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1 Introduction

Consider a production function depending on a number of inputs. We are interested in the
effect of a particular input on output, and specifically in the average effects of policies that
change the allocation of this input across production units. For each production unit output
may be monotone in this input, but at different rates. If the input is indivisible, and its
aggregate stock fixed, it is impossible to simultaneously raise the input level for all production
units. In such cases it may be of interest to consider the output effects of reallocations of
the input across production units. Here we investigate econometric methods for assessing
the effect of such reallocations on average output. We will call the average causal effects of
such policies Aggregate Redistributional Effects (AREs). A key feature of the reallocations
we consider is that, although they potentially alter input levels for each firm, they keep the
marginal distribution of the input across the population of firms fixed.

The first contribution of our paper is to introduce a framework for considering such re-
allocations, and to define novel estimands that capture their key features. These estimands
include the effects of focal reallocations, and a semiparametric class of reallocations, as well as
the effect of a local reallocation. One focal reallocation redistributes the input across produc-
tion units such that it has perfect rank correlation with a second input. We refer to this as
the positive assortative matching allocation. We also consider a negative assortative matching
allocation where the primary input is redistributed to have perfect negative rank correlation
with the second input. A third allocation involves randomly assigning the input across firms.
This allocation, by construction, ensures independence of the two inputs. A fourth allocation
simply maintains the status quo assignment of the input. More generally, we consider a two
parameter family of feasible reallocations that include these four focal allocations as special
cases. Reallocations in this family may depend on the distribution of a second input or firm
characteristic. This characteristic may be correlated with the firm-specific return to the input
to be reallocated. Our family of reallocations, called correlated matching rules, includes each
of the four focal allocations as special cases. In particular the family traces a path from the
positive to negative assortative matching allocations. Each reallocation along this path keeps
the marginal distribution of the two inputs fixed, but it induces a different level of correlation
between the two inputs. Each of the reallocations we consider are members of a general class of
reallocation rules that keep the marginal distributions of both inputs fixed. We also provide a
local measure of complementarity that requires much weaker conditions on the support of the
input distribution. This estimand measures whether a small step away from the status quo,
towards perfect assortative matching allocation raises average output.

The second contribution of our paper is to derive statistical methods for estimation and
inference for the proposed estimands. We derive an estimator for average output under all
correlated matching allocations, and for the local complementarity measure. Our estimator
requires that the first input is exogenous conditional on the second input and additional firm
characteristics. Except for the case of perfect negative and positive rank correlation the esti-
mator has the usual parametric convergence rate. For the two extremes the rate of convergence
is slower, comparable to that of estimating a regression function with a scalar covariate at a
point. In all cases we drive the asymptotic distribution of the estimator. In the first step of
the estimation procedure we use a nonparametric estimator for the production function. We
modify existing kernel estimators to deal with boundary issues that arise in our setting.

Our focus on reallocation rules that keep the marginal distribution of the inputs fixed is
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appropriate in applications where the input is indivisible, such as in the allocation of teachers
to classes, or managers to production units. In other settings it may be more appropriate to
consider allocation rules that leave the total amount of the input constant by fixing its average
level. Such rules would require some modification of the methods considered in this paper.

Our methods may be useful in a variety of settings. One class of examples concerns com-
plementarity of inputs in production functions (e.g. Athey and Stern, 1998). If the first and
second inputs are everywhere complements, then the difference in average output between the
positive and negative assortative matching allocations provides a nonparametric measure of
the degree of complementarity. This measure is invariant to monotone transformations of the
inputs. If the production function is not supermodular, the interpretation of this difference is
not straightforward, although it still might be viewed as some sort of ‘global’ measure of input
complementarity.

A second example concerns educational production functions. Card and Krueger (1992)
study the relation between adult wages and teacher quality. Teacher quality may improve
outcomes for all students, but average outcomes may be higher or lower depending on whether,
given a fixed supply of teachers, the best teachers are assigned to the least prepared students
or vice versa. Parents concerned solely with outcomes for their own children may be most
interested in the effect of raising teacher quality on expected outcomes. A school board, however,
may be more interested in maximizing expected outcomes given a fixed set of classes and and
a fixed set of teachers, by optimally matching teachers to classes.

A third class of examples arises in settings with social interaction (c.f., Manski 1993; Brock
and Durlauf 2001). Sacerdote (2001) studies peer effects in college by looking at the rela-
tion between individual outcomes and roommate characteristics. From the perspective of the
individual student it may again be of interest whether having a roommate with different char-
acteristics would, in expectation, lead to a different outcome. This is what Manski (1993) calls
an exogenous or contextual effect. The college, however, may be interested in a different effect,
namely the effect on average outcomes of changing the procedures for assigning roommates.
While it may be very difficult for a college to quickly change the distribution of characteristics
in incoming classes, it may be under its control to change the way roommates are assigned.
In Graham, Imbens and Ridder (2006b) we study the peer effect setting further, developing
methods appropriate for social groups of arbitrary size when agents are binary-typed. Our
focus in that work is on the outcome and inequality effects of segregation.

If production functions are additive in inputs, the questions posed above have trivial an-
swers: average outcomes are invariant to input reallocations. Although reallocations may raise
outcomes for some units in that case, they will necessarily lower them by an offsetting amount
for others. Reallocations are zero-sum games in this additive setting. With additive and linear
functions, even more general assignment rules that allow the marginal input distribution to
change, while keeping its average level fixed, do not affect average outcomes. In order for these
questions to have non-trivial answers, one therefore needs to explicitly recognize, and allow
for, non-additivity and non-linearity of a production function in its inputs. For this reason our
approach is fully nonparametric.

The current paper builds on the larger treatment effect and program evaluation literature.
More directly, it is complementary to the small literature on the effect of treatment assignment
rules (Manski, 2004; Dehejia, 2004; Hirano and Porter, 2005). Our focus is different from

'For recent surveys see Angrist and Krueger (2001), Heckman, Lalonde and Smith (2000), and Imbens and
Wooldridge (2009).
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that in the Manski, Dehejia, and Hirano-Porter studies. First, we allow for continuous rather
than discrete or binary treatments. Second, our assignment policies take into account resource
constraints (by leaving unchanged he marginal distribution of the treatment), whereas in the
previous papers treatment assignment for one unit is not restricted by the assignments for other
units. Our policies are redistributions. In the current paper we focus on estimation and inference
for specific assignment rules. It is also interesting to consider optimal rules as in the Manski,
Dehejia and Hirano-Porter studies. The class of feasible reallocations/redistributions includes
all joint distributions of the two inputs with fixed marginal distributions. When the inputs are
continuously-valued, as we assume in the current paper, this class of potential rules is very large.
Characterizing the optimal allocation within this class is therefore a non-trivial problem. When
both inputs are discretely-valued the problem with finding the optimal allocation is tractable
as the joint distribution of the inputs is characterized by a finite number of parameters. In
Graham, Imbens and Ridder (2006a) we consider optimal allocation rules when both inputs are
discrete, allowing for general complementarity or substitutability of the inputs.

Our paper is also related to recent work on identification and estimation of models of
social interactions (e.g., Manski, 1993; Brock and Durlauf, 2001; Graham, 2008; Moffitt, 2001).
We do not focus on directly characterizing the within-group structure of social interactions, an
important theme of this literature. Rather our goal is simply to estimate the average relationship
between group composition and outcomes. The average we estimate may reflect endogenous
behavioral responses by agents to changes in group composition, or even equal an average over
multiple equilibria. Viewed in this light our approach is reduced form in nature. However it is
sufficient for, say, an university administrator to characterize the outcome effects of alternative
roommate assignment procedures, as long as the average response to group composition remains
unchanged across such procedures.

The econometric approach taken here builds on the partial mean literature (e.g., Newey,
1994; Linton and Nielsen, 1995). In this literature one first estimates a regression function
nonparametrically. In the second stage the regression function is averaged, possibly after some
weighting with a known or estimable weight function, over some of the regressors. Similarly
here we first estimate a the production function nonparametrically as the conditional mean
of the outcome given the observed inputs. In the second stage the averaging is over the dis-
tribution of the regressors induced by the new assignment rule. This typically involves the
original marginal distribution fo some of the regressors, but a different conditional distribution
for others. Complications arise because this conditional covariate distribution may be degen-
erate, which will affect the rate of convergence for the estimator. In addition the conditional
covariate distribution itself may require nonparametric estimation through its dependence on
the assignment rule. For the policies we consider the assignment rule will involve distribution
functions and their inverses similar to the way these enter in the changes-in-changes model of
Athey and Imbens (2006).

The next section lays out our basic model and approach to identification. Section 3 then
defines and motivates the estimands we seek to estimate. Section 4 presents of our estimators,
and derives their large-sample properties, for the case where inputs are continuously-valued.
Section 5 presents the results from a small Monte Carlo exercise.



2 Model

In this section we present the basic set up and identifying assumptions. For clarity of exposition
we use the production function terminology; although our methods are appropriate for a wide
range of applications, as emphasized in the introduction. For production unit or firm i, for
i =1,..., N, the production function relates a triple of observed inputs, (W;, X;,V;), and an
unobserved input ¢;, to an output Y;:

YVZ' = k‘(WZ,XZ, ‘/Z',Q). (21)

The inputs W; and X;, and the output Y; are scalars. The third observed input V; and the
unobserved input ; can both be vectors. We are interested in reallocating the input W across
production units. We focus upon reallocations which hold the marginal distribution of W fixed.
As such they are appropriate for settings where W is a plausibly indivisible input, such as a
manager or teacher, with a certain level of experience and expertise. The presumption is also
that the aggregate stock of W is difficult to augment. In addition to W there are two other
(observed) firm characteristics that may affect output: X and V, where X is a scalar and V
is a vector of dimension Ly . The first characteristic X could be a measure of, say, the quality
of the long-run capital stock, with V' being other characteristics of the firm such as location
and age. These characteristics may themselves be inputs that can be varied, but this is not
necessary for the arguments that follow. In particular the exogeneity assumption that we make
for the first input need not hold for these characteristics.

We observe for each production unit, indexed by ¢ = 1,..., N, the level of the input, W;,
the characteristics X; and V;, and the realized output level, Y;. In the educational example the
unit of observation would be a classroom. The variable input W would be teacher quality, and
X would be a measure of quality of the class, e.g., average test scores in prior years. The second
characteristic V' could include other measures of the class, e.g., its age or gender composition,
as elements. In the roommate example the unit would be the individual, with W the quality
of the roommate (measured by, for example, a high school test score), and the characteristic
X would be own quality. The second set of characteristics V' could be other characteristics of
the dorm or of either of the two roommates such as smoking habits (which may be used by
university administrators in the assignment of roommates).

Our key identifying assumption is that conditional on firm characteristics (X, V) the as-
signment of W, the level of the input to be reallocated, is exogenous:

Assumption 2.1 (EXOGENEITY)

e L WX,V
Let

g(w,z,v) =E[Y|W =w, X =2,V =], (2.2)
and

o2(w,z,0) =V[Y|W =w, X =,V =], (2.3)

denote the expectation and the variance of the output conditional on input level w and char-
acteristics  and v. We often refer to the derivative of g(w, z,v) with respect to w, which will
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be denoted by

0
gW(w,ZE,'U) = %g(w,:n,v), (24)

Under exogeneity we have — among firms with identical values of X and V — an equality between
the counterfactual average output that we would observe if all firms in this subpopulation
were assigned W = w, and the average output we observe for the subset of firms within this
subpopulation that are in fact assigned W = w. Alternatively, the exogeneity assumption
implies that the difference in g(w, z,v) evaluated at two values of w, wy and wy, has a causal
interpretation as the average effect of assigning W = wq rather than W = wy:

g(wy, xz,v) — g(we, z,v) = E[k(wy, X, V,e) — k(wy, X, V,e)| X =2,V =v].

Assumption 2.1 is often controversial. It holds under conditional random assignment of W to
units; as would occur in a randomized experiment. However randomized allocation mechanisms
are also used by administrators in some institutional settings. For example some universities
match freshman roommates randomly conditional on responses to housing questionnaires (e.g.,
Sacerdote 2001). This assignment mechanism is consistent with Assumption 2.1. In other
settings, particularly where assignment is bureaucratic, as may be true in some educational
settings, a plausible set of conditioning variables may be available. In this paper we focus
upon identification and estimation under Assumption 2.1. In principle, however, the methods
could be extended to accommodate other approaches to identification based upon, for example,
nonparametric instrumental variables methods (e.g., Matzkin, 2008, Imbens and Newey, 2009).

Much of the treatment effect literature (e.g., Angrist and Krueger, 2000; Heckman, Lalonde
and Smith, 2000; Manski, 1990; Imbens and Wooldridge, 2009) has focused on the average
effect of an increase in the value of the treatment. In particular, in the binary treatment case
(w € {0, 1}) interest has centered on the average treatment effect

Elg(1, X, V) —¢g(0, X, V)].

With continuous inputs one may be interested in the full average output function g(w,z,v)
(Imbens, 2000; Flores, 2005) or in its derivative with respect to the input,

gW('lU, z, U)v
at a point, or a weighted average,

See Powell, Stock and Stoker (1989) or Hardle and Stoker, (1989) for estimands of this type.
Here we are interested in a fundamentally different class of estimands, one which has received
little attention in the econometrics literature. We focus on policies that redistribute the input
W, according to a rule based on the X characteristic of the unit. For example upon assignment
mechanisms that match teachers of varying experience to classes of students based on average
ability in the classes. Ome might assign those teachers with the most experience (highest
values of W) to those classrooms with the highest ability students (highest values of X') and
so on. In that case average outcomes would reflect perfect rank correlation between W and
X. Alternatively, we could be interested in the average outcome if we were to assign W to
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be negatively perfectly rank correlated with X. A third possibility is to assign W so that it
is independent of X. We are interested in the effect of such policies on the average value of
the output. We refer to such effects in general as Aggregate Redistributional Effects (AREs).
The three reallocations mentioned are a special case of a general set of reallocation rules that
fix the marginal distributions of W and X, but allow for correlation in their joint distribution.
For perfect assortative matching the correlation is 1, for negative perfect assortative matching
-1, and for random allocation 0. By using a bivariate normal cupola we can trace out the path
between these extremes.

We wish to emphasize that there are at least two limitations to our approach. First, we focus
on comparing specific assignment rules, rather than searching for the optimal assignment rule.
The latter problem is a particularly demanding problem in the current setting with continuously-
valued inputs as the optimal assignment for each unit depends both on the characteristics of
that unit as well as on the marginal distribution of characteristics in the population. When
the inputs are discretely-valued both the problems of inference for a specific rule as well as
the problem of finding the optimal rule become considerably more tractable. In that case any
rule, corresponding to a joint distribution of the inputs, is characterized by a finite number of
parameters. Maximizing estimated average output over all rules evaluated will then generally
lead to the optimal rule. Graham, Imbens and Ridder (2006a) and, motivated by an early
version of the current paper, Bhattacharya (2008), provide a discussion for the case with discrete
covariates.

A second limitation is that the class of assignment rules we consider leaves all aspects of the
marginal distribution of the inputs unchanged. This latter restriction is perfectly appropriate in
cases where the inputs are indivisible, as, for example, in the social interactions and educational
examples. In other cases one need not be restricted to such assignment rules. A richer class
of estimands would allow for assignment rules that maintain some aspects of the marginal
distribution of inputs but not others. An interesting class consists of assignment rules that
maintain the average (and thus total) level of the input, but allow for its arbitrary distribution
across units. This can be interpreted as assignment rules that “balance the budget”. In such
cases one might assign the maximum level of the input to some subpopulation and the minimum
level of the input to the remainder of the population. Finally, one may wish to consider arbitrary
decision rules where each unit can be assigned any level of the input within a set. In that
case interesting questions include both the optimal assignment rule as a function of unit-level
characteristics as well as average outcomes of specific assignment rules. In the binary treatment
case such problems have been studied by Dehejia (2005), Manski (2004), and Hirano and Porter
(2005).

3 Aggregate Redistributional Effects

Let fy|x,v(w|z,v) denote the conditional distribution of W given (X, V) in the data, and let

fW| x,v(w|z,v) denote a potentially different conditional distribution. We will allow fW| xv(wlz,v)
to correspond to any distribution such that the implied marginal distribution for W; remains
unchanged, or

/fW|X,V(w|ZE,v)fX,V(:E,v)dwdazdv = /fW|X7V(w|:n,v)fX7V(:n,v)dwd:ndv.



This includes degenerate conditional distributions. In general we are interested in the average
outcome that would result from the current distribution of (X, V,e¢), if the distribution of W
given (X, V) were changed from its current distribution, fyx v (w|z,v) to fw|X7v(w|:L', v). We
denote the expected output given such a reallocation by

ﬁ?m = /g(w, x, ’U)fw|X7v(w|:L', v) fx,v(z,v)dwdzdv. (3.5)
In the next two sections we discuss some specific choices for f(-).

3.1 Positive and Negative Assortive Matching Allocations

The first estimand we consider is expected average outcome given perfect assortative matching
of W on X conditional on V:

g7 = B [g (Fyghy (Fx (XV)IV), X, V)] | (3.6)

where Fy |y (X|V) denotes the conditional CDF of X given V, and FVY,IW(qH/) is the ¢-th quan-

tile (for ¢ € [0, 1]) associated with the conditional distribution of W given V' (i.e., FVY/IW(qH/) is

a conditional quantile function). Therefore FVY,IW(F Xx|v(X[V)|V) computes a unit’s location on
the conditional CDF of X given V and reassigns it the corresponding quantile of the conditional
distribution of W given V. Thus, among units with the same realization of V', those with the
highest value of X are reassigned the highest value of W, and so on.

In order for gP*™ to be well defined, we need some conditions on the joint distribution of
(Y, W, X, V). We do not state these conditions here explicitly. When we discuss estimation,
in Section 4, we provide conditions for consistent estimation., including compact support and
smooth distributions for (W, X), and moment conditions for the conditional distribution of Y’
given (W, X). These conditions imply that gP*™ is well defined.

The focus on reallocations within subpopulations defined by V', as opposed to population-
wide reallocations, is motivated by the fact that the average outcome effects of such reallocations
solely reflect complementarity or substitutability between W and X. To see why this is the
case consider the alternative estimand

pram—Pr — | (g (Fy! (Fx (X)), X, V)]. (3.7)

This gives average output associated with population-wide perfect assortative matching of W
on X. If, for example, X and V are correlated, then this reallocation, in addition to altering
the joint distribution of W and X, will alter the joint distribution of W and V. Say V is also a
scalar and is positively correlated with X. Population-wide positive assortative matching will
induce perfect rank correlated between W and X, but it will also affect the degree of correlation
between W and V. This complicates the interpretation of the estimand when g (w, x, v) is non-
separable in w and v, as well as in w and x.

An example helps to clarify the issues involved. Let W denote an observable measure of
teacher quality, X mean (beginning-of-year) achievement in a classroom, and V' the fraction
of the classroom that is female. If begining-of-year achievement varies with gender, (say, with
classes with a higher fraction of girls having higher average achievement) then X and V' will be
correlated. A reallocation that assigns high quality teachers to high achievement classrooms,
will also tend to assign such teachers to classrooms will an above average fraction of females.
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Average achievement increases observed after implementing such a reallocation may reflect
complementarity between teacher quality and begining-of-year student achievement or it may
be that the effects of changes in teacher quality vary with gender and that, conditional on
gender, their is no complementarity between teacher quality and achievement. By focusing
on reallocations of teachers across classrooms with similar gender mixes, but varying baseline
achievement, (3.6) provides a more direct avenue to learning about complementarity between
W and X .2

Both (3.6) and (3.7) may be policy relevant, depending on the circumstances, and both
are identified under Assumption 2.1 and additional support conditions (which we make explicit
below). Under the additional assumption that

g(w, z,v) = g1(w, z) + g2(v),

the estimands, although associated with different reallocations, also have the same basic inter-
pretation. In the current paper we focus upon (3.6), although it is conceptually straightforward
to extend our results to (3.7).

Our second estimand is the expected average outcome given negative assortative matching:

gram — [g (FV;}'V (1— Fxp (X|V)[V), X, V)} . (3.8)

If, within subpopulations homogenous in V', the two inputs W and X are everywhere comple-
ments, then the difference GP*™ — g"*™ provides a measure of the strength of input complemen-
tarity. When ¢ (+) is not supermodular, the interpretation of this difference is not straightfor-
ward. In Section 3.1 below we present a measure of ‘local’ (relative to the status quo allocation)
complementarity between X and W.

3.2 Correlated Matching Allocations

The perfect positive and negative assortative allocations are focal allocations, being emphasized
in the economic theory literature (e.g., Becker and Murphy, 2000; Legros and Newman, 2004).
There are many more possible allocations. Two others that are of particular importance are the
status quo allocation, and the random matching allocation. Average output under the status
quo allocation is given by

F =E[Y] = E[g(W, X, V)].

Average output under the random matching allocation is given by

o | [ [ [ atwe) futulo) el | £ (e)dudsd

This last estimand gives average output when W and X are independently assigned within
subpopulations indexed by V.

These allocations are just four among the class of feasible allocations. This class is com-
prised of all joint distributions of inputs consistent with fixed marginal distributions (within
subpopulations homogenous in V). As noted in the introduction, if the inputs are continuously
distributed this class of joint distributions is very large. For this reason we only consider a

2We make the connection to complementarity more explicit in Section 3.3.
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subset of these joint distributions. To be specific, we concentrate on a family of the feasible
allocations, indexed by two parameters, 7 and p, that includes as special cases the negative and
positive assortative matching allocations, the independent allocation, and the status quo alloca-
tion. Let 3°™(7, p) denote average output under the allocation indexed by 7 and p. By changing
the two parameters we trace out a “path” in two directions: further from or closer to the status
quo allocation, and further from, or closer to, the perfect sorting allocations. Borrowing a
term from the literature on cupolas, we call this class of feasible allocations “comprehensive,”
because it contains all four focal allocations as a special case. For ease of exposition we focus
in the remainder of the paper on the case with no covariates beyond W and X, and so drop
the argument V in the production function.

