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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; (¢) the distribution of the regressor and the error term.
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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)



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., Har-
dle and Bowman, 1988, Hardle 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



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 %, := {(y;,2;) : ©« = 1,...,n}, consider the problem of inference on the
conditional expectation g(x) := E[y;|z; = 2| at a fixed point z = x, using a local (p-th order, p
odd) polynomial estimator g,(z) := gn(z;h, K), where h = hy, > 0 is the bandwidth and K the
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kernel function; that is, with r,(u) = (1,u,...,uP)’,
N A A L 2w
n(x) == 1Bpn(x),  Bpn(z) = argmlnz (yi — rp(z; — 2)'b) K(lT) (2.1)
beRPH! =1
An explicit form is B, (x) = Hy(Z ()W () Zp(2) 1 Z) ()W (2)y with y := (y1, ..., yn), W(z) :=
h~tdiag(K ((z1 — x)/h), ..., K((zy — x)/h)), Hy = diag(1,ht,...,h7P), and Z,(z) := (rp((x1 —
x)/h),...,rp((xn —2)/h))". In the following, dependence of Z, and W on x is omitted when z = x.
Inference based on gy, (x) is challenging due to the presence of an asymptotic bias. In particular,
we typically have
Ty == Vnh(gn(x) — g(x)) > N(B,v}), (2.2)

By, By, :=E[T,|Z,], 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).

where, letting 2, := {x; : i = 1,...,n}, the asymptotic bias B := plim

n—oo

ASSUMPTION 2.1. (y;,x;) are i.i.d. and x; has bounded support S, and continuous density f. Let
N be an open neighborhood of x. Then, on NN'S,: (i) f(x) > 0; (i) o*(x) := V]yilz; = 2] > 0 s

continuous and sup, Ely}|z; = x] < oo; (iii) gV is Holder continuous with exponent n > 0.

ASSUMPTION 2.2. (i) The kernel K has support (—1,1) on which it is symmetric, positive, and
Lipschitz continuous; (i) the bandwidth h = hy, is such that h + (nh)~!logn — 0 and nh?’*3 —
k € [0,+00).

Assumption 2.2 covers the most widely used kernel functions, e.g., the uniform, Epanechnikov,
and triangular kernels, as well as ‘large’ (k > 0) and undersmoothing (x = 0) bandwidths. Under

Assumptions 2.1-2.2, the bias term B,, satisfies
By = Vnh2+3g® V() C / (p+ 1)+ 0p(1), (2.3)

where C,, = Cp(x) = L6(ZI,;WZP)_IZZ/,WZP+1LP+1 satisfies Cp, =, C, and the constant C' :=
o [y K(s)rp(s)rp(s)'ds)71 [y K(w)rp(u)uP™du. Here, and throughout, X = R if x is an interior
point and & = [0, 00) 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, B, = o,(1) and B = 0.

The presence of bias invalidates confidence intervals that ignore it. For instance, with « € (0, 1),

a 100(1 — a)% nominal level conventional interval that ignores the bias is

CL, = [§n(x) £ 21_a/o(nh) " /?01,],

where 03, is a consistent estimator of v. However, P(g(x) € CI,) does not converge to 1 — « as

n — oo. To restore asymptotic validity of the confidence interval, the RBC approach of Calonico
et al. (2014, 2018) recenters CI,, by an estimate of the leading bias term and adjusts the standard
error to account for the variability of the bias estimator. With BRBC’” and Orpc,, denoting the bias



estimate and the adjusted standard error, respectively, the 100(1—a)% nominal level RBC interval is
ClrgC,n = [(9n(x) — (nh)"/*Brecn) zlfa/2(nh)71/2@RBC,n}- (2.4)

For local polynomial estimators, BRBC’” is based on nonparametric estimators of higher-order
derivatives, which may involve the choice of additional bandwidths. It has the form BRBC,n =
W@ﬁf’ +1)(X)C'n/ (p 4+ 1)!, where C,, is as introduced previously, and g,(f’ H)(x) is an estima-
tor of gtV (x). The estimator f;%BQn estimates the variance of the debiased statistic v/nhg,(x) —
Brec.n- As such, it is equal to 93, (the variance estimator of v/nhg,(x)) plus an additional term that
estimates the variance of ERBC’” and the covariance between ERBQ” and vnhi, (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 g’ (x) := g} (x; h, K) denote a bootstrap analogue of g, (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}, a given bootstrap analogue of T,, (for instance,
T* = Vnh(§5(x) — Gn(x)), see Section 3). Letting L, (u) := P*(T* < u), a standard 100(1 — )%

nominal level equal-tailed bootstrap interval for g(x) is
Clgoot,n = [Gu(x) = (nh) 2L (1 = /2), gux) — (nh) /2L (a/2)], (2.5)

which, however, does not contain g(x) with probability converging to 1 — .. Just as the original
nonparametric estimator gy (x) is biased, its bootstrap analogue §(x) is also biased, implying the
invalidity of Clgoot,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 p, := P*(T)' < T,) is not asymptotically
distributed as Upg 1) in the presence of asymptotic bias.

Prepivoting solves this problem by changing the level of the bootstrap quantiles. Let H, be a
(uniformly) consistent estimator of H, the asymptotic cumulative distribution function (cdf) of p,.

A 100(1 — @)% nominal level equal-tailed bootstrap interval based on prepivoting is
Clp = [§n(x) — (nh) 2L (Hy ' (1= /2)), g(x) — (nh) 2L (H (@/2))]. (2.6)

When py, —q Ujg 1 then H(u) = u and f[gl(a) —p @, in which case the prepivoted interval Clp,, is
asymptotically equivalent to Clggot,,. But when asymptotic uniformity of p,, fails, Clp, remains
asymptotically valid while Clgoet,, becomes invalid. The main reason why prepivoting restores
validity is that if H, is a uniformly consistent estimator of H (regardless of whether the latter
is the uniform cdf or not), the prepivoted p-value p,, := ﬁn(ﬁn) is asymptotically distributed as
Ujo,1) by the probability integral transform. This implies asymptotic validity of Clp,, as shown by



Cavaliere et al. (2024, Remark 3.4); that is, for any a € (0,1),

P(g(x) € Clp,) = P(L, " (H, ' (2/2)) < T < L (H, ' (1 - /2)))
11-a/2) = 1-a. (2.7)

n

>
>

Prepivoting avoids an explicit bias correction whenever H,, does not require estimating B.
Denote by B, := E* [T¥] and 92 := V*[T] the bias and variance, respectively, of the bootstrap
statistic 7, under the bootstrap probability measure. As we show next, we may regard B, as a bias

estimator implicitly induced by the bootstrap. Suppose the following high level conditions hold.

ASSUMPTION . (i) T By, <55 N(0,v2) with v® = plim 92 > 0; (ii) (Tn—Bn, Bn—By)' S N(0,V),

where V' is positive definite.

Assumption (i) requires the bootstrap statistic 7, to be conditionally asymptotically Gaus-
sian after we remove the bootstrap bias B,,. Note that the bootstrap does not need to replicate the

2 may be different from v?. Under Assumption (i), as in Theo-

asymptotic variance of T, i.e., v
rem 3.4 of Cavaliere et al. (2024), we can show that p, = (0, '(Ty, — By)) + op(1). If in addition
Assumption 7 (ii) holds, then T, — B, i>N(0,v%) with v% > 0, and the asymptotic cdf of p, is

H(u) := ®(m~1®~1(u)), m := vp/v. A consistent (plug-in) estimator of H can be obtained as
Hy(u) i= ®(imy, '@ (u), iy = Bpp/Bn, (2.8)

where 6,23771 is a consistent estimator of v3. Different bootstrap methods induce different B, and
consequently require different estimators 13,%771. Note that Assumption #(ii) requires the bootstrap
bias By, to be asymptotically centered at B,,, a condition that may require modifying the bootstrap
statistic 7y when inference on a boundary point is desired, as discussed in Section 4.

Although H, of (2.8), and hence Clp,,, does not involve B, explicitly, we can show that Clp,, is
asymptotically equivalent to an interval that bears a close resemblance to the RBC interval Clggc,p
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 7} is conditionally Gaussian; that is, conditionally on %,, T, ~
N(B,,92) and hence Ly (u) = ®((u — B,)/?,). In this case, Clp,, in (2.6) is ezactly equal to

Clp-rec,n = [(Gn(x) — (nh)"Y2B,) £ Zlfa/Z(nh)il/lﬁP,n]' (2.9)
In general, T} is Gaussian only asymptotically, and we obtain the following result.
THEOREM 2.1. Let Clp,,, H,, and Clprpc.n be defined in (2.6), (2.8), and (2.9), respectively.
(1) If Assumption € (i) holds then Clp, = Clp_rgcn + op((nh)*l/Q).

(it) If Assumption € (i) holds and T} is Gaussian conditional on 9y, then Clp,, = Clp_rac a.s.
(iii) If Assumption F€ holds and ﬁl%,n —p V3, then P(g(x) € Clp,,) — 1 —a.

An interesting implication of Theorem 2.1 is that we can obtain Clp_rgc ,, Without any resam-

pling as it depends only on B, and ﬁl%,n (which we derive analytically for different residual-based

7



bootstrap methods in the next sections), and standard normal critical values z,. 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 2 = {(y},z}) : ¢ = 1,...,n} are generated by setting =} = z;

fori=1,...,n (‘fixed regressor’ bootstrap) and
yi = gxnlxi) €5, i=1,...,n, (2.10)

where ¢ := ;e with &; being the bias-corrected HCk residuals considered in Calonico et al. (2018)
and e} being (conditionally on the data) i.i.d. with E*[ef] = 0 and E*[e}?] = 1. The bootstrap

conditional expectation E*[yf|z} = z;] in (2.10) is

p+1
Gxn (i) = rp1 (i — X),Bpﬂ,n(x) = Z L;ﬂpﬂ,n(x)(l‘i —x),
§=0

where Bp+17n(x) is obtained as in (2.1) using local polynomial regression of order p + 1 at the
fized point x; see Bartalotti et al. (2017) and He and Bartalotti (2020) for the case p = 1. Since
L}Bp+17n(x) is an estimator of gU)(x)/j!, the function gy ,(x) is an estimator of a (p + 1)-th order
Taylor expansion of the conditional expectation g(x) = E[y;|lz; = z] around the fixed point x.
That is, to generate the bootstrap data we use the same function gy ,(x) estimated locally at x but
evaluated globally at each x = z; fori = 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 77.

