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Abstract

Nonparametric regression estimators, including those employed in regression-discontinuity
designs (RDD), are central to the economist’s toolbox. Their application, however, is compli-
cated by the presence of asymptotic bias, which undermines coverage accuracy of conventional
confidence intervals. Extant solutions to the problem include debiasing methods, such as the
widely applied robust bias-corrected (RBC) confidence interval of Calonico et al. (2014, 2018).
We show that this interval is equivalent to a prepivoted interval based on an invalid residual-
based bootstrap method. Specifically, prepivoting performs an implicit bias correction while
adjusting the nonparametric regression estimator’s standard error to account for the additional
uncertainty introduced by debiasing. This idea can also be applied to other bootstrap schemes,
leading to new implicit bias corrections and corresponding standard error adjustments. We pro-
pose a prepivoted interval based on a bootstrap that generates observations from nonparametric
regression estimates at each regressor value and show how it can be implemented as an RBC-
type interval without the need for resampling. Importantly, we show that the new interval is
shorter than the existing RBC interval. For example, with the Epanechnikov kernel, the length
is reduced by 17%, while maintaining accurate coverage probability. This result holds irrespec-
tively of: (a) the evaluation point being in the interior or on the boundary; (b) the use of a
‘small’ or ‘large’ bandwidths; (c) the distribution of the regressor and the error term.

Keywords: Asymptotic bias; bootstrap; local polynomial estimation; nonparametric regres-
sion; regression-discontinuity; robust bias correction.
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1 introduction

Nonparametric regression methods are widely used in empirical economics research, with regression-
discontinuity designs (RDD) being one of the leading applications. Inference in this setting is
challenging due to the presence of a bias component affecting the nonparametric estimators and
statistics usually employed by practitioners, even asymptotically. Several solutions to this infer-
ence problem have been proposed in the econometrics and statistics literatures. These include the
so-called undersmoothing and bias correction approaches; see, inter alia, Hall (1992), Imbens and
Lemieux (2008), Calonico, Cattaneo, and Titiunik (2014), Calonico, Cattaneo and Farrell (2018),
and the references therein. A recent leading solution is the robust bias correction (RBC) approach
of Calonico et al. (2014, 2018), which explicitly resolves this problem by debiasing the reference
nonparametric estimator, while adjusting its standard error to account for the additional uncer-
tainty introduced by the bias correction. Bootstrap and resampling methods, though widely used
by economists as a bias correction tool, are rarely employed in the present setting due to the fact
(e.g., Hall, 1992) that they generally fail to correct for smoothing bias.

The main objective of this paper is to propose a new robust procedure for inference in the context
of nonparametric regression and RDD. Our approach is based on a non-standard application of the
bootstrap that implicitly corrects for the bias, thus challenging the above fact. Standard bootstrap
methods fail in the present context because the bootstrap cannot correctly mimic the asymptotic
bias of the nonparametric estimator, leading to confidence intervals with incorrect coverage and
bootstrap p-values which are not uniformly distributed (see also Cavaliere and Georgiev, 2020).
We show that prepivoting, originally proposed by Beran (1987) as a means to obtain refinements
for asymptotically unbiased estimators, can provide a solution to this failure, as motivated by
recent work on asymptotically biased estimators in Cavaliere et al. (2024). The idea is that if the
asymptotic distribution of the boostrap p-value can be consistently estimated, then we can use it
to restore validity by transforming (or prepivoting) a non-uniformly distributed bootstrap p-value
into a uniformly distributed bootstrap p-value. In our context, we can use its quantiles to adjust
the original bootstrap confidence intervals.

In this framework, our first contribution is to show that prepivoting performs an implicit bias
correction and at the same time adjusts the standard error of the nonparametric regression esti-
mator to account for the additional uncertainty introduced by debiasing. That is, the prepivoted
bootstrap interval is asymptotically equivalent to an RBC-style interval. We also show that, for cer-
tain bootstrap schemes, bootstrap inference based on prepivoting can be computationally straight-
forward, as it does not require any resampling algorithm. This desirable property occurs because
both the bootstrap bias correction and the standard error adjustment can be shown to be known
functions of the regressors (and the kernel). When the external random variable used to construct
the bootstrap confidence interval is drawn from a normal distribution, the prepivoted bootstrap
interval is in fact identical to the corresponding RBC-style interval.

As our second contribution, we show that the RBC interval of Calonico et al. (2014, 2018)
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is asymptotically equivalent to prepivoting a confidence interval based on the bootstrap scheme
considered by Bartalotti et al. (2017) and He and Bartalotti (2020) for RDD. For inference based on
a local linear estimator at a given evaluation point (e.g., the cutoff for RDD), this bootstrap method
generates bootstrap observations using a local quadratic estimator estimated at that point. For this
reason, we call this the ‘global polynomial’ (GP) bootstrap. The GP bootstrap is asymptotically
invalid when used to construct conventional bootstrap intervals. Bartalotti et al. (2017) and He
and Bartalotti (2020) estimate the bias by a first level bootstrap, and then use a second level
bootstrap to obtain standard errors. However, we show that prepivoting solves the invalidity
problem directly by modifying the bootstrap quantiles to reflect the presence of bias. In particular,
we show that the prepivoted GP bootstrap (hereafter, PGP) interval is asymptotically equivalent
to the RBC interval of Calonico et al. (2014, 2018) based on local quadratic estimates of the second-
order derivative that enters the bias component. More generally, by changing the estimator of the
conditional mean function used in the bootstrap DGP, we obtain different bias corrections and
different studentizations.

By exploiting the asymptotic equivalence between prepivoting and RBC-style intervals, our third
and main contribution is to revisit the classical bootstrap in nonparametric statistics (e.g., Här-
dle and Bowman, 1988, Härdle and Marron, 1991, and Hall and Horowitz, 2013). This bootstrap
smooths the conditional mean function at each regressor value using a local polynomial estima-
tor, and we label it the ‘local polynomial’ (LP) bootstrap. The inconsistency of naive, i.e., non-
prepivoted, implementations of the LP bootstrap when used with ‘large’ (including MSE-optimal)
bandwidths is well documented in the statistics literature. Different solutions have been proposed,
and they typically require choosing additional bandwidth or tuning parameters. We propose and
analyze new prepivoted LP bootstrap schemes (hereafter, PLP), and we show that they (i) deliver
novel confidence intervals of the RBC style, not explored in the existing literature, and, more im-
portantly, (ii) lead to efficiency gains (i.e., shorter confidence intervals) with respect to the clas-
sic RBC interval. Specifically, we show that the bias correction mechanism implicitly generated by
prepivoting these bootstrap methods is more efficient than the bias estimator employed in the RBC
procedure, resulting in confidence intervals of shorter length and correct coverage, asymptotically.
Importantly, PLP allows using the same bandwidth for point estimation and in the bootstrap data
generating process (DGP). As far as we are aware, ours is the first approach in the nonparametrics
literature that delivers a valid and efficient implementation of the LP bootstrap without the need
for additional tuning parameters.

As is usually the case for nonparametric estimators, the asymptotic distribution of PLP statis-
tics depends on whether the evaluation point is interior or boundary. For interior points, prepiv-
oting can be applied directly as discussed above. However, for boundary points, the implicit bias
correction mimics the leading bias term of the original statistic only up to a multiplicative term.
The consequence is that the standard prepivoting approach studied by Cavaliere et al. (2024) re-
quires modification in this context. Since the multiplicative term depends on the regressors (and
the kernel) only, and is therefore known, our solution involves reweighting the bootstrap statistic
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Table 1: Comparison of relative (asymptotic) interval lengths

Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Biweight Triweight

Interior point 0.84 0.86 0.83 0.85 0.86
Boundary point 0.84 0.86 0.83 0.84 0.85
Notes: Asymptotic relative length of confidence intervals based on RBC and mPLP for five different kernels for the
local linear estimator. Entries less than one imply that mPLP is shorter.

before applying the prepivoting approach. We show that this ‘modified’ PLP approach (hereafter,
mPLP) adapts to the nature of the evaluation point and yields asymptotically valid inference across
the entire support of the regressor, including boundary points.

Importantly, the new mPLP method not only has correct asymptotic coverage, but it also
delivers shorter interval length compared to the RBC interval. Intuitively, mPLP is based on a
convolution of the original observations, and such convolution introduces an additional layer of
smoothing. We show that this additional smoothing induces a more efficient bias-correction in the
sense that the overall variance of the debiased statistic is smaller. Crucially, this efficiency result
is not tied to a specific DGP, as the asymptotic relative lengths of the confidence intervals based
on mPLP and RBC depend only on the choice of kernel in the nonparametric regression and on
whether the evaluation point is interior or boundary. Table 1 gives the asymptotic relative lengths
of the mPLP bootstrap and RBC intervals for five common kernels for the special case of the local
linear estimator. For the popular Epanechnikov kernel, mPLP bootstrap intervals are 17% shorter
than RBC intervals for both interior and boundary evaluation points. These efficiency results are
supported by our Monte Carlo simulation experiments.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents some general results on
prepivoting in nonparametric regression and its relation to RBC-style intervals, as well as to the
GP bootstrap scheme. In Section 3, we discuss how improved inference can be based on the LP
bootstrap. We show asymptotic validity of the corresponding prepivoted confidence interval and
analyze its efficiency, in terms of length, compared with the RBC interval. In Section 4 we extend
our approach to boundary problems and, in particular, to (sharp) RDD. In Section 5 we assess
the performance of our methods in finite samples via Monte Carlo simulation. Finally, Section 6
concludes. All notation, technical derivations, and proofs are included in the appendix and in the
accompanying supplemental material. R packages that implement the procedures in this paper are
available at https://pppackages.github.io.

2 robust bias correction and prepivoting

2.1 preliminaries

Given a random sample Dn := {(yi, xi) : i = 1, . . . , n}, consider the problem of inference on the
conditional expectation g(x) := E[yi|xi = x] at a fixed point x = x, using a local (p-th order, p
odd) polynomial estimator ĝn(x) := ĝn(x;h,K), where h = hn > 0 is the bandwidth and K the
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kernel function; that is, with rp(u) = (1, u, . . . , up)′,

ĝn(x) := ι′0β̂p,n(x), β̂p,n(x) := argmin
b∈Rp+1

n∑
i=1

(
yi − rp(xi − x)′b

)2
K
(xi−x

h

)
. (2.1)

An explicit form is β̂p,n(x) = Hp(Z ′
p(x)W (x)Zp(x))−1Z ′

p(x)W (x)y with y := (y1, . . . , yn)′, W (x) :=
h−1 diag(K((x1 − x)/h), . . . ,K((xn − x)/h)), Hp := diag(1, h−1, . . . , h−p), and Zp(x) := (rp((x1 −
x)/h), . . . , rp((xn −x)/h))′. In the following, dependence of Zp and W on x is omitted when x = x.

Inference based on ĝn(x) is challenging due to the presence of an asymptotic bias. In particular,
we typically have

Tn :=
√
nh(ĝn(x) − g(x)) d→N(B, v2

1), (2.2)

where, letting Xn := {xi : i = 1, . . . , n}, the asymptotic bias B := plimn→∞Bn, Bn := E[Tn|Xn], is
non-zero when bandwidths with MSE-optimal rate are employed. Sufficient conditions for (2.2) are
given by Assumptions 2.1–2.2 below; e.g., Ruppert and Wand (1994) and Fan and Gijbels (1996).

Assumption 2.1. (yi, xi) are i.i.d. and xi has bounded support Sx and continuous density f . Let
N be an open neighborhood of x. Then, on N ∩ Sx: (i) f(x) > 0; (ii) σ2(x) := V[yi|xi = x] > 0 is
continuous and supx E[y4

i |xi = x] < ∞; (iii) g(p+1) is Hölder continuous with exponent η > 0.

Assumption 2.2. (i) The kernel K has support (−1, 1) on which it is symmetric, positive, and
Lipschitz continuous; (ii) the bandwidth h = hn is such that h + (nh)−1 logn → 0 and nh2p+3 →
κ ∈ [0,+∞).

Assumption 2.2 covers the most widely used kernel functions, e.g., the uniform, Epanechnikov,
and triangular kernels, as well as ‘large’ (κ > 0) and undersmoothing (κ = 0) bandwidths. Under
Assumptions 2.1–2.2, the bias term Bn satisfies

Bn =
√
nh2p+3g(p+1)(x)Cn/(p+ 1)! + op(1), (2.3)

where Cn = Cn(x) := ι′0(Z ′
pWZp)−1Z ′

pWZp+1ιp+1 satisfies Cn →pC, and the constant C :=
ι′0
( ∫

X K(s)rp(s)rp(s)′ds
)−1 ∫

X K(u)rp(u)up+1du. Here, and throughout, X = R if x is an interior
point and X = [0,∞) if x is a boundary point, such that the constant is uniquely determined by
the kernel K, the order p, and whether x is an interior or boundary point. Note that for under-
smoothing bandwidths, Bn = op(1) and B = 0.

The presence of bias invalidates confidence intervals that ignore it. For instance, with α ∈ (0, 1),
a 100(1 − α)% nominal level conventional interval that ignores the bias is

CIn :=
[
ĝn(x) ± z1−α/2(nh)−1/2v̂1n

]
,

where v̂2
1n is a consistent estimator of v2

1. However, P(g(x) ∈ CIn) does not converge to 1 − α as
n → ∞. To restore asymptotic validity of the confidence interval, the RBC approach of Calonico
et al. (2014, 2018) recenters CIn by an estimate of the leading bias term and adjusts the standard
error to account for the variability of the bias estimator. With B̂RBC,n and v̂RBC,n denoting the bias

5



estimate and the adjusted standard error, respectively, the 100(1−α)% nominal level RBC interval is

CIRBC,n :=
[
(ĝn(x) − (nh)−1/2B̂RBC,n) ± z1−α/2(nh)−1/2v̂RBC,n

]
. (2.4)

For local polynomial estimators, B̂RBC,n is based on nonparametric estimators of higher-order
derivatives, which may involve the choice of additional bandwidths. It has the form B̂RBC,n =√
nh2p+3ĝ

(p+1)
n (x)Cn/(p + 1)!, where Cn is as introduced previously, and ĝ

(p+1)
n (x) is an estima-

tor of g(p+1)(x). The estimator v̂2
RBC,n estimates the variance of the debiased statistic

√
nhĝn(x) −

B̂RBC,n. As such, it is equal to v̂2
1n (the variance estimator of

√
nhĝn(x)) plus an additional term that

estimates the variance of B̂RBC,n and the covariance between B̂RBC,n and
√
nhĝn(x); see Calonico

et al. (2018, Section 3.1).

2.2 an equivalence result

As we show next, RBC intervals can be derived by prepivoting specific (invalid) bootstrap schemes.
In Section 3 we exploit the link between the two approaches to derive new RBC-type intervals with
improved length properties.

Let ĝ∗
n(x) := ĝ∗

n(x;h,K) denote a bootstrap analogue of ĝn(x) based on the same kernel function
K and the same bandwidth h. Conventional percentile-t bootstrap intervals are typically based on
the quantiles of the bootstrap distribution of T ∗

n , a given bootstrap analogue of Tn (for instance,
T ∗

n =
√
nh(ĝ∗

n(x) − ĝn(x)), see Section 3). Letting L̂n(u) := P∗(T ∗
n ≤ u), a standard 100(1 − α)%

nominal level equal-tailed bootstrap interval for g(x) is

CIBoot,n :=
[
ĝn(x) − (nh)−1/2L̂−1

n (1 − α/2), ĝn(x) − (nh)−1/2L̂−1
n (α/2)

]
, (2.5)

which, however, does not contain g(x) with probability converging to 1 − α. Just as the original
nonparametric estimator ĝn(x) is biased, its bootstrap analogue ĝ∗

n(x) is also biased, implying the
invalidity of CIBoot,n. As discussed by Cavaliere et al. (2024, Remark 3.2), the root of the problem
lies in the fact that the standard bootstrap p-value p̂n := P∗(T ∗

n ≤ Tn) is not asymptotically
distributed as U[0,1] in the presence of asymptotic bias.