For the purposes of estimation, the correlated matching allocations are redefined using a
truncated bivariate normal cupola. The truncation ensures that the denominator in the weights
of the correlated matching ARE are bounded from 0, so that we do not require trimming. The
bivariate standard normal probability density function (pdf) is

¢($17 T, p) = ;G_Z(I—in_)(m%_zpmlmZ‘Hﬂ%)’
Qw\/m

with a corresponding joint cumulative distribution function (cdf) denoted by ®(x1,z2; p). Ob-
serve that

—00 < I1,Tg < OO

Pr(—c <z <c¢,—c <z <) = Q(c,c;p) — D¢, —c; p) — [@(—c, ¢;p) — (¢, —c; p)],
so that the truncated standard bivariate normal pdf is given by

P(x1, 225 p)
O(c, c; p) — O(e, —c; p) — [D(—c, ¢ p) — ©(—c, —c; )]
Denote the truncated bivariate cdf by ®..

The truncated normal bivariate CDF gives a comprehensive cupola, because the correspond-
ing joint cdf

¢c($17$2§p) = —c<zx,r2 < c.

Hyx (w,z) = . (2, (F (w)), ®. ' (Fx (2)); p)

has marginal cdf’s equal to Hyy, x|y (w, 00lv) = Fy (w) and Hw,x(oo,x) = Fx(r), it reaches
the upper and lower Fréchet bounds on the joint cdf for p = 1 and p = —1, respectively, and it
has independent W, X as a special case for p = 0.

To define 3™ (p, 7), we note that joint pdf associated with Hyy, x (w, z) equals

fw(w) fx(x) '
¢ (22 (Fiv (w))) ¢ (B (Fx(x)))

Then we define 3°™(p,0) in terms of the truncated normal, as

e ’0)_/10,369( ’ )¢c(<1>;1(FW(w>>)¢c (0.1 (Fx(z)))

Average output under the correlated matching allocation is given by

hw,x (w, @) = ¢c (27 (Fiw (w)), D71 (Fx (2)); p)

fw(w) fx(@)dwdz.  (3.9)

B p,7) =7 -E[Y]+ (1 —7)-5"(p,0) (3.10)
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= B[] +(1-7)
w. T Pe (q>c_1(FW(w))vq>c_1(FX(:E));p)
. /:E,w 9l )<z5c (@' (Fw (w))) ¢e (9 (Fx ()))
for 7 € [0,1] and p € (—1,1).

The case with 7 = 1 corresponds to the status quo:

ﬁsq = ﬁcm(p’ 1)

Jw(w) fx (z)dwdz,

The case with 7 = p = 0 corresponds to random matching allocation of inputs:

g = 50,0 = [ [ glw,2)aFw (w)dFx (a).
x w

The cases with (71 = 0,p — 1) and (7 = 0,p — —1) correspond respectively to the perfect
positive and negative assortative matching allocations:

BRI — Tim G (p, 0), and A" = lim §“"(p,0).
p—1 p——1

More generally, with 7 = 0 we allocate the inputs using a normal copula in a way that allows for
arbitrary correlation between W and X indexed by the parameter p. It would be conceptually
straightforward to use other copulas.

3.3 Local Measures of Complementarity

A potential disadvantage of the correlated matching reallocation family of estimands 5™ (p, 7),
including the focal allocations GP#™ and (™*™ is that the support requirements that allow for
precise estimation may be difficult to satisfy in practice. This is particularly relevant for allo-
cations ‘distant’ from the status quo. For example, if the status quo is characterized by a high
degree of correlation between the inputs, evaluating the effect of allocations with a small, or
even negative, correlation between inputs, such as random matching, or negative assortative
matching, can be difficult because such allocations rely on knowledge of the production funhc-
tion at pairs of input values (W, X)) that are infrequently seen in the data. For this reason a
measure of local (close to the status quo) complementarity between W and X would be valu-
able. To this end we next characterize the expected effect on output associated with a ‘small’
increase toward either positive or negative assortative matching. Such estimands may also be
informative regarding the effects of “modest” policies that stay close to the status quo. The
resulting estimand forms the basis of a simple test for local efficiency of the status quo allo-
cation. We derive this local measure by considering matching on a family of transformations
of X; and W;, indexed by a scalar parameter \, where for some values of A the matching is
on W; (corresponding to the status quo), and for other values of A the matching is on X; or
—X;, corresponding to positive and negative assortative matching respectively. We then focus
on the derivative of the expected outcomes from matching on this family of transformations,
evaluated at the value of A that corresponds to the status quo.

For technical reasons, and to be consistent with the subsequent formal statistical analysis
in Section 4 of the previously discussed estimands P*™ and G"*™, we assume that the support
of X; is the interval [z, z,], with midpoint z,, = (2, + x;)/2, and similarly that the support of
W; is the interval [wy, w,], with midpoint wy, = (w, + w;)/2. Without loss of generality we will

[10]



assume that z; = 0, z,, = 1/2, , = 1, w; = 0, w,,, = 1/2, and w,, = 1. To focus on the key
conceptual issues we continue to ignore the presence of additional covariates V;. First define a
smooth function d(w) that goes to zero at the boundary of the support of W;:

d(w) = Lysw,, * (Wy —w) + Lw<wn, - (w — wy).

We implement our local reallocation as follows: for A € [—1, 1], define the random variable Uy
as a transformation of (X, W):

Uy=XX-dW)"M 4 (V1-x2)-w.

This gives us a parametric transformation of (W, X) that moves smoothly between W = U
and X = U;. Now we consider reallocations based on positive assortative matching on U,, for
a range of values of \, as a smooth way of moving from the status quo (matching on W) to
positive assortative matching (matching on X). For general A the average output associated
with positive assortative matching on U) is given by the local reallocation

A" (\) = Elg(Fy' (Fu, (Ux)), X)). (3.11)

For A = 0 and A = 1 we have Uy = W and Uy = X respectively, and hence 8(0) = 3% and
BT(1) = pPam, Perfect negative assortative matching is also nested in this framework since

Pr(-X < —z)=Pr(X>z)=1-Fx(x),

and hence for A = —1 we have 8(—1) = "™, Values of A close to zero induce reallocations
of W that are ‘local’ to the status quo, with A > 0 and A < 0 generating shifts toward positive
and negative assortative matching respectively.

We focus on the effect of a small reallocation as our local measure of complementarity:

o Ir
g =22 0)

(3.12)

This local complementarity measure has two interesting alternative representations which are
given in the following theorem. Before stating this result we introduce one assumption. This
assumption is stronger than needed for this theorem, but its full force will be used later. The
required values of the parameters in this assumption, p and g, will be specified in the theorems.

Assumption 3.1 (DISTRIBUTION OF DATA)

(i) (Y1, W1, X1), (Yo, Wo, Xo),...,, (YN, Wn, Xn) are independent and identically distributed,
(i) The support of W is W = [wy, wy|, a compact subset of R,

(iii) the support of X is X =[xy, ], a compact subset of R,

(iv) the joint probability density function of W and X is bounded and bounded away from zero,
and q times continuously differentiable on W x X,

(v) g(w, x) is q times continuously differentiable with respect to w and x on W x X,

(vi) E[|Yi|P|X; = z] is bounded.

The first representation is as the expected value of the conditional (on W) covariance of X and
the returns to W, gw(w, x) = g—lgv(w, x), weighted by d(W). The second representation is as a

weighted average of the cross-derivative %(w, x). Formally:

[11]



Theorem 3.1 Suppose Assumption 3.1 holds with ¢ > 2. Then, B' has two equivalent repre-
sentations:

B¢ = E[d(W) - Cov (gw (W, X), X| W), (3.13)
and,
o d%g
g =& [sw.x). 2L <W,X>], (3.14)

where the weight function 6(w, ) is non-negative and has the form

Fypw(elw) - (1= Fxw(alw))

ow, ) = d(w) P @lw)

(mmX>@W:M—MmX§%W:M)

The proofs for the Theorems given in the body of the text are presented in Appendix C.
Representation (3.13), as we demonstrate below, suggests a straightforward nonparametric
approach to estimating 3'°. Representation (3.14) is valuable for interpretation. Equation
(3.14) demonstrates that a test of Hy : #° = 0 is a test of the the null hypothesis of no
complementarity or substitutability between W and X. If 8¢ > 0, then in the ‘vicinity of the
status quo’ W and X are complements; if 3¢ < 0, they are substitutes. The precise meaning
of the “vicinity of the status quo” is implicit in the form of the weight function ¢(w, x).
Deviations of 8 from zero imply that the status quo allocation does not maximize average
outcomes. For ! > 0 a shift toward positive assortative matching will raise average outcomes,
while for 5! < 0 a shift toward negative assortative matching will do so. Theorem 3.1 therefore
provides the basis of a test of the null hypothesis that the status quo allocation is locally efficient.

4 Estimation and inference with continuously-valued inputs

In this section we discuss estimation and inference. For ease of exposition we focus on the case
without additional exogenous covariates. Allowing for these would complicate the notation,
without adding much insight. The estimators are all weighted averages of (derivatives of ) non-
parametric estimators for the regression function. These are what Newey (1994) calls full and
partial means and derivatives. First, in Section 4.1 we describe the nonparametric estimators
for the regression functions. In order to deal with boundary issues we use develop a new non-
parametric kernel estimator. Note that in Newey (1994) fixed trimming methods are used to
deal with these boundary issues. These are less attractive here because they change the nature
of the estimands. Next, in Section 3.1 we present estimators for the first pair of estimands,
gPam and "™, In Section 4.3 we discuss estimation and inference for ™ (including ™),
and in Section 4.4 we discuss 3'°. Estimation of and inference for the status quo allocation 3%
is straightforward, as this estimand is a simple expectation, estimated by a sample average.

4.1 Estimating the Production and Distribution Functions

For the two distributions functions we use the empirical distribution functions:
1 1 &
Fw(’w) = Nz;lwigw, and FX(:E) = N;l){igm.
1= =
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For the inverse distribution functions we use the definition:

Sl )
and Fy (q) = ;Iégg Loy ()50

The estimands we consider in this paper depend on the regression function g(w, z) (in the
case of BPaM  AMaM and 5°M) or its derivative in the case of 8°. The latter also depends on
the regression function m(w), defined as

m(w) = E[X|W = w]. (4.15)

In order to estimate these objects, we need estimators for the regression functions m(w) and
g(w, x), and the derivative gy (w, z). Write the regression function as

h
glw,2) =EY[W =w, X =a] = %
where
hi(w,z) = fwx(w, ), and  ho(w,z) = g(w, 2) - fwx(w, ).

To simplify the following discussion, we rewrite hy(w, x) and ho(w, x) as
hm(w,:n):E[f/MW:w,X::E fwx (w, ), (4.16)

form =1,2, where Y = (Y] ¥5)/, with V] =1, Y, = V;.
We focus on estimators for h,,(w, z), and use those to estimate g(w, x) and its derivatives.

The standard Nadaraya-Watson (NW) estimator for h,,(w,z) is, for some bivariate kernel
K('v ')7

N
7 1 g WZ’ —w XZ' — X
=1

We denote the resulting nonparametric estimator by g(w,z). We estimate the derivative of
g(w, x) with respect to w by taking the derivative of the NW estimator of g(w, x).

Because the support of (W;, X;) is assumed to be bounded, we have to deal with boundary
bias of the kernel estimators. Because we also need bias reduction by using higher order
kernels we adopt the Nearest Interior Point (NIP) estimator of Imbens and Ridder (2009). This
estimator divides, for given bandwidth b, the support of (W, X) into an internal region and a
boundary region. On the internal region the uniform convergence of the standard NW kernel
estimators holds, but the estimators must be modified on the boundary region of the support.
The NIP estimator coincides with the usual NW kernel estimator on the internal set, but it is
equal to a polynomial on the boundary set. The coefficients of this polynomial are those of a
Taylor series expansion in a point of the internal set.

To obtain a compact expression for the NIP estimator we adopt the following notation. The
vector z = (w z)’ has L = 2 components. Some of the results below are stated for general L,
although we only use the case with L = 2. Let Z =W x X denote the (compact) support of Z.
Let A\ denote an L vector of nonnegative integers, with |[\| = Zlel A, and Al = lel Al For L

[13]



vectors of nonnegative integers A and p let u < A be equivalent to yy < A\ foralll=1,..., L,
and define

( 2 > - M!(ﬂ 0! - ﬁm!(sli u! ﬁ( 25 > '

=1 =1

For L vectors A and z, let 2* = ]_[lL:1 zf‘l. As shorthand for partial derivatives of some function
g we use g™ (2):

gl
A
o) = Gx

The definition of the internal region depends on the support of the kernel. Let K : RF — R
denote the kernel function. We will assume that K(u) = 0 for v ¢ U with U compact, and
K (u) bounded. For the bandwidth b define the internal set of the support Z as the subset of Z
such that all Z with a distance of up to b times the support of the kernel from z are also in Z

Zg:{zez

{ZGRL

%eU}cZ}. (4.18)

This is a compact subset of the interior of Z that contains all points that are sufficiently far
away from the boundary that the standard kernel density estimator at those points is not
affected by any potential discontinuity of the density at the boundary. If U = [—1,1]" and
7 = ®ZL:1[zu, zul], we have Zg = ®ZL:1[ZH + b, 2y — b].> The complement of the interior region
is the boundary region:

ZB:Z/Zg:{zeZ

z—Zz
2 ¢ 7 s.t. 2 EU}. (4.19)

Next, we need to develop some notation for Taylor series approximations. Define for a given,
q times differentiable function g : Z — R, a point 7 € R” and an integer s < ¢, the (s — 1)-th
order polynomial function ¢ : Z — R based on the Taylor series, expansion of order s — 1, of
g(z) around the point r € Z:

s—1
t(z;9,7,8) = Z Z % g (2 =) (4.20)

=0 A=)

Because the function g(z) is ¢ > s times continuously differentiable on Z, the remainder term
in the Taylor series expansion is

9(2) ~ 12,97 5) = 3 59V F(s) (2 - )

[Al=s

with 7(z) intermediate between z and r. Because Z is compact, and the the s-th order contin-
uous, the sth order derivative must be bounded, and therefore this remainder term is bounded

3The set [—1,1]% is the set of L vectors with components that are between -1 and 1. The set @/, [z, zu] is
the set of L vectors with [-th component between z; and zy;.
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by C|z—r|®. For the NIP estimator we use this Taylor series expansion around a point that de-
pends on z and the bandwidth. Specifically, we take the expansion around ry(z), the projection
on the internal region

ry(z) = argmin, ;s |z — ]| (4.21)

With this preliminary discussion, the NIP estimator of order s of h,,(z) can be defined as:

R nip,s Z Z ‘ - i (1o(2)) (2 = 7(2))" (4.22)

J=0 |Al=j

with ﬁ%}nw the A-th derivative of the kernel estimator ﬁmmw. For values of z in the internal
region Zg, the NIP estimator is identical to the NW kernel estimator, ﬁm7nip7s(z) = flmmw(z).
It is only in the boundary region that a s — 1-th order Taylor series expansion is used to address
the poor properties of the NS estimator in that region.

Now the NIP estimator for g(w, ) is

h2,nip,s(w7 ;L')

gnip,s(wa $) = = , (4.23)
h17nip7s(w7 ;L')
and the NIP estimator for the first derivative of g(w, x) with respect to w is
Wuivs (1) ) = B 2mips(W, %) honip,s (W, @) - b nip,s(w, 7) (4.24)

ow il1,nip,s(wv z) (iu,nip,s(wa 5U)>2

Unlike the NW kernel estimator, the NIP estimator is uniformly consistent. Its properties are
discussed in more detail in Imbens and Ridder (2009). A formal statement of the relevant
properties for our discussion is given in Lemmas A.9, A.10, and A.11, and Theorems A.1, A.2,
and A.3 in Appendix A.

In the remainder of the paper we drop the subscripts from the estimator of the regression
function. Unless specifically mentioned, §(w,z) will be used to denote gnip,s(w, ), for s equal
to the order of the kernel, with its value stated in the Lemmas and Theorems.

Next we introduce two more assumptions. Assumption 4.1 describes the properties of the
kernel function, and Assumption 4.2 gives the rate on the bandwidth. Before stating the next
assumption we need to introduce a class of restrictions on kernel functions. The restrictions
govern the rate at which the kernel, which is assumed to have compact support), goes to zero
on the boundary of its support. This property allows us to deal with some of the boundary
issues. Such properties have previously been used in, for example, Powell, Stock and Stoker
(1989).

Definition 4.1 (DERIVATIVE ORDER OF A KERNEL) A kernel function K : U +— R is of
derivative order d, if, for all u in the boundary of the set U, and all |A\| < d—1,



Assumption 4.1 (KERNEL)

(i) K : RF — R, with K (u) = [T, K(w),

(ii) K(u) =0 foru ¢ U, with U = [-1,1]%,

(iii) K(-) is r times continuously differentiable, with the r-th derivative bounded on the interior
of U,

(iv) K(-) is a kernel of order s, so that [;; K(u)du =1 and [;u*K(u)du = 0 for all X such that
0 <|A < s, for somes>1,

(v) K is a kernel of derivative order d.

We refer a kernel satisfying Assumption 4.2 as a derivative kernel of order (s, d).

Assumption 4.2 (BANDWIDTH) The bandwidth by = N~° for some § > 0.

4.2 Estimation and Inference for Bpam and Bnam

In this section we introduce the estimators for GP*™ and G"*™ and present results on the large
sample properties of the estimators. We estimate GP2™ and g"*™ by substituting nonparametric
estimators for the unknown functions g(w, =), Fiy (w), and Fx (z):

N
prom = > (Fa (Fx(x). X3) (4.25)
and
frem — NZg( (1 Fx(X0), Xi) (4.26)

It is stralghtforward to demonstrate consistency for these estimators. The nonparametric es-
timators g, Fyy, and Fx are uniformly consistent under our assumptions, and consistency of
BPam follows directly from that. It is more difficult to derive the large sample distributions
for these estimators. There are four components to their asymptotic approximations. Here we
discuss the decomposition for 4P*™. A similar argument holds for ™. In both cases the first
component corresponds to the estimation error in g(w, z). This component converges at a rate
slower than the regular parametric (root-V) rate. This is because we estimate in the first stage
a nonparametric regression function with more arguments than we average over in the second
stage. As a result FPam (and Bnam) is a partial (as opposed to a full) mean in the terminology
of Newey (1994). The other three terms converge faster, at the regular root—N rate. There is
one term each corresponding to the estimation error in FW( ) and F'x (x) respectively, and one
corresponding to the difference between the average of g(Fyy' (Fx (X)), X;) and its expectation.
In describing the large sample properties we include all four of these terms, which leaves a re-
mainder that is 0,(N~1/2). In principle one could ignore the three terms of order O,(N~/2),
since they will get dominated by the term describing the uncertainty stemming from estima-
tion of g(w, x), but including the additional terms is likely to lead to more accurate confidence
intervals. We provide evidence for this in the simulations in Section 5.

In order to describe the formal properties of the estimator Bpam it is useful to introduce
notation for an intermediate quantity, and some additional functions. Define the average with
the true regression function g(w, x) (but still the estimated distribution functions Fy and F X),

pram — %ég (Fﬁ/l (FX(XZ)> 7Xi> ; (4.27)
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so that we can write GPam — gpam — (@pam _ gpam) 4 (gpam _ gpam)  Then the first term
gram _ gpam — O (N~1/2) and the second term pam _ gpam _ Op(N_l/zb]_Vl/z). Recall the
notation for the derivative of g(w, z) with respect to w,

gl ) = 2 (w,2).
and define
am gw(FH(Fx(x)), x
" (w, ) = wlyy (Fx (@) )'(1Fw(w)§FX(m)_FX($))a

fw (Fy (Fx (2)))
Uy (w) = E[g"" (w, X)],

gw (Fyy' (Fx (2)), 2)
fw (' (Fx (2)))

Pz, 2) =

(La<e — Fx(2)),
and

X (@) =E [P (z, X)].
Theorem 4.1 (LARGE SAMPLE PROPERTIES OF [3P2™)

Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 8.1, 4.1, and 4.2 hold, with g > 2s+1,r>s+3,p>4,d>s— 1,
and 1/(2s) < 6 < 1/8. Then

b1/2 Bpam_ﬁpam d 0 (pam 0
m'( Nﬁg’m—ﬁpm >>HN<<0>’< )

where
2
e e N Y R e A
(4.28)
Sfwix (Bt (Fx (X)) |X)]7
and

Q™ = E | (" (W) + 05 (0) + g (B! (Fx (X)), X) — g7)’).

In the expression for the large sample variance, 5™ captures the uncertainty resulting from
estimation of Fx(x), and ¢€;m captures the uncertainty resulting from estimation of Fyy (w).
Note that the component of the variance that captures the uncertainty from estimation
of g(w,z), QYT™, depends on the kernel in a way that involves the distribution of the data.
Often when one estimates nonparametric functionals at parametric rates, the dependence on
the kernel vanishes asymptotically if one undersmoothes. Here the kernel shows up in the
leading term. This is also the case in the discussion of partial means in Newey (1994).
Suppose we wish to construct a 95% confidence interval for SP2™, In that case we approxi-
mate the variance of FPam — gram py 7 — Qll)?m N1 b]_\,1 + Qg;m - N1, using suitable plug-in
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estimators Qf?m and Qg;m, and construct the confidence interval as (Bpam —1.96- \/@ , pam 4

1.96 - N ). Although the first term in ¥ will dominate the second term in large samples, in
finite samples the second term may still be important. We shall see this in the simulations in
Section 5.