Let g’ (x) be the local (p-th order) polynomial estimator applied to the bootstrap sample gener-
ated as (2.10). The GP bootstrap analogue of T}, is T¢p ,, = Vnh(§(x) = Gen(x)), and its bootstrap
bias and variance are denoted Bgp,, := E* [T&p ) and @ép,n 1= V*[1¢p ], 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

Bep,n = Vnh2 350+ (x) Csy, (2.11)

where @%pH)(X) =(p+ 1)!L;)+1Bp+17n(x) is an estimator of g+ (x), clearly implying that Bgp,,

is an estimator of the dominant term of B, in (2.3). Interestingly, Ber’n is identical to éRBc,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 (T, T éPyn)’ say Clpgp,,, can be constructed by choosing @I%GPm as a consistent estimator of
U%GP, which is the asymptotic variance of T}, — BGp’n. Because B%pm = BRBc,m the natural plug-

in estimator for the GP case coincides with the variance estimator in Calonico et al. (2018). In



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 Clrpc,, in (2.4). The proof requires verifying that
Assumption 2 holds for (T}, Tépm) 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 € S;, P(g(x) € Clpgpn) = 1 — @ and
Clpgp,, = Clrec,n + op((nh)*l/Q). If, in addition, T¢p,, is Gaussian conditional on D, then
Clpgp,n = ClrBC,n @.5.

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 x;’s. In contrast, in
this section we consider the ‘local polynomial’ (LP) bootstrap scheme traditionally employed in
the statistics literature, where ¢ is approximated locally for each of the x;’s, implying that the
bootstrap conditional expectation function resembles g more closely over the entire support (Hérdle
and Marron, 1988, Hirdle 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.



3.1 THE LOCAL POLYNOMIAL BOOTSTRAP

The LP bootstrap sets the bootstrap conditional expectation to E*[y|z} = 2| = §,(x), where g, (z)
is as in (2.1). The bootstrap data 7, = {(y/,z}):i=1,...,n} satisfy 2] =x;, i =1,...,n, and

i = gn(z) +e5, i=1,...,n, (3.1)

where €] := &;ej with &; and e} as defined in Section 2.3 to facilitate comparison with the existing
RBC approach. Other choices are possible, e.g., & = y; — gn(x;), without changing our results.
Bootstrap DGPs of this or similar forms have been widely applied to nonparametric regression
without prepivoting; see, e.g., Hardle and Marron (1988), Hérdle and Bowman (1991), and Hall
and Horowitz (2013).

The LP bootstrap uses a p-th order local polynomial regression estimate of g(z) calculated
at each sample point * = z; to generate y;, rather than extrapolating values for g(z;) 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 (7),, T,fpyn), say Clpip,y,, where
e, = Vnh(g:(x) — gn(x)) and §:(x) is the local (p-th order) polynomial estimator applied to
the bootstrap sample generated as (3.1). The bootstrap bias and variance of IV'p, are ELp,n =
E* [T ] and ofp ,, := V*[T}% ], respectively.

Recall from Section 2.2 that in order to construct Clpip,, as in (2.6), a consistent estimator
ﬁ,%LP’n of the asymptotic variance v3 p of T, — B?me is required to compute the plug-in estimator
ﬂLp,n(u) = @((@Lp,n/@prm)@_l(u)). To find @%me, we first derive the bootstrap bias ELp,n.

It follows from the closed-form expression for §;(x) that
N 1 &
Bip = V(- 3" wix)gn(xi) — a(x) ).
i=1

where, for a generic z, w;(x) := 1y(Z)(x)W (2)Zy(x)/n) rp((zs — x)/h)K((x; — z)/h) so that

gn(x) = (nh)"' " wi(x)y;. Here, Bip,, is an estimator of the so-called preasymptotic bias, i.e.

10



B, = E[T,|Z,] = Vnh((nh)~t S0 wi(x)g(x;) — g(x)), while, in contrast, BGp’n is an estimator

of the dominant term in B,,. We can rewrite BLPJL as
. 1 &
Bipyn = ——= ) wWip-bei(X)y; 3.2
n \/ﬁ; .i(X)yi (3.2)

with weights defined by the convolution wip.pe(x) := (nh)™1 374 wj(x)w;(x;) — wi(x). Since
T, = Vnh((nh)™1 3%, w;(x)y; — g(x)), we obtain

N 1 &
Tn— Bipyn = Vnh<% > wpipi(X)yi — Q(X))7 wpLp,i(X) = wi(X) — WLP-pe,i(X)-
=1

Let v3, p denote the asymptotic variance of T,, — B’Lp,n. Because the weights are measurable with
respect to 2, and V[y;| 25] = o%(z;), by conditioning on the regressors we have V[T}, —Beme],%”n] =
(nh) =12 wpLp,i(x)?0?(x;). This suggests the estimator

. 1 & .
pLpy = — > weLp,i(x)°E. (3:3)
=1

A formal proof of consistency of @%prn under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 is provided next.
LEMMA 3.1. Let 93 p,, be defined in (3.3). Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, 93 p ,, —p Vg p > 0.

In view of Lemma 3.1, an application of Theorem 2.1 implies the asymptotic validity of the PLP

interval Clppp,,. In addition, ClpLp, is asymptotically equivalent to
ClpLp-RBC,n = [(Gn(X) — (nh) T2 Bip ) £ 21 2(nh) ™ 20pLp ],

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) € Clpip,) —
1 —a and Clprpy, = ClpLpreCn + op((nh)*l/z). If, in addition, T, is Gaussian conditional
on Dy, then Clpp,, = ClpLp-RBC,n @-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 Clp p, compared to Clrgc,, is equal to the ratio
between the asymptotic standard deviations of their respective debiased statistics, i.e., vpLp/UrBC.

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) := ¢4 [ rp(s)r),(s) K (s)ds) " rp(u) K (u), which is the asymptotic
analogue of the sample weights w;(x); see Lemma B.5. Similarly, define the asymptotic analogue
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TABLE 2: RELATIVE (ASYMPTOTIC) INTERVAL LENGTH COMPARISON

Kernel KeLp Krec (KpLp/Krec)/?
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 wppi(x) as wprp(u) = 2w(u) — [, w(u — r)w(r)dr. This contrasts with that of the RBC
method given by wrac(u) := w(u) — Cuf, 1 (fy rpr1(s)r 1 (s)K (s)ds) ' rpy1(u) K (u) with C :=
Jx w(uw)uPTdu; see Lemma B.1 and Calonico et al. (2022, Section 4.2).

COROLLARY 3.1. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2,

0_2 X
(vBLp, VABC) = f(()())(’CPLP,’CRBC)a

where
KpLp := / wpLp(u)?du >0 and Krgc == / wrec(u)?du > 0 (3.4)
X X

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

As shown in Section 3.2, v3 p is the asymptotic variance of a (scaled) weighted average of y;
with weights wpip ;(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 o2(x)/f(x)
where the constant of proportionality is Kpyp, which is a known function of the kernel and the
polynomial order, p. A similar proportionality holds for U%BC with the difference that the constant
of proportionality is Krgc, 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 Kpip/Krac.

Table 2 reports the values of KpLp, Krec, 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 wpp and wgrgc for the five kernels previously considered and p = 1. While neither
function is always closer to zero than the other, wp p(u) clearly shows less variation around zero,
resulting in Kpp < Krac.

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 p := h/b, say popt. Interestingly, with the values of
popt 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

12



Triangular Uniform Epanechnikov Biweight Triweight

3
. 15 !
/ N
i 1 o=
; 7\/’( 05 / \
\
=/ \|—= o /1 \\
R \/ \ 05 05 -05
] | 1 y v ;
2 4 0 1 2 2 4 0 1 2 2 4 0 1 2 2 4 0 1 2 2 4 0 1 2

FIGURE 2: THE FUNCTIONS wpp (—) AND wrgc (- --) FOR FIVE KERNELS
Notes: Polynomial order p = 1.

result in Table 2 still holds because popt = 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 B,,, not even asymptotically.
Therefore, Assumption 7 (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 . (ii), which requires that
]_@me — B,, converges in distribution to a mean-zero Gaussian random variable. This assumption
fails when x is a boundary point since BLp,n — B, is no longer (asymptotically) centered at zero.
The reason is that, in contrast with the interior case, C), and its LP bootstrap analogue C\p, do

not converge to the same constant C' when x is on the boundary. Instead, Lemma B.3 shows that
ELP,n - Bn - An = §2n,LP + Op(l); An _>pA = \/Eg(p+l) (X)(CLP - C)/(p + 1)" (41)

where &2, 1p = (nh)*l/2 i1 WLp-be,i(X)€; has zero mean, A, := \/Wg(p“)(x)(Cme—Cn)/(p—i—
D), Clpy i= (nh) ™' S0 wi(x)Cr () is a smoothed version of Cy,, and gP+1)(x) denotes the (di-
rectional) (p + 1)-order derivative at x. Importantly, C' # C|p 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 7|5 ,, with a known function of the data, say @),,. The scaling factor
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@, is chosen such that the term A, 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 = QnTEP,m where @, = C,/CLp, depends only on K, h, and Z;. By definition,
BmLP,n = E*| :1LP,n] = QnBprn with BLF’,n as in Section 3.2. In contrast with Tfpyn, Assump-
tion (i) holds for T p ,, for any x, including boundary points, because we have defined @, pre-

cisely such that @, Crp, = C,. Specifically,

A (p+1) (x
BmLP,n —B,=v nh2p+3g(l;+1§1 ) (QnCLP,n - Cn) + Qn£2n7LP + Op(l) = Qn§2n,LP + Op(l)- (4'2)

Consequently, the modified LP bootstrap bias BmLp,n is asymptotically centered at B,, as required
in Assumption .7 (ii). Crucially, this result holds for any x € S,, including boundary points.
Taken together, these results imply that an asymptotically valid modified confidence interval,
denoted ClypLp,n, can be constructed provided a consistent estimator f)?nPLPm is available for the
asymptotic variance U%PLP of T, — BmLp,n. By relying on arguments similar to those used for @,%van

in (3.3), we can show that a consistent estimator of U%PLP is given by

A 1 & N
v2mPLP,n = h ZwanPLP,i(X)E?’ WmPLP,i(X) = W;i(X) — WmLp-be,i(X), (4.3)
i=1

where Wmp-bei(X) := Qnwip-be,i(x) With wip.pci(x) and & as defined in Section 3.1. The following

lemma formalizes this result.
LEMMA 4.1. Let @r2nPLP,n be as in (4.3). Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, ®r2nPLP,n —pV2pp > 0.

