term with Sy(ro).

First define x(rg) = (1 — Fl‘o(ccf — Ac|Rip = ro — Ac)), the remaining leading terms in integral
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expansion are

|, [ wtrosatoydnar

r>cef Jrg

= / / . fijo(r — Aclro — Ac) fo(ro)Se(ro)drdrg
ro Y r=c¢

_ / (1= Fio(c*! — AcRig = ro — Ac)) folro)So(ro)dro

_ R Rio—mo 1 Rio — 710\
_ / Folro)w(ro) Lohnfﬂ(m) ;0K< > )ei + T > K( » )| dro

;=1
o(Rio) 1 2
=— + —nik(Rio) + O(hy,),
1;0 (R’O) i:;o m

where the last equality holds by Lemma A.7 with ¢/ = —cc, and fo = f (Ri|Z; = 0).

Lemma A.13. Using the same notation of Fi ;, we have the following linearization

vi [© w7 ] a

_ ! i (Ri1) Ry — ¢

TavE gz, Il e (45.)
a\ﬁzml zlJFAC){FKZ—E[FKZ\RzO]}M

i Z;=1 fo(Rio)
a\f Z {/>ccf (1) fijo(r1 — Ac[Rio — Ac)dr — E |:/q:chf mi(r) fijo(r1 — Ac|Rip — AC)] } + Op(b% +h2)

Proof. Following the same argument, we have

/roicf [ml(r)fcf(r)dr B /Toocf ml(r)fcf(r)] dr
N /rooccf nlbnfl( Z K*< ) nia £ (r)dr

-/ T )= S war)dr + Oplh2 + 82)

_ n
=cof Lzt

Using Lemma A.7, we have

- i Rip — cf
/r ot nlbnfl Z K( )Wilfcf ydr = —~ Zln Fe <1an> +0(b})
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For the second part, we use the expression of u;(r) to write

dr

/oo . [Kbn(Rﬂ ~ (1 — A¢)) — E|Ky (Rit — (11 — A6)) | Rzo]} o(Rio + Ac)

T bafo(Rio)

—I-/ R Z [f1|o 1 — Ac| Ry — Ac) — /fo 7o) fijo(r1 — Ac | ro — Ac) dro} dr

2=

in—cl+ A in—c+ A o+ A
HERY ml(Ril-i-Ac){FK <R1 T >—E[FK (Rl s >\Rm]}f0(R0+ 2
Mmoo bn b fo(Rio)

S o sina s

mi(r) fijo(r1 — Ac|Rip — AC)} } +0(b}),
Vizi= Uz r>cef

where in the last step we use change of variable u = (R;1 — (r1 — Ac)) /by, to evaluate the integral

over r.

A.2.1 Proof for Bootstrap Inference Proposition 3.1

Proof. Let W:’Zb denote the resampling weights for observation 4 in bootstrap sample b for group
Z; = z € {0,1}, such that E[W}] =1 and ), W;j’ = n,. Following the same logic to derive

Theorem 3, we can derive the linear expansion of the bootstrap estimator

v Fel (o) (ATT*’b(ccf ) — ATT(c ))

~ Acf ) o of
= 1 7711Af (Rll) FK* <R11 C > (W:,lb _ 1)
ay/n wzier fi(Ra) bn,
: w0+ AC) L
b ST B+ A) [P — ElFi | Rol) 20 EAS) Wt -1
AV =1 Fo(Rio)

+ — / ma(r) fno(r — Ac | Rio — Ac) dr — E {/ ma(r) J?1|0 (7" — Ac | Rio — Ac) dr} (Wi’i»lb -1)
N/ N Zi=1 r>cef r>cef
7 0
1
R