Prepivoting solves this problem by changing the level of the bootstrap quantiles. Let Ĥn be a
(uniformly) consistent estimator of H, the asymptotic cumulative distribution function (cdf) of p̂n.
A 100(1 − α)% nominal level equal-tailed bootstrap interval based on prepivoting is

CIP,n :=
[
ĝn(x) − (nh)−1/2L̂−1

n (Ĥ−1
n (1 − α/2)), ĝn(x) − (nh)−1/2L̂−1

n (Ĥ−1
n (α/2))

]
. (2.6)

When p̂n →d U[0,1] then H(u) = u and Ĥ−1
n (α) →p α, in which case the prepivoted interval CIP,n is

asymptotically equivalent to CIBoot,n. But when asymptotic uniformity of p̂n fails, CIP,n remains
asymptotically valid while CIBoot,n becomes invalid. The main reason why prepivoting restores
validity is that if Ĥn is a uniformly consistent estimator of H (regardless of whether the latter
is the uniform cdf or not), the prepivoted p-value p̃n := Ĥn(p̂n) is asymptotically distributed as
U[0,1] by the probability integral transform. This implies asymptotic validity of CIP,n, as shown by
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Cavaliere et al. (2024, Remark 3.4); that is, for any α ∈ (0, 1),

P(g(x) ∈ CIP,n) = P(L̂−1
n (Ĥ−1

n (α/2)) ≤ Tn ≤ L̂−1
n (Ĥ−1

n (1 − α/2)))

= P(Ĥ−1
n (α/2) ≤ p̂n ≤ Ĥ−1

n (1 − α/2)) → 1 − α. (2.7)

Prepivoting avoids an explicit bias correction whenever Ĥn does not require estimating B.
Denote by B̂n := E∗[T ∗

n ] and v̂2
n := V∗[T ∗

n ] the bias and variance, respectively, of the bootstrap
statistic T ∗

n under the bootstrap probability measure. As we show next, we may regard B̂n as a bias
estimator implicitly induced by the bootstrap. Suppose the following high level conditions hold.

Assumption H . (i) T ∗
n−B̂n

d*→pN(0, v2) with v2 = plim v̂2
n > 0; (ii) (Tn−Bn, B̂n−Bn)′ d→N(0, V ),

where V is positive definite.

Assumption H (i) requires the bootstrap statistic T ∗
n to be conditionally asymptotically Gaus-

sian after we remove the bootstrap bias B̂n. Note that the bootstrap does not need to replicate the
asymptotic variance of Tn, i.e., v2 may be different from v2

1. Under Assumption H (i), as in Theo-
rem 3.4 of Cavaliere et al. (2024), we can show that p̂n = Φ(v̂−1

n (Tn − B̂n)) + op(1). If in addition
Assumption H (ii) holds, then Tn − B̂n

d→N(0, v2
P) with v2

P > 0, and the asymptotic cdf of p̂n is
H(u) := Φ(m−1Φ−1(u)), m := vP/v. A consistent (plug-in) estimator of H can be obtained as

Ĥn(u) := Φ(m̂−1
n Φ−1(u)), m̂n := v̂P,n/v̂n, (2.8)

where v̂2
P,n is a consistent estimator of v2

P. Different bootstrap methods induce different B̂n and
consequently require different estimators v̂2

P,n. Note that Assumption H (ii) requires the bootstrap
bias B̂n to be asymptotically centered at Bn, a condition that may require modifying the bootstrap
statistic T ∗

n when inference on a boundary point is desired, as discussed in Section 4.
Although Ĥn of (2.8), and hence CIP,n, does not involve B̂n explicitly, we can show that CIP,n is

asymptotically equivalent to an interval that bears a close resemblance to the RBC interval CIRBC,n

in that it too contains a bias correction and adjusts the standard error for the additional uncertainty
appropriately. We describe this result next.

For simplicity, suppose that T ∗
n is conditionally Gaussian; that is, conditionally on Dn, T ∗

n ∼
N(B̂n, v̂

2
n) and hence L̂n(u) = Φ((u− B̂n)/v̂n). In this case, CIP,n in (2.6) is exactly equal to

CIP-RBC,n =
[
(ĝn(x) − (nh)−1/2B̂n) ± z1−α/2(nh)−1/2v̂P,n

]
. (2.9)

In general, T ∗
n is Gaussian only asymptotically, and we obtain the following result.

Theorem 2.1. Let CIP,n, Ĥn, and CIP-RBC,n be defined in (2.6), (2.8), and (2.9), respectively.

(i) If Assumption H (i) holds then CIP,n = CIP-RBC,n + op((nh)−1/2).
(ii) If Assumption H (i) holds and T ∗

n is Gaussian conditional on Dn, then CIP,n = CIP-RBC,n a.s.
(iii) If Assumption H holds and v̂2

P,n →p v
2
P, then P(g(x) ∈ CIP,n) → 1 − α.

An interesting implication of Theorem 2.1 is that we can obtain CIP-RBC,n without any resam-
pling as it depends only on B̂n and v̂2

P,n (which we derive analytically for different residual-based
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bootstrap methods in the next sections), and standard normal critical values zα. More importantly,
this asymptotic equivalence result implies that we can view RBC through the lens of prepivoting
(or vice versa), as we show in the next section.

2.3 standard rbc inference as gp bootstrap prepivoting

Assume that the bootstrap data D∗
n := {(y∗

i , x
∗
i ) : i = 1, . . . , n} are generated by setting x∗

i = xi

for i = 1, . . . , n (‘fixed regressor’ bootstrap) and

y∗
i = g̃x,n(xi) + ε∗

i , i = 1, . . . , n, (2.10)

where ε∗
i := ε̃ie

∗
i with ε̃i being the bias-corrected HCk residuals considered in Calonico et al. (2018)

and e∗
i being (conditionally on the data) i.i.d. with E∗[e∗

i ] = 0 and E∗[e∗2
i ] = 1. The bootstrap

conditional expectation E∗[y∗
i |x∗

i = xi] in (2.10) is

g̃x,n(xi) := rp+1(xi − x)′β̂p+1,n(x) =
p+1∑
j=0

ι′j β̂p+1,n(x)(xi − x)j ,

where β̂p+1,n(x) is obtained as in (2.1) using local polynomial regression of order p + 1 at the
fixed point x; see Bartalotti et al. (2017) and He and Bartalotti (2020) for the case p = 1. Since
ι′j β̂p+1,n(x) is an estimator of g(j)(x)/j!, the function g̃x,n(x) is an estimator of a (p + 1)-th order
Taylor expansion of the conditional expectation g(x) = E[yi|xi = x] around the fixed point x.
That is, to generate the bootstrap data we use the same function g̃x,n(x) estimated locally at x but
evaluated globally at each x = xi for i = 1, . . . , n. Hence, we use ‘global polynomial’ (GP) bootstrap
to label the DGP (2.10). Importantly, this method generates bootstrap data using a polynomial
order (p+ 1) that is larger than the order p used in estimation. This mismatch is key to inducing
an asymptotic bias under the bootstrap probability measure that satisfies Assumption H .

Let ĝ∗
n(x) be the local (p-th order) polynomial estimator applied to the bootstrap sample gener-

ated as (2.10). The GP bootstrap analogue of Tn is T ∗
GP,n =

√
nh(ĝ∗

n(x)− g̃x,n(x)), and its bootstrap
bias and variance are denoted B̂GP,n := E∗[T ∗

GP,n] and v̂2
GP,n := V∗[T ∗

GP,n], respectively. Because
the GP bootstrap is a fixed-design scheme (i.e., the regressors are fixed across bootstrap samples),
these moments can be computed in closed form. Specifically, we show that

B̂GP,n =
√
nh2p+3ĝ(p+1)

n (x) Cn
(p+1)! , (2.11)

where ĝ(p+1)
n (x) := (p + 1)!ι′p+1β̂p+1,n(x) is an estimator of g(p+1)(x), clearly implying that B̂GP,n

is an estimator of the dominant term of Bn in (2.3). Interestingly, B̂GP,n is identical to B̂RBC,n as
given in Calonico et al. (2018, Section 3); see the discussion after (2.4).

As explained in the previous section, a prepivoted bootstrap confidence interval (2.6) based
on (Tn, T

∗
GP,n), say CIPGP,n, can be constructed by choosing v̂2

PGP,n as a consistent estimator of
v2

PGP, which is the asymptotic variance of Tn − B̂GP,n. Because B̂GP,n = B̂RBC,n, the natural plug-
in estimator for the GP case coincides with the variance estimator in Calonico et al. (2018). In
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Figure 1: Nonparametric curves: original ( ), LP bootstrap ( ), and GP bootstrap ( )
Notes: The vertical bar corresponds to the evaluation point x = −1/3; the shaded area corresponds to the selected
bandwidth; n = 1, 000 observations are summarized into n/5 bins (circles); polynomial order p = 1.

Theorem 2.2 below we show (i) validity of such confidence interval, and (ii) its equivalence, up
to an op((nh)−1/2) term, to the RBC interval CIRBC,n in (2.4). The proof requires verifying that
Assumption H holds for (Tn, T

∗
GP,n) under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2. The theorem then follows by

Theorem 2.1.

Theorem 2.2. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, for any x ∈ Sx, P(g(x) ∈ CIPGP,n) → 1 − α and
CIPGP,n = CIRBC,n + op((nh)−1/2). If, in addition, T ∗

GP,n is Gaussian conditional on Dn, then
CIPGP,n = CIRBC,n a.s.

3 improved nonparametric inference

The main feature of the GP bootstrap discussed above is that the conditional mean function under
the bootstrap probability measure is based on a single local approximation of the curve g, using
a polynomial expansion of g around x, which is then applied globally to all xi’s. In contrast, in
this section we consider the ‘local polynomial’ (LP) bootstrap scheme traditionally employed in
the statistics literature, where g is approximated locally for each of the xi’s, implying that the
bootstrap conditional expectation function resembles g more closely over the entire support (Härdle
and Marron, 1988, Härdle and Bowman, 1991, Hall and Horowitz, 2013). This point is illustrated
in Figure 1, where we contrast the true regression curve with the GP and LP bootstrap curves
under the setup considered in Section 5.

In this section, we show how the prepivoted LP bootstrap leads to improved inference. We focus
here on the case where x is an interior point. Boundary points will be considered in Section 4.

9



3.1 the local polynomial bootstrap

The LP bootstrap sets the bootstrap conditional expectation to E∗[y∗
i |x∗

i = x] = ĝn(x), where ĝn(x)
is as in (2.1). The bootstrap data D∗

n := {(y∗
i , x

∗
i ) : i = 1, . . . , n} satisfy x∗

i = xi, i = 1, . . . , n, and

y∗
i = ĝn(xi) + ε∗

i , i = 1, . . . , n, (3.1)

where ε∗
i := ε̃ie

∗
i with ε̃i and e∗

i as defined in Section 2.3 to facilitate comparison with the existing
RBC approach. Other choices are possible, e.g., ε̃i = yi − ĝn(xi), without changing our results.
Bootstrap DGPs of this or similar forms have been widely applied to nonparametric regression
without prepivoting; see, e.g., Härdle and Marron (1988), Härdle and Bowman (1991), and Hall
and Horowitz (2013).

The LP bootstrap uses a p-th order local polynomial regression estimate of g(x) calculated
at each sample point x = xi to generate y∗

i , rather than extrapolating values for g(xi) from a
single (p + 1)-th order local polynomial regression estimated at x = x, as for the GP bootstrap.
In this section, we exploit this key difference and show the following. First, we demonstrate that
prepivoting can also be used to restore asymptotic validity of the LP bootstrap without requiring
undersmoothing or the choice of additional bandwidths, a result that stands in contrast to the
existing bootstrap literature. Second, we show that the resulting prepivoted LP bootstrap (PLP)
generates a novel RBC-type confidence interval which differs from the existing RBC intervals in
that it does not rely on a higher-order local polynomial estimate of the derivatives entering the bias
term. Third, and most importantly, we show that in large samples, the new PLP interval is shorter
than the classical RBC CIs in Calonico et al. (2014, 2018), while maintaining correct coverage. Put
differently, with respect to the usual bias estimators used in RBC procedures, the bias estimator
implicitly generated by the PLP method leads to improved inference on the regression curve.

3.2 theory

Consider the prepivoted bootstrap confidence interval (2.6) based on (Tn, T
∗
LP,n), say CIPLP,n, where

T ∗
LP,n =

√
nh(ĝ∗

n(x) − ĝn(x)) and ĝ∗
n(x) is the local (p-th order) polynomial estimator applied to

the bootstrap sample generated as (3.1). The bootstrap bias and variance of T ∗
LP,n are B̂LP,n :=

E∗[T ∗
LP,n] and v̂2

LP,n := V∗[T ∗
LP,n], respectively.

Recall from Section 2.2 that in order to construct CIPLP,n as in (2.6), a consistent estimator
v̂2

PLP,n of the asymptotic variance v2
PLP of Tn − B̂LP,n is required to compute the plug-in estimator

ĤLP,n(u) = Φ((v̂LP,n/v̂PLP,n)Φ−1(u)). To find v̂2
PLP,n, we first derive the bootstrap bias B̂LP,n.

It follows from the closed-form expression for ĝ∗
n(x) that

B̂LP,n =
√
nh
( 1
nh

n∑
i=1

wi(x)ĝn(xi) − ĝn(x)
)
,

where, for a generic x, wi(x) := ι′0(Z ′
p(x)W (x)Zp(x)/n)−1rp((xi − x)/h)K((xi − x)/h) so that

ĝn(x) = (nh)−1∑n
i=1wi(x)yi. Here, B̂LP,n is an estimator of the so-called preasymptotic bias, i.e.
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Bn := E[Tn|Xn] =
√
nh((nh)−1∑n

i=1wi(x)g(xi) − g(x)), while, in contrast, B̂GP,n is an estimator
of the dominant term in Bn. We can rewrite B̂LP,n as

B̂LP,n = 1√
nh

n∑
i=1

wLP-bc,i(x)yi (3.2)

with weights defined by the convolution wLP-bc,i(x) := (nh)−1∑n
j=1wj(x)wi(xj) − wi(x). Since

Tn =
√
nh
(
(nh)−1∑n

i=1wi(x)yi − g(x)
)
, we obtain

Tn − B̂LP,n =
√
nh
( 1
nh

n∑
i=1

wPLP,i(x)yi − g(x)
)
, wPLP,i(x) := wi(x) − wLP-bc,i(x).

Let v2
PLP denote the asymptotic variance of Tn − B̂LP,n. Because the weights are measurable with

respect to Xn and V[yi|Xn] = σ2(xi), by conditioning on the regressors we have V[Tn−B̂LP,n|Xn] =
(nh)−1∑n

i=1wPLP,i(x)2σ2(xi). This suggests the estimator

v̂2
PLP,n := 1

nh

n∑
i=1

wPLP,i(x)2ε̃2
i . (3.3)

A formal proof of consistency of v̂2
PLP,n under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 is provided next.

Lemma 3.1. Let v̂2
PLP,n be defined in (3.3). Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, v̂2

PLP,n →p v
2
PLP > 0.

In view of Lemma 3.1, an application of Theorem 2.1 implies the asymptotic validity of the PLP
interval CIPLP,n. In addition, CIPLP,n is asymptotically equivalent to

CIPLP-RBC,n = [(ĝn(x) − (nh)−1/2B̂LP,n) ± z1−α/2(nh)−1/2v̂PLP,n],

which is a new RBC-type interval that does not require resampling. The following theorem states
these results.

Theorem 3.1. Let x be an interior point. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, P(g(x) ∈ CIPLP,n) →
1 − α and CIPLP,n = CIPLP-RBC,n + op((nh)−1/2). If, in addition, T ∗

LP,n is Gaussian conditional
on Dn, then CIPLP,n = CIPLP-RBC,n a.s.

3.3 improved inference

In this section, we compare the asymptotic efficiency of the new prepivoted PLP intervals and the
existing RBC-type intervals proposed by Calonico et al. (2014, 2018). We show that the former are
asymptotically shorter than the latter. This efficiency result is based on the asymptotic equivalence
between prepivoting and the RBC approach in Section 2.2. In particular, Theorems 2.2 and 3.1
imply that the asymptotic relative length of CIPLP,n compared to CIRBC,n is equal to the ratio
between the asymptotic standard deviations of their respective debiased statistics, i.e., vPLP/vRBC.