Because T ;LP’H satisfies Assumption 77, we can apply Theorem 2.1 to conclude that the mPLP

interval ClnpLp,, is asymptotically valid and equivalent to
CLuptp-ReC,n = [(Gn(X) — (0h) T2 Butpn) £ 210 2(nh) ™ *0mpLp ),

which is an RBC-type interval involving no resampling. This interval is based on a new bootstrap
bias correction, BmLp,n, and a new studentization, OmpLp,,, 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 € S, P(g(x) € ClypLpn) = 1 — « and
CImpLp.n = ClmpLp-RBC.A +0p((nh) V2. If, in addition, T(p ,, is Gaussian conditional on Py, then

ClnpLp,n = ClnpLP-RBC,n G-

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 S; (where @, =, @ = 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 ’U%PLP and U%BC.
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TABLE 3: RELATIVE (ASYMPTOTIC) INTERVAL LENGTH COMPARISON — BOUNDARY CASE

Kernel KmpLp Krec (KmpLp/Krec)"/?
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 v2p p = V3 p,
and the conclusions of Corollary 3.1 hold. If x is a boundary point, then

2
(vipLps VRBC) = Uf((;())(’CmPLPaKRBC)a

where KmpLp and Kree 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 S,. When x is
in the interior of S;, these values coincide with those of KpLp and Krgc in Corollary 3.1, implying
that Corollary 3.1 is a special case of Corollary 4.1.

When x is a boundary point, Krgc takes different values compared with the interior point case,
and IC.,pLp is different from Cp p. Table 3 is the boundary analogue of Table 2 and confirms that, for
the five kernels previously considered, the modified prepivoted interval Clnprp,, is asymptotically
shorter than Clrgc,,. 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., KnpLp < Krac.

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 y;(1) and y;(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 d;, which equals 1 if unit ¢ is
treated (0 otherwise), and the observed outcome, y; = v;(0) + (vi(1) — :(0))d;. We also observe
the ‘forcing’ variable x;, a scalar covariate which is not affected by the treatment and determines
whether d; = 1. Hence, the observed data are 9, := {(y;, z;,d;) : i = 1,...,n}.

We consider (sharp) RDD, where d; is determined by x; being above a given known cutoff x;
that is, d; := I;,>}. Interest is in estimating the average treatment effect at the cutoff, namely
ATE(x) := Elyi(1) — 5u(0)|ei = x| = g1 (x) — g-(x), where g () = E[y;(1)[2; = a] and g_(z) =
E[yi(0)|z; = x] are the regression functions of the potential outcomes. We consider the following
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FIGURE 3: THE FUNCTIONS WpLp (—) AND wWrgc (- --) FOR FIVE KERNELS — BOUNDARY CASE
Notes: Polynomial order p = 1.

modification of Assumption 2.1, where 02 (z) := V]y;(1)|x; = z] and 02 (z) := V[y;(0)|z; = x].

AsSSUMPTION 4.1. (y;, zi,d;) are i.i.d. and x; has bounded support S, and continuous density f.

For all x in an open neighborhood of x, it holds that (i) f(z) > 0; (ii) o2 and o are continuous
1) (p+1)

and sup,cs, Elyl|z; = z] < oo; (iii) gf+ and g are Holder continuous with exponent n > 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 7(x) := lim,_,,+ g(z) — lim,_,,— g(z) =
g+(x) — g—(x); see Hahn et al. (2001) and Imbens and Kalyanaraman (2012). Hence, 7(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

Tn(x) 3= g4 n(x) = §-n(x), (4.4)

where g1 ,,(x) and §_ ,(x) are defined as in (2.1) with K ((z; —x)/h) replaced by K ((z; —x)/h) :=
K((vi — x)/h)liz,>x) and K_((x; — x)/h) := K((z; — z)/h)l{;,<x, respectively.

To construct valid confidence intervals using the modified prepivoting method of Section 4.2, let
T,, := (nh)Y2(,(x) —7(x)) and its LP bootstrap analogue T3 := (nh)'/?(7(x) — 7,,(x)), where 7(x)
is calculated from bootstrap data, & := {(y}, z},d}) : i =1,...,n}. Specifically, (z},d}) = (=i, d;),
i=1,...,n, and the y;’s are as in (3.1) with g,(z;) replaced by §i n(2i)l{z,>x} + G- n (i) [z, <x}-

Next, we define the modified bootstrap statistic, T7g ,,. Since estimation of 7 requires fitting two
distinct LP regressions, it is useful to decompose Ty, = Ty ,, — T ., where Ty ,, := (nh)"? (g1 n(x) —
g+(x)) and T_,, := (nh)/2(§_ n(x) — g—(x)). In the same way, we can decompose T} = 5, =T,
and define the scaling factors Q)1 , and Q_, as in Section 4.2 with K replaced by K, and K_,
respectively. Thus, the modified bootstrap statistic is Ty ,, := Q4 »T7 , — Q- nT7 .

The bootstrap bias is

Brdm = E*[ rtl,n] = Q+,HB+,7L - Q*,néf,na (45)

where B, ,, := E*[T% ] and B_,:=FE* [T~ ,,] are computed as in (3.2) with K replaced by K and
K_, respectively, in the definition of the weights w;(z). Finally, we need a consistent estimator @?d,n
of the asymptotic variance v?d of T,, — Erdm. To this end, we note that V[T, — Erd7n| o) =V, —
Q+7n§+7n\3?fn] +V[T_, — Q—,nB—,n’%n]- Consistent estimators of these two variance components

can be obtained as in (4.3) with K replaced by K and K_, respectively, thus yielding 0!'2d,n‘
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We show in the next theorem that T}

satisfies Assumption 7, so we can apply Theorem 2.1
to conclude that a modified confidence interval for 7(x), denoted Cl,q4,, and constructed using @er,n

as in Sections 2.2 and 3.2, is asymptotically valid and equivalent to
CIrd—RBC,n = [(%n(x) - (nh)il/QBrd,n) £ Zlfa/2(nh)71/2@rd,n]7
which is an RBC-type interval involving no resampling.

THEOREM 4.2. Under Assumptions 2.2 and 4.1 it holds that (i) @?d,n —p 02, (ii) P(T(x) € Clyg,) —
1—a, (iii) Cligp = Cliyrec.n +0p((nh)~Y2), and (iv) if, in addition, rd.n i Gaussian conditional

on Dy, then Clyy, = Clig.rRBC,10 @-5.

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,y and K_ ;4 denote KypLp for the kernel used to the right
and to the left of the cutoff, respectively. We similarly define K, rgc and K_ rgc. 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,

vy 00K + 02 (K
vhacad 1)Ky RrBC + 02 (X)K_RBC

where U%BC-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 ¢ < K4 rec and K_ g4 < K_ rpc for all the kernels
considered (as seen in Table 3), it follows from Corollary 4.2 that our new confidence intervals Clyq,,
and Cl 4.rec,, 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 Cls and compare them with the
CIs based on existing RBC using Monte Carlo simulation. We also include the invalid (i.e., not
prepivoted) Cls 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 (h) 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 (ﬁ) across Monte Carlo replications.
We report empirical coverage probabilities and average lengths for four methods: Clgpy,, Clip,y,
Clrec,n, and Clypip,. The first two methods are based on the interval Clggot,n in (2.5), using
the GP and LP bootstrap schemes, respectively. Clggcy, is the interval (2.4) and Clynprp,y, 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 Clpgp,,

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

NONPARAMETRIC REGRESSION. We consider i.i.d. data generated as y; = g(z;)+&; with z; ~ Uy ]
and &; ~ N(0,0?), where 0 = 1 and

B sin(37x/2)
1+ 18z2(sign(x) +1)°

9()

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 ﬁ, 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 y; = g(x;) + &; with z; ~ 2B(2,4) — 1
and ¢; ~ N(0,0%), where B is the Beta distribution and o = 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 h 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
h 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
h 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
h 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 95.1 954 0.273 0.273 0.394 0.326
h 0.217 82.5 89.4 94.9 94.5 0.207 0.207 0.299 0.247
bnd 250 h 0.353 7.7 85.6 90.9 92.2 1.277 1.277 1.901 1.596
h 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
h 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
h 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
h 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

3.71 + 2.30x + 3.2822 + 1.4523 + 0.2324 + 0.032° if z <0,
DGP1: g¢g(z) =

0.26 + 18.49x — 54.8122 + 74.30z% — 45.02z* + 9.83z° if x>0,

0.48 +1.27x — 0.5 - 7.1822 + 0.7 - 20.212% + 1.1 - 21.54z* + 1.5 - 7.332° if x < 0,
DGP2: g¢g(z) =

0.52 4+ 0.842 — 0.1 -3.0022 — 0.3 - 7.992% — 0.1 - 9.01z* + 3.562° if z >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 h 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
h 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
h 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
h 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
h 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
h 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
h 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
h 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
h 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 Kolesar, 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
t; 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®). The
Euclidean norm is denoted |A|. For two intervals, I1, > C R and a scalar € R, we use the notation
Iy = I> +r to denote that the Hausdorff distance between I7 and I, is . Unless specified otherwise,
all limits are for n — oco. The standard Gaussian cdf is denoted by ® and its u-quantile by z,.
The uniform distribution on [0, 1] is denoted Upg1). If F is a cdf, F~! 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, we use Y, = op+(1) to mean that, for any € > 0, P*(|Y,7| > €) =0,
where P* denotes the probability measure conditional on the original data Z,,. We use Y, —d;kpf to
mean that, for all continuity points u € R of G(u) := P(§ < ), it holds that P*(Y,f < u)—G(u) —} 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.