Similar results hold for g"*™, with some appropriately redefined concepts. Define

N
Bnam _ %;g (Fﬁ/l (1 _ FX(XZ)> 7Xz> , (429)
11— x)), T
" (w, r) = gw by (1~ Fx(@)), 2) (Lry (w)<Fy () — Fx (),

fw (Fy' (1= Fx(x)))
P (w) = E [gwx (w, X)],

,r,nam(:n Z) _ gW(FI/Y/l(l - FX(Z)),Z)
’ fw (Fyy' (1 = Fx(2)))

(la< — Fx(2)),
and

X(z) = ElrX7 (z, X)].
Theorem 4.2 (LARGE SAMPLE PROPERTIES OF Bnam)

Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 8.1, 4.1, and 4.2 hold, with g > 2s+1,r>s+3,p>4,d>s— 1,
and 1/(2s) < 6 < 1/8. Then

b1/2 Bnam _ Bnam d 0 (Qnam 0
m.< Nﬁgam—ﬁnam >>_’N<<0>’< 0 922m>>

where
2
X
pam — | o? (F (1 - FX(X)),X)./ul </u2 K <u1 - (Fv‘vlfé(— ;X(X))) -ug,u2>> duy
Swix (Bt (1= Fx (X)) |X)] ;
and

B = B [(fm(W) + 9Fm(0) + g(W, X) — grom)?]

4.3 Estimation and Inference for 3°"(p, 1)
The starting point for estimation of 3°™ is the representation of 3™ (p,0) in equation (3.9):

’ (p’o)_/w,rg( ’ )¢c(<1>;1(FW(w)))¢c (2 (Fx(2)))

Jw (w) fx (z)dwdz.



Note that this expression is an integral over the product of the marginal pdf’s of W and X,
not the joint. We estimate this by replacing the integrals with sums over the two empirical
distribution functions to get analog estimator

b (071 (Ew (W), &7 (Fx (X,)): )
o0 (02! (Fw (W) oc (2 (Fx (X))

This estimator would be a standard second order V statistic if we had the true regression func-
tion and the true distribution functions. The dependence on the esimated regression function
complicates its analysis.

Observe that if p = 0 (random matching) the ratio of densities on the right hand side is
equal to 1, so that

R 1 X
B (p,0) = N2 ZZQ(Wian)
i=1 j=1

For 7 > 0, the " (p, ) estimand is a convex combination of average output under the
status quo and a correlated matching allocation. The corresponding sample analog is

B (p,7) =7 B9+ (1=7) - 3™ (p,0),

where Bsq =Y = Zf\i 1 Yi/N, the average outcome. This estimator is linear in the nonpara-
metric regression estimator ¢ and nonlinear in the empirical CDFs of X and W.

A useful and insightful representation of 3™(p,0) is as an average of partial means (c.f.,
Newey 1994). This representation provides intuition both about the structure of the estimand
as well as its large sample properties. Fixing W at W = w, but averaging over the distribution
of X we get the partial mean:

1 (w) = Ex [g(w, X) - d(w, X)], (4.30)

where

_ Gl (Fiw (w), 25 (Fx ()i p)
Ge(@5 (Fiv (w)))de( @2 (Fx (2)))

Observe that (4.30) is a weighted averaged of the production function over the distribution of
X holding the value of the input to be reallocated W fixed at W = w. The weight function
d(w, X') depends upon the truncated normal cupola. In particular, the weights give greater
emphasis to realizations of g(w, X) that are associated with values of X that will be assigned
a value of W close to w as part of the correlated matching reallocation. Thus (4.30) equals
the average post-reallocation output for those firms being assigned W = w. To give a concrete
example (4.30) is the post-reallocation expected achievement of those classrooms that will be
assigned a teacher of quality W = w.

Equation (4.30) also highlights the value of using the truncated normal copula. Doing so
ensures that the denominators of the copula ‘weights’ in (4.30) are bounded from zero. The
copula weights thus play the role similar to fixed trimming weights used by Newey (1994).

If we average these partial means over the marginal distribution of W we get 3™ (p, 0), since

B (p,0) = Ew [n (W)],

d(w, z) (4.31)
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yielding average output under the correlated matching reallocation.
i From the above discussion it is clear that our correlated matching estimator can be viewed
as a semiparametric two-step method-of-moments estimator with a moment function of

m(Y, W, 5% (p,7),n(W)) = 7Y + (1 = 7)n (W) = 5"(p, 7).

Our estimator, ch(p, 7), is the feasible GMM estimator based upon the above moment function
after replacing the partial mean (n(w) defined in (4.30)) with a consistent estimate. While the
above representation is less useful for deriving the asymptotic properties of 3™ (p, 7) it does
provide some insight as to why we are able to achievement parametric rates of convergence.

To state the large sample properties of the correlated matching estimator we need some
additional notation. Define:

) = POLB (), O @) p)
) = L 2)0u(@2 (B () %0(@7 ) (P ()
(@1 (Fx(2) — p@. ' (Fw (w))]
0y PO P () O @)ip)
T = 12000 (Fir () 6e( @2 (Fx ()2
(@, (Fw (w)) — p@, ' (Fx (Xk))]
gy o Oe(@: ( <>>,<1>1< <>>7p)
(w,z) = 50 (@ ) 9 @21 (Fx (2))) (4.32)
o (y,w, ) = (4.33)
(E[g(W, ) - w(W, 2)] — F(p, 0)) + (E [g(w, X) - w(w, X)] - F(p, 0)),
ey, w,z) = I IX@) (e, ), (4.34)
fwx(w,x)
Sy, w,7) = / / 9(s, Dew (5, 8) (s — Fw(s)) for (s) fx (¢) dsdt, (4.35)
and
@y, w,7) = / / 95, )ex (5,8) (Loet — Fx(8)) for (s) fx (¢) dsdt. (4.36)

Theorem 4.3 Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 8.1, 4.1, and 4.2 hold with ¢ > 2s —1,r > s+ 1,
p>3,d>s—1, and (1/2s) < 6 < 1/4, then

3 (p, ) L B (p, 7)

and

VN (™ (p, 1) = B™(p, 7)) == N(0,Q°™),
where

Q" = E [(r(Y = 59) + (1 = 7) (Y, W, X))?
and

Py w, ) = 5"y, w, ) + g (Y, w, ) + P (Y, w, ) + XNy, w, ). (4.37)

[20]



Note that this estimator is rooty consistent, unlike 3P and Fmam,

If there was no estimation error in §(w,z), Fiy(w), and Fx(z), the estimator would be
root—N consistent with normalized asymptotic variance equal to [¢)§™(Y;, Wi, X)i)?]. The re-
maining terms in the influence function, Y37 (y, w, r), ¥§*(y, w, z), and " (y, w, z), capture
the uncertainty coming from estimation of Fyy (w), Fx(z), and g(w, z) respectively.

4.4 Estimation and Inference for 3

Estimation of 3'° proceeds in two steps. First we estimate g (w, 2) = E[Y|W = w, X = z] (and
its derivative with respect to w) and m (w) = E[X|W = w] using kernel methods as in Section
4.1. In the second step we estimate £ by method-of-moments using the sample analog of the
moment condition

E[%Q(W,X)-d(W)-(X—m(W))—ﬁle 0.

Thus,
o= = DG, X - dWh) - (Xi (W) (4.38)
Define
£ (10.0) = s I ) (g = (0,) (= ()
=S (w)d(w) (y ~ g (w, )
0 w)(y — glow, )~ m ()
and

£ 0 0) = B g 030 W = ] dw) - (2 = m(w),

As in the previous results, the 1'¢ are the influence functions, with %,C(y, w, z) capturing the un-

certainty from estimation of g(w, z), and ¥ (y, w, z) capturing the uncertainty from estimation
of m(w). R
The asymptotic properties of 5¢ are summarized by Theorem 4.4.

Theorem 4.4 Suppose Assumptions 2.1, 8.1, 4.1, and 4.2 hold with ¢ > 2s+1, r > s+ 1,
p>4,d>s—1,and 1/(2s) <6 < 1/12. Then

Blc ﬁ) ﬁlc’
and

VN(BC - B L N(0,0),

2
Q= [((%Q(WX)'d(W)'(X—m(W))—ﬁlc> +w;c<xvv,x>+¢iz<xw,x>> ]

[21]



5 A Monte Carlo Study

To assess whether the asymptotic properties derived in Section 4 provide useful approximations
to finite sample distributions, we carry out a small simulation study. In the interest of brevity we
focus on BP*™ and (3. We consider the following data generating process. The pair (W7, X})
are drawn from a bivariate normal distribution with both means equal to zero, both variances
equal to one, and correlation coefficient equal to p. The two covariates W; and X; are then
constructed as W; = 2- ®(W}) — 1 and X; = 2 - &(X/) — 1, so that both W; and X; have a
uniform distribution on [—1, 1], with potentially some correlation between them. The outcome
is generated as

Y, =W+ X; + W, - X; + &5, €i|Wi,XiN./\/(0,0.25).

Under this data generating process GP?™ = 0.3333, irrespective of the value of the correlation
between the covariates, p. The expected outcome under the current allocation is E[Y] = 0 if
p =0, and E[Y] = 0.1212 if p = 0.5. We fix the weight function d(w) in the definition of the
local complementarity measure at d(w) = 1 — |w|. The value of the local reallocation parameter
is A = 0.1667 if p = 0 and (' = 0.1355 if p = 0.5.

We estimate 3P*™ using equation (4.26), and $'° using equation (4.38). We use a rectangular
kernel on [—1, 1], and local linear regression for estimating g(w,z). The bandwidth for the
regression estimation is choosen using cross-validation, after which we divide the bandwidth
by two to ensure some undersmoothing. For density estimation we use the Silverman rule of
thumb, modified for a uniform kernel. For univariate density estimation this leads to

by =1.84-0- N1/5,

For estimating the bivariate density we use a bivariate uniform kernel, with the bandwidths in
each direction equal to

v=184.0. N6

where the o is estimated on the data, and so may differ in the two directions for the bivariate
kernel.

We consider four designs, based on two sample sizes, N = 200 and N = 1000, and two
dependence structures, p = 0 and p = 0.5. For both designs we calculate the two estimators
Bpam and Blc, and their variances. In Table 1 we report some summary statistics from the
simulations. We report the average and median bias, the standard deviation, the average of
the standard errors, the root mean squared error, the median absolute error, and the coverage
rates for the nominal 90 and 95% confidence intervals. The estimators appear to work fairly
well. Note that the average standard error for BIC is large relative to its standard deviation (the
ratio is more than six). The reason is that occasionally the estimated standard error is very
large. This happens with low probability, so the median standard error is not affected, and the
coverage rate is also fine.

The estimators have a complicated structure, with the asymptotic distribution relying on a
number of approximations. We further investigate these approximations in Table 2. Define

N
pram = % > g (Fyt (Fx(X2)), Xi) (5.39)
=1
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pam . Zg ( X)) ,Xi> ’ (5.40)

pam:—zg( (P (x0) X (5.41)

and

pam _ = Zg )) 7Xz) . (542)

Then, as stated formally in Appendix A, Lemma A.15,
Bpam o ﬁpam _
(Agam o pam> (ﬁpam o pam> (ﬁpam pam> _|_( —pam ﬁpam)—l—o ( —1/2> . (543)

In Panel A of Table 2, we show the mean and standard deviation of (gpam _ goam ﬁpam grem,
ﬁlv’;m — gPam ﬁg’(am — gP* and the remainder term,

rem = (Bpam — ﬁpam>

() () () i)

The results in Panel A of Table 2 suggest that the remainder term is indeed small compared
to the terms that are taken into account in the asymptotic distribution. Moreover, the relative
magnitude of the O, (N -1/ 2) terms are supportive of the fact that we take into account these

terms, not just the leading term which is N‘l/zb]_vl/z.
In the appendix we also show that

N1/2b%2 . (Bgam o gpam> N (0 Qpam) : (544)
where Q7™ is defined in (4.28),

N2 (B —ge) <L A (0.E [ (9)7) (5.45)

N2 (R g ) < N (0.B [UR(X)7)) (5.46)
and

1/2  (=pam pamy _d -1 ) ) pam 2
N2 (geem — gy s (0, [ (9(F (Fx (X), X)) = 87)°) ). (5.47)

To assess the normal approximations we calculate the t-statistics based on these distributions
(the point estimates divided by estimates of the standard deviations), and report in Panel B of
Table 2 summary statistics for these random variables, which should have approximate normal
distributions. The summary statistics we report are averages, standard deviations, and tail
frequencies. We find that the actual means, standard deviations, and tail frequencies are close
to the nominal ones from the normal distribution.

[23]



6 Conclusions

In this paper we introduce a new class of estimands involving reallocation of inputs, and develop
statistical methods for analyzing them. We consider a class of problems where a fixed set of
inputs is reallocated to a fixed set of units. Whereas a large part of the literature in econometrics
has focused on estimating the causal effects of changing inputs for all units, or for a subset of
units, here we focus on reallocation rules that take into account resource constraints, by keeping
the distribution of the inputs fixed. The effects we focus on depend critically on the degree
of complementarity between inputs. We therefore follow a flexible nonparametric approach
where the nature of the complementarity is not restricted to a parametric form. We propose
estimators for the effects of various reallocation rules, and derive the asymptotic properties of
these estimators.

[24]
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Table 1: SIMULATION RESULTS FOR (4P AND (3¢, 10,000 SIMULATIONS

N =200 N = 1000
p=20.0 p=05 p=20.0 p=05
Bpam BIC Bpam BIC Bpam BIC Bpam BIC
mean bias -0.009 -0.018 -0.002 -0.016 -0.003 -0.011 -0.000 -0.010
median bias -0.010 -0.020 -0.003 -0.017 -0.003 -0.011 -0.001 -0.010
s.d 0.093 0.039 0.088 0.043 0.040 0.013 0.039 0.013
ave s.e. 0.085 0.256 0.088 0.578 0.041 0.418 0.044 0.306
median s.e. 0.085 0.0561 0.087 0.064 0.040 0.020 0.044 0.039
r.m.s.e. 0.093 0.043 0.088 0.046 0.040 0.017 0.039 0.016
m.a.e. 0.061 0.027 0.060 0.028 0.028 0.013 0.027 0.012
cov rate 90% c.i. 0.871 0.938 0.897 0.959 0.905 0.931 0.935 0.991
cov rate 95% c.i.  0.929 0.968 0.947 0.980 0.953 0.965 0.971 0.997



Table 2: SIMULATION RESULTS: ASSESSING THE ADEQUACY OF THE ASYMPTOTIC APPROX-
IMATIONS FOR (P*™ (N = 1000, p = 0.0)

Bpam Agam Bﬁ?m Agg‘lm gP*™  remainder
_ﬁpam _gpam _gpam _gpam _ﬁpam
Panel A
mean -0.003  -0.002 -0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.001
s.d. 0.040 0.031 0.019  0.019 0.038 0.004
fpam fg tw tx fg nominal
Panel B
mean -0.074  -0.078 -0.015 0.049 0.002 0.000
s.d. 0.989 1.018 1.005 1.018 1.008 1.000

pr(|T| > 1.645)  0.095  0.105 0.102 0.111  0.107  0.100
pr(|T| > 1.96) 0.047  0.055 0.053 0.058 0.052  0.050
pr(T > 1.645) 0.039  0.043 0.052 0.062 0.053  0.050
pr(T < —1.645)  0.056  0.062 0.050 0.049 0.054  0.050
pr(T > 1.96) 0.018  0.021 0.026 0.033 0.027  0.025
pr(T < —1.96)  0.029  0.034 0.027 0.025 0025  0.025




Appendix A: Additional Lemmas and Theorems

In this appendix we state a number of additional results that will be used in the proofs of the four Theorems
3.1-4.4. Specifically, Theorem 3.1 uses Lemmas A.1 and A.2. Theorems 4.1 and 4.2 use Lemmas A.3-A.8, A.14,
A.15, Theorem A.1, Lemmas A.16-A.18, A.9-A.11. Theorem 4.3 uses Lemmas A.14, Theorem A.l, Lemmas
A.9-A.11, Theorem A.3, and Lemmas A.24-A.28. Theorem 4.4 uses Lemma A.13, Theorem A.1l, and Lemmas
A.19-A.11.

Definition 6.1 (SOBOLEV NORM) The norm that we use for functions g : Z C RY — R that are at least j times
continuously differentiable is the Sobolev norm

3gw ‘
ql, = sup — (Z)] .
9, AN (
Lemma A.1 Let f : X — R, with X = [z;,24] a compact subset of R, be a twice continuously differentiable

function, and let g : R — R satisfy a Lipschitz condition, |g(x +y) — g(z)| < c-|y|. Then

2

7600 = (F(0O) + FE1O) - (4N~ 90))) | < § -sup | 721

zeX

(:c)‘ ED

Lemma A.2 Let X be a real-valued random variable with support X = [x1, ], with density fx(x) > 0 for all
z €X, and let h : X +— R be a continous function. Suppose that E[|h(X) - X] is finite. Then

Cov(h(X),X)=E [%h(X) : V(X)] )

where

_ Fx(z) - (1 Fx(z)
v(z) = Fx (@)

C(EBXIX > 2] -E[X]X <),
and Fx(z) is the cumulative distribution function of X.
For completeness we state a couple of results from Athey and Imbens (2006, Al from hereon).

Lemma A.3 (LEMMA A.2 IN Al) Suppose Y is a real-valued, continuously distributed random variable with
compact support Y = [yi, yu], with the probability density function fy (y) continuous, bounded, and bounded away
from zero, on Y. Then, for any 6 < 1/2:

sup N° - | Py (y) — Fy (y)| 2 0.
yeyY

Lemma A.4 (LEMMA A.3 IN Al) Suppose Y is a real-valued, continuously distributed random variable with
compact support Y = [yi, yu], with the probability density function fy (y) continuous, bounded, and bounded away
from zero, on Y. Then, for any 6 < 1/2:

sup N°-|Fy'(q) — Fy'' (q)] 2 0.
q€[0,1]

Lemma A.5 (LEMMA A.5 IN Al) SupposeY is a real-valued random variable with compact support Y = [yi, yu],
and suppose that the cumulative distribution function Fy (y) is twice continuously differentiable on Y, with its
first derivative fy (y) = aaL;’(y) bounded away from zero on Y. Then, for 0 <n < 3/4 and § > max(2n—1,1n/2),

sup N Fy(y + ) — By (y) — (Fy(y + ) — Fy(y))| == 0.

yeY,x<N =0 z4+ycY



Lemma A.6 (LEMMA A.6 IN Al) SupposeY is a real-valued random variable with compact support Y = [yi, yu],
and suppose that the cumulative distribution function Fy (y) is twice continuously differentiable on Y, with its

first derivative fy (y) = aaLyY(y) bounded away from zero on'Y. Then, for all 0 <n < 5/7,
sup N+ | g) — By (@) + e (B (P (@) —a) | 2 0.
q€0.1] fr(Fy ()

Lemma A.7 Suppose X andY are real-valued, continuously distributed, random variables with compact support
Y = [y, yu] and X = [x1, x|, with the probability density functions fy(y) and fx(z) continuous, bounded, and
bounded away from zero, on Y and X. Then, for any § < 1/2:

sup N° - ‘F;l (FX (:1:)) — By (Fx(2)] 2 0.

zeX

Lemma A.8 SupposeY is a real-valued random variable with compact support Y = [y1,y.], and the cumulative
distribution function Fy (y) is twice continuously differentiable on Y, with its first derivative fy(y) = %}L(y)
bounded away from zero on Y. Then, for 0 <n < 3/4 and § > max(2n — 1,n/2),

sup N \Fy(y+z) — Fy(y) — fr(y) x| =5 0.
yeY, e <N =0 z4+ycY

The next three lemmas are given without proof. Proofs can be found in IR. The first gives a bound on the bias
of the NIP estimator.

Lemma A.9 (Bias)
If for m = 1,2 Assumptions 8.1-4.1 hold, and ¢ > 2s — 1 and r > s — 1, then

sup |E [ilm,nip,s (Z)] - hm(z)‘ =0(@°).

ZEL

Note that by matching the order of the kernel and the degree of the polynomial in the NIP estimator we obtain
the same reduction in the bias on the full support as on the internal region, i.e. the NIP estimator has a bias
that is of the same order as that of the NW estimator on the internal region. The variance is bounded in the
following lemma. We only use the following two results for the case with L = 2, but for convenience we give the
general results.

Lemma A.10 (VARIANCE)
If Assumptions 8.1-4.1 hold and ¢ > s — 1,7 > s— 1+ L, then

i 2 log N 1/2
Sup |Am,ni s Z2) — E hm,ni sz ‘ =0 X
gl ) =B fnne2) ”<<Nbx)

This is the same bound as for the NW estimator on the internal set.
The two lemmas imply a uniform rate for the NIP estimator

Lemma A.11 (UNIFORM CONVERGENCE)
If Assumptions 8.1-4.1 hold and ¢ > 2s — 1,71 > s — 1+ L, then

) 1/2
SUp | uip.«(2) = hon ()| = O <( o8 ) +ba>.

ZEL N - bk

Lemma A.12 If h(z) is a nonparametric estimator of h(z) then

inf ()] = inf 1(2)| + Oy (sup (<) — h(:)] )

[30]



Therefore if sup, |h(z) — h(z)| = 0p(1) and inf.cz|h(z)| > 0, then inf.cz |h(z)| converges in probability to a
positive number. This lemma is useful if iL(Z) appears in the denominator. In this paper z = (w,z) or z = w.