To shed some light on this ratio, let w(u), u ∈ R, be the so-called ‘equivalent kernel’ associated
with K and p. Specifically, w(u) := ι′0(

∫
X rp(s)r′

p(s)K(s)ds)−1rp(u)K(u), which is the asymptotic
analogue of the sample weights wi(x); see Lemma B.5. Similarly, define the asymptotic analogue
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Table 2: Relative (asymptotic) interval length comparison

Kernel KPLP KRBC (KPLP/KRBC)1/2

Triangular 0.95 1.33 0.84
Uniform 0.83 1.13 0.86
Epanechnikov 0.85 1.25 0.83
Biweight 1.01 1.41 0.85
Triweight 1.15 1.55 0.86
Notes: Polynomial order p = 1.

of wPLP,i(x) as wPLP(u) := 2w(u) −
∫

X w(u − r)w(r)dr. This contrasts with that of the RBC
method given by wRBC(u) := w(u) − Cι′p+1(

∫
X rp+1(s)r′

p+1(s)K(s)ds)−1rp+1(u)K(u) with C :=∫
X w(u)up+1du; see Lemma B.1 and Calonico et al. (2022, Section 4.2).

Corollary 3.1. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2,

(v2
PLP, v

2
RBC) = σ2(x)

f(x) (KPLP,KRBC),

where
KPLP :=

∫
X

wPLP(u)2du > 0 and KRBC :=
∫

X
wRBC(u)2du > 0 (3.4)

are functions only of the kernel K and the polynomial order p.

As shown in Section 3.2, v2
PLP is the asymptotic variance of a (scaled) weighted average of yi

with weights wPLP,i(x). Using fairly standard arguments in the nonparametric literature (e.g., Fan
and Gijbels, 1996, p. 66), Corollary 3.1 shows that this variance is proportional to σ2(x)/f(x)
where the constant of proportionality is KPLP, which is a known function of the kernel and the
polynomial order, p. A similar proportionality holds for v2

RBC with the difference that the constant
of proportionality is KRBC, which is a different function of the kernel and p. Hence, the relative
asymptotic length of the PLP and RBC intervals is the square root of KPLP/KRBC.

Table 2 reports the values of KPLP, KRBC, and the square root of their ratio for five common
kernels and p = 1, which is by far the most commonly used value in practice. For all the kernels
considered, the decrease is substantial, ranging from 14% to 17%. Figure 2 provides a comparison
of the functions wPLP and wRBC for the five kernels previously considered and p = 1. While neither
function is always closer to zero than the other, wPLP(u) clearly shows less variation around zero,
resulting in KPLP < KRBC.

We conclude this section by noticing that a double-bandwidth approach could be applied, where
h is used to fit the local polynomial estimator as above, and a new bandwidth b is used for the bias
estimator. Calonico et al. (2022) show that existing RBC inference can be optimized in terms of
interval length by selecting an optimal value of ρ := h/b, say ρopt. Interestingly, with the values of
ρopt derived by Calonico et al. (2022) for the triangular and Epanechnikov kernels and p = 1, the
PLP approach based on a single bandwidth still provides shorter intervals, with relative lengths of
0.95 for the triangular kernel and 0.90 for the Epanechnikov kernel. For the uniform kernel, the
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Figure 2: The functions wPLP ( ) and wRBC ( ) for five kernels
Notes: Polynomial order p = 1.

result in Table 2 still holds because ρopt = 1 in that case.

4 inference at the boundary and rdd

In this section, we extend the results in Section 3 to address inference on g(x) when x is a boundary
point. This includes standard applications of nonparametric regression to RDD, which is prominent
in empirical work. As it turns out, the key challenge when x is on the boundary is that the
LP bootstrap bias is no longer centered around the original bias Bn, not even asymptotically.
Therefore, Assumption H (ii) breaks down and Theorem 3.1 no longer applies; see Section 4.1. We
show that a simple modification of the prepivoting method (mPLP) restores the validity results
established in Section 3 for interior points. Importantly, confidence intervals based on the proposed
mPLP procedure automatically account for cases where x is at the boundary, while remaining
asymptotically equivalent to the PLP procedure from Section 3 when x is an interior point. The
proposed modification is presented in Section 4.2, with its application to regression discontinuity
designs discussed in Section 4.3.

4.1 Challenges of standard prepivoting at the boundary

A crucial assumption underlying the results of Section 3.2 is Assumption H (ii), which requires that
B̂LP,n − Bn converges in distribution to a mean-zero Gaussian random variable. This assumption
fails when x is a boundary point since B̂LP,n − Bn is no longer (asymptotically) centered at zero.
The reason is that, in contrast with the interior case, Cn and its LP bootstrap analogue CLP,n do
not converge to the same constant C when x is on the boundary. Instead, Lemma B.3 shows that

B̂LP,n −Bn −An = ξ2n,LP + op(1), An →pA :=
√
κg(p+1)(x)(CLP − C)/(p+ 1)!, (4.1)

where ξ2n,LP := (nh)−1/2∑n
i=1wLP-bc,i(x)εi has zero mean, An :=

√
nh2p+3g(p+1)(x)(CLP,n−Cn)/(p+

1)!, CLP,n := (nh)−1∑n
i=1wi(x)Cn(xi) is a smoothed version of Cn, and g(p+1)(x) denotes the (di-

rectional) (p+ 1)-order derivative at x. Importantly, C ̸= CLP when x is on the boundary, but they
are uniquely determined by the kernel K and the polynomial order p; see Lemma B.1.

Our modified method restores validity of the prepivoted bootstrap confidence interval by simply
rescaling the bootstrap statistic T ∗

LP,n with a known function of the data, say Qn. The scaling factor
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Qn is chosen such that the term An is eliminated from the asymptotic distribution of the bootstrap
bias. As we shall see, it does not involve any additional tuning parameters or unknown quantities.

4.2 a boundary-adaptive prepivoting method

Let T ∗
mLP,n := QnT

∗
LP,n, where Qn := Cn/CLP,n depends only on K, h, and Xn. By definition,

B̂mLP,n := E∗[T ∗
mLP,n] = QnB̂LP,n with B̂LP,n as in Section 3.2. In contrast with T ∗

LP,n, Assump-
tion H (ii) holds for T ∗

mLP,n for any x, including boundary points, because we have defined Qn pre-
cisely such that QnCLP,n = Cn. Specifically,

B̂mLP,n −Bn =
√
nh2p+3 g(p+1)(x)

(p+1)! (QnCLP,n − Cn) +Qnξ2n,LP + op(1) = Qnξ2n,LP + op(1). (4.2)

Consequently, the modified LP bootstrap bias B̂mLP,n is asymptotically centered at Bn, as required
in Assumption H (ii). Crucially, this result holds for any x ∈ Sx, including boundary points.

Taken together, these results imply that an asymptotically valid modified confidence interval,
denoted CImPLP,n, can be constructed provided a consistent estimator v̂2

mPLP,n is available for the
asymptotic variance v2

mPLP of Tn −B̂mLP,n. By relying on arguments similar to those used for v̂2
PLP,n

in (3.3), we can show that a consistent estimator of v2
mPLP is given by

v̂2
mPLP,n := 1

nh

n∑
i=1

w2
mPLP,i(x)ε̃2

i , wmPLP,i(x) := wi(x) − wmLP-bc,i(x), (4.3)

where wmLP-bc,i(x) := QnwLP-bc,i(x) with wLP-bc,i(x) and ε̃i as defined in Section 3.1. The following
lemma formalizes this result.

Lemma 4.1. Let v̂2
mPLP,n be as in (4.3). Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, v̂2

mPLP,n →p v
2
mPLP > 0.

Because T ∗
mLP,n satisfies Assumption H , we can apply Theorem 2.1 to conclude that the mPLP

interval CImPLP,n is asymptotically valid and equivalent to

CImPLP-RBC,n = [(ĝn(x) − (nh)−1/2B̂mLP,n) ± z1−α/2(nh)−1/2v̂mPLP,n],

which is an RBC-type interval involving no resampling. This interval is based on a new bootstrap
bias correction, B̂mLP,n, and a new studentization, v̂mPLP,n, and it is valid for both interior and
boundary points as stated in the next theorem.

Theorem 4.1. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, for any x ∈ Sx, P(g(x) ∈ CImPLP,n) → 1 − α and
CImPLP,n = CImPLP-RBC,n +op((nh)−1/2). If, in addition, T ∗

LP,n is Gaussian conditional on Dn, then
CImPLP,n = CImPLP-RBC,n a.s.

An important feature of the mPLP approach is that it automatically adapts to the location of
the point x. That is, it coincides with the PLP approach asymptotically when x lies in the interior
of Sx (where Qn →pQ = 1), and it provides a valid generalization when x is on the boundary.

Finally, as in Section 3.3, we can show that confidence intervals for g(x) are asymptotically
shorter when based on mPLP compared to the existing RBC intervals. This result, which holds for
both interior and boundary points, follows by comparing the asymptotic variances v2

mPLP and v2
RBC.
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Table 3: Relative (asymptotic) interval length comparison – boundary case

Kernel KmPLP KRBC (KmPLP/KRBC)1/2

Triangular 7.17 10.29 0.84
Uniform 6.62 9.00 0.86
Epanechnikov 6.78 9.82 0.83
Biweight 7.67 10.87 0.84
Triweight 8.54 11.87 0.85
Notes: Polynomial order p = 1.

Corollary 4.1. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 hold. If x is an interior point then v2
mPLP = v2

PLP,
and the conclusions of Corollary 3.1 hold. If x is a boundary point, then

(v2
mPLP, v

2
RBC) = σ2(x)

f(x) (KmPLP,KRBC),

where KmPLP and KRBC are functions only of the kernel K and the polynomial order p.

In contrast to Corollary 3.1, Corollary 4.1 applies to any evaluation point x, including both
interior and boundary points. The values of the constants K depend on the kernel function K, the
polynomial order p, as well as on whether x is in the interior or at the boundary of Sx. When x is
in the interior of Sx, these values coincide with those of KPLP and KRBC in Corollary 3.1, implying
that Corollary 3.1 is a special case of Corollary 4.1.

When x is a boundary point, KRBC takes different values compared with the interior point case,
and KmPLP is different from KPLP. Table 3 is the boundary analogue of Table 2 and confirms that, for
the five kernels previously considered, the modified prepivoted interval CImPLP,n is asymptotically
shorter than CIRBC,n. As in Figure 2, we also plot in Figure 3 the equivalent kernels of mPLP and
RBC (see Appendix B.1). The comparison reveals that the conclusions from Section 3.3 also hold
for mPLP, i.e., KmPLP < KRBC.

4.3 application to regression-discontinuity designs

In this section, we apply the modified prepivoting approach from Section 4.2 to the problem of
inference in RDD. Adopting the standard potential outcome framework, let yi(1) and yi(0) denote
the potential outcomes for individual i (i = 1, . . . , n) with and without the treatment, respectively.
For each individual, we observe the associated treatment indicator di, which equals 1 if unit i is
treated (0 otherwise), and the observed outcome, yi = yi(0) + (yi(1) − yi(0))di. We also observe
the ‘forcing’ variable xi, a scalar covariate which is not affected by the treatment and determines
whether di = 1. Hence, the observed data are Dn := {(yi, xi, di) : i = 1, . . . , n}.

We consider (sharp) RDD, where di is determined by xi being above a given known cutoff x;
that is, di := I{xi≥x}. Interest is in estimating the average treatment effect at the cutoff, namely
ATE(x) := E[yi(1) − yi(0)|xi = x] = g+(x) − g−(x), where g+(x) := E[yi(1)|xi = x] and g−(x) :=
E[yi(0)|xi = x] are the regression functions of the potential outcomes. We consider the following
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Figure 3: The functions wmPLP ( ) and wRBC ( ) for five kernels – boundary case
Notes: Polynomial order p = 1.

modification of Assumption 2.1, where σ2
+(x) := V[yi(1)|xi = x] and σ2

−(x) := V[yi(0)|xi = x].

Assumption 4.1. (yi, xi, di) are i.i.d. and xi has bounded support Sx and continuous density f .
For all x in an open neighborhood of x, it holds that (i) f(x) > 0; (ii) σ2

+ and σ2
− are continuous

and supx∈Sx
E[y4

i |xi = x] < ∞; (iii) g(p+1)
+ and g(p+1)

− are Hölder continuous with exponent η > 0.

This assumption, which will be used for the asymptotic analysis, also identifies ATE(x) as the
jump in the regression function g at the cutoff x, i.e., as τ(x) := limx→x+ g(x) − limx→x− g(x) =
g+(x) − g−(x); see Hahn et al. (2001) and Imbens and Kalyanaraman (2012). Hence, τ(x) is the
parameter of interest, and the average treatment effect can be estimated as the difference of two
local polynomial regressions at the cutoff x. Formally, we can write this estimator as

τ̂n(x) := ĝ+,n(x) − ĝ−,n(x), (4.4)

where ĝ+,n(x) and ĝ−,n(x) are defined as in (2.1) with K((xi −x)/h) replaced by K+((xi −x)/h) :=
K((xi − x)/h)I{xi≥x} and K−((xi − x)/h) := K((xi − x)/h)I{xi<x}, respectively.

To construct valid confidence intervals using the modified prepivoting method of Section 4.2, let
Tn := (nh)1/2(τ̂n(x)−τ(x)) and its LP bootstrap analogue T ∗

n := (nh)1/2(τ̂∗
n(x)− τ̂n(x)), where τ̂∗

n(x)
is calculated from bootstrap data, D∗

n := {(y∗
i , x

∗
i , d

∗
i ) : i = 1, . . . , n}. Specifically, (x∗

i , d
∗
i ) = (xi, di),

i = 1, . . . , n, and the y∗
i ’s are as in (3.1) with ĝn(xi) replaced by ĝ+,n(xi)I{xi≥x} + ĝ−,n(xi)I{xi<x}.

Next, we define the modified bootstrap statistic, T ∗
rd,n. Since estimation of τ requires fitting two

distinct LP regressions, it is useful to decompose Tn = T+,n −T−,n, where T+,n := (nh)1/2(ĝ+,n(x)−
g+(x)) and T−,n := (nh)1/2(ĝ−,n(x) − g−(x)). In the same way, we can decompose T ∗

n = T ∗
+,n −T ∗

−,n

and define the scaling factors Q+,n and Q−,n as in Section 4.2 with K replaced by K+ and K−,
respectively. Thus, the modified bootstrap statistic is T ∗

rd,n := Q+,nT
∗
+,n −Q−,nT

∗
−,n.

The bootstrap bias is

B̂rd,n := E∗[T ∗
rd,n] = Q+,nB̂+,n −Q−,nB̂−,n, (4.5)

where B̂+,n := E∗[T ∗
+,n] and B̂−,n := E∗[T ∗

−,n] are computed as in (3.2) with K replaced by K+ and
K−, respectively, in the definition of the weights wi(x). Finally, we need a consistent estimator v̂2

rd,n

of the asymptotic variance v2
rd of Tn − B̂rd,n. To this end, we note that V[Tn − B̂rd,n|Xn] = V[T+,n −

Q+,nB̂+,n|Xn] + V[T−,n −Q−,nB̂−,n|Xn]. Consistent estimators of these two variance components
can be obtained as in (4.3) with K replaced by K+ and K−, respectively, thus yielding v̂2

rd,n.
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We show in the next theorem that T ∗
rd,n satisfies Assumption H , so we can apply Theorem 2.1

to conclude that a modified confidence interval for τ(x), denoted CIrd,n and constructed using v̂2
rd,n

as in Sections 2.2 and 3.2, is asymptotically valid and equivalent to

CIrd-RBC,n = [(τ̂n(x) − (nh)−1/2B̂rd,n) ± z1−α/2(nh)−1/2v̂rd,n],

which is an RBC-type interval involving no resampling.

Theorem 4.2. Under Assumptions 2.2 and 4.1 it holds that (i) v̂2
rd,n →p v

2
rd, (ii) P(τ(x) ∈ CIrd,n) →

1−α, (iii) CIrd,n = CIrd-RBC,n +op((nh)−1/2), and (iv) if, in addition, T ∗
rd,n is Gaussian conditional

on Dn, then CIrd,n = CIrd-RBC,n a.s.

Finally, we note that all the results in this section can be generalized to allow for different kernel
and bandwidth choices on each side of the cutoff. This changes the efficiency results in Sections 3.3
and 4.2 only slightly. Specifically, let K+,rd and K−,rd denote KmPLP for the kernel used to the right
and to the left of the cutoff, respectively. We similarly define K+,RBC and K−,RBC. By the i.i.d.
assumption, the following result then follows from Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 4.1.

Corollary 4.2. Under Assumptions 2.2 (applied to both sides of the cutoff) and 4.1,

v2
rd

v2
RBC-rd

=
σ2

+(x)K+,rd + σ2
−(x)K−,rd

σ2
+(x)K+,RBC + σ2

−(x)K−,RBC
,

where v2
RBC-rd is the asymptotic variance from the existing RBC interval for RDD.