—1 n

We first define quantities related to moments of K. Specifically, v, (z) := (nh) P K (2 —

) /h) (i — x)/h),
55 = F(x) /X K(uyddu, g n(z) = /_ 11 K (u)w f(z + uh)du.
For the moments of K2, we let §;,(x) = (nh)™' S0y K ((zi — 2)/h)?((i — #)/h)I&? and
by = F))0%09) [ K(w?wdu.

Finally, we define the (p 4 1) x (p + 1) matrices T'p(z), Tg p(2), I'p, ¥,(2), ¥, with (i, )-th entries

given by Vit j—2.(2), VEi+j—2,n(T), Fitj—2, Yitj—2.n(T), Yirj_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

wile) = 0y @y () (220,

h
where the associated equivalent kernel is given by w(u) := 1o( [y rp(v)7(v) K (v)dv) ~ ry(u) K (u)
For boundary points, we also define wpnq(u, s) := 1h( [, rp(0)ry,(v) K (v)dv) 17y (u) K (u), such that
Wpnd (1, 0) = w(u). Moreover, we let wg(u, s) := L’O(f_ll rp ()7 (V) K (v) f (s + vh)dv) = trp(u) K (u)

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

_ T, — X T, — X
Wep-be,i(T) = Cnb;3+lrpi1($)rp+l ( h >K( h )

with associated equivalent kernel wep_pe(u) 1= Clyy 1 ([ Tp+1(8)7p41 (8)K(s)ds) 1rpy1(u) K (u). Thus,
the bias-corrected weights are wpgp () := w;i(x) — wep-be,i(z) with equivalent kernel wpgp(u) :=
w(u) — wgp.pe(u). Moreover, by the equivalence between the PGP and RBC methods, we let
WRBC (1) := wpgp(u).

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

WLp-be,i(T) == % Z wj(z)w;i(x;) — wi(w)
j=1

with associated equivalent kernels wip_pe(u) := Weonv (1) — w(u) and wip_pe bnd (%) = Weony,bnd (%) —
w(u), where weony () := [ w(r)w(u—7)dr and Weonv,bnd () := [ Wond (7, 0)Wpnd (w — 7, 7)dr. There-
fore, the bias-corrected weights are wprp(x) = w;i(x) — wip.bei(z) and wmpLpi(x) = wi(x) —
QnwiLp-be,i(x) with equivalent kernels wpip(u) = w(u) — wippe(u) and wyprp(u) = w(u) —

QWLP-be,bnd (1)-

B.2 BIAS EXPANSIONS

In this appendix we collect some results regarding the bias term B, 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 C,, and Cyp .

LEMMA B.1. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied.
(i) If x is an interior point, then Cy, —, C and Cip,, —p C, where C := [, w(u)uPdu.
(it) If x is a boundary point, then Cy, =, C and Cyp n —, CLp, where
1 1
Cp = /0 Wpnd (s, 0) wand(u, S)upﬂduds # C.
The next two lemmas derive expansions of Egp,n and BLp,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

A, 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,

BGP,n - Bn - §2n,GP + Op(l)a an,GP = (nh)71/2 Z wGP-bc,i(X)Ei
i=1

LEMMA B.3. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2, for any evaluation point X,

n
Blpn — Bn — An = Enip +0p(1),  Eonrp = (nh) /2 > wipobe,i(X)ei,
i=1

where A, := Vnh2+3gPT)(x)(Cip,, — Cp)/(p+1)! and:
(1) If x is an interior point, A, —0;
(i) If x is a boundary point, A, —p /kg®D (x)(CLp — C)/(p + 1)!, where CLp # C.

Let T,, — By, = &1, := (nh)™ 1/2 1 wi(x)e;. 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, T, — Bep,n = &1n — §on,6P and Ty, — Bip ., = §1n — Son,LP-

LEMMA B.4. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied. Then,

n Yo 1§ (%) >€~ 0
<£2n,GP> f(X)\/’)% Z <WGP be mih x) it P(l)'

LEMMA B.5. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied.

(i) If x is an interior point, then

)l 1w
<£2n,Lp> f(x)m;<WLP_bc (2) &i +op(1).

(ii) If x is a boundary point, then

Sin :# - W(xi};X) > RNTEN
(52n,LP> f(x)\/%Z<WLP bebnd (Z7) &; + 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 HCO residuals,

€ = Yi — Tp+1(xi - X)/Bp-i-l,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* as L, ' (u) = én+ﬁfi(u), where Ly, (u) := P*(&f, <
u) and &5, =T — B,,. Under Assumption . (i) and using the continuous mapping theorem, we
have f/f}l(u) —pv® N(u) =: L7 (u) pointwise for all u. Because ﬁf,ll(u) is monotonic in u and
Ll_l (u) is continuous in u, the convergence is uniform in u. By the definition of H, in (2.8) we have,
for any a € (0,1), H;'(a) = (1, P (a)) = ®(1,24). Combining these results we find that

(nh)fl/QIA/;Ll( Anfl(a)) = (nh)*l/QBn + (nh)*l/Z,ﬁnnga + Op((nh)fl/Q)7

which proves part (i) because 0,7, = Up,, by definition of h,,.

PART (ii). If T* is Gaussian conditionally on Z,, then L' (u) = B, 4+ 0,® ! (u), and the remainder

of the proof follows as in part (i).

PART (iii). This result follows from (2.7) if we show that H,, is a uniformly consistent estimator

of H. Under Assumption /7 (i) we have p, := P*(T} < T,,) = ®((T, — By)/v) + 0p(1), so that,

applying also Assumption 7 (ii),

Hy(u) = P(py < u) = P(Q((Tn — By)/v) < u) + 0(1) = P((Tn — By)/vp) < (v/vp) " (u)) + o(1)
— ®((v/vp)® H(u)) =: H(u).

Thus, sup,eg | Hn(u) — H(u)| = 0 if 17, —p vp /v, which holds by assumption. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.2

By Theorem 2.1, the result follows by showing that Assumption .7 holds with (7%, En,@n,@pm)

replaced by (T¢&p ., BGPns 0GP.ns OPGP 1)
Let x be an interior point. We first show that Assumption J#(i) is satisfied under Assump-
tions 2.1-2.2. Note that

. 1 &
Tépn — Bopp = &1n = N > wi(x)e;,
=1

where E*[¢,] = 0. By Lemma S.5 we can write £}, = f(x)"!s},(1 +op(1)), where

1 & <$i—x>
T = —— > w g;er.
in MZ:ZI h 159

The conditional mean and variance are E*[s%,] = 0 and V*[s},] = (nh) ! 3", w((x; — x)/h)?&? =
J(x)?60, 10T . From Lemma S.3, W), —, W), so that V¥[s,] = f(x)?0f with vf := ({1, 10,1 L.

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

N 1 & T; — X N
Sln = \/ﬁ Zzzlw (h> 57;67; =+ Op*(l). (02)
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To see this, it is sufficient to note that (nh) /2" w((z; —x)/h)(&; —&;)ef = f(x)%f;ln;, where
nt = (nh)"Y2 " K (2 — x)/h)rp((zi — x)/h)(si — g;)el has conditional mean E*[n}] = 0 and
conditional variance V*[ni] = (nh)™* Y0 K2((xs — x)/h)rp((zi — x)/h)ry,((zi — x)/h)(& — &),
which has (7, j)-th element equal to &;H,gmg defined in the proof of Lemma S.3. Hence, (C.2)
follows by Chebychev’s inequality because z/;iﬂ' 2.n,2 —p 0 as shown in the proof of Lemma S.3.
Clearly, B*[(nh) /2 S50, wi(wi—x)/h)=ie] = 0 and V*[(nh) /2 S0, wi(wi—x),/)zie] > v2.£(x)%;

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

i B =0/ < s 3™ ol = )

(n
By Markov’s inequality, the law of iterated expectations, and sup; E[|;|?’] < oo (taking § € (1,2]),
<Z w((zi —x)/h)[*|eif** > 6> <_E lz; w((zi —x)/h)P|eif* | < izn;EHW((fCi —x)/h)|*].

i i=

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

x+h .
E[lw((z1 —x)/)[*] = nf(X)%/ , oLy (1 =) /) K (21 = %) /1) f (1) dary

X—

— nhf(x)® /X T Yy () K ()| £ (x + uh)du = O(nh), (C.3)

which verifies Lyapunov’s condition because ¢ > 1.
Next, we show that Assumption .7 (ii) is satisfied under Assumptions 2.1-2.2. By definition of
BGP,n and Lemmas B.2 and B.4,

In = Bn —#n (h) ) i+ 0 :Ls o
<BGP,n_Bn> B f(X)mZ<WGP bc( h_) g+ p(l) f(X) GPn t P(l)a

where sgp., := (nh) ™2 " (w((zi — x)/h), wep-be((z; — x)/h))'e;. Assumption 7 (ii) is then ver-

ified by showing asymptotic normality of sgp . Clearly, E[sgp ] = 0 by the law of iterated expec-

tations. The asymptotic variance of sgp ,, is Vgp, where

Vep11 = nILHSOE [nlh iw((%’ - X)/h)2512] = lim nh 4 ZE —Xx) /h)2 2(931)]

n—00 N,

X h
nlgroloﬁ/x T (@1 = x) R 202 (@) f (1) 202(x)f(x)/ w(u)?du.