Lemma A.13 Suppose Assumptions 3.1-4.2 hold. Moreover, suppose that in these assumptions ¢ > 2s — 1,
r >s. Then,

sup [1i(w) — m(w)| = O, <( };’“Zi)/ " b%) |

weW

Lemma A.14 Suppose Assumptions 3.1-4.2 hold. Moreover, suppose that ¢ > 2s+ 1 and r > s + 3, Then, (i)

sup 3w, ) — g(w,z)] = Oy <( In(V) )1/2 + b%) ,

2
weW,zeX N - b3,

0y dg _ In(N) \"*
weS%;/l,I:z)eX ow (w.z) ow (1,2) Or <<N by tow )
and i),
%y g B Im(N)\'*
o p w0~ Gz )| = 0n (g )+ )

The next lemma shows that we can separate out the uncertainty in Bpam into five components: the uncertainty
from estimating g(-), the uncertainty from estimating Fy,'(-), the uncertainty from estimating Fx(-), and the

uncertainty from averaging g(Fy," (Fx (X;)), X;) over the sample, and a remainder term that is o, (Nfl/z). As
defined in section 5

e = 2309 (R (Fx(X0), X)),
e = 5 >0 (Bt (Px(x0), X0,

= 3o (5 () ).

and
7= S g (g (P (X)), X))

Lemma A.15 Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 4.1, and 4.2 hold with ¢ > 2s+1,r > s+ 3, and0<§ <1/6. Then
Bpam _ /Bpam —

(3 —5) (= 9) (3 —9) = (). )

The next two results are special cases of theorems in Imbens and Ridder (2009). The first one refers to the full
mean case, and focuses on the case where we take full means of regression functions and their first derivatives.
The second result focuses on partial means of regression functions. The results in Imbens and Ridder (2009)
allow for more general dependence on higher order derivatives, even in the partial mean case. Here we also
restrict the analysis to the case where the regressors are the pair (W;, X;). We also state the conditions that IR
invoke.

Let Z;, = (W;, X;), with X; e XCREX, W, e W C RFW | Z, € W x X € R*Z, with Lz = Lx + Lw. As before
h(z) = (h1(2), h2(2))’, with h1(2) = fz(2), and h2(2) = E[Y|Z = 2] - fz(2). Let n: R® — R, t : X — W, and

[31]



w : X — R, and define Y = (1721 Eg)’, with ;1 = 1 and Yis = Y;. We are interested in full means (possibly
depending on derivatives) of the regression function,

9™ —E [W(Z)n (hm (Z))] , (A.2)
or partial means,
" = Ew(X)n(h(X,t(X)))]. (A.3)

Note that in the full mean case w : Z +— R, and in the partial mean case w : X — R: the weight function
depends only on the covariates that are being averaged over. In the full mean example R denotes the vector
with elements including all derivatives R for © < A. The estimators we focus on are

N N
g — % Sw (@ (R, (), and 67" — % S w(Xa)n (huip.s (H(X0), X))
i=1 i=1

It will also be useful to define the averages over the true regression functions and their derivatives,
£ 1 al 1 N
- : Al ) Zom 1 . .
0 N ;w(Zz)n (h (Zy)), and 6 ~ ;w(Xl)n (h(t(X,), X3)) .

Assumption A.1 (DISTRIBUTION)

(i) (Y1, Z1), (Y2, Z2),..., are independent and identically distributed,

(#i) the support of Z is Z C RY, Z = ®i:1[zml, Zmul, 21 < zw for alll=1,...,L.

(i11) sup,, E[|Y|P|Z = 2] < 0.

(w) g(z) = E[Y|Z = 2] is q times continuously differentiable on the interior of Z with the g-th derivative bounded,
(v) fz(z) is bounded and bounded away from zero on Z, is q times continuously differentiable on the interior of
7. with the q-th derivative bounded.

Assumption A.2 (KERNEL)

(i) K : RY — R, with K (u) =[], K(w),

(i) K(u) =0 for u ¢ U, with U = [-1,1]%, and Uy = [-1,1]*W, and Uz = [-1,1]5x,

(#i) K is r times continuously differentiable, with the r-th derivative bounded on the interior of U,

(v) K is a kernel of order s, so that [, K(u)du =1 and [, K (u)du =0 for all X such that 0 < |\| < s, for
some s > 1,

(v) K is a kernel of derivative order d.

Assumption A.3 The bandwidth bxy = N—? for some § > 0.

Assumption A.4 (SMOOTHNESS OF n AND w)

(i) The function n is t times continuously differentiable with its t-th derivative bounded, and

(i) the function w is t times differentiable on X with bounded t-th derivative, and ‘g;—ﬁ(z) is zero on the boundary
fZ

of Z.

Assumption A.5 (SMOOTHNESS OF t)
The functiont : X — W is twice continuously differentiable on X with its first derivative positive, bounded, and
bounded away from zero.

Theorem A.1 (GENERALIZED FULL MEAN AND AVERAGE DERIVATIVE, [THEOREM 4.2, IMBENS AND RIDDER,
2009])

If Assumptions A.1, A.2, A.3, and A.4 hold with ¢ > |\ +2s—1, 7> |[A\|+s—1+L,t > |\+s,p>3,
d>max{Ai,...; At} +s—1, allp <X\, 0< |p| < |A| =1, and

1 < ¢ < min 2= % !
25 2L + 4max{1, ||} 2L + 4|}
then éfm is asymptotically linear with

VN — gty = \/Lﬁ ﬁ: (w(Zn(n(2:)) ~ E [w(Zo)n (n (2))])

[32]



LNZ (Z DS (ali(x E[agﬁ(X)Ym])) + op(1).

with
al(2) = fx (2)w(z) —om—(h(2)) and a((2) = fx(2)w(x) —2— (M (2))
on{ (2) ’ : Oy (z) ’

and ? = (ﬁl Ez)/, with l?il =1 and Ez =Y.
The second theorem from IR gives the asymptotic properties of the GPM estimators

Theorem A.2 (GENERALIZED PARTIAL MEAN, [THEOREM 4.3, IMBENS AND RIDDER, 2009])
If Assumptions A.1, A.2, A.3, A4, and A.5 hold withq >2s—1,r>s—14+L,t>s,p>4,d>s—1, and

1 < 6 < min 2= % L
2s 2L +4’2L [’
then 6P™ is asymptotically linear with

\/N(épm — ™) = VN - (gpm o gpm)

o 3 3 (om0 o [ (B ) unn
_E [am(X)’?m [ ® <W;7£(X) n %t(){) . uz,uz) dm]) 4o, (1),

with

(@) = F(t(@), 2)ola) - (@) @), and aa(e) = falt(e),2)w(o) 57 (h(e(w), ).
Moreover,

(ol )= ((0)-(0 8))
with

Vi = E [@(X)n(A(t(X), X)) = 0pm)?]
and

22_) 2_) / o (2, 1(2)) v (@)t () / 2 ( / 1K<ul,§—;<x)ul+m) dul)zduzfx(x,t(x))dxl,

With fmm () = E[YimYim/ | X = @] for m,m’ =1,2.

Lemma A.16 Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 4.1, and 4.2 hold, with ¢ >2s—1,r>s+1,p>4,d>s—1, and
1/(2s) <6 < 1/8. Then

\/N ( Agam _ gpam)
N

L Ny gwexy [k (W R () ) N
= g 20 0= o5, X0 /K< - e ) 2>d2

i=

LS~ oW X0) — a(Fi (P (X0), X)) - Wi P! (Fx(X0) )
+\/Nb1v Z{(Q(W“Xl) g(FW (FX(XZ))vXZ)) / K< b + fW (F71 (Fx(XZ))) 2, 2) dus

=1 ug

[33]



+op (1).

and

\/_b1/2 (/Bpam o _pam) _d,

[ S S o T

Lemma A.17 Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 4.1, and 4.2 hold with ¢ > 2. Then

Apam —pam am —1/2
o= kS e (7).

Lemma A.18 Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 4.1, and 4.2 hold, with ¢ > 2. Then

Ag(am _ _pam _ pram (Nfl/Z) )

Define

By = Nzaw (Wi, X3) - d(W3) - (X = m(Wi),

Al
Brm =

=2l
gle

s
Il
-

(Wi, X5) - d(W5) - (Xs — (W),

and

(Wi, Xi) - d(Wi) - (Xi — m(W5)).

N
—lc 2 :

s|ca

2 |

Lemma A.19 Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 4.1, and 4.2 hold. Moreoever, suppose that the estimators for g(w, )
and m(w), §(w,z) and m(w) respectively, satisfy

o | ) = o) =0,V and  sup fin(w) = m(w)] = op(N ),
for some n > 1/4. Then
gl _ gl = (ﬁ;c __lc) (ﬁ}; __lc) n (glc o Blc) + o, (N71/2) ) (A.4)

Lemma A.20 Suppose Assumptions 3.1, 4.1, and 4.2 hold, with ¢ > 2s, 7> s, p>3,d>s, and 1/(2s) < § <
1/12. Then:

By —g° = ZN: (Y, Wi, Xi) + op (N’l/z), (A.5)
where B
U (VW X) = — e OISR (7 — g (W) W) (X = ()
OO ) (v~ g (9, X))
2wy (X~ m(W)) (¥ — (W, X).

[34]



Lemma A.21 Suppose Assumptions 8.1-4.2 hold, with g >2s—1,r>s,p>3,d>s—1, and

1 _sc1_2
25 03 3y
then
1 - 2l —1/2
3gﬁMAMWFMWD{%@ )

Lemma A.22 Let h(w) = (h1 (w),h2 (w)) = (E[X|W = w] fw (w), fw (w))’, and suppose Assumptions 3.1-
4.2 hold, with q >2s—1,r>s,p>3,d>s—1, and

%<6<é—%,
then
o s (5 00 09) (5 ) s ) = (372).

Lemma A.23 Suppose Assumptions 3.1-4.2 hold, with g > 2s—1,r > s, p > 3, and
1 1
— <i< =
2s <o< 8

Then

N

7= Z Low (We, X0)| Wil - d(W2) - (Xi = (W) + 0, (N1/2) (A.6)

Before the next theorem we need some additional definitions. We split Z; into (Z;;, Zj5)’, with the dimension
of Z;1 equal to Lzi1, and the dimension of Z;2 equal to Lzs, so that L = Lz1 + Lz2. We are interested in the
distribution of

N N N N

1 - 1

V=vN- <ﬁ SN nlbuips (215, Zox)) — e >N n(h(Zyy, ng))> . (A7)
j=1k=1 j=1k=1

We show that this is, to first order, equivalent to a single normalized sum.

Theorem A.3 Suppose that Assumptions A.1-A.4, hold with ¢ > 2s—1,r >s—1+ L, 1/(2s) < § < 1/(2L),
andt > 2. Then

Z G2 T 1) Z2) ~ B |G T 220 et | |+ on() (A9

(To be clear here we indez the expectation by the random variable the expectation is taken over, in this case Z.)

Before stating some additional lemmas that will be used for proving Theorem 4.3 we need some additional
definitions. Define

= iigw X5) j(f(ng(;va);; o (1 (Fx <)>)5]§§>
B = L éég(m, X)) j(flg:v(;zf)));j (;cl(FX (X;))
R e S



Lemma A.24 Suppose Assumptions 3.1-4.2 hold with ¢ > 2s+ 2, r > s+ 3, and 1/(2s) < § < 1/4, then
B (p,0) — B (p,0)
= (B 7) + (B -7+ (B -7 + G = 5,00 +0p (V).

Lemma A.25 Suppose Assumptions 3.1-4.2 hold, then

1 X

ST =T = e YT (Y W X) o, (NTV?)),
i=1
where
_ Jww) - fx(x)

Y (y, w,x) = W(y = g(w, z))w(w,z).

Lemma A.26 Suppose Assumptions 3.1-4.2 hold, then
R 1
B =T = S D (Ve Wi, X) 40, (N717))
i=1
where
Ui wo) = [ [ alstiew (5,61 w < 5) = o) fw (5) Fx (1) dsct
Lemma A.27 Suppose Assumptions 3.1-4.2 hold, then
R 1
B =T = U (Ve Wi, X) 40, (N7
i=1
where
2w = [ [ alsex (5.0 (1 <) = Px()fw (3) fx (1) dsdt
Lemma A.28 Suppose Assumptions 3.1-4.2 hold, then
L&
T = 5 (0,0) = 1 DU (Vi Wi, Xa) + 0, (NTV2)
i=1
where
v (w,z) = (E[g(W, z) - w(W,2)] — 87 (p,0)) + (E [g(w, X) - w(w, X)] = 8(p,0)). (A.9)

The following theorem is a simplifed version of the V-statistics results in Lehman (1998).

Theorem A.4 (V-STATISTICS) Suppose Z1,...,Zn are independent and identically distributed random vectors
with dimension K, with support Z. C RX. Let ¢ : ZX x Z¥ — R be a real-valued function. Define

0 =E[(Z1, Z2)], Y1(2) = E[y(z, 2)], Y2(2) = E[(Z,2)],
0'2 = COV(Q/)(Zl, Zz),i/}(zl, Z3)) =+ COV(Q/}(ZQ, Zl),i/}(Zl, Z3))

+Cov(Y(Z1, Z2),9(Z5, Z1)) + Cov(¥(Z2, Z1),¢(Zs, Z1)).
and

1 N N
V=130 Y(Z,Z).

i=1 j=1

Then, if 0 < 0% < oo,

V= %; {(W1(Z:) — 0) + (¥2(Z:) — 0)} + 0p (Nfl/z) 7

and

VN - (V =6) % N (0,6%).

[36]



Appendix B: Proofs of Additional Lemmas and Theorems

In the following proofs c is a generic constant.
Proof of Lemma A.1: Because f(-) is twice continuously differentiable on X, a compact subset of R, it follows
that for all a,b € X, by a Taylor series expansion,

i) = fa) + 2@ 0-ay+ 5 2L 0-ap,
for some c € X. Hence
7600 = (#(6O) + S0 - 60 = 90 )| < 5 50| TE @) (40 - 90)°

By the Lipschitz condition on g(}), this is bounded by

Proof of Lemma A.2: Let u = E[X], and write h(xz) = h(z;) + f;l 2 h(z)dz. Then:

Cov(h(X),X) =E[h(X)- (X —p)] =E [(h(xl) + /X %h(z)dz) (X - ﬂ)]

=E [/X %h(z)dz- (X—p)]

=E [/ 1xss - (%h(z)dz (X - “)J

_ %h(z> ‘E[lxs. - (X - p)ldz

= [ L h(e) BIX - plX > 2] Pr(X > 2)de

[ %h(z) Fx(z)- (1— Fx(2)) - (EIX|X > 2] — E[X|X < 2])dz

_ ™0 Z.FX(Z)'(l—FX(Z)), 2] — z z)dz
-/ () INE) (E[X|X > 2] - E[X|X < 2]) fx(2)d

0
=E|—h(X) v(X)]|.
[ o) 0|
d
Proof of Lemma A.7: By the triangle inequality

sup N° - ‘F;l (F'X(:c)) — Ryt (Fx(x))‘

zeX

<supN* - [By (Px(@) = By (Fx(@)]

+sup N° - ‘F;l (Fx(:c)) — Fyt (

zeX

)

< sup N°. ‘FQI (q) — Fy'*' (q)‘
q€[0,1]

1
s
+ sup N°-
sEX,yey fr(y)

‘Fx(x)—Fx(x)‘.

The first term is 0p(1) by Lemma A.4, and the second by the fact that fy (y) is bounded away from zero, in
combination with Lemma A.3. O

[37]



Proof of Lemma A.8: By the triangle inequality

sip N7 |Py(y+a) = Be(y) — fr(y) e
yeY,x<N =% z4+ycY
< sp N |Be(y+a) - (Fr(y+a) - B ()
yEY,x<N =% z4+ycY
+ sup N"-|Fy(y+z)—Fy(y) — fr(y) - =|.

yEY,z<N % z4yeyY
The first term on the right-hand side converges to zero in probability by Lemma A.5. To show that the second
term converges to zero note that

sup N |Fy(y+z) — Fy(y) — fv(y) - |
yeY,z<N =% z4+ycY
< sup N |fy(y+Az) -z — fr(y) =
yEY, <N =9 z4+ycY,A€[0,1]
< sup N . 8£(z)‘)\:cz
YEY,2€Y,2< N~ z4+yeY,A€[0,1] dy

< s N2
yeY, o< N9 Jy

because %(y) is bounded, z < N~°, and & > 1/2. O

Proof of Lemma A.12: By the inequality |a| > |b] — |a — b

. 7 > i _ 7 _
inf |h(2)] = inf |h(z)] sup |h(2) = h(2)]

from which the result follows. [

Proof of Lemma A.13: This follows directly from Theorem 7.1 in IR O

Proof of Lemma A.14: This follows directly from Theorem 7.1 in IR. [

Proof of Lemma A.15: First note that by the assumptions in the Lemma the conditions for Lemma A.14
are satisfied. Moreoever, by the assumption that 0 < § < 1/6, it follows that O, (b") = 0,(N~7) for n < § - s,
and O, (In(N)N~'b3?) = Op(In(N)N~2) = 0,(1), Op(In(N)N"b3") = Op(In(N)N~1H4) = 0,(N~") for
n < 1—43, and O, (In(N)N~1b°%) = Op(In(N)N~1+5%) = 0,(1). Hence the results from Lemma A.14 imply

X In(N)\"* .,
sup_[g(w,z) = g(w,z)[ = Op <<N( bz) ) + bN> = op(1), (B.1)

weW,zeX - by

o 7] _ M)\ L (e
wes&gex ow (w,) - ow (w,2)| = Op <<N b +by | =0, (N7, (B.2)

for n < min(1 — 44,4 - s), and
2 2 1/2
g 9% In(N) .

wESVl\Vl,ZEX W( ’ ) WCLU’:E) = Op <<N . b?\f + bN = Op(l)' (B3)

Now,

_ %;g (F‘;l (FX(Xz)) ,XZ) - %;g (13“‘;,1 (FX(XZ)) ,XZ) (B.4)
_ <% >4 (F (Fx(X0) X)) = 7 >0 (F! (Px(X0) ’XZ)> >
+% S5 (F' (Fx(X2)), Xi) — % 29 (Fw' (Fx(X0)), Xi) (56)



—|—% f:g (FVT/1 (FX(XZ)) ,Xi) — %ﬁ:g (FVT/1 (FX(XZ)) ,Xi) (B.7)

- <% f g (B! (Fx (X)), X:) = %ﬁjg (P (Fx(X3)) ,Xi)> (B.8)
o Zng (Bt (Fx(X0)), %) - < ﬁ;g (F (Fx(X0), X) (B.9)
+% ég (Fv?1 (FX(Xi)) X) - %Zﬁ;g (Fw' (Fx(X.)), X:) (B.10)
+% iﬁ;g (Fw' (Fx(X2)),Xi) = E[g (Fp' (Fx (X)), X)] . (B.11)

Since (B.6) is equal to Bpam,g — Tpam> (B.9) equals Boam,w — Tpam> (B.10) equals Bpam,x — Tpam> and (B.11)
equals g,,,, — 8", we only need to show that the sum of (B.4), (B.5), and that of (B.7), (B.8) are op(N71/2),
First consider the sum of (B.4) and (B.5) that is equal to

= ENI gwg (We ) (B (Bx(x0) — By (Px(X0)) (B.12)

_2L ﬁ; % (Wi,Xi) . (Fv?zl (FX(XZ)) — FVT/l (FX(Xi)))2 . (B.13)
- %ﬁj (52 (Ft () ) - 22 (! (P(0). X))
X (FW1 (FX(XZ)) By et (FX(Xi))) + o, (N’l/z) .
< sup| 92 (P! (Fx(@).2) — 92 (Fy (Px () .2) (B.14)
X Sup (Fv;l (FX (:1:)) — Ft (Fx (x))) ‘ +op (N’l/z) . (B.15)

We used the fact that (B.13) is o, (N ~/?) because 8?g(w, x)/dw? is bounded and because SuszX(FVT/l (Fx(z))—
Fip' (Fx(2)))? is 0p,(N~'/2?) by Lemma A.7. Also (B.12) is 0,(N~'/2) by the same argument because the
bandwidth choice implies sup,,cw pex [0°9(w, ) /0Ow? — 8 g(w, z) /Ow?| = 0p(1) by (B.3), so that

»g(w, )
ow?

Fg(w,z)  Fg(w,x)
Ow? ow?

Pg(w, )
ow?