As previously, the asymptotic relative length of the confidence intervals is the square root of
the ratio given in Corollary 4.2. Because K+,rd < K+,RBC and K−,rd < K−,RBC for all the kernels
considered (as seen in Table 3), it follows from Corollary 4.2 that our new confidence intervals CIrd,n

and CIrd-RBC,n are asymptotically shorter compared to the existing RBC intervals for RDD. Indeed,
when the same kernel is applied on both sides of the cutoff, as is most common in applied work,
the result in Corollary 4.2 simplifies to that obtained in Corollary 4.1 and displayed in Table 3.
Specifically, the new intervals are shorter than the existing RBC intervals by the same amount as
in Table 3.

It is likely that these results can be extended to other types of RDDs, e.g., fuzzy or kinked RDD.
Although relatively straightforward conceptually, such extensions are nontrivial. For example, the
fuzzy RDD estimator is a ratio of two sharp RDD estimators. Thus, limit theory would require
joint convergence of those two estimators, which in turn requires development of a generalization
of the prepivoting theory of Cavaliere et al. (2024) to vector-valued statistics. With such theory
in hand, the fuzzy RDD estimator can be analyzed using the arguments above combined with the
delta method.
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5 monte carlo

We now discuss the finite sample performance of the proposed CIs and compare them with the
CIs based on existing RBC using Monte Carlo simulation. We also include the invalid (i.e., not
prepivoted) CIs for comparison. We consider two distinct inference problems: a nonparametric
regression curve evaluated at both an interior and a boundary point and a sharp RDD.

We report results for 5, 000 Monte Carlo replications and nominal level 0.95. Estimators are
based on the Epanechnikov kernel for the nonparametric regression setup and on the triangular
kernel for the RDD setup, as those represent popular kernel choices. Two relevant bandwidth choices
are considered: the infeasible MSE-optimal bandwidth (h), as a theoretical benchmark, and the
feasible (plug-in based) coverage-error-optimal bandwidth (ĥ) of Calonico et al. (2018, 2020, 2022),
representing the reference bandwidth if the aim is to minimize the coverage error of RBC intervals.
For each bandwidth choice, we report the average bandwidth (h̄) across Monte Carlo replications.
We report empirical coverage probabilities and average lengths for four methods: CIGP,n, CILP,n,
CIRBC,n, and CImPLP,n. The first two methods are based on the interval CIBoot,n in (2.5), using
the GP and LP bootstrap schemes, respectively. CIRBC,n is the interval (2.4) and CImPLP,n is the
interval defined in Section 4.2. For all methods, we use HC3 residuals. The bootstrap intervals
are all based on a Gaussian wild bootstrap scheme, and hence implemented analytically without
resampling; see Section 2.2. For the same reason, results for the prepivoted GP interval CIPGP,n

defined in Section 2.3 would be identical to CIRBC,n, and are thus not reported.

nonparametric regression. We consider i.i.d. data generated as yi = g(xi)+εi with xi ∼ U[−1,1]

and εi ∼ N(0, σ2), where σ = 1 and

g(x) = sin(3πx/2)
1 + 18x2(sign(x) + 1) .

This DGP was previously considered in Berry, Carroll, and Ruppert (2001), Hall and Horowitz
(2013), and Calonico et al. (2018, 2022), among others. We consider inference both at an interior
point, x = −1/3, and a boundary point, x = −1, denoted int and bnd, respectively, in Table 4.

Results for samples of size n ∈ {250, 500, 1000, 2000} are presented in Table 4. The numerical
evidence supports the anticipated decrease in interval lengths of 17%, even for small sample sizes,
suggesting that the asymptotic efficiency of mPLP is rapidly achieved as n increases. We observe
that RBC and mPLP perform similarly in terms of coverage under both bandwidth choices, with
empirical coverage probabilities remaining close to the nominal level. A deviation from the nomi-
nal level is detected for mPLP with ĥ, when x is an interior point and n is small, but this deviation
rapidly vanishes as the sample size increases. Finally, because they are not robust to the ‘large’
bandwidth choices considered, non-prepivoted methods exhibit much smaller average lengths, re-
sulting in severe undercoverage even for large n.

rdd. In the context of RDD, we generate i.i.d. data from yi = g(xi) + εi with xi ∼ 2B(2, 4) − 1
and εi ∼ N(0, σ2), where B is the Beta distribution and σ = 0.1295. We consider two choices for
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Table 4: coverage and length of 95% confidence intervals - nonparametric regression

Coverage Length
eval. n h h̄ GP LP RBC mPLP GP LP RBC mPLP

int 250 h 0.189 81.5 88.9 93.6 94.2 0.635 0.635 0.915 0.765
ĥ 0.359 80.3 79.3 93.1 86.5 0.461 0.461 0.664 0.554

500 h 0.165 82.1 89.2 94.2 94.4 0.479 0.479 0.690 0.573
ĥ 0.303 81.6 85.4 94.1 91.1 0.353 0.353 0.510 0.422

1000 h 0.143 81.9 90.0 94.4 94.9 0.361 0.361 0.521 0.431
ĥ 0.256 81.9 87.7 94.6 93.8 0.270 0.270 0.390 0.322

2000 h 0.125 83.3 90.7 95.1 95.4 0.273 0.273 0.394 0.326
ĥ 0.217 82.5 89.4 94.9 94.5 0.207 0.207 0.299 0.247

bnd 250 h 0.353 77.7 85.6 90.9 92.2 1.277 1.277 1.901 1.596
ĥ 0.373 77.8 83.2 91.0 91.2 1.271 1.271 1.895 1.602

500 h 0.307 79.9 87.6 93.3 93.8 0.961 0.961 1.426 1.191
ĥ 0.327 80.6 85.6 93.2 92.8 0.946 0.946 1.403 1.174

1000 h 0.267 80.6 87.8 93.8 94.0 0.725 0.725 1.071 0.894
ĥ 0.285 80.7 86.7 93.9 93.3 0.711 0.711 1.051 0.878

2000 h 0.233 81.4 89.5 94.7 94.8 0.549 0.549 0.812 0.676
ĥ 0.257 81.5 88.1 94.5 94.3 0.526 0.526 0.779 0.649

the regression function g based on the datasets in Ludwig and Miller (2007) and Lee (2008), as in
Calonico et al. (2014). Specifically, the two DGPs are

DGP1: g(x) =

3.71 + 2.30x+ 3.28x2 + 1.45x3 + 0.23x4 + 0.03x5 if x < 0,

0.26 + 18.49x− 54.81x2 + 74.30x3 − 45.02x4 + 9.83x5 if x ≥ 0,

DGP2: g(x) =

0.48 + 1.27x− 0.5 · 7.18x2 + 0.7 · 20.21x3 + 1.1 · 21.54x4 + 1.5 · 7.33x5 if x < 0,

0.52 + 0.84x− 0.1 · 3.00x2 − 0.3 · 7.99x3 − 0.1 · 9.01x4 + 3.56x5 if x ≥ 0,

where, as in Calonico et al. (2014), the fifth-order polynomial from the Lee (2008) data in DGP2
is modified to increase the curvature of g and hence increase bias.

Results for samples of size n ∈ {500, 1000, 2000, 4000} (total sample sizes are twice those in the
nonparametric regression example) are presented in Table 5. The results confirm the conclusions
drawn for the nonparametric regression example: the mPLP method produces shorter intervals
than RBC for all the considered sample sizes and bandwidth choices, with coverage levels of both
prepivoted methods close to the nominal value. As expected, non-prepivoted methods fail to deliver
valid inference.

6 conclusions

This paper proposes novel procedures for inference in nonparametric regression and regression-
discontinuity designs based on non-standard implementations of the bootstrap. New confidence in-
tervals based on the concept of prepivoting (Beran 1987, 1988; Cavaliere et al., 2024) are shown to
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Table 5: coverage and length of 95% confidence intervals - rdd

Coverage Length
DGP n h h̄ GP LP RBC mPLP GP LP RBC mPLP

1 500 h 0.082 80.6 86.7 93.3 93.2 0.345 0.345 0.589 0.470
ĥ 0.073 79.6 86.0 93.5 94.0 0.373 0.373 0.674 0.539

1000 h 0.072 81.1 87.8 94.3 94.2 0.249 0.249 0.388 0.318
ĥ 0.060 81.0 86.8 93.8 93.9 0.276 0.276 0.441 0.358

2000 h 0.063 81.2 88.0 94.5 94.7 0.185 0.185 0.279 0.231
ĥ 0.049 80.4 87.8 94.4 94.4 0.210 0.210 0.321 0.265

4000 h 0.054 81.3 88.3 94.8 95.1 0.138 0.138 0.205 0.170
ĥ 0.041 81.2 88.2 94.8 94.8 0.160 0.160 0.240 0.199

2 500 h 0.260 80.7 88.0 94.4 94.2 0.183 0.183 0.274 0.228
ĥ 0.126 80.2 86.9 94.1 94.0 0.271 0.271 0.434 0.354

1000 h 0.226 81.6 89.0 94.7 94.8 0.136 0.136 0.202 0.168
ĥ 0.115 81.9 88.7 94.9 95.1 0.194 0.194 0.297 0.244

2000 h 0.197 82.9 88.5 94.8 94.8 0.102 0.102 0.150 0.125
ĥ 0.101 82.0 88.8 94.7 94.7 0.144 0.144 0.214 0.178

4000 h 0.172 81.0 89.1 94.7 94.7 0.077 0.077 0.113 0.094
ĥ 0.087 82.4 89.2 94.8 95.1 0.108 0.108 0.160 0.134

deliver asymptotically correct coverage under general conditions that allow for the presence of bias
and thus do not require undersmoothing. We show that prepivoting different choices of bootstrap
DGPs yield different robust bias correction (RBC)-type confidence intervals. This connection be-
tween the prepivoting and robust bias correction approaches allows us to identify the specific boot-
strap DGP underlying the RBC approach of Calonico et al. (2014, 2018). More importantly, it en-
ables us to propose a new alternative approach based on a local polynomial bootstrap algorithm
that delivers improved inference. Specifically, the prepivoted local polynomial method yields 14–
17% shorter intervals than existing RBC intervals, depending only on the choice of kernel function.

The application of prepivoting to inference in the presence of nonnegligible bias has potential
applications beyond those explored here. A natural extension is to sieve regression estimators,
which have a long tradition in the nonparametrics literature (see, e.g., Andrews, 1991; Huang,
2003; Chen, 2007; Belloni et al., 2015; Chen and Christensen, 2015). Although bias is often
assumed away through undersmoothing conditions, Cattaneo et al. (2020) have recently proposed
RBC inference methods for the particular case of partitioning-based nonparametric estimators. It
would be interesting to explore whether prepivoting can improve inference in this setting.

Other potential applications include two-step semiparametric estimators where the first step in-
volves nonparametric regression, potentially affecting the asymptotic distribution of the second step
estimator (e.g., Andrews, 1994; Newey, 1994; Chen, Linton, and van Keilegom, 2003). While this
literature has primarily focused on how to adjust the variance of the second step estimator, Catta-
neo and Jansson (2018) show that asymptotic bias emerges under ‘small bandwidth’ asymptotics
when the first step uses kernel regression. Although they show that a particular bootstrap automat-
ically corrects for this bias, their results assume away smoothing bias. Exploring whether prepivot-
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ing can improve inference in this setting would be an interesting contribution. Extensions to time
series and high-dimensional frameworks (Gupta and Seo, 2023) or spatial data (Hallin et al., 2004)
are also of interest. Finally, investigating connections to honest confidence intervals (Armstrong
and Kolesár, 2020; Imbens and Wager, 2019), which guarantee uniform coverage over function
classes defined by smoothness bounds, represents another promising direction for future research.

APPENDIX

A notation

The following notation is used throughout the paper. We let I{·} denote the indicator function and
ιi a column vector of conforming, context-dependent dimension, with one in the (i + 1)-th entry
and zeros in the remaining entries. The p-th order derivative of a function f is denoted f (p). The
Euclidean norm is denoted |A|. For two intervals, I1, I2 ⊆ R and a scalar r ∈ R, we use the notation
I1 = I2 +r to denote that the Hausdorff distance between I1 and I2 is r. Unless specified otherwise,
all limits are for n → ∞. The standard Gaussian cdf is denoted by Φ and its u-quantile by zu.
The uniform distribution on [0, 1] is denoted U[0,1]. If F is a cdf, F−1 denotes the right-continuous
generalized inverse, i.e., F−1(u) := sup{v ∈ R : F (v) ≤ u} for u ∈ R.

For a bootstrap sequence Y ∗
n we use Y ∗

n = op∗(1) to mean that, for any ϵ > 0, P∗(|Y ∗
n | > ϵ) →p 0,

where P∗ denotes the probability measure conditional on the original data Dn. We use Y ∗
n

d*→p ξ to
mean that, for all continuity points u ∈ R ofG(u) := P(ξ ≤ u), it holds that P∗(Y ∗

n ≤ u)−G(u) →p 0.
Finally, E∗ and V∗ denote expectation and variance computed under P∗.

B preliminaries

B.1 moments, weights, and equivalent kernels

In this appendix, we define some relevant sample and population functions related to the moments
of K and K2, used to derive our main results, as well as the weight functions and equivalent kernels
of the (bias-corrected) estimators.

We first define quantities related to moments of K. Specifically, γj,n(x) := (nh)−1∑n
i=1K((xi −

x)/h)((xi − x)/h)j ,

γ̇j := f(x)
∫

X
K(u)ujdu, γE,j,n(x) :=

∫ 1

−1
K(u)ujf(x+ uh)du.

For the moments of K2, we let ψ̃j,n(x) := (nh)−1∑n
i=1K((xi − x)/h)2((xi − x)/h)j ε̃2

i and

ψ̇j := f(x)σ2(x)
∫

X
K(u)2ujdu.

Finally, we define the (p+ 1) × (p+ 1) matrices Γp(x), ΓE,p(x), Γ̇p, Ψ̃p(x), Ψ̇p with (i, j)-th entries
given by γi+j−2,n(x), γE,i+j−2,n(x), γ̇i+j−2, ψ̃i+j−2,n(x), ψ̇i+j−2, respectively.
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We now introduce the main weighting functions and equivalent kernels. First, the weights for
a p-th order local polynomial estimator are

wi(x) := ι′0Γ−1
p (x)rp

(
xi − x

h

)
K

(
xi − x

h

)
,

where the associated equivalent kernel is given by w(u) := ι′0(
∫

X rp(v)r′
p(v)K(v)dv)−1rp(u)K(u).

For boundary points, we also define wbnd(u, s) := ι′0(
∫ 1

−s rp(v)r′
p(v)K(v)dv)−1rp(u)K(u), such that

wbnd(u, 0) = w(u). Moreover, we let wE(u, s) := ι′0(
∫ 1

−1 rp(v)r′
p(v)K(v)f(s+ vh)dv)−1rp(u)K(u).

For the PGP method, the weights of the bias estimator are

wGP-bc,i(x) := Cnι
′
p+1Γ−1

p+1(x)rp+1

(
xi − x

h

)
K

(
xi − x

h

)
with associated equivalent kernel wGP-bc(u) := Cι′p+1(

∫
X rp+1(s)r′

p+1(s)K(s)ds)−1rp+1(u)K(u). Thus,
the bias-corrected weights are wPGP,i(x) := wi(x) − wGP-bc,i(x) with equivalent kernel wPGP(u) :=
w(u) − wGP-bc(u). Moreover, by the equivalence between the PGP and RBC methods, we let
wRBC(u) := wPGP(u).

For the (m)PLP method, the weights of the bias estimator are

wLP-bc,i(x) := 1
nh

n∑
j=1

wj(x)wi(xj) − wi(x)

with associated equivalent kernels wLP-bc(u) := wconv(u) − w(u) and wLP-bc,bnd(u) := wconv,bnd(u) −
w(u), where wconv(u) :=

∫
X w(r)w(u−r)dr and wconv,bnd(u) :=

∫
X wbnd(r, 0)wbnd(u−r, r)dr. There-

fore, the bias-corrected weights are wPLP,i(x) := wi(x) − wLP-bc,i(x) and wmPLP,i(x) := wi(x) −
QnwLP-bc,i(x) with equivalent kernels wPLP(u) := w(u) − wLP-bc(u) and wmPLP(u) := w(u) −
QwLP-bc,bnd(u).

B.2 bias expansions

In this appendix we collect some results regarding the bias term Bn and its expansion for both
interior and boundary points. Recall that throughout we consider only left boundary points. Proofs
of the results in this appendix are given in Section S.2 of the Supplementary Material.