X

Similarly, Vap 12 = Vap .21 = 02(x) f(x) [y w(u)wepbe(w)du and Vap 2o = 02(x) f(x) [ Wep-be(u)?du.
Because sgp y, 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 ((1,¢2) # (0,0) and some § > 1,

i S BlGuw((ai = X)) + Goweae( (= x)/)ei ] = 0
=1

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_pc is proven in the same way and therefore
omitted. This concludes the proof of asymptotic normality of sgp , 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
(T, — By, BGP,n — B,,)’. Specifically, if x is a boundary point, this asymptotic variance changes

because its entries have integrals evaluated on [0, c0) instead of R.
C.2 PROOFS FROM SECTION 3

PROOF OF LEMMA 3.1

We use (C.1) and 7p41(2) = rpra(e/h)H,} to decompose 9 p,, = Upip 1, + 0pLp2n + FpLp s +
2@%Lpﬂ4n, where we show that
n

1 1 z; —x\ 2 o?(x)
P i F(x)2nh ;WPLP < h > i f(x) /XWPLP(U)2du +0p(1) =: vBp + op(1),

2
( wpLp (X f(i)2WPLP (wzh> )5? = op(1),

1 n
w2
~2 I ’ T; — X 15 2
UPLP,3n ‘= 7h Z wpLp,i(x)° | g(wi) — Tpt+1 T Hp+15p+1,n = op(1),
1 n
w2

) .
UPLP2n +=

X; — X _1 A
PLP z ( (xz) - 7";“ (Zh> Herllﬁp—i-l,n) &€ = Op(l)a

~92 .
UPLP4n *—

which suffices to prove the required result.

Proof for @%LPJ”. By Assumption 2.1, the mean is

x+2h T1 — X 2
E[@%Lp,m]: h gx) / PLP( 1h > o? (1) f(w1)da
o2(x)

7

/ wpip(u)du + o(1) =: vpp + o(1)

and the variance is

4
A2 Ly —X 4
V[0pLp1n) = (nh 2f 7l Z ( lWPLP ( h ) €5
nh 2f 1 Zch/ Wp|_p (X + Uh)d

+ (nh)21f(><)4 > (h /XZ wpLp(u)?0? (x + uh) f(x + uh)du) -0 <nlh> '
=1\ x=

. 2
This shows La-convergence of 9pp ;,,.-

Proof for @,%LP’QTL. Follows by direct application of Lemma S.8 with (; = ¢;.
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Proof for 93 p 3n- By the mean-value theorem, and using ¢} 5p+1 = g9 (x)/j!, we have
- 1 (p+1
g(xi :Z =) gD () /51 + (i = )P g (E0)/(p + 1)1
e A .
=i <h) HyhiBpn + (=P (D @) — D) (o4 1) (C4)

for an intermediate value #; such that |#; — x| < [z; —x|. Then we can write 03, p 3, as
1 ¢ 2 (.1 Ti —X -1 5 2
nh Z wPLP,i(X) Tp+1 “h Hp-s-l(ﬁpﬂ — Bp+1n)

i=1

1< 2 (Ti—X 2 2p+2 g(pﬂ)(fi) - g(pﬂ) (x) ’

— ; —_— h
+ nh;wPLP,z(x) ( ) (p+1)!

9 5 [T —x\PT Ti— X . . gPt (7)) — gt (x)
=5 wpLps i X\ g — Byi1 )R .
+— 2 wpLp,i(X) ( ; ) il ( ; > o1 (Bp+1 = Bptin) TR

By the fact that \Bs ptin — Bspr1] = Op((n h23*1)*1/2), where Bs,pﬂm and fgpy1 are the s-th
elements of /3p+1 n and fp41, respectively, we obtain |H. p+1(ﬁp+1,n — Bpr1)| = Op((nh)~1/2) = 0,(1).
Moreover, noting that wpip ;(x) # 0 only when |#;—x| < |z;—x| < 2h, the Holder condition on g»*+1)
in Assumption 2.1(iii) implies that Sup;.,., » ; (x)£0 19D (2;) —gPTD(x)| < SUD . |z—x|<2h lg®P* D) (z) —
gt (x)| < SUDPg:[g—x|<2h €T — |7 = o(1). Thus, for some power k > 0, we can bound all the terms

PN
in 95 p 3, by

1 & L -
b (1), D e _ nhf ZWPLP(”U )

where the equality is by Lemma S.8 with ¢; = |(x; — x)/h|*. The main term satisfies

1 L T; — X 2
nhf(x)?izlw’”( h )

which proves the result for 3, p ..

k

k
i — X
+ Op(1)7

h

2 T; — X
h

CCZ'*Xk

h

- f(lx)/XWPLp(u)?\uwdwopu),

Proof for 63 . By the same arguments as in the proof for 93 we find that all the terms
PLP4n" DY & PLP,3n

in ﬁI%LP,an are bounded, for some £, by

1 & K J i —
)~ ;wPLP,z‘(X) al Qe =0p(1)W§1WPLP (m - X)

where the equality is by Lemma S.8 with ¢; = |(x; —x)/h|*|e;|, and the result for @%LP’ 4, follows as
g

k

2
Tr; — X
: |5i|+0p(1)7

h

h

N2
for O p 3,-

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.1

By Theorem 2.1, the result follows by showing that Assumption .7 holds with (7} ,Bn,@n,@pﬂ)
replaced by (Tﬁ‘Pm7 BLp’n, OLP n, DpLPn)- First, Assumption J7(i) is satisfied because Tfp,n—ELp,n =
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&5, = (nh)~Y2 3" w;(x)e} is identical to the corresponding term in the proof of Theorem 2.2.

We now prove that Assumption .#(ii) holds. By definition of B’me and Lemma B.3,

Lo Bu ) (0, L g (omt) )
<BLP7n - Bn) N (An> " Vnh Z:ZI (wLP—bc,i(X)> e+ op(1). (C.5)

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

L w1 (%5) )6, . :1l1 o] )
m;(wLp_bgi(X)) ! f(x)m;<WLP be xlhx) it p(l) f(X) 11 SLP,n + p(l),

where sip, := (nh) "2 (w((2; — x)/h), Weony (i — x)/R))'e;. Because sip., 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 § > 1,

1 »

(nh)? Z [[Weony (( )/h)&]%]

=1

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

(nh)°

E[[weonv (21 — X)/h)gll%] <c E[|weonv (1 — X)/h)|26]

(nh)?
_ ”) / Weome (21 — x)/1)|2 f (1)dary
1
h)o=

( /’ Weonv )‘ 6f(x+uh)du—>0

We are left with defining the asymptotic variance of s p ,, which is needed to define the asymp-
totic variance of (T}, — Bn,BLpn — By,)'. To do so, we let Qp, = lim, .o V[sip,] and note
that wip 11 = Vep1 = o? X) [ w( u)?du, and, similarly, wip 12 = 02(x) f(x) S w(u)Weony (u)du
and wipa = o2(x)f(x )fx Wconv( )2du. Hence, the convergence sip, —a N(0,QLp) implies that
(T, — By, Bip,, — Bp) —a N(0, Vip) with

1 1 0 1 -1
Vip = 702 [_1 1] Qp [0 . ] (C.6)

concluding the proof of Theorem 3.1. O
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PROOF OF COROLLARY 3.1

From (C.6) we obtain

_*(x)
Vipil = o) /Xw(u)Qdu,

_02(x) wi(w)(w u) —wu))du
VLP,12— f(x) /X ( )( conV( ) ( ))d )

VLP,22 = / W U) — Weonv (U Qdua
[ ) e ()
which implies that UI%LP =Wp11 +Vipoe —2Vip 12 = (02(X)/f(x))/Cp|_p, where
KpLp ::/ (2w (1) — Weony (1)) 2du :/ wpLp (u)%du.
X X
Similarly, by the proof of Theorem 2.2, we have that vigc = (02(x)/f(x))Krac, where

Krec = /X (W(u) — wep.be(t))2du = /X weec (u)2du,

which concludes the proof. O

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 925, p = @?nPLP’ln + op(1). Second, to define the
asymptotic variance we need to distinguish between interior and boundary points. Specifically, in

the interior case we have @QmPLP 1n = @%LP 1n =P v%LP =: v?nPLP, and in the boundary case we have

o 1
UmPLP,1n = 7hf( )2

’ n X .

K3

< zi —x\? 4 % (x) 27 .2
WmPLP Ej — mepr(u) du =: UmPLP- O
=1

h " f(x)

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.1

By Theorem 2.1, the proof follows by showing that Assumption % holds with (7}, En,@n,@p’n)

A

replaced by (T:]me, B s OmLP ns OmPLP n)-

If x is an interior point, @, = 14-0p(1) by Lemma B.1 so that (75 p ., BmLP.n, OmLP ns OmPLPn) =
(Tfpm7 BLp’n, OLpn, OpLp,n) + Op+(1). Thus, Assumption .7 holds by Theorem 3.1.

If x is a boundary point, @, = C/CLp pnd +0p(1) by Lemma B.1. In this case, Assumption (i)

A

is verified by noting that T3, p ,, = BmLp,n = @néiy i;p N(0,v% p) with v p := Q%v?, which follows

A

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

T, — By 1 g w (LX) ) 1 l 1 01
A = e | €T Op(1) = SLP.bnd,n + Op(1),
(BmLP,n - Bn) f(x)vnh 12::1 <QWLP-bc,bnd (5) P fx) |-Q Q P
where s_p pndn = (nh)_1/2 w(w((zi —x)/h), Weony,bnd ((zi — x)/h)) e;. Asymptotic normality of

SLP,bnd,n follows from the Cramér-Wold device and Lyapunov’s condition, similarly to sgp, in
the proof of Theorem 2.2 and sip, in the proof of Theorem 3.1 by noting that, for any (¢i,¢2)
and § € (1,2], E[|(Gw((x; —x)/Rh) + (oWeonv.bnd ((z; — x)/h)&i]|?°] = O(h). The asymptotic vari-
ance of s_p pndn, denoted by Qpppng, can therefore be derived in the same way as in the proof
of Theorem 3.1, noting that integrals are taken over [0, 00) because x is a (left) boundary point,
and has elements wip pna11 = 02(x) f(X) [ W(w)2du, Wip pnd.12 = 02(X) F(X) [3 W(U)Weony.bnd (1) du,
and wippnd22 = 02(x)f(X) [y Weonv,bnd (v)2du. Finally, the convergence of sip pndn implies that
(T, — Bu, Butpn — Bn) —a N(0, VinLp), where

B 1 -Q
VinLp = I20) [—Q Q] QP bnd [O 0 ] ,

which concludes the proof of Theorem 4.1. O

PROOF OF COROLLARY 4.1

If x is an interior point, the proof is identical to the proof of Corollary 3.1 because @) = 1 implies
that the asymptotic variances of (T}, — By, Beme — By,) and (T, — By, f)’mme — B,,) coincide.
If x is on the boundary, then @ # 1 and analogous results as in the proof of Corollary 3.1 yields

0’2 X
Vn%LP,l = f((x))/XW(U)QdU,
o*(x)

VmLP,12 = MQAW(U)(WconV,bnd(u) - W(u))du,
)

9 o2 (x

VmLP,Q = f(X) Q2 /X(W(U) - Wconv,bnd(u))Zduy

which implies that v2p p = (62(x)/f(x))KmpLp Where
Kmee = [ ((Q + 1)W(u) — Qonyma(w)*du = | wrmpip(w)*du.