2 A
sup 1o} g(w27 x)
weW,zeX 8'1,0

Finally by Lemma A.7

sup |Fypt (Fx(x)) B (Fx(x))‘ = 0p (N’l/””)

zeX

< sup

weW,zeX

+ sup
weW,zeX

= sw +ou(1)

weW,zeX

[39]



for all n > 0. By the assumption of the lemma

99 -1 39
2 (! (Px(@)),2) = 52 (Fy' (Fx(@)) )

sup )

zeX

for some n > 0. We conclude that the sum of (B.4) and (B.5) is o, (Nfl/z).
Next, consider the sum of (B.7) and (B.8) that is bounded by

sup |[g (P! (Fx(@)) @) =g (F' (Ex(@)) ,2)] = [9 (F' (Fx (@) @) — g (! (Fx (@), 2)] |

zeX

By a second order Taylor series expansion with intermediate values W (z) and W (z) and the triangle inequality
this is bounded by

sup gy (5" (Fx(0) ) [£3 () = 13 (P ()]
_g—i (Fy' (Fx(z)),z) [Fszl (Fx(z)) — Fypr (Fx(x))]‘+
s 5 |G (2) [Fit (Px@) = 1 (5o)] o s | 5 07160.0) [t () = i ()

where because the second derivative of g(w,z) is bounded on W x X, by Lemma A.4 the expression on the last
line is 0,(N"Y/2). The first term is bounded by

w5 (45 (@) ) = G2 (' (o )] [ (Po)) = 15 (o)
+sup gg (P! (Fx(@)) @) [By' (Fx(@)) = Fa* (Fx (@) = By (Px(2) + Fy! (FX(:,;))H

By a first order Taylor series expansion of g—gj (F V}l (ﬁ' X (x)) ,:c) in Fx (x) we have, because the second derivative

of g(w,z) is bounded and the density of W is bounded from 0 on its support, that by Lemmas A.4 and A.3, the
expression on the first line is op (N -1/ 2). The bound on the expression in the second line is proportional to

sup | B! (Fx(2)) = Fyp' (Fx(@)) = ' (Fx (@) + B! (Px ()|

zeX

This expression is bounded by

zeX fW

sup ( 11(A ) [ (Fa' (Px(@))) = Fx(@)] - o T ) [Fw (Fa' (Fx(2)) = Fx ()]

zeX

+sup |Fy! (FX(fv)) - Fy' (FX(Z“)) - - - ))) [FW (F"T/1 (Fx(x))) B Fx(x)]

+sup ! (Fx(2)) = F' (Fx(2) - [Fw (F! (Px(2))) = Fx(a)]

zeX

fw (Fyy' (Fx(2)))

By Lemma A.6 the expressions in the last two lines are o,(N~'/?). The expression in the first line is bounded
by

1 1 A L/ .
e Fur (F,l(AX(x)))  fw (Bt (Fx (@) [FW (FW (FX(‘"”))) _Fx(x)]
+oup | Wl(FX(x))) B (Fw' (Bx(@))) = Px(2) = Pw (Fi! (Fx (@) + Fx( )]‘




The expression in the first line is bounded by

1 1 P A
2<% | fur (7' (Fx@))) T (B (Fx (@) | S| (7' (Px(@)) = P (x)‘

By a first order Taylor series expansion of ———r————— in Fx(z), the fact that fi (w) is bounded from 0 and
fw (P (Fx (2)))

its derivative bounded on W, and Lemma A.3 the first factor is 0,(N %) for all § < 1/2 and by Lemma A.3 the
same is true for the second factor, so that the product is 0,(N~'/?). Because fw (w) is bounded from 0 on W,
the expression on the second line has a bound that is proportional to

sup | P (Fiy' (Fx(2))) = Fx(2) = Fw (Fi' (Fx(2)) + Fx ()|

zeX

We rewrite this as

ol (05 () o 85 o) s 55 (00) o 05 )| <
sup P (F;V1 (FX (:c))) — Bw (Fy" (Fx())) — (FW (F;V1 (FX (:c)) — Fw (Fy' (Fx (:c)))))‘ X

L upaex| Pt (Fx (20— Pt (P )| <=8 T4 Loup o[t (Bx (2))— Pt (P ()| >N =8

By Lemma A.7 and the mean value theorem, the final term is 0,(1) if 1/3 < 6 < 1/2. By
Fi' (Bx(@)) = Fy' (Fx(@) + [Fa' (Bx (@) - Fig! (Fx ()]

and defining @ = Fy* (Fx(x)) and @& = Fy* (FX (:c)) — Fit (Fx(z)) we have that the first term on the right
hand side is bounded by

sup By (@ + ) — P () = (Fw (T + %) — Fw ()] = 0p(N/?)

WEW,|w|<N =8 o+weW

by Lemma A.5 with 1/3 < § < 1/2,7 = 2/3, so that we finally conclude that the sum of (B.7) and (B.8) is
0p,(N~Y2). O

Proof of Lemma A.16: The proof involves checking the conditions for Theorem A.2 from IR (given in Appendix
A in the current paper), and simplifying the conclusions from that Theorem to the case at hand.

Define

hi(w,z) = fwx(w, ), and  he(w,z) = fwx(w,z) - g(w, ),

ho
so that

wx) =1,

3_71( )= — ha _ 9 (Fv}l Fx :c)),:c)

8h1 (h1)2 fwx((F71 (FX :E)),:E)7

8n( ) = 1 1

Ohs hi  fwx((Fy' (Fx(2)),z)’

z) = Fy,' (Fx(x 2:c: fx(2)
o) = B! (Fx(@), i) = -
ai(z) = —g((Fw' (Fx(2)),z), az(z) = 1.

With Y; = (Yi1 Yie)' = (1 Vi)', we have
a(z)y =y —g((Fw' (Fx(x)), ).

Applying the results in Theorem A.2, we have

/% (P g v ) = [ 1 (1 Do D) fw(F:})f((?;)(Xi))) w)an

[41]



Substituting this into the result from Theorem A.2 we get

VN (i )

= ﬁ Z: <(Y; -9 (Fszl (FX(Xi))7Xi)) '/UK <WZ — FVE);FX(Xi)) + o (F‘J;(();;)(Xi))) ~u,u> du
1 W - By (Px(X)) fx(X)
| -a (FX(X)%X))./uK( bn * fw (Fszl (Fx(X))) .%U) d“})

+op (1) .
Adding and subtracting g(W;, X;) in both terms, this is equal to

s gwxy [ (W Pt (X)) Sy N
\/NbN;{(YZ 9(Wi, X)) /K< ; + DR )d

w N fw (FVT/l (FX X

—-E

W FE () | fx()
(Y—AWXNLAK< - «+N4ﬂ;wﬂxm.%0d4}

L5 . 1 p ) X)) Wi — Fig (Fx (X0) fx(X)
+\/Nb1v ;{(Q(WZ’XZ) -9 (FW (FX(XZ)) 7X1)) /UK< by + o (le (FX(XZ))) U,U) du
- W — Fy! (Fx (X)) fx(X)
—E [(Q(WX) —Q(FW (FX(X)),X)) /UK< b + T (Fszl (FX(X))) -u,u) du}}
+op (1) .
_ L S v g x). Wi = By (Fx(X0)) fexo o\
= g 20 0~ o5, X0) /K< - e ) 2>d2
Ly X)) — g (F (X)), X)) - Wi — By (Fx(X2) fex) N
) Wi — Fyp' (Fx(X)) fx(X)
-E [(Q(W X) - g(Fy' (Fx(X)), X)) ~/u2 K< . iy Tt (P () -uQ,uZ> dqu
+op (1).

Having checked the conditions for Theorem A.2, the second part of the result in the Lemma follows directly from
the second part of the Theorem. [J

Proof of Lemma A.17: We prove the result in three parts. First, we show

%;g (' (Fx (X0)), ) = %;g (P (Fx (X)), X))

N

= & Doow (it (P (X0) . X0) - (B (Fx (X0) = ! (Fx (X2) + 0, (N /%) (B.16)
Second, we will prove that
N o aw (Bt (Fx (X)) X) - (B! (B (X0) = B! (Fx (X))
=< 2; (FiX ))i;)))(i) : (FW (Fi' (Fx (X)) — Fx (Xi)) + 0p (N*l/z) . (B.17)
Third, we will show that
Fx (X)), X) gz o
N Z (FX oy (P (B (P (360) = P (30)

[42]



N
— & R + o (N7,
i=1

Together these three claims, (B.16)-(B.18), imply the result in the Lemma.
First we prove (B.16).

%;g (B (P (X0).X.) — %3 (Fy (P (X)), X))

i=1

(B.18)

3 Do (i (e (360)), X - (B (P (X0) = B (o (Xi)))l

< sup g (B! (Fx (@)).2) = g (P! (Fx () )

zeX

2 2

- swp Ay (@) - Pt (a)]
g€0,1]

< sup

1
2 weW,zeX

Wg(w,x)

By Lemma A.3 it follows that for all § < 1/2, SUP, e (0,1] N

the fact that 32792(10,:0) is bounded this implies that
2

sup o0 a2

weW,zeX

(w, )| -

2
sup [ @) - it @ = o (7).
g€0,1]

This finishes the proof of (B.16).
Next, we prove (B.17).

& o aw (B! (Fx (%), X) - (F;Vl (Fx (X2)) - Fi! (Fx (X))

Pyt (@) — Fiy' (q)

‘ = 0p(1). In combination with

(Fw (Fw' (@) — q)

I

1 o= gw (Fy! (Fx (X3)),X3) /- 1
+= ; f (Fx X)) (FW (Fw' (Fx (X:))) = Fx (Xi))|
su w (w, z) - ([ —F' _gw (w,7) .
< e o () (Fa (@ - Fo' @) + o P @)
A1 o1 1
< wes&/l’gexlgw (w,rc)|~q§[g>1] (Fw (@) — 'y (q)) +7fw F' (@)

so that Lemma A.6 implies that (B.17) holds.
Finally, let us prove (B.18).

LZ gw (Fy' (Fx (X)), Xi) (AW (Fy' (Fx (X3))) — Fx (Xi))

fw (Fy' (Fx (X))

INWFVT/lFXXi X; 1 <
Ly (Px (X0) )~<—Z

N N (F*l(FX (X4)), X:) (
i=1 j=1 fw ( H(Fx (X )))

%||~
[~]
(]

H

(B (Fw' @) — )

Ly crpt g xiyy — Fx (Xi)>

IFW(Wj)SFX(Xi) - Fx (XZ)) :

This is a two-sample V-statistic. The projection is the sample average of the sum of the expectation over Wj if
we fix X; = z (this expectation is zero), and the expectation over X; if we fix W; = w, which gives ¥ (w).

Thus,

1 X gw (Fy' (Fx (X)) . X))
N 2 (P (Fx (X))

[43]
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which is the claim in (B.18). O
Proof of Lemma A.18: We prove this result in two steps. First we prove

NZQ( (i (), X) - NZg Fx (X)), X,)

—gwfilzl (IZ);)(()E;)))XO . (FX(XZ') _ FX(Xi))l —o, (Nﬂ/z) . (B.19)
Second, we prove
a z; (Fi)i))(?)));’i) : (FX(X) Fx(X ) = pram (Nfl/z). (B.20)

Together these two results imply the claim in Lemma A.18.
First we prove (B.19). By a second order Taylor series expansion, using the fact that g(w,x) is at least twice
continuously differentiable,

Nzg( H(Ax(x0), Xi)—%ZNjg(F;l(Fx (X3)). Xi)

fw (Fy' (Fx (X3)

<l (5 () ) 065 .0~ S CEATD (o)
<! o S?gzv((w )-"v> _gw(wa)@%—%(w) sup [x(z) — Px(o)| = 0, (N 7).

by Lemma A.3. This finishes the proof of (B.19).
Second we prove (B.20).

L& gw (Fy' (Fx (X)), X3) /2
N; fw (Ft (Fx (X3))) '(FX(Xi)—FX(Xi))

Fy (X)), X)) |
N2 ZZ (FX (X ))) ' (1Xj§Xi - FX(XZ))

=1 j=1

This is a one-sample V-statistic. To obtain the projection we first fix X; = x and take the expectation over Xj.
This gives 0 for all . Second, we fix X; = = and take the expectation over X;. This gives ¥5*™ (x) defined
above. This finishes the proof of (B.20), and thus completes the proof of Lemma A.18. O

Proof of Lemma A.19: Adding and subtracting terms we have

Blc _ /Blc

1
N

0

29 (Wi, Xo) (W) - (X — (W) (B.21)

Mz

L (Wi, Xi) - d(Ws) - (X = m(Wh) — %

1[7]=
QJ
Q>

1

-
Il

_ <% ﬁ; g—i(Wi’Xi) CA(W:) - (X — m(W)) — % ﬁ; g_Z(W“Xi) (W) - (Xs — m(Wi))> (B.22)
+% ﬁ; §g (Wi, Xi) - d(Wi) - (Xi — m(Wi)) — % ﬁ; g—i(wi,xi) Sd(W5) - (X5 —m(W5))  (B.23)
+% ﬁ; g—i(Wiin) CA(W3) - (Xi — i(Wh)) — % ﬁ; g_i(Wi’Xi) W) - (X —m(Wh) (B.24)
308 (X, - () - 5 (B.25)

s
Il
-

[44]



Because (B.23) is equal to 65 — 7', (B.24) is equal to i< — g, and (B.25) is equal to §'° — §'°, it follows that it
is sufficient for the proof of Lemma A.19 to show that the sum of (B.21) and (B.22) is 0,(N~/?). We can write
the sum of (B.21) and (B.22) as

o OMCON E UM IR TUR ) REUSREUS)
< sup fd(w) - sup | £ (w.2) = $ (o) sup () ~ m(w)] = C 0, (N7) -0, (V).

for some 7 > 1/4, and so this expression is o,(N~'/?). O

Proof of Lemma A.20: The proof consists of checking the conditions for Theorem A.1, and specializing the
result in Theorem A.1 to the case in the Lemma.

We apply Theorem A.1 with z = (21 22) = (w z)’, Z; = (W; Xi), w(z) = d(21) - (z2—m(21)) = d(w) - (x —m(w))

so that w(z) goes smoothly to zero on the boundary of Z), L = 2, and A\ = ! . Then {k : k < A} =
0
0 1
troomb={(( ) (g ) Jromt
K™ (w, )
(x0)
W ()= | P20
hi™ (w, x)
h™ (w, z)
with
R (w,) = fwx(w,z)
h$) (w,2) = fwx(w,z) - g(w, z)
© 9]
h™ (w,z) = oo forx(w, 2)
BY (1,2) = g(w,2) - = fovx (10,2) + fwx (w,, @) - - g(w, ).
2 ) ) aw ) 9 aw )
The functional of interest is
A = 9y hy™) _ h§™) - p{)
n - 8wg( ) - (ko) 2
hy (hg“f’))
The derivatives of this functional are
D (1) =
Ko K K
Ohy (hg 0)) (hg 0))
_ _fWX(U),x) i a%g(wvx) —|—g(w,:c) i a%fWX(U),x) +2g(w,:c) i fWX(U),x) i a%fWX(wvx)
(fwx(w,z))? (fwx (w,x))*
_ a%g(wvx) g(wvx) ) a%fWX(U),x)
fwx(w, ) (fwx (w,z))?
0 n(hp\]) _ hg"l) :_a%fwx(w,x)
ong™) (hg"f’))z (fwx (w,z))*

[45]



0 () R gw,a) - fwx(w,z) _ g(w,w)
(o) Uwxtwa) T fwexo)

on " - -

9] " (h[)\]) 1 1
ong™) piro) fwx(w,z)

2 g(w,x w,z) - 2 fwx(w,z
am,1<w,x>—d<w>~<x—m<w>>-fw<w,x>-<— 0 900:2) | 9. 7) 5y fuwx( )>

Jwx(w, ) (fwx(w,z))
w, T pci wx\w,T
=d(w) - (x —m(w)) - <—8%g(w,x) + 9w, J)rwiuzi,x)( )>

2 fwx (w, )
Jwx(w, )

_a%fwx(w,:c)

(fwx(w,:p))2 ) = —d(w) - (x — m(w)) -

g 2(w, ) = d(w) - (x — m(w)) - fwx (w, z) - <

ey (10,) = d(w) - (& — m(w)) - frvx (1, 7) - (— 9w, ) ) = —d(w) - (x - m(w)) - g(w, z)

Jwx(w, )

1
ay 2(w, ) = d(w) - (x — m(w)) - fwx (w, z) - Tox(a) d(w) - (z —m(w))

g(w, ) - a%fwxmx))

(=)l (w,2) = g 1 (w,2) = d(w) - (@ = m(w)) - <—8%g<w,:c> R e )

2 fwx(w, )

)"l g 50) (1 2) = e o (w, ) = —d(w) - (2 — m(w)) -
(1)) w.0) = () = ~d(w) - (o = m(w)) - 2L
(1" a2 w,0) = o (d(w)- (@ = m(w) - lw,2))
= d(w) - (2~ m(w)) - e g(w,2) + g(w,2) - (2~ mw)) - od(w) — glow, ) - dw) - 7o-m(w)

(D)0l w,2) = o (d(w) - (¢~ m(w))) = (&~ m(w)) - d(w) + d(w) - o)

Then
2
STEDST ol (w, 2)gim
K< m=1
= (~D)Ilalo) (w,z) + Vi - (=)0l (w,2) + (-1)* ol (w,2) + Vi - (1) el (w, 2)

g(w, ) - 2 fwx (w, )
Jwx(w, )

— d(w) - (&~ m(w)) <—3%g<w7 7)+

2 fwx(w,z)

=Y - d(w) - (z — m(w)) - o (w.2)
(w,2) + 9w, 7) - (& — m(w)) - 2-d(w) — glw, z) - d(w) - 2

d(w) - (2 = m(w)) - 5—g - "

m(w)
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40 (=t = mw) - () + dw) - o))

_ oz fw x (W, X) 9 9
—(Y—Q(WX))(W' w) - P ~8wm(W)> .

Since
Jwx (w,z)

2 wx(w,x
E [— (v - g(w,2))- <awf7() dw) - (2 — m(w)) + (& — m(w)) - O-d(w) — d(w)- 3m(w>>] o,

it follows that

25 (5 Sl

K< m=1

and therefore

VNG - 5) = LN ) (Z(—n“ > aﬁmwi,xi)fam) = \/Lﬁ D, Wi, Xa).

where
e B 3 fwx (w, ) i o p )
vy, w,z) = —(y — g(w,x)) x| (W) - (z = m(w)) + (& = m(w)) - Z-d(w) = d(w) - z=m(w) | .

O.
Proof of Lemma A.21: We start with the inequality

3 (st [ v () = i (w)\)zl

weW

1 —~
Ty (o ()= i ()

sup
weW

inf ‘fw (w)‘

weWw

Under the stated restriction on § the bandwidth sequence satisfies

N1/4
(M) by* =00, NV -0,
n

which, by Lemma A.11, implies

<sup | Fur (w) = fv (w)\)2 = o0, (N77).

weW

Now observe that the the denominator is bounded away from zero since, by the TI, we have ‘fw (w)‘ +|fw (w)] >
| v (w) = fur ()| and therefore inf |fov (w)] > sup | (w) — fuw (w)| — inf |fuw () > inf |fuw (w)

sup ‘fw (w) — fw (w)‘ By Assumption 3.1 ig‘gv|fw (w)] is bounded away from zero, with the result then
weW w
following. [

Proof of Lemma A.22:We start with the inequality

sup |hy (w) — h1 (w)‘ x sup |ha (w) — h2 (w)

1 (s ()t () (B () — o (w))‘ < weW wew

sup
h2 (w)

weW

inf ‘;72 (Ws)

weWw

The remainder of the proof is along the lines of that to Lemma A.21. O
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Proof of Lemma A.23: Let h(w) = (h1 (w),h2 (w)) = (m(w) - fw (w), fw (w))’, then

e = S gw (We X0) - (W) (X . w)

i=1 hanip (Wi)

= %Zgw (Wi, X3) - d(W3) - (Xs — m(W3)) (B.26)
= Prmi(Ws) By (W5)
z:: w (Wi, X;) - d(W;) - <Tz2,m~,, o e (W})) . (B.27)

Expanding the ratio* in (B.27) yields

15 N TV D
N;gw (Wi, Xs) - d(Ws) <h2 (W) TLZ,nip(Wi)>

N
1 1 ~ ~
= ; gw (Wi, X0) - d(W3) - 5 (hl,mp(wi) — (W) hzmip (Wi)) (B.28)
N
1 hi (W5) ~ 2
-~ gw (Wi, Xi) - d(W;) - = ha.nip (Ws) — ha (W5) (B.29)
N ; ha (Wi)? ha,nip (Wi) ( ! )
N
1 hy (W) o ~
- gw (Wi, X;) - d(W5) - = hinip (Wi) — h1 (W) ) ( hamip (Wi) — ha (W5) ) .
N zz:; ha (W3) hanip (W5) ( g ) ( P )
(B.30)
First consider (B.29). By Lemma A.12,
N
1 h1 (WZ) ~ 2
~ g Wi, Xi) - d(Ws) - = ho nip (Wi) — ha (W;
7 2 0w (Wi X0) - d(W) - oot (B (W) = (02))
< sup | —gw (w,2) - d(w) - m(w)| sup (Fw (w) — i ()"
~ wew,zex | fw (w) g wew fw (w) v v
=op (N71/2)
if the NIP estimator is uniformly o,(N /%) which holds if - <0< é. An analogous application of Lemma

A.12 can be used to show that (B.30) is o, (N 1/2) under the same condition.

Now consider (B.28) that we express as the sum of a variance and a bias term

(Hl,mp(Wi) -E [ﬁl,mp(Wi)] —m(W;) (Hz,mp (Wi) —E [ﬁz,mp (Wi)])) +

1 & 1
v 2 o (e XA s

% ﬁ: gw (Wi, Xi) - d(W5) - (hl(Wi) -E [’All,mp(Wi)] —m(Wi) (hz (Wi) —E [ﬁz,mp (Wi)]))

i=1

v
Jw (W)

The bias term is O,(N~*/2) if § > 2=. After substitution of the NIP estimator the variance term is

——Zgw (Wi, X;) - d(W, ZZ

J 0 g J

(A E[hﬁ“&woﬂb(wm]—m(W)(hé%Wm(Wi» E [ (ro(W)] ) (o (W) (Wi = ro(W))*)

4The ratio expansion is of the form



We consider separately

1 1 1 /o . i . . .
N ;gw (Wi, X3)-d(W) s ; wz;j o (hg ) o (ro(W)) — E [hg )Vw(rb(wl))]) (Wi —rp (Wi))* (B.31)
and

1 m(WZ) s—1 1 . ) )

N;gw (Wi, X0)-d(Wo)- -2 );Mz_jj H, (hé ) (s (Wi)) — E [hg gw(rb(wi))]) (Wi —rp(Wi))* (B.32)

We show that (B.31) is asymptotically equivalent to an average. The same method shows that (B.32) is also
asymptotically equivalent to an average, but we omit the details. The expression (B.31) is a linear combination
of terms

h(#)

WuX (WZ)W( 1,NW

Z (ro(W)) = B [A ey (ro(Wi))] ) (Wi = m (W) =
ZZ an. (Wi, Xi, X5, W5)

2 |

with

an,u (Wi, X3, X5, W;) = ow (W“Xi),d(Wi) <b L XjK(“) <7Wj ~ Ty (WZ)) —

14| b
y N

1 W (W =1 (W ‘L
E [b}v“‘ XKW <%)D (Wi — 1o (W3))

Therefore D, is a V-statistic with a kernel that depends on N so that the usual projection theorem does not apply
directly. Instead we derive the projection directly. First we bound the second moments of an,, (Wi, Xi, X;, Wj).
For j # i we have

()21 . 1\ 2
E [an (Wi, Xo, X, W5)?] < ¢ 2Puew [~ 1o(w)) E[X]?K(“) <7WJ ”’N(Wl)) } <

2 2

bI\‘T‘LH bn

POYALSIMUON,
by

C
bTE

because the conditional variance of X given W is bounded. Because given W; = w

we have by a change of variables to t = (w — 71, (0)) /by with Jacobian by and the boundedness of K (t) and
fw (w) that this integral is bounded by Cby and we conclude

E [an,. (Wi, Xi, X5, W;)?] = O(by")

For j =i we have

1 gw (Wi, X)* d(W:)* o (Wi = (W) \? ;
E [an,u (Wi, Xi, X3, Wi)*] = bfku]E[ - fw (Wi)? XIK )<+) (Wi = o (W)™ +
1 gw (Wi, Xi)* d(W5)? w (W =rex W\ 11 2
bZN““E[ fw (W)? E[XK < b )] (Wi =ron (W)™ =
2 gw (Wi, X)2 d(Wa)* oy (Wi = Ty (Wi) w (W —rey (Wi) : 2w
bf\,““E[ ek < b )E[XK <T)] (Wi = roy (W2)) ]
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The first term on the right hand side is bounded by

C Wi — 7o (Wi)) 2 C w— 1o (w)\ 2
bTE K(#) < bbN( )) _ bT/I K(LL) < bbN( )) fw(w)dw—|—
2 N N Jwi N

2
%/ K <w> fw (w)dw
by w\w{ by

with Wy  the internal set of the support. Because the argument of K (#) is 0 on the interior set, the first integral
is obviously O(bx?). The second integral is

C wi+bn _ 2 C Way — Wy 2
bT/ K® <%-1) fw(w)dw+—/ K® <%+1) Fv(w)dw
N

2
wy N bN Wy —bpy

Because the kernel has support [—1,1] and its derivatives op to order u are bounded so that
w — wp 2 w—w 2
KW <T - 1) < Cly<w<w +2by KW <Tu + 1) < Cluy, —2by <w<wy

so that the second integral by the boundedness of fw is O(b&l). The second term on the right hand side is
bounded by

¢ ( /W K® (w) fw(w)dw)sz(w)dwé - /W /W K <%j(w))2fw(w)fw(w)dwdw

B Jw b

This integral is O(b&l) by a change of variables with Jacobian by in the inner integral. The third term on the
right hand side is bounded by

/WKm) <W)/WK(M (%) fw(w)dwfw(w)dw‘:O(bgl)

bN bN

c

by

by a change of variables in the inner integral. We conclude
E [an . (Wi, Xi, X, W;)?] = O(by?)