We first formalize the asymptotic behavior of Cn and CLP,n.

Lemma B.1. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied.
(i) If x is an interior point, then Cn →pC and CLP,n →pC, where C :=

∫
X w(u)up+1du.

(ii) If x is a boundary point, then Cn →pC and CLP,n →pCLP, where

CLP :=
∫ 1

0
wbnd(s, 0)

∫ 1

−s
wbnd(u, s)up+1duds ̸= C.

The next two lemmas derive expansions of B̂GP,n and B̂LP,n for interior and boundary points.
As we will see in Lemma B.3, the key consequence of Lemma B.1 is that the probability limit of
An is zero if x is an interior point.
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Lemma B.2. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, for any evaluation point x,

B̂GP,n −Bn = ξ2n,GP + op(1), ξ2n,GP := (nh)−1/2
n∑

i=1
wGP-bc,i(x)εi.

Lemma B.3. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, for any evaluation point x,

B̂LP,n −Bn −An = ξ2n,LP + op(1), ξ2n,LP := (nh)−1/2
n∑

i=1
wLP-bc,i(x)εi,

where An :=
√
nh2p+3g(p+1)(x)(CLP,n − Cn)/(p+ 1)! and:

(i) If x is an interior point, An →p 0;
(ii) If x is a boundary point, An →p

√
κg(p+1)(x)(CLP − C)/(p+ 1)!, where CLP ̸= C.

Let Tn − Bn = ξ1n := (nh)−1/2∑n
i=1wi(x)εi. The next two lemmas show how the equivalent

kernels defined in Appendix B.1 can be used in asymptotic approximations of the bias-corrected
statistics, Tn − B̂GP,n = ξ1n − ξ2n,GP and Tn − B̂LP,n = ξ1n − ξ2n,LP.

Lemma B.4. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied. Then,(
ξ1n

ξ2n,GP

)
= 1
f(x)

√
nh

n∑
i=1

(
w
(xi−x

h

)
wGP-bc

(xi−x
h

)) εi + op(1).

Lemma B.5. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied.
(i) If x is an interior point, then(

ξ1n

ξ2n,LP

)
= 1
f(x)

√
nh

n∑
i=1

(
w
(xi−x

h

)
wLP-bc

(xi−x
h

)) εi + op(1).

(ii) If x is a boundary point, then(
ξ1n

ξ2n,LP

)
= 1
f(x)

√
nh

n∑
i=1

(
w
(xi−x

h

)
wLP-bc,bnd

(xi−x
h

)) εi + op(1).

C proofs of main results

In this appendix we prove our results. Throughout, for simplicity, we give all proofs for the case of
the bias-corrected HC0 residuals,

ε̃i := yi − rp+1(xi − x)′β̂p+1,n. (C.1)

The proofs with k ∈ {1, 2, 3} are notationally more cumbersome, but very similar in spirit; see also
Calonico et al. (2018, 2022).
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C.1 proofs from section 2

proof of theorem 2.1

part (i). We write the quantile function of T ∗
n as L̂−1

n (u) = B̂n+L̂−1
1,n(u), where L̂1,n(u) := P∗(ξ∗

1n ≤
u) and ξ∗

1n := T ∗
n − B̂n. Under Assumption H (i) and using the continuous mapping theorem, we

have L̂−1
1,n(u) →p vΦ−1(u) =: L−1

1 (u) pointwise for all u. Because L̂−1
1,n(u) is monotonic in u and

L−1
1 (u) is continuous in u, the convergence is uniform in u. By the definition of Ĥn in (2.8) we have,

for any α ∈ (0, 1), Ĥ−1
n (α) = Φ(m̂nΦ−1(α)) = Φ(m̂nzα). Combining these results we find that

(nh)−1/2L̂−1
n (Ĥ−1

n (α)) = (nh)−1/2B̂n + (nh)−1/2v̂nm̂nzα + op((nh)−1/2),

which proves part (i) because v̂nm̂n = v̂P,n by definition of m̂n.

part (ii). If T ∗
n is Gaussian conditionally on Dn, then L̂−1

n (u) = B̂n + v̂nΦ−1(u), and the remainder
of the proof follows as in part (i).

part (iii). This result follows from (2.7) if we show that Ĥn is a uniformly consistent estimator
of H. Under Assumption H (i) we have p̂n := P∗(T ∗

n ≤ Tn) = Φ((Tn − B̂n)/v) + op(1), so that,
applying also Assumption H (ii),

Hn(u) := P(p̂n ≤ u) = P(Φ((Tn − B̂n)/v) ≤ u) + o(1) = P((Tn − B̂n)/vP) ≤ (v/vP)Φ−1(u)) + o(1)

→ Φ((v/vP)Φ−1(u)) =: H(u).

Thus, supu∈R |Ĥn(u) −H(u)| →p 0 if m̂n →p vP/v, which holds by assumption. □

proof of theorem 2.2

By Theorem 2.1, the result follows by showing that Assumption H holds with (T ∗
n , B̂n, v̂n, v̂P,n)

replaced by (T ∗
GP,n, B̂GP,n, v̂GP,n, v̂PGP,n).

Let x be an interior point. We first show that Assumption H (i) is satisfied under Assump-
tions 2.1–2.2. Note that

T ∗
GP,n − B̂GP,n = ξ∗

1n = 1√
nh

n∑
i=1

wi(x)ε∗
i ,

where E∗[ξ∗
1n] = 0. By Lemma S.5 we can write ξ∗

1n = f(x)−1s∗
1n(1 + op(1)), where

s∗
1n = 1√

nh

n∑
i=1

w
(
xi − x
h

)
ε̃ie

∗
i .

The conditional mean and variance are E∗[s∗
1n] = 0 and V∗[s∗

1n] = (nh)−1∑n
i=1 w((xi − x)/h)2ε̃2

i =
f(x)2ι′0Γ̇−1

p Ψ̃pΓ̇−1
p ι0. From Lemma S.3, Ψ̃p →p Ψ̇p, so that V∗[s∗

1n] →p f(x)2v2
1 with v2

1 := ι′0Γ̇−1
p Ψ̇pΓ̇−1

p ι0.
We prove asymptotic normality using Lyapunov’s CLT. To this end, we first show

s∗
1n = 1√

nh

n∑
i=1

w
(
xi − x
h

)
εie

∗
i + op∗(1). (C.2)

24



To see this, it is sufficient to note that (nh)−1/2∑n
i=1 w((xi −x)/h)(ε̃i −εi)e∗

i = f(x)ι′0Γ̇−1
p η∗

n, where
η∗

n := (nh)−1/2∑n
i=1K((xi − x)/h)rp((xi − x)/h)(ε̃i − εi)e∗

i has conditional mean E∗[η∗
n] = 0 and

conditional variance V∗[η∗
n] = (nh)−1∑n

i=1K
2((xi − x)/h)rp((xi − x)/h)r′

p((xi − x)/h)(ε̃i − εi)2,
which has (i, j)-th element equal to ψ̃i+j−2,n,2 defined in the proof of Lemma S.3. Hence, (C.2)
follows by Chebychev’s inequality because ψ̃i+j−2,n,2 →p 0 as shown in the proof of Lemma S.3.

Clearly, E∗[(nh)−1/2∑n
i=1 w((xi−x)/h)εie

∗
i ] = 0 and V∗[(nh)−1/2∑n

i=1 w((xi−x)/h)εie
∗
i ] →p v

2
1f(x)2;

see also the proof of Lemma S.3. To verify Lyapunov’s condition we find, for δ > 1,

1
(nh)δ

n∑
i=1

E∗[|w((xi − x)/h)εie
∗
i |2δ] ≤ c

(nh)δ

n∑
i=1

|w((xi − x)/h)|2δ|εi|2δ.

By Markov’s inequality, the law of iterated expectations, and supi E[|εi|2δ] < ∞ (taking δ ∈ (1, 2]),

P
(

n∑
i=1

|w((xi − x)/h)|2δ|εi|2δ ≥ ϵ

)
≤ 1
ϵ
E
[

n∑
i=1

|w((xi − x)/h)|2δ|εi|2δ

]
≤ c

ϵ

n∑
i=1

E[|w((xi − x)/h)|2δ].

By the i.i.d. assumption, the right-hand side is bounded by a constant times

nE[|w((x1 − x)/h)|2δ] = nf(x)2δ
∫ x+h

x−h
|ι′0Γ̇−1

p rp((x1 − x)/h)K((x1 − x)/h)|2δf(x1)dx1

= nhf(x)2δ
∫

X
|ι′0Γ̇−1

p rp(u)K(u)|2δf(x + uh)du = O(nh), (C.3)

which verifies Lyapunov’s condition because δ > 1.
Next, we show that Assumption H (ii) is satisfied under Assumptions 2.1–2.2. By definition of

B̂GP,n and Lemmas B.2 and B.4,(
Tn −Bn

B̂GP,n −Bn

)
= 1
f(x)

√
nh

n∑
i=1

(
w
(xi−x

h

)
wGP-bc

(xi−x
h

)) εi + op(1) = 1
f(x)sGP,n + op(1),

where sGP,n := (nh)−1/2∑n
i=1(w((xi − x)/h),wGP-bc((xi − x)/h))′εi. Assumption H (ii) is then ver-

ified by showing asymptotic normality of sGP,n. Clearly, E[sGP,n] = 0 by the law of iterated expec-
tations. The asymptotic variance of sGP,n is VGP, where

VGP,11 = lim
n→∞

E
[

1
nh

n∑
i=1

w((xi − x)/h)2ε2
i

]
= lim

n→∞
1
nh

n∑
i=1

E[w((xi − x)/h)2σ2(xi)]

= lim
n→∞

1
h

∫ x+h

x−h
w((x1 − x)/h)2σ2(x1)f(x1)dx1 = σ2(x)f(x)

∫
X

w(u)2du.

Similarly, VGP,12 = VGP,21 = σ2(x)f(x)
∫

X w(u)wGP-bc(u)du and VGP,22 = σ2(x)f(x)
∫

X wGP-bc(u)2du.
Because sGP,n is a sum of independent bivariate random variables, we use the Cramér-Wold device
and verify Lyapunov’s condition. Thus, we prove that, for any (ζ1, ζ2) ̸= (0, 0) and some δ > 1,

1
(nh)δ

n∑
i=1

E[|(ζ1w((xi − x)/h) + ζ2wGP-bc((xi − x)/h))εi|2δ] → 0.

By Minkowski’s inequality we can prove this separately for each summand. For w, the result follows
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directly from (C.3), and the corresponding result for wGP-bc is proven in the same way and therefore
omitted. This concludes the proof of asymptotic normality of sGP,n and hence of Theorem 2.2.

If x is a boundary point, the proof follows by nearly identical steps, so we omit the details.
The main difference between the interior and boundary point cases is the asymptotic variance of
(Tn − Bn, B̂GP,n − Bn)′. Specifically, if x is a boundary point, this asymptotic variance changes
because its entries have integrals evaluated on [0,∞) instead of R.

C.2 proofs from section 3

proof of lemma 3.1

We use (C.1) and rp+1(x) = rp+1(x/h)H−1
p+1 to decompose v̂2

PLP,n = v̂2
PLP,1n + v̂2

PLP,2n + v̂2
PLP,3n +

2v̂2
PLP,4n, where we show that

v̂2
PLP,1n := 1

f(x)2
1
nh

n∑
i=1

wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)2
ε2

i = σ2(x)
f(x)

∫
X

wPLP(u)2du+ op(1) =: v2
PLP + op(1),

v̂2
PLP,2n := 1

nh

n∑
i=1

(
wPLP,i(x)2 − 1

f(x)2 wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)2
)
ε2

i = op(1),

v̂2
PLP,3n := 1

nh

n∑
i=1

wPLP,i(x)2
(
g(xi) − r′

p+1

(
xi − x
h

)
H−1

p+1β̂p+1,n

)2
= op(1),

v̂2
PLP,4n := 1

nh

n∑
i=1

wPLP,i(x)2
(
g(xi) − r′

p+1

(
xi − x
h

)
H−1

p+1β̂p+1,n

)
εi = op(1),

which suffices to prove the required result.
Proof for v̂2

PLP,1n. By Assumption 2.1, the mean is

E[v̂2
PLP,1n] = 1

hf(x)2

∫ x+2h

x−2h
wPLP

(
x1 − x
h

)2
σ2(x1)f(x1)dx1

= σ2(x)
f(x)

∫
X

wPLP(u)2du+ o(1) =: v2
PLP + o(1)

and the variance is

V[v̂2
PLP,1n] = 1

(nh)2f(x)4

n∑
i=1

(
E
[
wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)4
ε4

i

]
−
(
E
[
wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)2
ε2

i

]))

≤ 1
(nh)2f(x)4

n∑
i=1

ch

∫ x+h

x−h
wPLP(u)4f(x + uh)du

+ 1
(nh)2f(x)4

n∑
i=1

(
h

∫ x+h

x−h
wPLP(u)2σ2(x + uh)f(x + uh)du

)2

= O

( 1
nh

)
.

This shows L2-convergence of v̂2
PLP,1n.

Proof for v̂2
PLP,2n. Follows by direct application of Lemma S.8 with ζi = εi.
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Proof for v̂2
PLP,3n. By the mean-value theorem, and using ι′jβp+1 = g(j)(x)/j!, we have

g(xi) =
p∑

j=1
(xi − x)jg(j)(x)/j! + (xi − x)p+1g(p+1)(x̃i)/(p+ 1)!

= r′
p+1

(
xi − x
h

)
H−1

p+1βp+1 + (xi − x)p+1(g(p+1)(x̃i) − g(p+1)(x))/(p+ 1)! (C.4)

for an intermediate value x̃i such that |x̃i − x| ≤ |xi − x|. Then we can write v̂2
PLP,3n as

1
nh

n∑
i=1

wPLP,i(x)2
(
r′

p+1

(
xi − x
h

)
H−1

p+1(βp+1 − β̂p+1,n)
)2

+ 1
nh

n∑
i=1

wPLP,i(x)2
(
xi − x
h

)2p+2
h2p+2

(
g(p+1)(x̃i) − g(p+1)(x)

(p+ 1)!

)2

+ 2
nh

n∑
i=1

wPLP,i(x)2
(
xi − x
h

)p+1
r′

p+1

(
xi − x
h

)
H−1

p+1(βp+1 − β̂p+1,n)hp+1
(
g(p+1)(x̃i) − g(p+1)(x)

(p+ 1)!

)
.

By the fact that |β̂s,p+1,n − βs,p+1| = Op((nh2s−1)−1/2), where β̂s,p+1,n and βs,p+1 are the s-th
elements of β̂p+1,n and βp+1, respectively, we obtain |H−1

p+1(β̂p+1,n −βp+1)| = Op((nh)−1/2) = op(1).
Moreover, noting that wPLP,i(x) ̸= 0 only when |x̃i−x| ≤ |xi−x| ≤ 2h, the Hölder condition on g(p+1)

in Assumption 2.1(iii) implies that supi:wPLP,i(x)̸=0 |g(p+1)(x̃i)−g(p+1)(x)| ≤ supx:|x−x|≤2h |g(p+1)(x)−
g(p+1)(x)| ≤ supx:|x−x|≤2h c|x− x|η = o(1). Thus, for some power k ≥ 0, we can bound all the terms
in v̂2

PLP,3n by

op(1) 1
nh

n∑
i=1

wPLP,i(x)2
∣∣∣∣xi − x

h

∣∣∣∣k = op(1) 1
nhf(x)2

n∑
i=1

wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)2 ∣∣∣∣xi − x
h

∣∣∣∣k + op(1),

where the equality is by Lemma S.8 with ζi = |(xi − x)/h|k. The main term satisfies

1
nhf(x)2

n∑
i=1

wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)2 ∣∣∣∣xi − x
h

∣∣∣∣k = 1
f(x)

∫
X

wPLP(u)2|u|kdu+ op(1),

which proves the result for v̂2
PLP,3n.