Similarly, by the proof of Theorem 2.2, we have that vigc = (02(x)/f(x))Krec, where Krac is
defined in the proof of Corollary 3.1, thus concluding the proof. U
PROOF OF THEOREM 4.2

. ~2 — —1yn 222 A2 — —1yn 22

PART (). Let 03 jpip, := (nh) " 2201 wimpLp,i(X)°E5, 02 nprp, = (nh) 7 3001 w— mpLp,i(X) &7,

where w4 mpLpi(x) and w_ mpLp,i(x) are defined like wmpip,i(x) replacing the kernel function with
. A2 82 ) .

Ky and K_, respectively. Then, 05, = 05 npip, + 02 npLp,- Because the cutoff truncation
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induced by K and K_ implies that x is a (strict) boundary point for both @i}mPLP’n and @%mPLP’n,
and because observations on different sides of the cutoff are independent, we can apply Lemma 4.1

to each term in @er,n‘ Specifically, by Lemma 4.1, 27r2d7n —p V= f(x) 702 (x) + 02 (X)) KmpLP-

PARTS (ii)—(iv). In view of the decompositions T}, = T, — T, and T,y = T}, — T* ,, 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 vZ = f(x) (02 (x)K 4 rd + 02 (X)K— rq)-

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 vigc g = f(x) 7102 (x)K1 rBC + 0% (X)K_ RBC)- O
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This supplementary material for Cavaliere, Gongalves, Nielsen, and Zanelli (2025) contains two
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.



S.1 APPROXIMATION LEMMAS

LEMMA S.1. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied. For j =0,1,2,...:
(i) supyes, [7n (%) = YEjn(@)| = 0p(1) and (i) ve,jn(x) = ;-

PROOF OF LEMMA S.1. Part (i). Suppose first that K is globally Lipschitz continuous. Then K (u)u’
is globally Lipschitz continuous for all j = 0,1,..., the conditions in Masry (1996, Theorem 2)
apply; see also Hansen (2008). Therefore,

sup [77n(x) ~ Efyya(e)] = Op (\/k’gh") = op(1).
TES, n

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 S, is compact, it can be divided into a finite number L(n) of intervals Iy ,, with centers

Tk and length ¢, = co/L(n) for some cg >0 and k =1,..., L(n). Therefore,

S ; — ]E : — a < . — E .
sup Vi () — E[yjn(2)]| | nax xeg:lﬂgm Vim(z) — Elyjn(z)]|
S max sup |7j,n($) - 'Vj,n(xk,n”

1<k<L(n) weS,ly

+ 1§Il?§afi<(n) Vi (@) — E[vjn (@en)]]

+ Jnex xe;fﬂgk,n | E[vjn(Tkn)] — Elyjn(@)]]

=: Qin + Q2n, + Q3p-

Let £, = ((logn)h3/n)'/2. Note that the Lipschitz condition is not needed for Q,, because the func-
tion is only evaluated at xy ., so we can conclude that Qa,, = O, (£,h72) = Op((logn)'/2/(nh)'/?)
by the proof of Theorem 2 of Masry (1996).

We now prove that Qi, = Op((logn)'/2/(nh)!/2). For j = 0,1,..., let kj(u) = Wy <1}
Similarly to Cattaneo, Jansson and Ma (2024), we will use the fact that

kj(u) —kj(v)| < crlu — o] + eallgju—1)<fu—ul}» (S.1)
[K(u) — K(v)| < er|u — o] + callgjjuj—1)<ju—v|}» (5.2)



where ¢; and ¢y are bounded positive constants. For all j =0,1,...,

n

1 T; — T T, — T J T — Tkn ﬂfi—ﬂﬁkn>j
n < — K - K ’ :
Qs e nh; < h >< h ) < h >< h
Tr; — & xi—xk,n
G (75 )_kj< )]

XTi —
< K
_1§1;1<aLx ub Z ( )
xkn - T — Tkn
K - K —-—2"

(n) z€SeNIy p nh 4

1 n
+ max nh Z
1<k<L(n) mesmlk n nh =1

=: Q1in + Qi2n-

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

1 & Ti— X
-2 1
Qiin < Op(lnh )+Czl<rlggg(n)x€§urgkn*hz ( h )H{nxz—xm h|<|z—2g,n|}s

Li — Tk,n
L \\ws—ah |~ hI<|z—ap 0]}

By uniform boundedness of k and K on R, and since Ijjjz; o, [~hl<lz—zpnl} < T|lzimzpn]—h<tn}s
to show that Qi, = Op((logn)'/?/(nh)'/?), it suffices to show that max; <g<r(n)(nh) 'Skn =
Op(£nh™2), where Sy, == 374 L)z —ap | —hl<tn} ~ Bin(n, p(zk,,)) with p(z) := P(||z1 — 2| — h| <
{y). By the union bound, P(max<j<r () h(€nn) 'Skpn > €) < L(n) maxy << pm) P(A(€n) 1Sy, >
€). Note that E[S;,,] = np(zx,,), where sup s p(z) < c3l, = o(h) for some c3 > 0. For any ¢ > 0
we then have, for § € (0,¢€) and n sufficiently large, that € > ¢ + p(z,)h/¢, such that

1 n
< 0y (lph~2 nh
Qi2n < p( n )+ 1;1?213{(71) xeSSilﬂI}k n h ;

P(h(ﬁnn)*lsk,n > €) < P(Sg —np(rn) > Mnnh*l)

1 §0,nh=1)2
< exp <_ Yok ) 1 1) =0 (exp (—Séﬁnnh_1)> ,
np(m/ﬂﬂ’b)(l - p(xk,n)) + gc%nnh* 2

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

because sup,s. p(z) < c3ly,. Since L, = cg/ly, it then follows that

h h co 3 -1
< — —
P <1<r]§1<az((n) Ennsk n > e) L(n) 1§Il?§a[}/{(n)P <€n Sk > €> 0] <exp ( 25€nnh )) ,

which is o(1) because

1 logl log h 1 1/2
—log ¢, — g(%nnh_l =/ (logn)nh (— ogo8 N 5 o8 < ogn> — 35) — —00

2\/(logn)nh 2\/ (logn)n 2

by Assumption 2.2(ii), noting that the term in the large parenthesis converges to —39/2. This

N

shows the result for Qq,.



The result for Qs,, follows analogously, since, by Jensen’s inequality, for all j =0,1,...,
1 & Ti— T
Qszn, < max sup E —ZK

K (H) s (W)‘
1<k<L(n) zeS;NIk,n i=1 h ’ " ] "

()5 ()

By (S.1) and (S.2), we have that Q31n, < ¢4 max|<j<p(n) SUDes, 1, , B P(Zkn) +O (L h™?) for some

1 n
+ max sup B | —-
1<k<L(n) z€SyNIy , [ Z

=: Q31 + Qa2n-

cs > 0 and Qa2n, < €3 Max|<<r(n) SUPes, 1., B~ P(Tkm) + O(€nh~?) for some ¢ > 0. Because
p(xrn) = O(£y,) it follows that Qg, = O(£,h~2) = O((logn)/2/(nh)'/?).

Finally we derive the mean,

s S (5) (5] - e () (5

:% e () (52 oo = [ K e iy =0,

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 [', K(u)u/ f(x + uh)du — f(x) [}, K(u)u/du. Tf x is a
(left) boundary point, then [!, K (u)u f(x 4+ uh)du = fol K (u)u? f(x + uh)du — f(x) fol K (u)u/du.
Therefore, for every x, we have that E[y;,] = 4; + o(1). O

LEMMA S.2. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied. Then:
(1) supes, [Tp(z) = Tep(@)]] = op(1) and (ii) Tep(x) — T

PROOF OF LEMMA S.2. These results follow by noting that the (4, j)-th elements of I'y(z), I'e ,(z),
fp are Yirj—2.n(), VEi+j—2,n(%), Yi+j—2,n, respectively, and applying Lemma S.1. O

LEMMA S.3. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied. For j =0,1,2,..., T;j,n = ¢j +op(1).

PROOF OF LEMMA S.3. We first prove that v, = t; + op(1) with ¥, := (nh)"' S0 K((x; —

x)/h)? (i = x) /h) 0% (x5).

If x if an interior point, note that

Efi);..] = % lKQ (mh—x) (x1h—x>ﬂ'02($1)1

L) ()

x—h

_/ K2(u)w! f(x 4 uh)o?(x + uh)du — o(x /K2 ul du,

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, f_ll K2(u)w! f(x +uh)o?(x + uh)du — o2(x) f(x) fol K?(u)u/ du.