The next step is to express D,, as an average. Define

1
en (X5, Wi) = <7
by
// gw (w, x) d(z) <XjK(u) <Wj —Ton (w)) _E [XK(LL) <W—rbN(w)):|) (w—rpyw)" fw x (w, z)dwda
xJw  fw(w) bn by
and
L
Ey :—NZCN,M(XﬁWj)
j=1
Then
N(N -1 N(N -1
D,-E,= (Nz )(Du’l—Eu)‘F( (N2 ) _1) Ey+ Dy
with
1 al 1 &
Dyp=————— an.. (Wi, X5, X5, W; Du2=—-5 ) an, (Wi, X3, X3, W
H N(N—l) i#‘?zil I»"( J ]) H Nzlz:; I»"( )
Now
1 N
Duy — By = TNNZD > (anu (Wi, Xi, X5, W) — en (X5, W5))

i#j=1

[50]



with
E[(CLN’IJ«(WMX%X]’? WJ) - CN’IJ«(X]F Wj))(aN’H(Wi/in/vXj/v Wj/) - CN,H(Xj/v W]/))] =0
()i 7, £, (i) i=1,j# 7 (i) i, j =7 because

Elan,. (Wi, Xi, X5, W5)[Wi, X5] = 0
Elan,, (Wi, X35, X5, W5)] = 0
Elan,,. (Wi, Xi, X5, Wi)| X;,W5] = enu(W;, X5)
Elenu(W5, X)) = 0
Therefore

E[(Du - Eu)z] =

1
NN 1) DN Ellan, (Wi, Xi, X5, Wy) = enyu (X5, W) (@, (Wir, Xir, X, Wyr) = e (X0, Wyi))] =
i#d il £
1
NN 1) > El(anu (Wi, Xi, X5, W) — enu (X5, Wy))?] =
i#£]

Because
E[(an,(Wi, Xi, X5, W;) — en (X5, W)))?] = El(an (Wi, Xi, X5, W5)?] — Elen u(X5, W5))?] <
E[(an,. (Wi, Xi, X5, W;)%] = O(by')

we have
E[(Dy — Eu)?*] = O(N?by')

so that

Also
Elen,. (X5, W;)*] <

2+2\M [(// w { )X KW <W]+151V(U))) (w—Twa))“fWX(wva)dwdfv)z] <

MW [// gw ( :c) gw (,2)* d(@)® 2 o0 <w)2(w_,,wa))z;thX(ww)dwdx]

IN

bn

///K(“)< rbN( ))ZfWX(w,x)dwdxfw(w)du?—O(le)

by a change of variables in the outer integral, so that

Finally

E[|Dy2l] < FEllan.u (Wi, Xi, Xi, Wi)l] < —\/]E lan (Wi, Xi, Xi, Wi)?] = O(N~"by')
so that
DIMZ = OP(N71b§1)
Therefore if § < 1/2 then

Dy =E,+ Op(Nil/z)
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Under the same condition (B.32) is a linear combination of terms

w (Wi, X; (Vg:‘; )m(W5) (hguzirw (rs (W) — E [hg‘%w (Tb(Wz))]) (Wi — (W) =

N

2

1 N N

N 2 2 enn(Wi, Xi, W5)
i=1 j=1

with

Wi, Xi) d(W; W; 1 W (Wi — 1o (Wi
enu(Wi, Xs, W;) = o { fW)(VE/Z) i) <b}V+u K < l:i; ( )) B

E [bﬁlu o (Hg ) (Wi))D (Wi = i (W)

bn

such that
F,=G.+ Op(Nil/z)

with
1 N
=y 2/
=1

and

1
v Ws) = 7
bN

A (Bt s () st i

The final step is to show that

Eo:——chX],W Z i = El¢]) +op(N71?)

Jj=1 j=1
with
G = X;Elgw (W;, X)d(X)|W;]
where the expectation is over the conditional distribution of X given W, and

Go chxj,w = Z i —ElE]) +op (NP

N = =
with

& = m(W;)E[gw (W;, X)d(X)|W;]
and

E, = o0,(N"'/?) G =0p(N~?)

for |p] > 1. We only consider Ey and E,. The proof for Gy and G, is analogous. Define

ONps = 1+\M // QW )X KW <w) (w = oy w))" fwx (w,x)dwd

bn
so that enu(X;, Wj) = ¥nvu; — E[Yn ] Now

YN0 = YN0,5,0 T YN0,5,1
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with

Wy —bpN A
YN0,6,0 = 1 / gw (w, ) d(z) XK <Wyb w) fovx (w0, 2)duwde
N

by Jx wy+by w (w)
and
wl‘H’N d W _
YN0,j,1 = —// (w, ?))( )X K(Twl) fwx (w,z)dwdz+
1 e gw (W) d(®) o gy (Wi — wa
b /X/wufbn fw @) X;K o fwx (w, z)dwdz
so that
1 o 1 &
(Y0450 — E[¥no,.0]) — Z ¥N,0,5,1 — E[Yn,0,5,1])
J:1 ]:1
Obviously
1 a 1 N 2 1
< ~ Y (¥n050 — E[pno,0]) + Z —E[G)) ) < FEl@N00 = 6)’]
=1 ]:1

By a change of variables to ¢ = (W; — w)/by with Jacobian by

¢N0‘0:// 1 w._ —_ gw (W; — byt z) d(z)
07, w ) e sts———L fy (W) — but)

so that

1
YN0.50 — G S// 1 w,- W,
| J 7,| - 1+ wau <t<—1+4 wal

XK (t) fwx(W; — byt, z)dtde

gw (W; — bnt, z) d(x) gw (W, z) d(z) ‘ }

‘ Fw (W, — byt) fwx(W; —bnt,z) — WfWX(W]7ZE) | XK (t) |dtdz+
gw (W, z) d(x) !

/X wfwx(ij) deXj|/ 11+M<t<,1+u - 1‘ |K (t) |dt+

By the mean value theorem the first term on the right hand side is bnx | X;|p(W;) with p(W;) a (generic) bounded
function of Wj. The second term on the right hand side is | X;|p(W;)(1 — Pr(w; + 2bn < W; < wy — 2bn)).
Therefore

lWno0 — G| < | X5 p(W;)(by + (1 — Pr(w; + 2bx < W; < wa — 2bx)))
so that
E[(¥n0,5.0 — )] = O(bw)

and

N

N
‘ NZ ¥N,0,5.0 — E[Yn,0,5,0]) + . Z

J:I

Op(Nil/z)

if 0 < % For ¢¥n,0,5,1 we consider the first term on the right hand side

—w wy+by
‘K( l) o / / gw ( )fwx(w x)dxdw‘ < O X\ Ly <w; <untbx
wy
For the other term on the right hand side we get a similar bound and we conclude

E[¢x0,.1] = O(bn)
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so that if § < %

= Op(Nil/z)

==

(¥n,0,51 — E[Yn,0,5,1])

<
I
—

Finally if p > 1

wl‘H’N
YN = 1+\M // o ;j( )X K" <WT,wl) (w —w)* fw x (w, z)dwdz+

w (w

w (w)

The ﬁrst term on the rlght hand side is bounded by

w —+b
() N gw (w, @) d(x)
()|l For ()
so that

E[%,.;] = O(bn)

and therefore

1+m\ // o Lo, 2) die )X K% <Wb;qu) (w — wa)" fwx (w, z)dwdz

fwx(w,x) dwd:c S C|Xj|1wl§Wj§wl+bN

N
Z YN — Elonus]) = Op(Nil/z)

Jj=

-

ifo<3. 0

2
Proof of Theorem A.3: Because the class of ‘doubly averaged’ estimators has not been considered previously,
we provide a somewhat detailed proof. The proof consists of four steps. In the first we approximate the estimator
by a linear function of the kernel estimator hnip,s (linearization). Formally, we show that

V_N\I/N]Z_:z_:

By the assumptions, and Lemma A.11, the remainder term is op(1).

In the second step we express the difference between the linearized estimator and the estimand as the sum of a
bias term (that is asymptotically negligible) and a variance term (bias-variance decomposition). The bias term
will be shown to satisfy

N N 2
W(Z1;, Zor)) (hmp,s(zu,zzk) - h(le,ng)) 10, <\/N [ h‘ ) . (B.33)

‘ ZZ o ¢ (A(Z15, Zox)) (Elhmip,s (215, Zor)]) = B(Z1;, sz))‘ =0 (\/Nbﬁ’v) . (B.34)

]lkl

By the assumption on the bandwidth rate, the remainder term is o(1). Note that by E[h(Zi1, Ziz] we mean the
expectation of iL(Zl, z2), evaluated at z1 = Z1; and 22 = Zs;: the expectation is taken over the estimator of the
function h(-).

The second step leaves us with

N 2
V=W+0, <\/N [ h‘ ) + O(VNW,),

where
N N
1 8n - .
v ;; 7 (1215, 220)) ((Z1), Zok) = E [haip.s (215, Z20)] ) (B.35)
Define
B
v(zm,22) = g (b, 22)),



and

anu(Yi, Zi, Z15, Zox)

1 -
=v(Z1j, Zor)' - <bLTuYiK(‘L) <
N

1 ~ () Z—?”bN(le,sz)
—E;y, [Z)LTYK < e
N

Zi — Ty (Z1j,sz))

bn
) (2 )-roimn

w= > LW#, (B.36)

so that

where

N2V/N i=1 j—1 k=1
Define
env,(Yi, Zi) = bLi\M / / v(z1, 22) <E’K(“) <—Zi — TZN (ZI’ZZ)) —Eyy, [YK(“) <7Z — rb;)v (21’22))])
N z,Jz, N N
X ((z1 25) = Ty (21, 22))" f2,(21) 2, (22)dz1d 2o
and

N
1 -
U,=—=)> cnvuYi, Zi),
13 \/N ; N’IJ«( )
or, equivalently

U, =

VE [ wlerm) (i (or20) = B (1o (o, 2o DD (5 28) = (21,20))" s (22) i (22) 12
In the thiril st;p we show that
W, =U, + 0, (N*l/zb#) (B.37)
In the fourth step we show that

Uo = \/LN ; {g_Z(h(Zz))lﬁle (Z1i)fz,(Z2i) —Ez g—Z(h(Z))/f/le (Z13) fz, (Zzi)] } + op(1). (B.38)

which gives us the representation in the Theorem.
In the fifth and final step we show that we can ignore U, for p such that |u| > 1, because for such u,
Uy =0, (bn). (B.39)

Proving these statements implies the result in the Theorem.
Now we turn to proving each of the statements (B.33), (B.34), (B.37), (B.38), and (B.39).

Step 1: Linearization In the first step of the proof we prove equality (B.33). First define

d(z1, 22) = n(hnip,s(21, 22)) — n(h(z1, 22))

- %(h(zh 22)) (Bnip,s (21, 22) — h(21, 22)).

By a second order Taylor series expansion of n(hnip,s(Z1:, Z2;)) around h(Z1;, Z2;) we have,
82

' 91
OhOh’

|d(21, 22)| = 5 |(Anip,s(21, 22) — h(21, 22)) (R(21, 22)) (hnip,s (21, 22) — h(21, 22))

N —

[55]



2

Zn .
‘ . hnip,s (Zl7 Zz) — h(Zl, 2’2)

< sup | g (0)

2

I

S C- ‘ilnip,s —h

with E(zl, z2) intermediate between fznip’s (21, 22), and h(z1, 22) so that

nlps—h‘ )

N 2
[ h‘ -0, <

Hence

‘H
[]=
[]=
3
—
>
=
o
3
N
&
N
[ V)
N
~—
=
N
&
N
[ V)
N

N 2
N |omips — h‘ )

~ 2
hnip,s - h()‘ .

so that the linearization remainder has the same stochastic order as v N

Step 2: Bias-variance decomposition In the second step of the proof we proof equation (B.34).
Define

(h(Z15, Z2k)) (flnip,s(2117 Zok) — M2, Z%)) -

N 2
Fonip.s — h‘ ) .

We decompose FE into a bias and variance part, £ = EUpjas + W, where

|3

so that

V:E+op<\/ﬁ

Ehias = 8

N\/_ 2:: 2. h(Z1j, Z2r)) (E [fznip,s(Zu,sz)] - h(le,ZZk)) ,

and W is defined in (B.35). The bias part is bounded by

N N
1 n .
lﬂ DD o (25, Zar)) (]E [hmp,s (Zmsz)] - h(Zuwsz))l
=1 k=1
§sup {\/ ‘IE mps]—h‘ O(VNHBY),
z€Z

due to smoothness of the function and Lemma A.9.

Step 3: Projection In the third step of the proof we prove equation (B.37), W, = U, 4+ Op(N~'/2b").
This is the most complicated step. First, note that

N N N

W NQ\/—ZZZGM YZvZuZl]’sz)

i=1 j=1 k=1

[56]



is a third order V-statistic with kernel (that depends on N) an,,,. We show that this V-statistic is asymptotically
equivalent to a projection that is a single sum. Because the kernel depends on N we cannot use a standard
result.

The projection of W, is

N
1 _
Up=— E enu(Yi, Zs),
VN i

with

e (Yi, Z3)

- //V(Z1 z) (ViKW Zi—ron(21,22) —Eo, |[YKEW Z =y (21, 22)
b;ﬂ‘” 2547, ’ bn vz by

X ((21 z3) = Top (21, 22))" f2, (21) f 2, (22)d21d20.
The projection remainder is

W,—U, = M(W#,l—U‘L)_F <N(N_ DN -2)

N3

Y - 1) Up+Wyz+Wis+Wua+Was (B.40)

with
VN

Wya = NN DN =2 Z an,u(Yi, Zi, Z1j, Zox)

i#£j#k
VN .
Wy = N Z an,u (Y, Ziy Zviy Zok)
i—j#k
/F :
Wis = g D anu(Yi, Zis Z1j, Za:)
Sy
VN -
Waa = 555 > anu(Yi, Zi, 21y, Zag)
itk
N ~
Wys = el Z an,u (Y, Ziy Zviy Zok)
i—j—k

We prove that the projection remainder W, — U, = O,(N~/ 2b3Y) by proving the following six equalities:

Wyt — U, = O, (N*lb;”z) , (B.41)
<N(N —]b)B(N -2 _ 1) U, =0, (NfleL/z) 7 (B.42)
Wz =0, (N*”%;“Lz/z) , (B.43)
Wi = 0, (N7/20 172 (B.44)
Wya = O, (N*%;L/Z) , (B.45)
Was =0, (N*l/zb#) . (B.46)

In order to prove these results, we establish bounds on the second moment of an,, (172, Ziy Z1j, Zar). This will
be relatively straightforward if ¢ # j and 7 # k. The derivation of the bound is more involved if ¢ = j and/or
i = k. We could simplify the proof by omitting these observations and redefining the estimator by restricting
the averaging to observations with i # j and i # k. This would amount to redefining the kernel estimator in
(A.7) by omitting observations ¢ = j and i = k in lALnip’s. We will keep these observations and derive bounds on
all second moments. We derive the following bounds, considering four separate cases (note that the bounds do
not depend on p)

Elan . (Yi, Zi, Z1j, Zox)?] = O(by") j#4, and k # i, (B.47)
Elan . (Yi, Zi, Z1i, Z2i)*] = O(by"") i=j=k, (B.48)
Elan,.(Yi, Zi, Z1i, Zok)’] = O(bF1E2) kb #i=4, (B.49)
Elan . (Yi, Zi, Z1j, Zox)?] = O(b2FTEY)  j#i=k (B.50)



Step 3A: Equation (B.47) Firstif j #iand k #4
Elan,.(Yi, Zi, Z1j, Zox)?]

1
= 2L
bN

E

bn
W <Zi

— 1oy (Z1j, Zak)
bn

— oy (Z1j, Zak)
by

sup..ez |2 = o ()
2L+l
N

< Llg [K(“) <Zi

IN

2
Rr ) v(Z1j, Zor)' VY V(Z15, Zow)

Now by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality

2
E [K(“) <Z1 — rbNb(ZU,sz)) V(le,ZZk)/EE/V(Z1j7ZZk)
N

r 2
—E|KW <ZZ — by (le’ZZk)) (IJ(ZU,sz)/E')Z

bn

K <Zi — o5 (214, Zok)

<E

2
3 ) s, Za I
N

_E | g® <Zi — o5 (214, Zok)

bn

2
) (2, 2B Vi 2]

2
) V(Z1j, Zow)'YiY{V(Z15, Zax)

w) (Zi — oy (215, Zox) 2 I N 2u
K (2, Zok) YiYv(Zj, Zow) (215 Zok)” — Ton (Z1), Z2k))

By Assumption 3.1 E [|Y|2|Z = z] an v are bounded on Z so that this is bounded by (condition on Z; and Zay)

—Tby (Zl,Zz)

(1)
C/K ( il

CE

o (Ll 2y

by

) fz(z)dz

and by a change of variables to t = (z — 75 (Z1, Z2))/bx with Jacobian b% we obtain

ek [
{tlt=(s—rb (Z1,22))/bN ,2€EL}
by Assumptions 3.1 and 4.1. We conclude
Elan.u(Yi, Zi, 215, Zor)?] = O(by")
The same proof and the same bound holds if j #k #ior j =k # i .

KW ()2 fz(bnt + 1o (Z1, Z2))dt < clbk/ K™ ()2 dt < Cobk
u

(B.51)

Step 3B: Equation (B.48) Next, we consider E[an,, (Y/Z, Zi, Z1i, Zai)?] where we note that Eay,, (Y/Z, Ziy Zhiy Zoi)] #

0. Because

aN,u(?hZi’Zli,Zzi)

- [V(Zi)’YiK(“) <
bN

we have

Zi — T’bN (ZZ) A

N

) (Zi — 1oy (Zi))* — Ez <u(Zi)’(“) <

Elan,u (Y, Ziy Z1i, Z2:)*]

1 Zi — 1oy (Z)\° -
= L2l £ [K(#) < ZVN( )) (W(Z:)' Vi) (Zi = 1oy (Z0))*"
N

2 (B o (2)
—WEZI- [{V(Zz) g(Z) K ——

- 52 [t (28] 7

N

[58]

2ol (2, 2|

bn

(B.52)

(B.53)

(B.54)



1

t ATl
N

Bz, |(v(20E2 (s(2) K (Z‘iN(Z)))) (Z = ron (Z)

) (B.55)

By Assumption 3.1 and smoothness (B.53) is bounded by

2 2
%/ZK(M <Lb1v(z)) fz(Z)dZ:% 3 KW <Lb1v(z)) Fz(2)dz

bN bN

C 2z =71y (2)\?
+ T KW <%()) fz(2)dz
N Z\ZgN N

If ry(2) is the projection on the internal set, then z — r4(z) = 0 if z is in the internal set. Therefore

C (™) <Z—7’b (Z))2 OK(“)(O)Z
— KW Z NV dz < ——— 7
b?VL ZgN by fZ(Z) VAR b?VL

I

by
region. We can subdivide ZbBN into disjoint subsets ZbBN’p,p =1,...,2% — 1 and in each such subset L, > 1

Next we consider the second integral. If s € ZbBN =Z\Zy,, then at least one component of z is in the boundary

components of z are within by from the boundary. We further partition ZbBN p into disjoint sets ZbBN’p’T,r =
1,... 25r with 0 < K, < L, components with z;; < Z; < 23 4+ by and the remaining L, — K, components with
zul — bn < Zi < zy. Without loss of generality we assume that the first K, components of z are near the lower

bound, the next L, — K, are near the upper bound and the rest is in the internal region, so that

2
O K(IJ') Z—rbN(Z) fz(Z)dZ
2L [ 5 b

by ,p,T

z11+bN 2, K. tON 2w, Kpt1 Zu,Ly Zu,Lp+1—0N zur—by Kr 71 — zu 2
- Il/C(W L |
- l
z11 2K, z z 2L Lp+1TbN ziL+bn by

w,Kp+1—bN u,Lp—bN =1
il 7 —z SR
(1) L= Zul (1) 2
< I1 e (B52001) T1 K02 10

1=K, +1 I=Lp+1

Because the support of the kernel is [—1, 1] and by Assumption 4.1 ICZ(“ ©) is bounded on this support we have

Z - — cu
ICZ(M) <7lb ol —1) <C-1(zu <z < zy+2by) ICz(M) <7Zlb Zul +1) <C1 (2w —2bn <2 < zw)
N N

and substitution gives the upper bound

4 z11+bN 21K, tON  [LZu K41 Zu,Ly Kr
oI / / / Hl(zll§21§211+2bN)
bN z z z z

1 1Ky w,Kp4+1—0N w,Lp—bN =1
Ly O
2
X H 1(Zul—2b1v <z §zul)fz(zl,...sz)dzl...dsz < E
I=K,+1 by

Because L, > 1 the integral over the boundary region is O(bEZLH). Combining the results we have that
Elanu(Yi, Zi, Zi, Z2:)°] = O(by"") (B.56)

which is larger than the bound in (B.51) and could be a reason to omit the terms ¢ = j = k (and redefine the
kernel estimator).