1 o(Rio) . . b Wb
- (1-a)vn i:;:(] /f:()(RiO) & f(fio) Wiy — y ZZ i R(Rio) (Wi —1)
- ﬁ Z [0(Ri0) (1 = Fijo (! = Ac | Rio - Ac) ) — E[0(Rio) (1 - Fuo(ccf —Ac | Rio—Ac)) |z =1]] W} - 1)
- ﬁ L 7t(Rio) |:FK (W) — E{FK (%ﬁ%) ‘ Rio}:| (W: Y 1) + op(1),
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where 91 = Yiy — i (Ri1), fin = Yio — mo(Ri), & = Y — Yio — E[Yi1 — Yio|Rio, Zi = 0]. The

convergence result then follows by applying Lemma A.14. O

Lemma A.14. Let {g;}?, be i.i.d. with E[e;] = 0 and E|e;|>T < oo for some § > 0. Assume
1 n
Vn(y—7) = %Z& + 0p(1),
i=1

and, conditionally on the data, (W7,..., W}

) are multinomial bootstrap weights with Y, W} =n

and

1 n
—A) ==Y & (W - 1),
\/ﬁ('7 7) niZIE (Wz )
[f maxi<i<n ’él — Ei’ £> 0, then
\/ﬁ(ﬁ—’y)jN(O,UZ) and \/777,(’)/*—/’?):>d*_/\/'(070-2)7

with 0 = E[?]. Hence the bootstrap and original limits coincide.
Proof. Decompose

1 < 1 < 1 <«
Tro=——S & (Wr—1)= A4 RY, A =— e (Wri=1), R :=-— (&—&) (W =1).
i 2 i 2 i 2

Conditional on the data, E*(W; —1) =0 and Var*(W;* —1) =1 — 1/n, hence

1 & 2
Vart(R) = =Y (& —e)*(1—1/n) < (mzax & — 5i|> LN
=1

so R, = op(1). Moreover,

1 n
(A=~ e2(1—1/n) D 0% =K.
Var(43) = 3 30 -1/m) B = B
By the conditional Lyapunov CLT for exchangeably weighted sums (using E|e|?*? < o0), A% =
d*N(0,0?). Therefore Ty = A% +0}(1) = d*N(0,0?). Finally, by the ordinary CLT, % YorEi =
N(0,0?), hence v/n(7 — ) = N(0,0?). The two limit distributions agree. O

36



References

Angrist, Joshua D and Miikka Rokkanen (2015), “Wanna get away? regression discontinuity estima-
tion of exam school effects away from the cutoff.” Journal of the American Statistical Association,

110, 1331-1344.

Armstrong, Timothy B and Michal Kolesar (2020), “Simple and honest confidence intervals in

nonparametric regression.” Quantitative Economics, 11, 1-39.

Calonico, Sebastian, Matias D Cattaneo, and Rocio Titiunik (2014), “Robust nonparametric confi-

dence intervals for regression-discontinuity designs.” Econometrica, 82, 2295-2326.

Dong, Yingying and Arthur Lewbel (2015), “Identifying the effect of changing the policy threshold

in regression discontinuity models.” Review of Economics and Statistics, 97, 1081-1092.

Fan, Jianging and Irene Gijbels (1996), Local Polynomial Modelling and Its Applications. Chapman
and Hall/CRC, London.

Giné, Evarist and Armelle Guillou (2002), “Rates of strong uniform consistency for multivariate
kernel density estimators.” Annales de I’Institut Henri Poincare (B) Probability and Statistics,

38, 907-921.

Grembi, Veronica, Tommaso Nannicini, and Ugo Troiano (2016), “Do fiscal rules matter?” American

Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 1-30.

Jones, M Chris, Oliver Linton, and Jens Perch Nielsen (1995), “A simple bias reduction method for
density estimation.” Biometrika, 82, 327-338.

Lee, David S (2008), “Randomized experiments from non-random selection in us house elections.”

Journal of Econometrics, 142, 675-697.

Pagan, Adrian and Aman Ullah (1999), Nonparametric econometrics. Cambridge university press

Cambridge.

37



	Introduction
	Econometric Framework
	Identification Strategy

	Estimation and Asymptotic Properties
	Asymptotic Properties
	Bootstrap Inference

	Simulation Study
	Performance

	Empirical Illustration: Fiscal Rules in Italian Municipalities
	Results

	Proofs
	Proofs of Identification Results
	Proof of Theorem 1

	Useful Lemmas for Deriving Asymptotic Result
	Proof for Bootstrap Inference Proposition 3.1