Therefore, for every x, we have that E[¢);,,] = 1; + o(1). Moreover,

E| fn] - K [nthZKb <$zh—x) (xi;xy'g?(xz‘)]

2

_ (nz)Z ;E [K4 (mih x) (:zc - X>2ja el +
X (n:]ll)Q ;E [K2 (mih x) (xl;x>302(%) E [Kz (mz/h— x> (leh— X)jUQ(ﬂfz")}

1 .
=0, = 2
P (nh) 95
which shows Ls-convergence.
We now show that 1])]-,,1 =1jn+o0p(1) for j =0,1,.... Insert & from (C.1) and decompose

. 1 & i —x\ [x; —x\’
N K2 (Y i 2
Vin = 1 2 () () ¢

1 & z; —x\ [z —x\’ Ti— X\ .1 A 2
() (512 (55 1)
i=1

2 xi —x\ [z —x\’ T; — X A
B0 (55 s (52 )
i—1

= Yin1+ Yjn2 + Yjns.

We show that ;.1 = ¥, + 0p(1) and 1,2 = 0p(1). Tt then follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality that 1);, 3 = op(1) because 1;, = Op(1).
Consider first 1);, 2. By mean-value argument in (C.4) we can write 1}, 2 as

I & Ly — X x; —x\’ Ti— X -~ R 2
mgw(h><h>(%4h)%5%“%mo
n . ~ 2
nh i+ h h (p+1)!

2 N (@i =X\ (@ = x\PT Li — X -1 3 p+1 9Pt (z;) — gt (x)
O ) () () b =B (05

=1 Yjn21 +Vjn22 +Vjn23.

By the fact that \stpﬂm — Bopti| = Op((nh25*1)*1/2), where BWHW and (s p41 are the s-th
clements of 3,11, and f,y1, respectively, we obtain |H;_&1(Bp+1,n — Bpi1)| = Op((nh)~12) =
op(1). Moreover, noting that K((z; —x)/h) # 0 only when |Z; — x| < |z; — x| < h, the Holder
condition on g®*1 in Assumption 2.1(iii) implies that sup;. (s —x)/n)0 [97 TV (&) — gPT (x)] <
SUD o —x|<h lg®PtD () — gt (x)| < SUDyp—x|<2h €| — x| = o(1). Thus, for some power k > 0,
we can bound all the terms in ;2 by op(1)(nh) ™' S0 K2((x; — x)/h)((zi — x)/h)¥ = o,(1) by
Assumption 2.2(i).



The proof is concluded by showing that z/;j,ml = 9jn + 0p(1). We first notice that, by the law
of iterated expectations, E[%nl] = E[t)jn]. Also by the law of iterated expectations,

=B {(n}z)Q Zn: Zn: K (5‘311h—><> K (xizh_x> (xilh_xy <xi2h_x>j (5121 - 02(3%‘1)(5?2 - az(mz‘g)
=FE [(712)22”:](4 (%}:x) <x1; x)2j (]E[sflmz] B 04(%))1 .

=1

By Assumption 2.1, sup;—; __, | E[e}|2i] — o0 (;)| < 0o, and the proof is then completed in the same

way as in the proof for v;, above. O

LEMMA S.4. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied. Then:

(i) supiy,...n |wi(x)| = Op(1),

(i) SUP@:l,...,n‘(nh) j 1“}1(%)“)3( x)| = Op(1),
(iii) sup;—y,.n lwpLp,i(x)] = Op(1),

(iv) sup;—q_, [wmpLp,i(x)] = Op(1).

PROOF OF LEMMA S.4. Part (i): By Lemma S.2, I';!(x) = Op(1). The result then follows by

uniform boundedness of K and 7, on S,.

PART (ii). Using part (i) we find that |37 ; wi(z;)w;(x)| < 371 e, —xj<nylwi () [|wi(z;)| =
Op(1) >27=1 Lfje;—x<nywi(z;)[. By Lemma S.2 we can replace Lot (x;) by (E[Tp(x;)]) ", which is
bounded uniformly in z; € [x — h,x + h] for sufficiently large n because K and r, are bounded
on S, and f is bounded away from zero in a neighborhood of x. We are left with the term
sup;—1,. . (nh) 7 271 Lja,x<nyp((s — 25) /) K (2 — 25) /h) < e(nh) ™' 3202 Tgje, i<}, Where
the inequality is again due to boundedness of K and r,. The right-hand side is O, (1) because the

n j—1

second moment is
E[(liﬂ{ - |<h})2] - Y P(lzj —x[ <h)+ Zn: > P(lzj — x| < h)P(lzy — x| < h)
nh = v (nh)? j=1 ’ h)? j=2m=1 ’ B B

- /Hh fa1)dwr + nn;; (/X:h f(xl)dxl)Q —0(1).

nh? x—h

<

PARTS (iii)—(iv). Follow directly by application of parts (i) and (ii) and the fact that @, = Op(1). O

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

i) = osw (252 | = onl)
wi(z) — we <$;$x)‘ = op(1).

sup
i=1,...,n

sup sup
€S, i=1,....,n

PROOF OF LEMMA S.5. The results follow immediately from Lemma S.2 and the definition of w;(x).
O



LEMMA S.6. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied, and let (; be such that ¢*(x;) := E[¢?|x;] for
a continuous and bounded function ¢ : S, — R and IE[Cﬂ:L‘Z] is uniformly bounded. For an interior

point x it holds that

% i (wPLPz( ) — 70 PP (T))QCZZ =op(1), (5:3)

1
gt (
L5 i i (52 00

PROOF OF LEMMA S.6. We will prove (S.3) by showing that

=1
Wa,, ::nlh;:; (;Ljéwj(x)wi(l’j) - f(lx)Wconv (xlh_x>) 2@2 =op(1),
Wiy, _nih Z:; (wi(x) - f(lx)w (x; x)) (;;wj(x)wi(xj) - f(lx)w (xh_x>) 2 = op(1).

By Lemma S.5, Wy, = op(1)(nh)~! D is|wi—x|<h ¢2, and by Chebychev’s inequality and the law of
iterated expectations, (nh)~! D itlwi—x|<h (2 = 0p(1).

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

o= it 5 (e () (5 ) e (7)) 0

- nhfl(x)2 zn: (nlh .:zn:. W <$jh_x> e (%;%,x]) - Weonv <xzh_x>)2@2 Forll)

where the second equality follows because the sum
1 /1 T;—X 2,
h ; <nhw ( h > WE (0,931‘)) G

(B 5 (520 e (5 (e (557 )

i=1 =1,j#i

is Op((nh)™1) by Li-convergence. We will also show that R, —,0 by Lj-convergence. Specifically,



by the law of iterated expectations,

2
1 & 1 n T — X T;— X x; — X
nhz(nh Z W( jh )WE (hjamj)_wconv <h>) ¢2(xz):|
=1 j=1,5#1i

= E[Rln] + E[Rgn] -2 E[Rmn]

E[R,] =E

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

n

E[Ry,) =E nlh;n:l (n §:¢ (xjhx) WE (W,xj>)2¢2(xi)]

el £ () (5 ()

7'7.]7.] _1
all distinct

(nz)g‘ zn: ‘W(xjh_XYWE (:Ci;xj,xquﬁz(m)] .

1,j=1,i#j

+E

The second term on the right-hand side is

e b L (x_) (B2 ) ) ) o)

Zg;l // ZWe (s — u,x 4+ uh)? ¢ (x + sh) f(x + sh) f (x + uh)duds

:n(z ( / / (s —u) duds+0(1)):O<nlh)7

and the main term in E[R,] is

e £ R 5o (52 (5 ) 0

1,5,5'=1
all distinct

_ <1>22> L (2 e (552 st Pt st

/(/w s—udu>2ds—|—0(1)—>R,

where R := ¢2(x) f(x) [y Weonv(s)?ds. Similarly, we find that

s =5 o (5 -2) ) ]

- % Sa </;(W(u)w (xlh_ " u) du>2¢2(371)f(961)d$1 =R+0(1)




and

E[Ri2,] =E

=1,

e L e (Y (B we (B2 2 ) o) )
— () f(x) /chom,(r) (/X w(r — s)w(s)ds> dr + o(1) = R+ o(1),

which shows that R, —,0 and hence that Wy, — 0.
Next, by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, W1o,, = Wl/ 2W1/ > op(1).
Finally, using the result in (S.3), to prove (S.4) it is sufficient to show that

)¢ =0,00).

By Lemma S.4, [W3,| = Op((nh)~1) 3% |wpLp((z;—x)/R)|¢2. To conclude the proof, we apply the
law of iterated expectations and find E[(nh) 1 37 |wpLp((zi—x)/h)|¢?] = E[(nh) "2 30 [wpLp((z:—
x) /)% (xi)] = f(x)7202(x) [ IwpLp(u)|du + o(1) = O(1) by the same method as above. O

i S (252) 85w (5 we (272 )

€Ty —
W3, = z
nhf Z’wPLP X)WpLP ( -

LEMMA S.7. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied, and let (; be such that ¢*(x;) := E[¢?|x;] for
a continuous and bounded function ¢ : S, — R and E[¢}|z;] is uniformly bounded. Then:

(i) If x is an interior point,

nlhg (1mere 0~ srgwene (“52)) 2 = o), (5.5)

nlh; noit) + e (%)) ¢ = 0401 (56)
(ii) If x is a boundary point,

nlh; <meLPi - f(lx)wmm (%)) ¢ = o (5.7)



PROOF OF LEMMA S.7. We prove (S.5) by showing that

Zoni=m > (Qn 7 - ij xJwi(;) = f(x) " Weony (ﬂ:))z 2 =
i a———
( Zwﬂ x)w;(x;) f(X)ilwconv (T)) Cz2 = op(1).