Step 3C: Equation (B.49) Third, we consider E[an,,.(Y;, Zi, Z1s, Zox)?]. Again we have Elan,.(Y;, Zi, Z1i, Zox)] #
0. We have

Elan,u(Yi, Ziy Z1i, Zor)?]

1 w) [ Zi = oy (Z1i, Zox) ? ey Y. 2
=——Fk|K V(Zli,sz) KK V(Zli,sz)((Zli ng) — Thyn (Zli,ZZk))
p2L+ 2l by

[59]



(B.57)

2 / w [ Zi — oy (Z1i, Zox)
—WIEZI-Z% [U(Zu,sz) 9(Z1i, Zog) K < NbN (B.58)
7 — 1y (Zas, 2
Bz (o(2y® (LB BN ) (24, 240y o (20,20 |

1
AT i Zan
N

bn

<V(Z1i722k)'Ez <g(Z)K(“) <M)))2 X ((Z15 Zow)' = ron (Zuis Zar))*"

(B.59)

By Assumptions 3.1 and smoothness (B.57) is bounded by

O /22/1((#)( rbN(Zl?ZZ))ZfZ(Z)fzz(éz)dzdzz

bn

2
/ /I / K(‘L) < rbZI\EZh Zz)) fz(Z17 Zz)fz2 (Ez)dZdeldgz
Zoy JZ Zo

c ,%2)\? N N
/ / / K(‘L) < rblg (Zl Zz) ) fz(Z17 Zz)fz2 (ZQ)dZQledZQ
Zo Zl\Z Zo N

Because z1 — rp(z1,22) =01if 21 € ZéN’l, the first term on the right hand side is equal to
K(I’Ll) (p2) 7ﬁbN (Zl7 ZZ) ? ~ ~ —2L+L
L / / / K fz(z1, 22) fz,(22)d22dz1dZe = O(by™"772),
Zo Zo

(where KC(u) is the univariate kernel), by a change of variables to t2 = (22 — 16 (21, 22)/bx with Jacobian b&2.
For the second integral we partition ZJIB,bN =71 \ZéN’l into sets ZJIB,bN =1 281 _1inwhich 1 < L1, < Ly
components of z; are in the boundary region. Each ZJIB,bN p is partitioned further into sets ZJIB,bN T =1 PAEd
in which 0 < Ki, < L1, components of z; are near the lower, L1, — K1, are near the upper boundary, and the
remaining L1 — L1, components are in the internal set. Hence, if we without loss of generality assume that the
first K, components of z; are near the lower boundary, the next Li, — K1, are near the upper boundary, and
the remaining components are in the internal set,

2
O / / / K(‘L) < rblg (217 Zz)) fz(Z17 Zz)fz2 (Ez)dZdeldgz
Zo ZI\ZI Zo N

21, 11+bN 211,K1,.TON  [fZul,Kq,.+1
b2L
Za Jz111 211,Kq, z

ul,Ki,+170N

z z —b z —b Ky, 2
/ ul,Lyy / ul,Lip+1 7N 3 / ul,Ly —PN / H IC(M) <Z1l — R 1)
Zul, Ly, ~ON Y211, Ly, 410N z11,L,tbN YL by

2 =1

Lip 2 Ly SN 2
< J[ x < Tt 1) [T x* 2K <w) fz(21, 22) fz,(%2)dz2dz1d 2

b
I=K1,+1 b I=L1p+1 N

After a change of variables to t2 = (z2 — 7b, (21, 22) /by with Jacobian b% we have by analogous argument as

above that this term is O(b 2LjLszLLlp) Because L1, > 1 we have by combining the results

Elan (Y, Zi, Z1i, Zax)?] = O(b3*52) (B.60)
Step 3D: Equation (B.50) An analogous argument gives
Elan,u(Yi, Zi, Z1j, Z2:)%]) = O(by" ") (B.61)

This finishes the derivation of the bounds on the second moments of the kernel of the V-statistic.
Now we turn to the proofs of equalities (B.41)-(B.46).
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Step 3E: Equation (B.41) For the first term

VN

W =0 = yv - -2

Z (anpu(Yi, Ziy Z14, Zok) — enou(Yi, Zi)) (B.62)
i#£j#k
so that

E[(Wu,l - Uu)z]
N

~ N2(N —1)2(N — 2)? Y. Y Ellawu(Vi, Zi, 21y, Zon) — enu(Yi, Z0))
iFFk A £ ER

X (CLN,“ (EH Zi/7 le/7 sz/) — CN,“(E/, Zz/))]

This expression can be simplified using
Elan,u(Yi, Zi, Z15, Zor)] = 0
Elen . (Yi, Zi)] = 0
E[GN,;L(Y/h Zi, Zhj, sz)ﬂ?i, Zi| = CN,;L(E, Z;)
E[GN,;L(Y/h Zi, Z1j, Zok)anu(Vir, Zir, Zyjr, Zog)| Zak] = 0
Elanu(Yi, Zi, Z1j, Zok)an.u(Vir, Zyr, Zrj, Zoys )| Z15] = 0
E[GN,H(E‘, Zi, Zvj, Zaw)an,,(Vir, Zir, Z1j, Zogr )| Z1j, Zar]) =0

B.63
B.64
B.65
B.66
B.67
B.68

o s e s e
NN N NS N N

Therefore
El(an . (Ys, Zi, Z1j, Zon) — enu (Y, Zi))an.u(Vir, Zir, Zage, Zowr) — enop(Vir, Zir))] = 0

ifi£d,j#j k#K by (B.63) and (B.64), if i = i',j # ',k # k' by (B.65), if i £4',j # i,k = k' by (B.66),
and if i #4',j = j',k # k' by (B.67), and if i #i',j = j',k = k' by (B.68). Using this we obtain

E[(Wa1 — Un)?] (B.69)
N -~ -
= NZ(N_ 1)2(N_2)2 Z E[(CLN’P«(szinlj?ZZk) _CN,/,L(lfz}Zi))z]
itk
N N N N N
+ NZ(N —1)2(N —2) Z El(an,.(Yi, Ziy Z1j, Zok) — enu(Yi, Zi))(an, (Y, Ziy Z1j, Zog ) — enu(Yi, Zi)))
i£j#k#k!
N N N N N
T NN 12NV = 2)2 > Ellanu(Ya, Zis Z1g, Zox) — enon(Vi, Z))anu (Va, Zi, Zage, Zon) — enu(Ya, Z4)))]

iEk£j A7
Because Elan . (Y;, Zi, Z1;, Zok)|Yi, Zi] = enu(Vi, Zi) we have Elan .. (Yi, Zi, Z1j, Zok)en u(Ya, Zi)] = Blen u(Vi, Zi)°)
so that by the bounds on the second moment of an, . (Yi, Zs, Z1j, Zar), given in (B.47)-(B.50),
El(anu(Yi, Zi, 215, Zok) — enu(Vi, Z:))°) = El(anu(Vi, Ziy 21, Z21)?] = Elenu(Yi, Z)?]
< Elanu(Yi, Zis 215, Z21)?] = O(bR").

Further (note that E[an,, (E,Zi,le,sz)CLN’p,(l?i,Zi,le7Z2k/)] =E[(Ez, [aN,u(f/i,Zi,le,Zz)])z] >0)

El(anu(Yi, Zi, Z1j, Zor) — enpu(Ya, Z))(an,u(Ya, Ziy Zrg, Zogr) — enu (Y, Z4))]
= E[CLN,IJ« (Ev Zi7 lev ZZk)aN,IJ«(Ev Zi7 Z1j7 ZZk/)] - E[CN,IA(Ev Zz)z]
< Elan,u (f/z, Zi, Zhj, ZZk)aN,u(Y/iv Ziy Zrj, Zowr))

[61]



and
Elan,u(Yi, Zi, Z1j, Zow)an . (Ya, Ziy Zrj, Zoy )]

E [V(Z1j7 Zow) ViV v( 21y, Zogr ) K <Zi — rbNb(le’ Z%)) KW <Zi — rbNb(le’ Z%/))
N N

= p2ulaL
N
X (215 Zan)" — 1o (Z1j, Zow))" (215 Zaws)' — ron (Z1g, Zowr )]

1 ~ S —ryy (215, 2 ~ Z — 1oy (215, Zopr
— bZ\MJFZLE |:V(Z1j7ZZk)/E{/Z |:YK(LL) < bNb(Nlj 2k)):| Ef/z |:YV/(IJ') < bNZENlj 2k )):| V(Z1j7ZZk/)
N

X((Z1; Zaw) = o5 (Z1j, Zow ) ((Z15 Zowr)' — 1oy (214, Zorr )]

1 - Zi =14 (205, 2 Zi — 1o, (20, Do
< S B (2, Za) YiYiv( 20, Zogr ) K ron(Z1g, Zok) KW ron (1 Zow)
bN“ by by

X (215 Zan)" — 1o (Z1j, Zow))" (215 Zaws)' — ron (Z1g, Zowr )]

because both expectations are nonnegative. By Assumptions 3.1 and smoothness this is bounded by

bfi E [Km) <Zi - rbNb(Zm sz)) K <Zi - TbNb(ZIj7 Zoi) )] < Coby”
N N

by a change of variables to t = (Z; —ry, (215, Z2r))/bn with Jacobian b% and Assumption 4.1. By interchanging
the roles of j and k we obtain a bound of the same order for the third term on the right hand side of (B.69).
Combining these results we find

E[(Wy1 — Un)?] = O(N2b35") + O(N " 'by") = O(N'by") (B.70)

so that by the Markov inequality the first term in the projection remainder (B.40) is O,(N "/ zbEL/ ).

Step 3F: Equation (B.42) For the second term of the projection remainder (B.40) we have by the
Cauchy-Schwartz inequality

E[CN,M(Ev Zi)?

2
< 2L+2\M [(/ / v(21, 22) YK(“)<Z rbN(Zl’Zz))((zi zé)’—rbN(2:1,zz))“le(21)fz2(22)d21dz;2)}
70 )7,

bn

1
W

sz Fa [</zz /zl

5 L1 o (25 o)

by Assumptions 3.1 and smoothness. By a change of variables t = (2 — ry, (21, 22))/bnx with Jacobian bk we
conclude that

IN

2
T ([ [ sl (Bl o200 s ) ) }
7o J 74

N
o (L raten )

bn

| /\

2
le(m)fzz(Zz)ddez) E(|V:[2|2:)

Elen (i, Z:)*] = O(b") (B.71)
Therefore
E[U] = Elenu(Yi, Z:)*] = O(by")

so that the second term of the projection remainder is O, (N 71b§L/ 2).
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Step 3F: Equations (B.43)-(B.46) The other terms of the projection remainder can be bounded
using (B.47)-(B.50). For the third term (note E[an,. (Y, Zi, Z1i, Zox)] # 0) by (B.47)-(B.50)

VRN~ 1)
E[[Whel|] < — Nz

< %\/E“CLN’“(E,Zi,ZIi7ZZk)|2]

:0( *Eb’“ 3 )

2
so that that term is O, < 751) ) In the same way by (B.47)-(B.50) the fourth term of the remainder is

Ellan,u (Y, Zi, Z1i, Zow)|]

4+ i ~
Op <N7%bNL7L 2 ) For the fifth term (note an,.(Yi, Zi, Z15, Z25) = 0)

N2(N -1 - 3,
%E[GMM(K,&,ZM,Z%)Z] =0 (N 3bNL)

E[W:d] =
so that that term is O, (N*3/2b§L/2). Finally, the sixth term (note E[an,.(Y;, Zi, Z1:, Z2i)] # 0) is by a similar

argument as for the third term and by (B.47)-(B.50), O, (Nfl/zbEL). This is the largest term in the projection

remainder.
This finishes the proof of

W, =U, + 0, (N’é bgL) (B.72)

Note again that the remainder is smaller if we redefine the kernel estimators. In that case the sixth term of the
projection remainder is 0.

Step 4: Asymptotic distribution The fourth step in the proof is the derivation of the asymptotically
normal distribution of the projection U,. In particular, we show that Up is asymptotically normal and we obtain
the variance of that distribution. We show that U, /by also converges to a normal distribution for |u| > 1 so
that U, = Op(bn) if |u| > 1. Because W in (B.36) is a linear combination of the W, that are asymptotically
equivalent to the U, if a rate condition is met, W is asymptotically equivalent to Uy under that rate condition.
Define

YN = L+w\/ /Zl a2 iKY <Z 7,bN(ZMZZ)) (21 22)" = roy (21, 22))" f2,(21) f 2, (22)d 21 2o

bn
so that
enu(Yis Zi) = i — E[Yn, il
We have

Z; — )
YN0, = bL / / v(z1, 22) YK< —on (21 22)) fz.(21) fz5(22)d2z1d22
2o J2,

bn

The integration region Zi X Zs can be partitioned into a set where all components of z1 and 22 are in the internal
region, Z{’bN X Zé,va and its complement, Z; X Zo \Z{’bN X Zé’bN. We define

Zvi — Zoi —
YN,0,i,0 = bL /ZI /ZI v(z1, 22) ViK1 <1szl) K> <%) fz.(21) fz5(22)d2z1d22

and

Z (¥n,0,5,0 — E[¢n,0,i,0])

I=1

1
VN



We apply the Liapounov central limit theorem for triangular arrays that requires

N? (E [|[¥n,0.0 — ]E[Q/JN,OJ,OHBDZ
N3Var(¢¥n,0,i,0)

and a sufficient condition is that E [|¢n,0,i,0]™] < oo for m = 1,2, 3. By a change of variables to t1 = (Z1;—21) /b~
and t2 = (Z2; — 22)/bn with Jacobians b@l and b#, respectively

[¥n,0,,0™

2 1=1 b b

Xv (Z1i — baty, Zoi — byta)' YiK (t1) Ka(ta) fz, (Z1: — bat) f 2o (Zai — bNtz)dhdtz‘

Lo
/ / Hl 1—|—Z1h Zull <ty < __1+M Hl 1_|_Z211—Zu21 §t21§—1—|—Z2h—2l2l
uy Ju by by P

)

L A 7 Lo 7 7
S / / 1(1 11 Zull S t S 1 11 211 1(1 21 Zu2l S tor S 1 21 2121
Uy JUy 4 bN

by bn bn

=1

X|v(Z1s — bnti, Z2i — bnta2) | - |1~/z| | K1(t)| - | K2(t2)| fz, (Z1s — bnt1) fzy(Z2: — bNtz)dt1dt2)

by the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality . Because max {—1 1+ ]“TZ“]’} < tji < min {1 -1+ J’%Z”l} =12
if and only if 215 + bn < Zji; — bty < zuji — by, we obtain by Assumptions 3.1, 4.1 and smoothness

[¥n,0,i0|™ < CIY;|™ (B.73)

and E[|Y|?] is finite by Assumption 3.1. Therefore the condition of the Liapounov theorem holds.
The above expressions also show that for almost all Z1;, Za;

WN0.80 — V(Zwiy Zos)' f/z‘le (Z13) f25(Z23)

and by (B.73) E[¢N ¢,;,0] converges to the corresponding expectation by dominated convergence. The conclusion
is that Up,o has the same asymptotic distribution as

Z { (Z1i, Z20)' Yif 2, (Z1) f2,(Z2i) = Blv (Z1, Z2)' Y f2,(Z1) f 2 (ZZ)]} (B.74)
We still have to derive the stochastic order of

U01:—Z¢N011— [¥nN,0,,1])

with the integration region in ¥)n,0,s,1, i.e. Z1 X Zo \Z{’bN X Zé’bN, such that at least one component of z; or z2 is
in the boundary region. We partition Z; X Z» \Z{’bN X Zé’bN into subsets ZJIB,bN 1 X ZEbN poP1 =1, 2Lt py =
1,...,2%2 min{p:,p>} > 1 and in each such set 0 < L1, < L1,0 < Lap, < Lo, min{Lip, L1p, } > 1 components
of z1 and zy are near the boundary. We take without loss of generality ZJIB,bN,l = Z{’bN and Zng’l =75 b
so that we exclude the set with p1 = p2 = 1 because in that set all components are in the internal region. For
j = 1,2 each Z7 by.p; 1S Partitioned further into sets zp by T3 = Lo .,2%7; in which 0 < Kjr; < Ljr;
components of z; are near the lower, L;., — Ki,; are near the upper boundary, and the remaining L; — Ljp,
components are in the internal set. Without loss of generality we assume that the first K., components of z;
are near the lower boundary, the next Lj,;, — K, are near the upper boundary, and the remaining components



are in the internal set, j = 1,2. Therefore

m
1 ~ Z' — Ty Z1, 22
nosal™ = |5 [ o m) Tkt (B2 ) et (BT
bN Zo XZ1\Z sz by N
1 z (21, 22) "
i — Ton (21, 22
< bT/ |V(Zl7 Zz) K <—Z bN ’ ) fz, (Zl)fz2 (Zz)dzleQ
N ZzXZl\Zl by XZz . N
< Z Z Z Z /2121+bN /ZZ2K2T2 +bn /Zu2,K27‘2+1 /Zu2,L2p2 /Zuz,L2p2+1*bN
p1 p2 T1 T2 b 212K o, Zu2,Kpp,+1 70N Zu2,Lop, “ON Y212, L5, 110N

z1,11tbN 21K TON L2l Ky 41 Zul,Lyp, Zul,Lyp, +1 70N Zul,Ly —ON -
(21, 22)| |V
21,01 21Ky Zul,K1p +1 70N Zul,Lyp, ~ON Y Zut, Ly, +110N 211,01 TON

Klrl Llpl Ly
AY Zi — Zi —

H Kuy < 10— 21 1) H Kuy < 1 : au 1) H Kuy < 1zb zu)‘
=1 =K1y +1 N I=Lip, +1 N
Ko L
12—[1 Koy <Z2u — z121 1) 12—[172 Koy <Z2li —Zun 1) '
=1 1=Ky +1 b

Lo m

Zoyi —

IT |ca < = ZZZ) fz,(21)f25(22)dz1d22

I=Lop,+1

By a change of variables to t1; = (lei — le)/bN,l = Llpl +1,L1 and ty = (Zzli — Zzl)/bN,l = L2p2 + 1, L2 with

—Lipy —Lapy

Jacobian b we have
21,21 +bN 22K gp, TON 202, Kopy+1 Zu2,Lop, 1
[Yn,061 ™ <E E E E —_— .
m(Llpl +L2p,)
p1 P2 T1 T2 21,21 212K opy Zu2,Kpp,+1 70N Zu2,Lop, ~ON V-1

/ /Zz,zl+bN /Zl,1K1r1+bN /Zul,K1T1+l /Zul,Llpl /1
—1Jz 21Ky Zul,Kip +1 70N Zul,Lyp, ~ON /-1

/ H H 1 Zjli—Zujl+1§tjl§Zjli—lel_l
bN bN

J=1l1=Ljp, +1
[v(211, -+ o5 2101, » 21,01, +1,6 — ONT1Lyp, +15- 5 21,100 40

—bNntiL,, 221, .-, 2200, s Z2,Lap, +1,i — ONT2Lop, 415 -+ 5 Z2,00,0 — bntar,)||Yil

K1, L
11—[1 Kuy <Z1li -z 1) ll—pf Kuy <Z1li —am 1) '
=1 b =K1,y +1 b
Ko, L
12—[1 Koy <Z2li — 2 1) 12—[172 Koy <Z2li —Zun 1) '
=1 b I=Kary+1 b

Ly Lo

H K1z (t11)| H [ICou (tar)| fz1 (211, -+ s 2104y, » 21,01y, +1, — ONTALy, 1, 21,000 — bNt1L,)

I=L1p, +1 I=Lop, +1

J22(221, s 2200y, s Z2,L0py +1,i — ON2Lopy +15 -+ + 5 22,15, — DNtar,)dz1n -+ - d2iny,, dt1,Ly, +1 - dtir,

m
dzo1 -+ -d2ary,, db2,Lo,, +1 - dtsz)

In this integral the function v takes only values in the support Z and this function and the kernel functions are
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bounded by smoothness and Assumption 4.1 so that

[n0,1 ™

- 1
<SOR3 33 it
N

pP1 p2 T1 T2

K1, L
y ﬁl Kuy <Z1li -~z 1) ) Kuy <Z1li — 2111 + 1)
=1 b =K1y +1 b
Ko L
e Koy <Z2li — 2 1) 12—[172 Koy <Z2li —Zun l)l
=1 by 1=Ky +1 by

+b z +b z. z 1
/Zz 21+bN / 1,2Kgp, TON / u2,Kopy+1 / w2, Lop, /
Zu2,Lop, —bny /-1