Proof for v̂2
PLP,4n. By the same arguments as in the proof for v̂2

PLP,3n we find that all the terms
in v̂2

PLP,4n are bounded, for some k, by

op(1) 1
nh

n∑
i=1

wPLP,i(x)2
∣∣∣∣xi − x

h

∣∣∣∣k |εi| = op(1) 1
nhf(x)2

n∑
i=1

wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)2 ∣∣∣∣xi − x
h

∣∣∣∣k |εi| + op(1),

where the equality is by Lemma S.8 with ζi = |(xi − x)/h|k|εi|, and the result for v̂2
PLP,4n follows as

for v̂2
PLP,3n. □

proof of theorem 3.1

By Theorem 2.1, the result follows by showing that Assumption H holds with (T ∗
n , B̂n, v̂n, v̂P,n)

replaced by (T ∗
LP,n, B̂LP,n, v̂LP,n, v̂PLP,n). First, Assumption H (i) is satisfied because T ∗

LP,n−B̂LP,n =
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ξ∗
1n = (nh)−1/2∑n

i=1wi(x)ε∗
i is identical to the corresponding term in the proof of Theorem 2.2.

We now prove that Assumption H (ii) holds. By definition of B̂LP,n and Lemma B.3,(
Tn −Bn

B̂LP,n −Bn

)
=
(

0
An

)
+ 1√

nh

n∑
i=1

(
wi(x)

wLP-bc,i(x)

)
εi + op(1). (C.5)

By Lemma B.3(i), An = op(1) because x is an interior point, and by Lemma B.5(i) we have that

1√
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wi(x)

wLP-bc,i(x)

)
εi = 1

f(x)
√
nh

n∑
i=1

(
w
(xi−x

h

)
wLP-bc

(xi−x
h

)) εi + op(1) = 1
f(x)

[
1 0

−1 1

]
sLP,n + op(1),

where sLP,n := (nh)−1/2∑n
i=1(w((xi − x)/h),wconv((xi − x)/h))′εi. Because sLP,n is a sum of inde-

pendent bivariate random variables, we can verify Lyapunov’s condition in the same way as in the
proof of Theorem 2.2. The condition for the term involving w was verified in the proof of Theo-
rem 2.2, so we are left with proving that, for some δ > 1,

1
(nh)δ

n∑
i=1

E[|wconv((xi − x)/h)εi|2δ] → 0.

By the i.i.d. assumption and taking δ ∈ (1, 2], the left-hand side is

n

(nh)δ
E[|wconv((x1 − x)/h)ε1|2δ] ≤ c

n

(nh)δ
E[|wconv((x1 − x)/h)|2δ]

= c
n

(nh)δ

∫
Sx

|wconv((x1 − x)/h)|2δf(x1)dx1

= c
1

(nh)δ−1

∫
X

|wconv(u)|2δf(x + uh)du → 0.

We are left with defining the asymptotic variance of sLP,n, which is needed to define the asymp-
totic variance of (Tn − Bn, B̂LP,n − Bn)′. To do so, we let ΩLP,n := limn→∞ V[sLP,n] and note
that ωLP,11 = VGP,11 = σ2(x)f(x)

∫
X w(u)2du, and, similarly, ωLP,12 = σ2(x)f(x)

∫
X w(u)wconv(u)du

and ωLP,22 = σ2(x)f(x)
∫

X wconv(u)2du. Hence, the convergence sLP,n →dN(0,ΩLP) implies that
(Tn −Bn, B̂LP,n −Bn)′ →dN(0, VLP) with

VLP := 1
f(x)2

[
1 0

−1 1

]
ΩLP

[
1 −1
0 1

]
(C.6)

concluding the proof of Theorem 3.1. □
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proof of corollary 3.1

From (C.6) we obtain

VLP,11 = σ2(x)
f(x)

∫
X

w(u)2du,

VLP,12 = σ2(x)
f(x)

∫
X

w(u)(wconv(u) − w(u))du,

VLP,22 = σ2(x)
f(x)

∫
X

(w(u) − wconv(u))2du,

which implies that v2
PLP := VLP,11 + VLP,22 − 2VLP,12 = (σ2(x)/f(x))KPLP, where

KPLP :=
∫

X
(2w(u) − wconv(u))2du =

∫
X

wPLP(u)2du.

Similarly, by the proof of Theorem 2.2, we have that v2
RBC = (σ2(x)/f(x))KRBC, where

KRBC :=
∫

X
(w(u) − wGP-bc(u))2du =

∫
X

wRBC(u)2du,

which concludes the proof. □

C.3 proofs from section 4

proof of lemma 4.1

The proof is nearly identical to that of Lemma 3.1, except for two differences. First, we apply
Lemma S.9 instead of Lemma S.8 to show that v̂2

mPLP = v̂2
mPLP,1n + op(1). Second, to define the

asymptotic variance we need to distinguish between interior and boundary points. Specifically, in
the interior case we have v̂2

mPLP,1n := v̂2
PLP,1n →p v

2
PLP =: v2

mPLP, and in the boundary case we have

v̂2
mPLP,1n := 1

nhf(x)2

n∑
i=1

wmPLP

(
xi − x
h

)2
ε2

i →p
σ2(x)
f(x)

∫
X

wmPLP(u)2du =: v2
mPLP. □

proof of theorem 4.1

By Theorem 2.1, the proof follows by showing that Assumption H holds with (T ∗
n , B̂n, v̂n, v̂P,n)

replaced by (T ∗
mLP,n, B̂mLP,n, v̂mLP,n, v̂mPLP,n).

If x is an interior point, Qn = 1+op(1) by Lemma B.1 so that (T ∗
mLP,n, B̂mLP,n, v̂mLP,n, v̂mPLP,n) =

(T ∗
LP,n, B̂LP,n, v̂LP,n, v̂PLP,n) + op∗(1). Thus, Assumption H holds by Theorem 3.1.

If x is a boundary point, Qn = C/CLP,bnd +op(1) by Lemma B.1. In this case, Assumption H (i)
is verified by noting that T ∗

mLP,n −B̂mLP,n = Qnξ
∗
1n

d*→pN(0, v2
mLP) with v2

mLP := Q2v2
1, which follows

directly from the proof of Theorem 3.1. To show that Assumption H (ii) is satisfied, we first apply
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(4.2) and Lemma B.5(ii) to obtain(
Tn −Bn

B̂mLP,n −Bn

)
= 1
f(x)

√
nh

n∑
i=1

(
w
(xi−x

h

)
QwLP-bc,bnd

(xi−x
h

)) εi + op(1) = 1
f(x)

[
1 0

−Q Q

]
sLP,bnd,n + op(1),

where sLP,bnd,n := (nh)−1/2∑n
i=1(w((xi − x)/h),wconv,bnd((xi − x)/h))′εi. Asymptotic normality of

sLP,bnd,n follows from the Cramér-Wold device and Lyapunov’s condition, similarly to sGP,n in
the proof of Theorem 2.2 and sLP,n in the proof of Theorem 3.1 by noting that, for any (ζ1, ζ2)
and δ ∈ (1, 2], E[|(ζ1w((xi − x)/h) + ζ2wconv,bnd((xi − x)/h)εi|2δ] = O(h). The asymptotic vari-
ance of sLP,bnd,n, denoted by ΩLP,bnd, can therefore be derived in the same way as in the proof
of Theorem 3.1, noting that integrals are taken over [0,∞) because x is a (left) boundary point,
and has elements ωLP,bnd,11 = σ2(x)f(x)

∫
X w(u)2du, ωLP,bnd,12 = σ2(x)f(x)

∫
X w(u)wconv,bnd(u)du,

and ωLP,bnd,22 = σ2(x)f(x)
∫

X wconv,bnd(u)2du. Finally, the convergence of sLP,bnd,n implies that
(Tn −Bn, B̂mLP,n −Bn)′ →dN(0, VmLP), where

VmLP := 1
f2(x)

[
1 0

−Q Q

]
ΩLP,bnd

[
1 −Q
0 Q

]
,

which concludes the proof of Theorem 4.1. □

proof of corollary 4.1

If x is an interior point, the proof is identical to the proof of Corollary 3.1 because Q = 1 implies
that the asymptotic variances of (Tn −Bn, B̂LP,n −Bn) and (Tn −Bn, B̂mLP,n −Bn) coincide.

If x is on the boundary, then Q ̸= 1 and analogous results as in the proof of Corollary 3.1 yields

V 2
mLP,1 = σ2(x)

f(x)

∫
X

w(u)2du,

VmLP,12 = σ2(x)
f(x) Q

∫
X

w(u)(wconv,bnd(u) − w(u))du,

V 2
mLP,2 = σ2(x)

f(x) Q
2
∫

X
(w(u) − wconv,bnd(u))2du,

which implies that v2
mPLP = (σ2(x)/f(x))KmPLP where

KmPLP :=
∫

X
((Q+ 1)w(u) −Qwconv,bnd(u))2du =

∫
X

wmPLP(u)2du.

Similarly, by the proof of Theorem 2.2, we have that v2
RBC = (σ2(x)/f(x))KRBC, where KRBC is

defined in the proof of Corollary 3.1, thus concluding the proof. □

proof of theorem 4.2

part (i). Let v̂2
+,mPLP,n := (nh)−1∑n

i=1w+,mPLP,i(x)2ε̃2
i , v̂2

−,mPLP,n := (nh)−1∑n
i=1w−,mPLP,i(x)2ε̃2

i ,
where w+,mPLP,i(x) and w−,mPLP,i(x) are defined like wmPLP,i(x) replacing the kernel function with
K+ and K−, respectively. Then, v̂2

rd,n := v̂2
+,mPLP,n + v̂2

−,mPLP,n. Because the cutoff truncation
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induced by K+ and K− implies that x is a (strict) boundary point for both v̂2
+,mPLP,n and v̂2

−,mPLP,n,
and because observations on different sides of the cutoff are independent, we can apply Lemma 4.1
to each term in v̂2

rd,n. Specifically, by Lemma 4.1, v̂2
rd,n →p v

2
rd := f(x)−1(σ2

+(x) + σ2
−(x))KmPLP.

parts (ii)–(iv). In view of the decompositions Tn = T+,n − T−,n and T ∗
n = T ∗

+,n − T ∗
−,n, and the

independence of observations on different sides of the cutoff, the results follow by application of
Theorem 4.1 on both sides of the cutoff. □

proof of corollary 4.2

Suppose a different kernel is applied to the left and to the right of the cutoff, and redefine K+,
K−, and subsequent quantities accordingly. In this case, by slight modification of the proof of
Theorem 4.2(i), we have that v2

rd = f(x)−1(σ2
+(x)K+,rd + σ2

−(x)K−,rd).
For the RBC approach, note that validity of the method for the RDD extends in the same manner

as for the mPLP bootstrap, with the asymptotic properties of the test statistic being derived from
the boundary point case; see also Calonico et al. (2014). Hence, from the proof of Corollary 4.1,
we have that v2

RBC-rd = f(x)−1(σ2
+(x)K+,RBC + σ2

−(x)K−,RBC). □
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sections. Section S.1 collects auxiliary approximation lemmas that are used throughout. Section S.2
contains the proofs of the bias expansion lemmas in Appendix B.2. References are included at the
end of the supplement.
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S.1 approximation lemmas

Lemma S.1. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied. For j = 0, 1, 2, . . .:
(i) supx∈Sx

|γj,n(x) − γE,j,n(x)| = op(1) and (ii) γE,j,n(x) → γ̇j.

proof of lemma S.1. Part (i). Suppose first thatK is globally Lipschitz continuous. ThenK(u)uj

is globally Lipschitz continuous for all j = 0, 1, . . ., the conditions in Masry (1996, Theorem 2)
apply; see also Hansen (2008). Therefore,

sup
x∈Sx

|γj,n(x) − E[γj,n(x)]| = Op

√ logn
nh

 = op(1).

Next, suppose K is not globally Lipschitz continuous such that Theorem 2 of Masry (1996) does
not apply. In this case, K(u) = 0 for |u| ≥ 1 and it is Lipschitz continuous on (−1, 1).

Since Sx is compact, it can be divided into a finite number L(n) of intervals Ik,n with centers
xk,n and length ℓn = c0/L(n) for some c0 > 0 and k = 1, . . . , L(n). Therefore,

sup
x∈Sx

|γj,n(x) − E[γj,n(x)]| = max
1≤k≤L(n)

sup
x∈Sx∩Ik,n

|γj,n(x) − E[γj,n(x)]|

≤ max
1≤k≤L(n)

sup
x∈Sx∩Ik,n

|γj,n(x) − γj,n(xk,n)|

+ max
1≤k≤L(n)

|γj,n(xk,n) − E[γj,n(xk,n)]|

+ max
1≤k≤L(n)

sup
x∈Sx∩Ik,n

|E[γj,n(xk,n)] − E[γj,n(x)]|

=: Q1n + Q2n + Q3n.

Let ℓn = ((logn)h3/n)1/2. Note that the Lipschitz condition is not needed for Q2n because the func-
tion is only evaluated at xk,n, so we can conclude that Q2n = Op(ℓnh−2) = Op((logn)1/2/(nh)1/2)
by the proof of Theorem 2 of Masry (1996).

We now prove that Q1n = Op((logn)1/2/(nh)1/2). For j = 0, 1, . . ., let kj(u) := ujI{|u|<1}.
Similarly to Cattaneo, Jansson and Ma (2024), we will use the fact that

|kj(u) − kj(v)| ≤ c1|u− v| + c2I{||u|−1|≤|u−v|}, (S.1)

|K(u) −K(v)| ≤ c1|u− v| + c2I{||u|−1|≤|u−v|}, (S.2)
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where c1 and c2 are bounded positive constants. For all j = 0, 1, . . .,

Q1n ≤ max
1≤k≤L(n)

sup
x∈Sx∩Ik,n

1
nh

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣K
(
xi − x

h

)(
xi − x

h

)j

−K

(
xi − xk,n

h

)(
xi − xk,n

h

)j
∣∣∣∣∣

≤ max
1≤k≤L(n)

sup
x∈Sx∩Ik,n

1
nh

n∑
i=1

K

(
xi − x

h

) ∣∣∣∣kj

(
xi − x

h

)
− kj

(
xi − xk,n

h

)∣∣∣∣
+ max

1≤k≤L(n)
sup

x∈Sx∩Ik,n

1
nh

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣kj

(
xi − xk,n

h

)∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣K (
xi − x

h

)
−K

(
xi − xk,n

h

)∣∣∣∣
=: Q11n + Q12n.

By (S.1) and (S.2) we have

Q11n ≤ Op(ℓnh−2) + c2 max
1≤k≤L(n)

sup
x∈Sx∩Ik,n

1
nh

n∑
i=1

K

(
xi − x

h

)
I{||xi−xk,n|−h|≤|x−xk,n|},

Q12n ≤ Op(ℓnh−2) + c2 max
1≤k≤L(n)

sup
x∈Sx∩Ik,n

1
nh

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣kj

(
xi − xk,n

h

)∣∣∣∣ I{||xi−xk,n|−h|≤|x−xk,n|}.

By uniform boundedness of k and K on R, and since I{||xi−xk,n|−h|≤|x−xk,n|} ≤ I{||xi−xk,n|−h|≤ℓn},
to show that Q1n = Op((logn)1/2/(nh)1/2), it suffices to show that max1≤k≤L(n)(nh)−1Sk,n =
Op(ℓnh−2), where Sk,n :=

∑n
i=1 I{||xi−xk,n|−h|≤ℓn} ∼ Bin(n, p(xk,n)) with p(x) := P(||x1 − x| − h| ≤

ℓn). By the union bound, P(max1≤k≤L(n) h(ℓnn)−1Sk,n > ϵ) ≤ L(n) max1≤k≤L(n) P(h(ℓnn)−1Sk,n >

ϵ). Note that E[Sk,n] = np(xk,n), where supx∈Sx
p(x) ≤ c3ℓn = o(h) for some c3 > 0. For any ϵ > 0

we then have, for δ ∈ (0, ϵ) and n sufficiently large, that ϵ > δ + p(xk,n)h/ℓn such that

P(h(ℓnn)−1Sk,n > ϵ) ≤ P(Sk,n − np(xk,n) > δℓnnh
−1)

≤ exp
(

−
1
2(δℓnnh−1)2

np(xk,n)(1 − p(xk,n)) + 1
3δℓnnh

−1

)
= O

(
exp

(
−3

2δℓnnh
−1
))

,

again for n sufficiently large, where the second inequality is Bernstein’s and the final equality is
because supx∈Sx

p(x) ≤ c3ℓn. Since Ln = c0/ℓn, it then follows that

P
(

max
1≤k≤L(n)

h

ℓnn
Sk,n > ϵ

)
≤ L(n) max

1≤k≤L(n)
P
(
h

ℓnn
Sk,n > ϵ

)
≤ c0
ℓn
O

(
exp

(
−3

2δℓnnh
−1
))

,

which is o(1) because

− log ℓn − 3
2δℓnnh

−1 =
√

(logn)nh
(

−1
2

log logn√
(logn)nh

− 3
2

log h√
(logn)nh

+ 1
2
( logn
nh

)1/2
− 3

2δ
)

→ −∞

by Assumption 2.2(ii), noting that the term in the large parenthesis converges to −3δ/2. This
shows the result for Q1n.
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The result for Q3n follows analogously, since, by Jensen’s inequality, for all j = 0, 1, . . .,

Q3n ≤ max
1≤k≤L(n)

sup
x∈Sx∩Ik,n

E
[

1
nh

n∑
i=1

K

(
xi − x

h

) ∣∣∣∣kj

(
xi − x

h

)
− kj

(
xi − xk,n

h

)∣∣∣∣
]

+ max
1≤k≤L(n)

sup
x∈Sx∩Ik,n

E
[

1
nh

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣kj

(
xi − xk,n

h

)∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣K (
xi − x

h

)
−K

(
xi − xk,n

h

)∣∣∣∣
]

=: Q31n + Q32n.