By Lemma B.1 and Lemma S.4, we have that Zy, = 4Wy, + op(1), Z2, = Wa, + 0p(1), and
Zi2p, = 2Wi2,+0p(1), where Wiy, Wa,,, and W2, 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 Wi, Wa,, and
Wig, are all op(1).
Next, we prove (S.6). To do so, by (S.5), it is sufficient to show that

“) ¢ = 0p(1)

By Lemma S.4, |Z3,| = Op((nh)™1) 3% |wprp ((; — x)/h) |¢2. The result then follows by Markov’s

inequality and the law of iterated expectations because

Tr; — X
WpLp h

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

Ty —
L3y = nhf ZmeLPz X)WpLp < W

e

i=1

451 = %9 | wete(wldu+ o(1) = O(L)

Zansan 1= 1 3 (0 Qo) — 7w (M) ) ¢ = on1),
2
1 ¢ Qn “ Q T
Zpnd 2n % ; (nj;wj(x)wi(xj) - mwconv,bnd (33h><>) CzZ = Op(l),

Zynd, 120 i= 22:; ((1 + Qn)wi(x) — (lfJ(rX?)W (x,}: X))
. (ffh 3wy () = 7 e (‘”h‘)) ¢ = oplD)

By Lemma B.1 and Lemma S.4, we have that Zpnq 1, = (1+Q)221n+0p(1), Zpnd,2n = QQZEn—{—Op(l),

10



and Zpng 120 = Q(1 + Q)Z1,,, + 0p(1), where

zi, = nhi (wi(x) - f(lx)w (%}:X))QCZz’

2
f s LS NS 0w () — 2i =X\ 2
Z2n = h Z (nh ij( )wz(flfj) f(X) conv,bnd ( h )) Cia

i=1 j=1
Zh = 5 (0~ g (5)) (St - hgmans () ) .

Then (S.7) follows by showing that ZLL, Z;n, and ZJ{Qn are all op(1), which holds by identical
arguments applied in the proof of Lemma S.6 for Wy, Ws,, and W13, respectively.
Finally, the proof of (S.8) is analogous to that of (S.6) and is therefore omitted. O

LEMMA S.8. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied, and let (; be such that ¢*(x;) := E[(?|x;] for
a continuous and bounded function ¢ : S, — R and E[(}|x;] is uniformly bounded. For an interior
point x it holds that

1 & 1 z; —x\ 2
m;( wpLp i (X f(X)QWPLP< A ) )Cf = 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

nflh z:; (wPLP,i(X) - f(lx>WPLP (T)) (wPLP,i(X) + f(lx)WPLP (T)) 7
< (”1%22 <wPLP,i(X) - f(lx)WPLP <wzh—x)>2 Cf) -
X <nlhz”; <wPLP,i(X) + f(lx)WPLP <$lh_x)>2 3)1/2,

which is op(1) by Lemma S.6. O

LEMMA S.9. Let Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 be satisfied, and let (; be such that ¢*(x;) := E[(?|x;] for
a continuous and bounded function ¢ : S, — R and E[(}|z;] is uniformly bounded. Then:

(i) If x is an interior point,

T; — X 2
- Z ( WinpLP,i(X)” — f(i)QWPLP <h) ) (¢ = op(1). (S.10)

(ii) If x is a boundary point,

1 1 e
- 2 (meLP,i(X)Q — mepw <a:h) ) ¢2 =op(1). (S.11)

PROOF OF LEMMA S.9. Like the proof of Lemma S.8, both parts follow from application of the

11



Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, except we use Lemma S.7 instead of Lemma S.6. O

S.2 PROOFS OF BIAS EXPANSION LEMMAS IN APPENDIX B.2

PROOF OF LEMMA B.1. Proof for C,,: By Lemma S.5, Cp, = f(x)"1(nh) ™1 " w((z; —x)/h)((x; —
x)/R)PTL + op(1). Inserting w yields the vector (nh)=>>%"  rp((z; — x)/h)K((x; — x)/h)((x; —
x)/h)P*L. This has j-th element 7j1p,(x), and the results then follow from Lemma S.1.

PART (i) FOR Cip,. Let O »(x) := [ K(u)rp(uw)uP™ f(z + uh)du. By Lemmas S.1 and S.5,

. ~ 5 — X 1 & Tj — T4 . Tj — Ty p+1
CLP’"*nhf Z;W( )hZWE( h “)( h ) +op(1)
" Ty — X —1/.. 1 & l’j—l‘i> <l’j—l’i) (l‘j—ZEi)erl
nhf ;W ( > t FE,p(xZ)nh j:1K ( A Tp n h +op(1)
n wl
nhf ;W ( ) wl'E (:L’i)eap(l‘i) +op(1) =: CI]:P,n +op(1).

Thus, we analyze C’EP ,, and find that, by the i.i.d. assumption and Lemmas S.1 and S.2, E[CEP N =
LéFE;(X)@EJ)(X) Jy w(u)du = C. Moreover, by the i.i.d. assumption,

1 1 —x\2 /e
El(Clp,)?) = (BIC)p, ) + oo B [w (M) Gre e @)y

Since E[w((z1 — x)/h)2(Lf)FE}D(xl)OE,p(xl))Q] = O(h), it follows that E[(CEP,n)Z] = (I['I,[C'Epm])2 +
O((nh)~1), which concluding the proof of part (i) by Lo-convergence.

PART (ii) FOR Cip . As in the proof of part (i), we can write

n
Z Whnd ( 0) o E b (2:)0E (i) + 0p(1) =t Clp g + 0p(1).
=1
In this case we find that

1
E[CEPM] = f(lx) /0 Wpnd (8, O)LIOFE;)(X + sh)0g p(x + sh) f(x + sh)ds

1 1 -1

= 7) /01 Wona (s, 0)1) (/ K(v)rp(v)ré(v)f(x + sh + vh)d’u)

/ K (u)rp(u)uP™ f(x + sh + uh)duf(x + sh)ds
1
- / Whbnd (5 0) / Wbnd (u7 S)up+1dUd5 + 0(1) =Clp + 0(1)7
0 —5

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) |=(E [C’LP n]) o(1) by the same arguments used in
part (i). O

12



PROOF OF LEMMA B.2. By definition of ng,n and using gy n(x) = L{)Bp+1’n(x),
S o \/7 / / —1 -1 A A
BGP,” - nhLO((ZpWZP) ZpWZP'f‘al—O—l/Bp-i-l,n(X) - /Bp-i-l,n(x)))

= Vnhity(Z)W Zp) T ZIW Zyrtpsrth o Ho b By n(x)
=V nh2p+SCnL;+1Bp+1,n(X) = V235t (x) (pinl)[- (5.12)

From (2.3) and (S.12) we have Bgp,, — B, = \/nh2p+3(§7(lp+1)(x) — g (x)Cr/(p + 1)+ 0p(1),
where §¢V(x) 1= (0 + Dy Bprin = (0 + DA IS0 wy i (ys with wig)(z) =
v D (@)rg((xi — x) /h) K ((x; — ) /h). Let Z; be an intermediate value between x; and x. Then, by

the mean-value argument in (C.4),

(p+1)! P+ 1)< Ti — X -1
“nhpt2 Z wy( p+1) ) T phpt2 Z w(erl),i(X) 7’1/0+1 “h Hp+1ﬂp+1
i i=1

z; — x\ P , Pt (z;) — g+ (x)
+( h ) hﬂ( (p+1)! ))

Tr; — X P+l ~
(p+1) _|_ L Zw Y ( - ) (g(pﬂ)(xi) _ g(p+1)(x)) — g(p+1)(x) + 0p(h"),

where the last equality follows by Hélder continuity of ¢g®*+1) (Assumption 2.1(iii)) and the fact
that (nh) ! iy w(1), 09 (i —x)/h)PH! = Op(1). That s, i (x) = g1 () + Op (W) + (p+
DN (nhPt2) =130 w(yi1),4(x)ei such that

égp’n - B, wa p+1) x)e;iCp, + Op(l)

which proves the result by definition of the weights wgp-pc,i(x)- O

PROOF OF LEMMA B.3. By definition of B@prn, we have that

B@me = \/7 (nh sz gn(xz) gn(x)>

i=1

=: By, + an,LP'

By the mean-value theorem,

_ 1 " 1 i ) [ L5 — T4 _ p g( )(i‘”) Tj— Tg p+1 )
an_ﬁzwxx)(mjzwj(xi)(rp(jh ), () + et (25 )—gm)),

where Z;; takes values in the open interval (min{xz;, z;}, max{x;, z;}). By definition of the weights w;,

13



(nh)~! y 1w](xz)r ((zj — x;)/h) = 1, so that

gt (@)

B —7Zw»(x)izn:w.(:c»)hp+1 (wj—ﬂfi)p“
T ke ke (p+1)! h '

Using max; j.u, (z;)>0117; — x|, [#; — x|} < 2h and Hélder continuity of gt (Assumption 2.1(iii)),

Wg( <)>0Lpn<1+o<h”>> \/W“’( (>)Cwn+0p<>

where the last equality follows from the fact that vnh2rt3 9@“1;” Cipn = Op(1), which holds by

Lemma B.1 whether x is interior or on the boundary. Combining this with (2.3) we then find

By — By = Va3 g( ())<0Lpn — )+ 0p(1) = An + 0p(1),

which concludes the proof of the expansion. The limits of A,, follow immediately from Lemma B.1
and by noticing that vnh?Pt3 — /k by Assumption 2.2(ii). O

PROOF OF LEMMA B.4. Part (i). The result for &, follows from 7y, := (nh)~"/2 7 (wi(x) —
f)7tw((z; — x)/h))e; —p 0. This in turn follows because E[ry,] = 0 and E[r?,| 2] = W1, —p 0;
see the proof of Lemma S.6 with C-2 = 0%(z;),i = 1,...,n. The result for &an,p follows similarly
because 72, := (nh) "2 X" (wepbei(x) — F(X) " Wepbe((#; — x)/h))e; —p 0. This in turn follows
because E[ra,] = 0 and E[r3,|27,] —, 0, which can be shown in the same way as for r1,, 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. O

PROOF OF LEMMA B.5. We first write

Sin ) 1 w;(x) o],
<§2n»LP) - m; ((“h)l i=1 wj(X)wz‘(ij)—wi(X)> N [—1 1] g

where s, = (S1n, S20)" == (nh) V2% (wi(x), (nh) ™" Y1 wi(x)wi(w;))'e;. Clearly it suffices to

prove the results separately for si, and sa,.

PART (i). The proof for s, is given in the proof of Lemma B.4 because s1, = £1,. The proof for

Sop, is identical, but applies Wo,, from the proof of Lemma S.6 instead of Wy,,.

PART (ii). The proof is identical to that in part (i), but applies ZJ{n and Zgn from the proof of
Lemma S.7 instead of Wy, and Ws,,. O]
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