By (S.1) and (S.2), we have that Q31n ≤ c4 max1≤k≤L(n) supx∈Sx∩Ik,n
h−1p(xk,n)+O(ℓnh−2) for some

c4 > 0 and Q32n ≤ c5 max1≤k≤L(n) supx∈Sx∩Ik,n
h−1p(xk,n) + O(ℓnh−2) for some c5 > 0. Because

p(xk,n) = O(ℓn) it follows that Q3n = O(ℓnh−2) = O((logn)1/2/(nh)1/2).
Finally we derive the mean,

E[γj,n(x)] = 1
nh

n∑
i=1

E
[
K

(
xi − x

h

)(
xi − x

h

)j
]

= 1
h
E
[
K

(
x1 − x

h

)(
x1 − x

h

)j
]

= 1
h

∫ x+h

x−h
K

(
x1 − x

h

)(
x1 − x

h

)j

f(x1)dx1 =
∫ 1

−1
K(u)ujf(x+ uh)du =: γE,j,n(x),

where the second equality is by the i.i.d. assumption and the third uses the bounded support of K.

part (ii). If x is an interior point, then
∫ 1

−1K(u)ujf(x + uh)du → f(x)
∫ 1

−1K(u)ujdu. If x is a
(left) boundary point, then

∫ 1
−1K(u)ujf(x + uh)du =

∫ 1
0 K(u)ujf(x + uh)du → f(x)

∫ 1
0 K(u)ujdu.

Therefore, for every x, we have that E[γj,n] = γ̇j + o(1). □

Lemma S.2. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied. Then:
(i) supx∈Sx

|Γp(x) − ΓE,p(x)]| = op(1) and (ii) ΓE,p(x) → Γ̇p.

proof of lemma S.2. These results follow by noting that the (i, j)-th elements of Γp(x), ΓE,p(x),
Γ̇p are γi+j−2,n(x), γE,i+j−2,n(x), γ̇i+j−2,n, respectively, and applying Lemma S.1. □

Lemma S.3. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied. For j = 0, 1, 2, . . ., ψ̃j,n = ψ̇j + op(1).

proof of lemma S.3. We first prove that ψj,n = ψ̇j + op(1) with ψj,n := (nh)−1∑n
i=1K((xi −

x)/h)2((xi − x)/h)jσ2(xi).
If x if an interior point, note that

E[ψj,n] = 1
h
E
[
K2

(
x1 − x
h

)(
x1 − x
h

)j

σ2(x1)
]

= 1
h

∫ x+h

x−h
K2

(
x1 − x
h

)(
x1 − x
h

)j

f(x1)σ2(x1)dx1

=
∫ 1

−1
K2(u)ujf(x + uh)σ2(x + uh)du → σ2(x)f(x)

∫ 1

−1
K2(u)ujdu,

where the first equality is by the i.i.d. assumption and the second uses bounded support of K.
Similarly, if x is a boundary point,

∫ 1
−1K

2(u)ujf(x + uh)σ2(x + uh)du −→ σ2(x)f(x)
∫ 1

0 K
2(u)ujdu.
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Therefore, for every x, we have that E[ψj,n] = ψ̇j + o(1). Moreover,

E[ψ2
j,n] = E

[
1
nh

n∑
i=1

K2
(
xi − x
h

)(
xi − x
h

)j

σ2(xi)
]2

= 1
(nh)2

n∑
i=1

E
[
K4

(
xi − x
h

)(
xi − x
h

)2j

σ4(xi)
]

+

+ 1
(nh)2

∑
i̸=i′

E
[
K2

(
xi − x
h

)(
xi − x
h

)j

σ2(xi)
]
E
[
K2

(
xi′ − x
h

)(
xi′ − x
h

)j

σ2(xi′)
]

= Op

( 1
nh

)
+ ψ̇2

j ,

which shows L2-convergence.
We now show that ψ̃j,n = ψj,n + op(1) for j = 0, 1, . . .. Insert ε̃i from (C.1) and decompose

ψ̃j,n = 1
nh

n∑
i=1

K2
(
xi − x
h

)(
xi − x
h

)j

ε2
i

+ 1
nh

n∑
i=1

K2
(
xi − x
h

)(
xi − x
h

)j (
g(xi) − r′

p+1

(
xi − x
h

)
H−1

p+1β̂p+1,n

)2

+ 2
nh

n∑
i=1

K2
(
xi − x
h

)(
xi − x
h

)j (
g(xi) − r′

p+1

(
xi − x
h

)
H−1

p+1β̂p+1,n

)
εi

=: ψ̃j,n,1 + ψ̃j,n,2 + ψ̃j,n,3.

We show that ψ̃j,n,1 = ψj,n + op(1) and ψ̃j,n,2 = op(1). It then follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality that ψ̃j,n,3 = op(1) because ψj,n = Op(1).

Consider first ψ̃j,n,2. By mean-value argument in (C.4) we can write ψ̃j,n,2 as

1
nh

n∑
i=1

K2
(
xi − x
h

)(
xi − x
h

)j (
r′

p+1

(
xi − x
h

)
H−1

p+1(βp+1 − β̂p+1,n)
)2

+ 1
nh

n∑
i=1

K2
(
xi − x
h

)(
xi − x
h

)2p+2+j

h2p+2
(
g(p+1)(x̃i) − g(p+1)(x)

(p+ 1)!

)2

+ 2
nh

n∑
i=1

K2
(
xi − x
h

)(
xi − x
h

)p+1+j

r′
p+1

(
xi − x
h

)
H−1

p+1(βp+1 − β̂p+1,n)hp+1
(
g(p+1)(x̃i) − g(p+1)(x)

(p+ 1)!

)
=: ψ̃j,n,21 + ψ̃j,n,22 + ψ̃j,n,23.

By the fact that |β̂s,p+1,n − βs,p+1| = Op((nh2s−1)−1/2), where β̂s,p+1,n and βs,p+1 are the s-th
elements of β̂p+1,n and βp+1, respectively, we obtain |H−1

p+1(β̂p+1,n − βp+1)| = Op((nh)−1/2) =
op(1). Moreover, noting that K((xi − x)/h) ̸= 0 only when |x̃i − x| ≤ |xi − x| ≤ h, the Hölder
condition on g(p+1) in Assumption 2.1(iii) implies that supi:K((xi−x)/h)̸=0 |g(p+1)(x̃i) − g(p+1)(x)| ≤
supx:|x−x|≤h |g(p+1)(x) − g(p+1)(x)| ≤ supx:|x−x|≤2h c|x − x|η = o(1). Thus, for some power k ≥ 0,
we can bound all the terms in ψ̃j,n,2 by op(1)(nh)−1∑n

i=1K
2((xi − x)/h)((xi − x)/h)k = op(1) by

Assumption 2.2(i).
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The proof is concluded by showing that ψ̃j,n,1 = ψj,n + op(1). We first notice that, by the law
of iterated expectations, E[ψ̃j,n,1] = E[ψj,n]. Also by the law of iterated expectations,

E[(ψ̃j,n,1 − ψj,n)2]

= E

 1
(nh)2

n∑
i1=1

n∑
i2=1

K2
(
xi1 − x
h

)
K2

(
xi2 − x
h

)(
xi1 − x
h

)j (xi2 − x
h

)j

(ε2
i1 − σ2(xi1)(ε2

i2 − σ2(xi2)


= E

[
1

(nh)2

n∑
i=1

K4
(
xi − x
h

)(
xi − x
h

)2j

(E[ε4
i |xi] − σ4(xi))

]
.

By Assumption 2.1, supi=1,...,n |E[ε4
i |xi]−σ4(xi)| < ∞, and the proof is then completed in the same

way as in the proof for ψj,n above. □

Lemma S.4. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied. Then:
(i) supi=1,...,n |wi(x)| = Op(1),
(ii) supi=1,...,n |(nh)−1∑n

j=1wi(xj)wj(x)| = Op(1),
(iii) supi=1,...,n |wPLP,i(x)| = Op(1),
(iv) supi=1,...,n |wmPLP,i(x)| = Op(1).

proof of lemma S.4. Part (i): By Lemma S.2, Γ−1
p (x) = Op(1). The result then follows by

uniform boundedness of K and rp on Sx.

part (ii). Using part (i) we find that |
∑n

j=1wi(xj)wj(x)| ≤
∑n

j=1 I{|xj−x|≤h}|wj(x)||wi(xj)| =
Op(1)

∑n
j=1 I{|xj−x|≤h}|wi(xj)|. By Lemma S.2 we can replace Γ−1

p (xj) by (E[Γp(xj)])−1, which is
bounded uniformly in xj ∈ [x − h, x + h] for sufficiently large n because K and rp are bounded
on Sx and f is bounded away from zero in a neighborhood of x. We are left with the term
supi=1,...,n(nh)−1∑n

j=1 I{|xj−x|≤h}rp((xi − xj)/h)K((xi − xj)/h) ≤ c(nh)−1∑n
j=1 I{|xj−x|≤h}, where

the inequality is again due to boundedness of K and rp. The right-hand side is Op(1) because the
second moment is

E
[( 1
nh

n∑
j=1

I{|xj−x|≤h}
)2]

= 1
(nh)2

n∑
j=1

P(|xj − x| ≤ h) + 2
(nh)2

n∑
j=2

j−1∑
m=1

P(|xj − x| ≤ h)P(|xm − x| ≤ h)

= 1
nh2

∫ x+h

x−h
f(x1)dx1 + n− 1

nh2

( ∫ x+h

x−h
f(x1)dx1

)2
= O(1).

parts (iii)–(iv). Follow directly by application of parts (i) and (ii) and the fact that Qn = Op(1). □

Lemma S.5. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied. Then

sup
i=1,...,n

∣∣∣∣wi(x) − 1
f(x)w

(
xi − x
h

)∣∣∣∣ = op(1),

sup
x∈Sx

sup
i=1,...,n

∣∣∣∣wi(x) − wE

(
xi − x

h
, x

)∣∣∣∣ = op(1).

proof of Lemma S.5. The results follow immediately from Lemma S.2 and the definition of wi(x).
□
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Lemma S.6. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied, and let ζi be such that ϕ2(xi) := E[ζ2
i |xi] for

a continuous and bounded function ϕ : Sx → R and E[ζ4
i |xi] is uniformly bounded. For an interior

point x it holds that

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wPLP,i(x) − 1

f(x)wPLP

(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i = op(1), (S.3)

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wPLP,i(x) + 1

f(x)wPLP

(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i = Op(1). (S.4)

proof of lemma S.6. We will prove (S.3) by showing that

W1n := 1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wi(x) − 1

f(x)w
(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i = op(1),

W2n := 1
nh

n∑
i=1

 1
nh

n∑
j=1

wj(x)wi(xj) − 1
f(x)wconv

(
xi − x
h

)2

ζ2
i = op(1),

W12n := 1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wi(x) − 1

f(x)w
(
xi − x
h

)) 1
nh

n∑
j=1

wj(x)wi(xj) − 1
f(x)wconv

(
xi − x
h

) ζ2
i = op(1).

By Lemma S.5, W1n = op(1)(nh)−1∑
i:|xi−x|<h ζ

2
i , and by Chebychev’s inequality and the law of

iterated expectations, (nh)−1∑
i:|xi−x|<h ζ

2
i = Op(1).

Next, by the uniform convergence in Lemma S.5, we find that

W2n = 1
nhf(x)2

n∑
i=1

 1
nh

n∑
j=1

w
(
xj − x
h

)
wE

(
xi − xj

h
, xj

)
− wconv

(
xi − x
h

)2

ζ2
i + op(1)

= 1
nhf(x)2

n∑
i=1

 1
nh

n∑
j=1,j ̸=i

w
(
xj − x
h

)
wE

(
xi − xj

h
, xj

)
− wconv

(
xi − x
h

)2

ζ2
i + op(1)

=: 1
f(x)2Rn + op(1),

where the second equality follows because the sum

1
nh

n∑
i=1

( 1
nh

w
(
xi − x
h

)
wE (0, xi)

)2
ζ2

i

+ 1
nh

n∑
i=1

 1
nh

n∑
j=1,j ̸=i

w
(
xj − x
h

)
wE

(
xi − xj

h
, xj

)
− wconv

(
xi − x
h

)( 1
nh

w
(
xi − x
h

)
wE (0, xi)

)
ζ2

i

is Op((nh)−1) by L1-convergence. We will also show that Rn →p 0 by L1-convergence. Specifically,
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by the law of iterated expectations,

E[Rn] = E

 1
nh

n∑
i=1

 1
nh

n∑
j=1,j ̸=i

w
(
xj − x
h

)
wE

(
xi − xj

h
, xj

)
− wconv

(
xi − x
h

)2

ϕ2(xi)


=: E[R1n] + E[R2n] − 2E[R12n].

We start by deriving the limit of E[R1n], which is

E[R1n] = E

 1
nh

n∑
i=1

 1
nh

n∑
j=1,j ̸=i

w
(
xj − x
h

)
wE

(
xi − xj

h
, xj

)2

ϕ2(xi)



= E

 1
(nh)3

n∑
i,j,j′=1

all distinct

w
(
xj − x
h

)
wE

(
xi − xj

h
, xj

)
w
(
xj′ − x
h

)
wE

(
xi − xj′

h
, xj′

)
ϕ2(xi)


+ E

 1
(nh)3

n∑
i,j=1,i̸=j

w
(
xj − x
h

)2
wE

(
xi − xj

h
, xj

)2
ϕ2(xi)

 .
The second term on the right-hand side is

n(n− 1)
(nh)3

∫
Sx

∫
Sx

w
(
x2 − x
h

)2
wE

(
x1 − x2

h
, x2

)2
ϕ2(x1)f(x1)f(x2)dx2dx1

= n(n− 1)
n3h

∫
X

∫
X

w (u)2 wE (s− u, x + uh)2 ϕ2(x + sh)f(x + sh)f(x + uh)duds

= n(n− 1)
n3h

(
ϕ2(x)f(x)2

∫
X

∫
X

w (u)2 w (s− u)2 duds+ o(1)
)

= O

( 1
nh

)
,

and the main term in E[R1n] is

E

 1
(nh)3

n∑
i,j,j′=1

all distinct

w
(
xj − x
h

)
wE

(
xi − xj

h
, xj

)
w
(
xj′ − x
h

)
wE

(
xi − xj′

h
, xj′

)
ϕ2(xi)


= (n− 1)(n− 2)

n2h3

∫
Sx

(∫ x+h

x−h
w
(
x2 − x
h

)
wE

(
x1 − x2

h
, x2

)
f(x2)dx2

)2

ϕ2(x1)f(x1)dx1

= ϕ2(x)f(x)
∫

X

(∫
X

w(u)w(s− u)du
)2
ds+ o(1) → R,

where R := ϕ2(x)f(x)
∫

X wconv(s)2ds. Similarly, we find that

E[R2n] = E
[

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(∫
X

w(u)w
(
xi − x
h

− u

)
du

)2
ϕ2(xi)

]

= 1
h

∫
Sx

(∫
X

w (u) w
(
x1 − x
h

− u

)
du

)2

ϕ2(x1)f(x1)dx1 = R + o(1)
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and

E[R12n] = E

 1
(nh)2

n∑
i=1

wconv

(
xi − x
h

) n∑
j=1,j ̸=i

w
(
xj − x
h

)
wE

(
xi − xj

h
, xj

)
ϕ2(xi)


= n− 1

nh2

∫
Sx

∫ x+h

x−h
wconv

(
x1 − x
h

)
w
(
x2 − x
h

)
wE

(
x1 − x2

h
, x2

)
ϕ2(x1)f(x1)f(x2)dx1dx2

= ϕ2(x)f(x)
∫

X
wconv(r)

(∫
X

w(r − s)w(s)ds
)
dr + o(1) = R + o(1),

which shows that Rn →p 0 and hence that W2n →p 0.
Next, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, W12n = W1/2

1n W1/2
2n = op(1).

Finally, using the result in (S.3), to prove (S.4) it is sufficient to show that

W3n := 4
nhf(x)

n∑
i=1

wPLP,i(x)wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)
ζ2

i = Op(1).

By Lemma S.4, |W3n| = Op((nh)−1)
∑n

i=1 |wPLP((xi −x)/h)|ζ2
i . To conclude the proof, we apply the

law of iterated expectations and find E[(nh)−1∑n
i=1 |wPLP((xi−x)/h)|ζ2

i ] = E[(nh)−1∑n
i=1 |wPLP((xi−

x)/h)|ϕ2(xi)] = f(x)−2ϕ2(x)
∫

X |wPLP(u)|du+ o(1) = O(1) by the same method as above. □

Lemma S.7. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied, and let ζi be such that ϕ2(xi) := E[ζ2
i |xi] for

a continuous and bounded function ϕ : Sx → R and E[ζ4
i |xi] is uniformly bounded. Then:

(i) If x is an interior point,

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wmPLP,i(x) − 1

f(x)wPLP

(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i = op(1), (S.5)

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wmPLP,i(x) + 1

f(x)wPLP

(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i = Op(1). (S.6)

(ii) If x is a boundary point,

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wmPLP,i(x) − 1

f(x)wmPLP

(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i = op(1), (S.7)

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wmPLP,i(x) + 1

f(x)wmPLP

(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i = Op(1). (S.8)
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proof of lemma S.7. We prove (S.5) by showing that

Z1n := 1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
(1 +Qn)wi(x) − 2f(x)−1w

(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i = op(1),

Z2n := 1
nh

n∑
i=1

Qn
1
nh

n∑
j=1

wj(x)wi(xj) − f(x)−1wconv

(
xi − x
h

)2

ζ2
i = op(1),

Z12n := 1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
(1 +Qn)wi(x) − 2f(x)−1w

(
xi − x
h

))

×

Qn
1
nh

n∑
j=1

wj(x)wi(xj) − f(x)−1wconv

(
xi − x
h

) ζ2
i = op(1).

By Lemma B.1 and Lemma S.4, we have that Z1n = 4W1n + op(1), Z2n = W2n + op(1), and
Z12n = 2W12n+op(1), where W1n, W2n, and W12n are defined in the proof of Lemma S.6. Therefore,
the proof of (S.5) is concluded because we showed in the proof of Lemma S.6 that W1n, W2n, and
W12n are all op(1).

Next, we prove (S.6). To do so, by (S.5), it is sufficient to show that

Z3n := 4
nhf(x)

n∑
i=1

wmPLP,i(x)wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)
ζ2

i = Op(1).

By Lemma S.4, |Z3n| = Op((nh)−1)
∑n

i=1 |wPLP ((xi − x)/h) |ζ2
i . The result then follows by Markov’s

inequality and the law of iterated expectations because

E
[

1
nh

n∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)∣∣∣∣ ζ2
i

]
= ϕ2(x)

∫
X

|wPLP(u)|du+ o(1) = O(1).

Next, we will prove (S.7) in the same way as (S.5), by showing that

Zbnd,1n := 1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
(1 +Qn)wi(x) − 1 +Q

f(x) w
(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i = op(1),

Zbnd,2n := 1
nh

n∑
i=1

Qn

nh

n∑
j=1

wj(x)wi(xj) − Q

f(x)wconv,bnd

(
xi − x
h

)2

ζ2
i = op(1),

Zbnd,12n := 1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
(1 +Qn)wi(x) − (1 +Q)

f(x) w
(
xi − x
h

))

×

Qn

nh

n∑
j=1

wj(x)wi(xj) − Q

f(x)wconv,bnd

(
xi − x
h

) ζ2
i = op(1).

By Lemma B.1 and Lemma S.4, we have that Zbnd,1n = (1+Q)2Z†
1n+op(1), Zbnd,2n = Q2Z†

2n+op(1),
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and Zbnd,12n = Q(1 +Q)Z†
12n + op(1), where

Z†
1n := 1

nh

n∑
i=1

(
wi(x) − 1

f(x)w
(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i ,

Z†
2n := 1

nh

n∑
i=1

 1
nh

n∑
j=1

wj(x)wi(xj) − 1
f(x)wconv,bnd

(
xi − x
h

)2

ζ2
i ,

Z†
12n := 1

nh

n∑
i=1

(
wi(x) − 1

f(x)w
(
xi − x
h

)) 1
nh

n∑
j=1

wj(x)wi(xj) − 1
f(x)wconv,bnd

(
xi − x
h

) ζ2
i .

Then (S.7) follows by showing that Z†
1n, Z†

2n, and Z†
12n are all op(1), which holds by identical

arguments applied in the proof of Lemma S.6 for W1n, W2n, and W12n, respectively.
Finally, the proof of (S.8) is analogous to that of (S.6) and is therefore omitted. □

Lemma S.8. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied, and let ζi be such that ϕ2(xi) := E[ζ2
i |xi] for

a continuous and bounded function ϕ : Sx → R and E[ζ4
i |xi] is uniformly bounded. For an interior

point x it holds that

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wPLP,i(x)2 − 1

f(x)2 wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)2
)
ζ2

i = op(1). (S.9)

proof of lemma S.8. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the absolute value of the left-hand side
of (S.9) is bounded by∣∣∣∣∣ 1

nh

n∑
i=1

(
wPLP,i(x) − 1

f(x)wPLP

(
xi − x
h

))(
wPLP,i(x) + 1

f(x)wPLP

(
xi − x
h

))
ζ2

i

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
(

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wPLP,i(x) − 1

f(x)wPLP

(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i

)1/2

×
(

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wPLP,i(x) + 1

f(x)wPLP

(
xi − x
h

))2
ζ2

i

)1/2

,

which is op(1) by Lemma S.6. □

Lemma S.9. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied, and let ζi be such that ϕ2(xi) := E[ζ2
i |xi] for

a continuous and bounded function ϕ : Sx → R and E[ζ4
i |xi] is uniformly bounded. Then:

(i) If x is an interior point,

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wmPLP,i(x)2 − 1

f(x)2 wPLP

(
xi − x
h

)2
)
ζ2

i = op(1). (S.10)

(ii) If x is a boundary point,

1
nh

n∑
i=1

(
wmPLP,i(x)2 − 1

f(x)2 wmPLP

(
xi − x
h

)2
)
ζ2

i = op(1). (S.11)

proof of lemma S.9. Like the proof of Lemma S.8, both parts follow from application of the
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Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, except we use Lemma S.7 instead of Lemma S.6. □

S.2 proofs of bias expansion lemmas in appendix B.2

proof of lemma B.1. Proof for Cn: By Lemma S.5, Cn = f(x)−1(nh)−1∑n
i=1 w((xi −x)/h)((xi −

x)/h)p+1 + op(1). Inserting w yields the vector (nh)−1∑n
i=1 rp((xi − x)/h)K((xi − x)/h)((xi −

x)/h)p+1. This has j-th element γj+p,n(x), and the results then follow from Lemma S.1.

part (i) for CLP,n. Let θE,p(x) :=
∫

X K(u)rp(u)up+1f(x+ uh)du. By Lemmas S.1 and S.5,

CLP,n = 1
nhf(x)

n∑
i=1

w
(
xi − x
h

) 1
nh

n∑
j=1

wE

(
xj − xi

h
, xi

)(
xj − xi

h

)p+1
+ op(1)

= 1
nhf(x)

n∑
i=1

w
(
xi − x
h

)
ι′0Γ−1

E,p(xi)
1
nh

n∑
j=1

K

(
xj − xi

h

)
rp

(
xj − xi

h

)(
xj − xi

h

)p+1
+ op(1)

= 1
nhf(x)

n∑
i=1

w
(
xi − x
h

)
ι′0Γ−1

E,p(xi)θE,p(xi) + op(1) =: C†
LP,n + op(1).

Thus, we analyze C†
LP,n and find that, by the i.i.d. assumption and Lemmas S.1 and S.2, E[C†

LP,n] →
ι′0Γ−1

E,p(x)θE,p(x)
∫

X w(u)du = C. Moreover, by the i.i.d. assumption,

E[(C†
LP,n)2] = (E[C†

LP,n])2 + 1
n(hf(x))2 E

[
w
(
x1 − x
h

)2
(ι′0Γ−1

E,p(x1)θE,p(x1))2
]
.

Since E[w((x1 − x)/h)2(ι′0Γ−1
E,p(x1)θE,p(x1))2] = O(h), it follows that E[(C†

LP,n)2] = (E[C†
LP,n])2 +

O((nh)−1), which concluding the proof of part (i) by L2-convergence.

part (ii) for CLP,n. As in the proof of part (i), we can write

CLP,n = 1
nhf(x)

n∑
i=1

wbnd

(
xi − x
h

, 0
)
ι′0Γ−1

E,p(xi)θE,p(xi) + op(1) =: C†
LP,bnd,n + op(1).

In this case we find that

E[C†
LP,n] = 1

f(x)

∫ 1

0
wbnd(s, 0)ι′0Γ−1

E,p(x + sh)θE,p(x + sh)f(x + sh)ds

= 1
f(x)

∫ 1

0
wbnd(s, 0)ι′0

(∫ 1

−s
K(v)rp(v)r′

p(v)f(x + sh+ vh)dv
)−1

×
∫ 1

−s
K(u)rp(u)up+1f(x + sh+ uh)duf(x + sh)ds

=
∫ 1

0
wbnd(s, 0)

∫ 1

−s
wbnd(u, s)up+1duds+ o(1) = CLP + o(1),

where we used the fact that, since x is a (left) boundary point, f(x + a) = 0 for a < 0. Finally, the
proof is completed by noting that E[(C†

LP,n)2] = (E[C†
LP,n])2 + o(1) by the same arguments used in

part (i). □

12



proof of lemma B.2. By definition of B̂GP,n and using g̃x,n(x) = ι′0β̂p+1,n(x),

B̂GP,n =
√
nhι′0

(
(Z ′

pWZp)−1Z ′
pWZp+1H

−1
p+1β̂p+1,n(x) − β̂p+1,n(x))

)
=

√
nhι′0(Z ′

pWZp)−1Z ′
pWZp+1ιp+1ι

′
p+1H

−1
p+1β̂p+1,n(x)

=
√
nh2p+3Cnι

′
p+1β̂p+1,n(x) =

√
nh2p+3ĝ(p+1)

n (x) Cn
(p+1)! . (S.12)

From (2.3) and (S.12) we have B̂GP,n − Bn =
√
nh2p+3(ĝ(p+1)

n (x) − g(p+1)(x))Cn/(p + 1)! + op(1),
where ĝ

(p+1)
n (x) := (p + 1)!ι′p+1β̂p+1,n = (p + 1)!(nhp+2)−1∑n

i=1w(p+1),i(x)yi with w(q),i(x) :=
ι′qΓ−1

q (x)rq((xi − x)/h)K((xi − x)/h). Let x̃i be an intermediate value between xi and x. Then, by
the mean-value argument in (C.4),

(p+ 1)!
nhp+2

n∑
i=1

w(p+1),i(x)g(xi) = (p+ 1)!
nhp+2

n∑
i=1

w(p+1),i(x)
(
r′

p+1

(
xi − x
h

)
H−1

p+1βp+1

+
(
xi − x
h

)p+1
hp+1

(
g(p+1)(x̃i) − g(p+1)(x)

(p+ 1)!

))

= g(p+1)(x) + 1
nh

n∑
i=1

w(p+1),i(x)
(
xi − x
h

)p+1
(g(p+1)(x̃i) − g(p+1)(x)) = g(p+1)(x) + Op(hη),

where the last equality follows by Hölder continuity of g(p+1) (Assumption 2.1(iii)) and the fact
that (nh)−1∑n

i=1w(p+1),i(x)((xi −x)/h)p+1 = Op(1). That is, ĝ(p+1)
n (x) = g(p+1)(x)+Op(hη)+(p+

1)!(nhp+2)−1∑n
i=1w(p+1),i(x)εi such that

B̂GP,n −Bn = 1√
nh

n∑
i=1

w(p+1),i(x)εiCn + op(1),

which proves the result by definition of the weights wGP-bc,i(x). □

proof of lemma B.3. By definition of B̂LP,n, we have that

B̂LP,n =
√
nh

(
1
nh

n∑
i=1

wi(x)ĝn(xi) − ĝn(x)
)

= 1√
nh

n∑
i=1

wi(x)

 1
nh

n∑
j=1

wj(xi)g(xj) − g(xi)

+ 1√
nh

n∑
i=1

wi(x)

 1
nh

n∑
j=1

wj(xi)εj − εi


=: B2n + ξ2n,LP.

By the mean-value theorem,

B2n = 1√
nh

n∑
i=1

wi(x)

 1
nh

n∑
j=1

wj(xi)
(
r′

p

(
xj − xi

h

)
H−1

p βp(xi) + hp+1 g
(p+1)(x̃ij)
(p+ 1)!

(
xj − xi

h

)p+1
)

− g(xi)

 ,
where x̃ij takes values in the open interval (min{xj , xi},max{xj , xi}). By definition of the weights wj ,
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(nh)−1∑n
j=1wj(xi)r′

p((xj − xi)/h) = ι′0, so that

B2n = 1√
nh

n∑
i=1

wi(x) 1
nh

n∑
j=1

wj(xi)hp+1 g
(p+1)(x̃ij)
(p+ 1)!

(
xj − xi

h

)p+1
.

Using maxi,j:wj(xi)>0{|xj − x|, |xi − x|} ≤ 2h and Hölder continuity of g(p+1) (Assumption 2.1(iii)),

B2n =
√
nh2p+3 g

(p+1)(x)
(p+ 1)! CLP,n(1 +O(hη)) =

√
nh2p+3 g

(p+1)(x)
(p+ 1)! CLP,n + op(1),

where the last equality follows from the fact that
√
nh2p+3 g(p+1)(x)

(p+1)! CLP,n = Op(1), which holds by
Lemma B.1 whether x is interior or on the boundary. Combining this with (2.3) we then find

B2n −Bn =
√
nh2p+3 g

(p+1)(x)
(p+ 1)! (CLP,n − Cn) + op(1) =: An + op(1),

which concludes the proof of the expansion. The limits of An follow immediately from Lemma B.1
and by noticing that

√
nh2p+3 →

√
κ by Assumption 2.2(ii). □

proof of lemma B.4. Part (i). The result for ξ1n follows from r1n := (nh)−1/2∑n
i=1(wi(x) −

f(x)−1w((xi − x)/h))εi →p 0. This in turn follows because E[r1n] = 0 and E[r2
1n|Xn] = W1n →p 0;

see the proof of Lemma S.6 with ζ2
i = σ2(xi), i = 1, . . . , n. The result for ξ2n,GP follows similarly

because r2n := (nh)−1/2∑n
i=1(wGP-bc,i(x) − f(x)−1wGP-bc((xi − x)/h))εi →p 0. This in turn follows

because E[r2n] = 0 and E[r2
2n|Xn] →p 0, which can be shown in the same way as for r1n using the

method of proof of Lemma S.6 and applying also Lemma B.1.

part (ii). The proof is identical to that in part (i), but replacing interior point equivalent kernels
with boundary point equivalent kernels. □

proof of lemma B.5. We first write(
ξ1n

ξ2n,LP

)
= 1√

nh

n∑
i=1

(
wi(x)

(nh)−1∑n
j=1wj(x)wi(xj) − wi(x)

)
εi =

[
1 0

−1 1

]
sn,

where sn = (s1n, s2n)′ := (nh)−1/2∑n
i=1(wi(x), (nh)−1∑n

j=1wj(x)wi(xj))′εi. Clearly it suffices to
prove the results separately for s1n and s2n.

part (i). The proof for s1n is given in the proof of Lemma B.4 because s1n = ξ1n. The proof for
s2n is identical, but applies W2n from the proof of Lemma S.6 instead of W1n.

part (ii). The proof is identical to that in part (i), but applies Z†
1n and Z†

2n from the proof of
Lemma S.7 instead of W1n and W2n. □
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