21,21 212K o, Zu2,Kpp,+1 70N
/1 /Zz,zl+bN /Zl,lKlrl +on /Zul,K1T1+1 /Zul,Llpl /1 /1
—1Jz0 21Ky Zul,Kip +1 70N Zul,Lyp, ~bN -1 -1
Jzi (211, 2101, s 20, Lap, +1,0 — ONE1Ly, 415 -+ -5 21,04, — DNT1Ly)
X [25(221, s 22Lapy s Z2,Lopy +1,i — ONE2Lop, +15 -+ -5 22,156 — DNt2L,)

m
dz11 -+ dziny,, di1,n,, 41 dli, d2or -+ - dzar,,, Ao, Ly, +1 - dtsz)

Because the density is bounded, the integral is bounded by C’bzlp 175202 Moreover because the kernel has

support [—1, I]L and is bounded on that support we have that

Kiry Lip,
Zi — 2 Zi — 2
e ()| e ()
=1 N I=K1p, +1 N
Kary Lap,
Zoi — %, Toli — Zu
e () e ()
=1 N I=Kapy+1 N
Kiry Lip,
<C 1 (2111 < Zus < zin + 2bw) H 1(ziu —2bn < Zus < ziu1)
=1 I=K1p +1
Kory Lap,
X 1(zi21 < Zoii < z121 + 2bw) H 1 (zu2t — 2bn < Zoi < zu21)
=1 I=Kop,+1
Therefore
Kiry Lipy
[¢¥n,0,i1|™ < CIY™ Z ZZ Z H 1 (ziu < Zus < ziu + 2bw) H 1 (21 — 2bn < Z1i < zu1r)
r1 p2 T T2 I=1 I=Kyir +1
Kory Lop,
X H 1 (2121 < Zors < 2121 + 2bn) H 1 (zu2t — 2bn < Zopi < zu21)

=1 I=Kapy+1

and because E[|Y|?|Z = z] is bounded on Z and the density of Z is bounded, we have because Lip, + Lap, > 1
form=1,2,3
E{|[¢n0,1]™] = O(bn)

By the Liapounov central limit theorem Upi /by converges in distribution and hence
Uo1 = Op(bn) (B.76)



Step 5: Ignoring Higher Order Terms The final step is to show that U, is asymptotically negligible
if |u| > 1. Note that if |u| > 1, then the integrand in ¢y, is 0 if z; and z2 are both in the internal region.
Hence we can take the integration region such that at least one component of either z; or 22 is in the boundary
region

|¢N,u,i|m
1

bn

o (Lt

bn

1
<
(i ] e
N ngl\Z XZ?J’N

1,by

[(21 22) = roy (21, 2) ™ f2,(21) f2, (Zz)dz1dzz)m

1 i Zi — ,
<\ / [v(z1, 22)||Ys <—rbN (21 22))
by Jz, xz\z ,  xZh by

2,b N
We obtained a bound on the right hand side in (B.75). Therefore by the Liapounov central limit theorem 3—;
converges in distribution so that if |u| > 1

fz.(21) fz, (zz)dzld22>

U, = Op(b) (B.77)

By (B.33) (linearization), (B.34) (bias), (B.72) (projection), (B.76) (boundary remainder), and (B.77) (NIP
remainder) we have that

VN@ - 0) = —— 55 (n(ho(Z1;, Zar)) — 6) (B.78)

NvN =1 k=1
+ LN ; {%(hO(Zi))/Ele (Z1i)fz5(Z2:) — By gh (ho(S))'Y fz, (Zl)fz2(Zz)] }

~ 2
i = to|| ) + OWRER) +0,(N b5+ 0y b)

The first term on the right hand side is a V statistic that is asymptotically equivalent to

Z{ h() Zh,Zz)) —9) +E[n(h0(Z1,ZZi)) —9)}

a
Proof of Lemma A.24: Using Lemma A.14, the assumptions imply that
) In(N)\'* . _
sup_[g(w.) — gw,x)| = O, <( W) ) =0 (v, (B.79)
wEW,zeX YN

For 1/4 < § < 1/4s we can find an n > 1/4 such that this holds. Using the definitions preceding the statement
of the Lemma, we have, by adding and subtracting terms,

B (p,0) = B (p, 0) = (B (p,0) — B5™) (B.80)
- (B% —3°™) (B.81)
— (85 —g™) (B.82)

F (B —gm) + (B -7 + (B -7 + @ - 7 ,0).
The result then follows if we can show that the sum of (B.80), (B.81) and (B.82) is o, (Nfl/z) . Define

o0 (07" (P (), @7 (Fx(2)): )
oc (@ (Bw(w) ) g (22 (Px(2)))

[67]
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o0 (07" (Fw (w)), 7 (Fx(2)): )

ow (w,x) = e (cbgl(ﬁ‘w(w))) be (‘I’Zl(Fx(a:))f
and
o) = (2 (Fw(w)), @2 (Fx (@) )

be (@2 (Fiw (w))) 6e (92 (Fx(2)))

Then, using the definition of w®"(w, z) given in (4.32), we can write the sum of these three components as

—cm

(B (p,0) = B5™) — (B —7°™) — (BR" —3™)

o D0 D W X) B (W, X5) = ™ (Wi Xz D S Wi, X) 87 (Wi, X,) = G (Wi, X))

7 0D (W X) B (Wi, X,) = w™ (W, X))
= % Z Z [9(Wi, X;) — g(Wi, X5)] [@°" (Wi, Xj) — ™™ (W5, X;)] (B.83)
+$ Z Z g(Wi, X;) [@" (Wi, X;) — Ow (Wi, X;) — ©x (Wi, X;) + (Wi, X5)] - (B.84)
It remains to be shown that both (B.83) and (B.84) are o, (Nfl/z).
Now define
21,22) = Pe (@;1(21),¢>;1(zg);p) so that &°™(w, ) = k(Fw (w), Fx(x
k( 1, 2) = e (¢)21(21)) - e (@;1(22)) that ( ’ )* k(FW( )7FX( )) (B-85)
By a second order Taylor expansion we have
" (w,x) — WM (w,x) = g—i(FW(w% Fx (2))(Fw(w) = Fw (w)) + g—i(FW(w% Fx(2))(Fx(z) — Fx(z))
+5 52 (P ). Fx (@) (B () = v ())? + 5 525 (P ). Px (@) (Px(@) = Fx(2)*
I — — . .
5o (Fov (), Fx () (o () = Fir (1)) (P (@) — Fx(2)

with Fy (w) and Fx () intermediate values. By Lemma A.3 it follows that for any 0 < § < 1/2, sup, |Fx(z) —
Fx(z)| = 0p(N7°%), and sup,, |Fw(w) — Fw(w)| = 0p,(N~%). In combination with the fact that |9%k/d27],
|0%k/073|, and |0%k/0z1022| are bounded, this implies that

OM(w,x) — W™ (w, ) (.36
- g—i(Fw(w),Fx(x))(I:“w(w) — Fw(w)) + g_i(FW(w)va(x))(Fx(x) ~ Fx(2))+ 0y (Nfl/z) .
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The same argument implies that

Buw (w, ) — ™ (w,2) = D (Fuy (), P (@) (Fiw () — Fiw () + 0p (N172)

82’1
and
N cm Ok ~ —1/2
B (w,) =™ (w,x) = 5= (Fw (w), Fx (@) (Fx(2) = Fx(@)) + 0, (N7/?).

Substituting in these results, it follows that (B.84) is o, (Nfl/z).
Equation (B.86) also implies, by Lemma A.3, that

0w, x) — W (w,x) = op (N71/4) .

In combination with (B.79), this implies that (B.83) is also o, (Nfl/2 . O

Proof of Lemma A.25: The proof of this Lemma make use of an application of Theorem A.3. Using the
notation of that Theorem we have Z; = W, Z, = X, Y = (¥, 1),

O G
and

hl (w,:c) cm
— W
ha (w, x)

c

n(h(w,z)) = (w,z) = g(w, x) - W™ (w, z).

In terms of this notation we can write this in the form of Theorem A.3:
B =SS (W X)) — 2 305 (k. X,
=1 j=1 i=1 j=1
We also have

1 1
on ha(w,2) em Fovx(w.2) cm
a5, (w2) = < i) )w (w,x>—< s )w (w, ),

ho(w,x)?2 Ffw x (w,z)

and hence

on /e~ Jw(w)fx(z)

a5, (w,2)) g fw () fx (2)) = Fovx (w,2) (Y —g(w,2)) - W™ (w,2),

which is mean zero. Therefore, by the result of Theorem A.3, we have

B8 (0,0) = 5 D S MOV, X)) T (W) £ ()= [ SOV 00) Y S W) (X)) 0, (2)
LU A WD e g g [ V() e R
= 2 TR O oW X 0 ) e [LODC) (y — gw,0) - (10 oy (5717)
Ly om —-1/2 —1/2
= 2V (Y5 Wi, Xi) + 0y (N /)+0p(N /).

|
Proof of Lemma A.26: Using the definition of k(z1,2z2) in (B.85) and the Taylor expansion in the proof of
Lemma A.24 we have

B - = % ZZg(Wqu)g—fl(FW(Wi)vFX(Xj))(FW(Wi) - Fw (W)

[69]



% Z Zg(Wu Xj)a—k(FW(Wi)TX (X)) (Fw (Wi) — Fw (Wi))*.

+ 022

N[ —

By Lemma A.3 sup,, | Fw(w) — Fw(w)| = 0p,(N~°) for all § < 1/2, and using the fact that the second derivatives
of k(z1, 22) are bounded, this implies

B -7 = = ZZg(Wqu)g—k(FW(Wi)vFX(Xi))(FW(Wi) — Fw (W3)) + op (Nfl/z) :

Z1

Inspection of the definition of ew (w,z) shows that ew (w,z) = 22 (Fw (w), Fx(z)) and therefore

ds1
B —g = % ZZQ(Wi,Xj)ew (Wi, X5) (Fw (W) — Fuw (Wi)) + 0p (Nil/z)
= % DD (Wi, Xy)ew (Wi, X5) (1L(Wi < Wi) — Fi (W) + o (Nil/z) :

with
Y(wi, x1, w2, T2, w3, ¥3) = g(wi, z2)ew (w1, z2) (1 (ws < w1) — Fw (w1).

Define
Yi(w,z) = E[P(w, z, Wa, X2, W3, X3)], Yo(w,z) = E[P(Wr, X1, w,z, Ws, Xs)],
Y3(w, z) = E (Wi, X1, Wa, X2, w,z)], and 0 = E[¢(Wh, X1, Wa, X2, W3, X3)].

Using V-statistic theory, this V-statistic can be approximated as

V= S W X0) = )+ (a(Wi, X) = 0) + ($a(We, X) = 0)} + 0, (N12).

i=1

Note that E[¢)(w1, 21, w2, 2, W, X)] = 0. Hence 8 = 0, 1 (w,x) = 0, and ¥2(w,x) = 0. Thus,

N
V= % ;ng(wi,xi) +op (N’l/z) .

I
Z| =
M=

[ [ ot 6w (5.0 10V < 9) = Fus) v (5) £ () st +0, (N7177),

k

1

I
2|~

1w3&“(Yi,Wi,Xi> +op (N7?),

-
Il

as required. [J
Proof of Lemma A.27: The proof is entirely analogous to that of Lemma A.26 and therefore omitted. O
Proof of Lemma A.28: Define

w(wvx) = g(wvx) : wcm(wvx)v

P1(w) = E[p(w, X)] = E[g(w, X) - ™ (w, X)],

[70]



and
Ya(2) =E [p(W, 2)] = E [g(W, z) - (W, 2)].

Then, by the V-Statistic Projection Theorem, given as Theorem A.4 in Appendix A, it follows that

g = 07 (0.0) = 1 S AWV = 57, 0)) + (2(X) = 57, 0))} + 0, (N712)

N
- %Z%m(YhWi,Xi) +o0p (Nfl/z) .
i=1

O
Proof of Theorem A.4: Define ¢(z1,22) = (¢¥(z1, 22) + 1(22,21))/2. Then V = SN | Z;\rzl &(Zs, Z;)/N? is a
V-statistic with a symmetric kernel. In the notation of Lehman (1998),

U% = Cov (¢(Z17 Zj)7 ¢(Z17 Zk)) )

for 4, §, k distinct, which simplifies to o = o2/4. Therefore, by Theorems 6.1.2 (with a = 2) and 6.2.1 in Lehman
(1998), the result follows. O.
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Appendix C: Proofs of Theorems in Text

Proof of Theorem 3.1 Define
Vai = A Xi - d(W;) + W,
h(A,a) = pr(Va < a) = Fy, (a), and k(w,z,\) = h(A\ Xz - d(w,z) + w).
First we focus on
B = E[g(Fw' (Fa (Vas)), X)] = E [g(Fw' (k(W2, X, ), X3)]
We then prove four results. First, we show that for small A, 3™¥(\) and 3" ()\) are close, or
B () = B7(N) + o). (1)
Second, we show that
5" (\) = Elg(W, X)]

+E [g—i (Wi, X) m (k(Ws, Xi, A) — k(Wi,Xi,O))] +o(N). (C.2)

Next we show that 8™ (M) has the two representations in Theorem 3.1. In particular, the third part of the proof
shows that gV = a%l%(()) satisfies

BV =E [g_fv (Wi, Xi) - (X - d(Wi, X;) — E[ X - d(W3, X)) Wil)] : (C.3)

Fourth, we show that 3" satisfies

&g

. m(Wi,Xi) . (C.4)

g =E [6(Wi,Xi)

We start with the proof of (C.1). Define

w(w, 2, A) = Az - d(w,z) "N 4 /1= 22w, and w(w,z,\) =Xz -dw,z)+ w.
Then
sup |u(w,z, ) —v(w,z,\)| =0 ()\2) .
weW,zeX

Define also
hu (A, a) = pr(Ux < a), and ku(w,z,\) = hu (A u(w, z, N)).
Then

sup [hu (A, a) = h(X, a)] = O ()‘2) )

and

sup kv (w,z, ) — k(w,z,\)| = O ()\2) .

weW,zeX
Combined with the smoothness assumptions, this implies that
AUV = BTN = E [9(Fy! (k(Wi, X3, 0), X0)] = E [g(Fy! (ku (Wi, X3, A)), Xi)] = O(A%).

This finishes the proof of (C.1).
Next, we prove (C.2). Let ¢1 and ¢ satisfy

sup |k(w,z, A+ ) — k(w,z,\)| <ec1 -7,

w7, A
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and
2

whex |ow?d

weW,zeX

(w,:c) < e,

respectively. Then, applying Lemma A.1 with f(a) = g(F},'(a),z) and h()\) = k(w, z, \), we obtain

] 1
—1 W. T ) — —1 w. T T a_u;g(FW (k(w7x70)7 .'1))

(k(w,z,\) — k(w, =, O))) l

< eaeiA? = o(N).

Since the bound does not depend on x and w, we can average over W and X and it follows that

559(W, X)
fw (W)

where we also use the fact that k(w,z,0) = Fw (w). This finishes the proof of (C.2).
Now we prove (C.3). By definition,

E [g(Fy' (k(W, X, )), X)] —E[g(W, X)] — E ,

(k(W, X, A) — W)}

h(A,a) =Pr (Vi <a) =Pr(Va; < a,W; < wm) +Pr(Va; <a, W; > wmn)

=Pr(\-X; - dW;i, Xo) + Wi < a,W; < wm)
+Pr (A Xi - d(Wi, Xi) + Wi < a, Wi > wnm).
=Pr(A-X; - (Wi —wi)+ W; <a, W; < wn)
+Pr (A - X - (wy — Wi) + Wi < a, Wi > wm)
. a+ A X w
=Pr <WZ < min <wm,ﬁ))
a—)\-Xi-wu)
1-X-X; '

For A sufficiently close to zero, we can write this as

= lagwm -E [Pr <WZ S

)

1+X-X;

a— A X; - wy
la>w,, ‘E|P < ——— "1 X;
o 22 )
+ Az
= la<wn, '/Fw\x <% z) fx(z)dz
41 /F L SEALITY O R
a>wm WX T X
Substituting a = A -z - d(w, x) + w, we get
Azx-dw,x)+w+A-z-w
k(w,:c,)\) :lk-z-d(w,z)Jﬂwam /FW\X< ( 1—)|—)\Z L Z) fX(Z)dZ
Ax-dw,x)+w— Nz w,y
+1)\-z-d(w,z)+w>wm ) /FW\X < ( 1)_)\2 Z) fX(Z)dZ
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Az (w—wm)+w+ Az w
= IA-z-(wfwl)wagwm lwgwm . FW\X T+ Xz

z) Fx(2)dz

AT (Wy —wW)FW+A2-w
+1)\-z-(wu7w)+w§wm1w>wm . /FW\X < ( 1—|—))\Z L Z) fX(Z)dZ
AT (W—Wm)FW—N 2 Wy
Fla o (wewp) FwSwm * Lw<wm /FW\X < ( 1_))\ — Z) fx(z)dz
AZ(Wy —wW)FW—=A2- Wy
+1)\-z-(wu7w)+w>wm ) 1w>wm /FW\X < ( 1 _))\ 2 Z) fX (Z)dZ

Az (w—wm)+w+ Az w
= lwgwm(1+)\zwl/wm)/(1+)\z) . FW\X 1+ N2

z) Fx(z)dz
+0./FW‘X<’\':”'(w“_w)+w+’\'z'wl z)fx(z)dz

1+ X2
A (W—Wm)F+W—A2- Wy
F Ly, (14 rzw; Jwm) /(14A2) <w<wm '/FW\X < ( 1_))\.2

+1wzwm'/Fw\X <)\~x-(wu—w)+w—)\~z~wu Z) fx(z)dz

z) fx(2)dz
1-X-z

The last equality uses the following four facts: (i), A+ - (w—w;) +w < Wy, implies w < Wi (1 + Azw; /wm)/(1+
Az) < W, (18) Az (wy—w)+w < Wy, implies w < W (1= A2wy /wm) /(1=AZ) < Wi, (4i7), Az (w—w))+w > Wm
implies w > wm (14+Azwi/wm)/(1+Ax), and (v) Az (Wy—w)+w > W, implies w > W (1= Azwy/wm)/(1—Az).
Now we will look at

B[ 52 oW x)

1
W’“”’“XW]

I A o] 1
,/ZZ . 8—w(w,:c) fw(w)k:(w,:c,)\)fw’x(w,:c)dwd:c.

Substituting the three terms of k(w,z, A) in here we get

B[ 52 (W, x)

e k(Wi,Xi,)\)]

L
Jw (Wi)

wyy, LEAZW /Wi

T ag
u S v aww:c / <)\ z-(w—w)+w+A z-w )
= Fwx z | fx(2)dz fw,x (w, x)dwdz
/z;l /wz fw(w 1+ Xz
(C.5)

ag (w,z - — +w—A-2-wy
T B G e M IS R,

(C.6)

Ty Wy 9g
+/ / aw(wx)/FW‘X<>\-x-(wu—w)+w—>\-z-wu z)fx(z)dsz,x(w,x)dwdx .1
o Jwn,  Jw(w) L—-X-z
Next, we take the derivative with respect to A\ for each of these three terms, and evaluate that derivative at
A = 0. For the first term, (C.5) this derivative consists of two terms, one corresponding to the derivative with
respect to the A in the bounds of the integral, and one corresponding to the derivative with respect to A in the
integrand. For the second term we only have the term corresponding to the derivative with respect to the A in
the bounds of the integral since the other term vanishes when we evaluate it at A = 0. The third term, (C.6)
only has A in the integrand. So,

1o} 99 1
Wi, Xi) ———<k(W;, Xi, A
2 B[22 w30 i ||
= (w1 —wm) - E i(w X)| Wi =w
- l m 8wg m 7 7 — m
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+/:u /wm %g(w,x)f%w /:u fwix(w|z) (- (w—w) + 2w — z-w) fx(2)dzfw x (v, z)dwdz

wy

(w1 — wm) E [%g(wm,xn W=,
L ) [ i @l2) (@ (= w) 2w — 2 w4) Fx(2)dz fux (w,7)dwda
/ / fw(w) /zl
/ 9w, / Fxtw (2lw) (@ - dw, ) — 2 - d(w, 2)) d fw,x (w, 2)dwdz

g(w, / fxw(z|w) (z - d(w, x)) — z - d(w, 2)) dz fw,x (w, z)dwdz

z) (Xi - d(w, X)) —E[X; - d(w, X;))| Wi = w]) fw,x (w, z)dwdx

-/
of L
-/
-/

o
/w 9w, / Frw (zlw) (@ - d(w,2) — 2 - d(w, 2)) d fu x (w, ) dwde
L

[gg (Wi, X5) - (X - d(Ws, Xi) — E[ X, - d(W3, X3)| WZ])] =g,

This finishes the proof of (C.3).
Finally, we show (C.4), by showing the equality of

B — B | 0 (W X0) - (X d(W) — E[X; - dw)| w1 (€8)
and

E[d(Wi,Xi)-%(Wi,Xi) . (C.9)
Define

b) =B 22 (1, X) - (X, d(w) = ELX; - d(w)| Wi = ) Wi = ]

=5 [ 52 (0, X)) (X~ BLXI W0 = )| We= ]

so that BV = E[b(W)]. Apply Lemma A.2, with h(z) = 22 (w,z) - d(w), to get

bluw) = E[awam (w, X) - 6(w, X)
with

§(w,z) = d(w) - FX‘W("”|“?X"$(;|£))“W(:”|“’)) EX|X >z, W =] —E[X|X <z, W = u)).
Thus

55 = EIW)) = B 52 gw, ) - 608, )|
O

Proof of Theorem 4.1: We apply Lemmas A.15-A.18. The assumptions in the theorem imply that the
conditions for those lemmas are satisfied. O

Proof of Theorem 4.2: The proof is essentially the same as that for Theorem 4.1 and is omitted. [J

Proof of Theorem 4.3: We apply Lemma’s A.24-A.28 to get an asymptotic linear representation for ch(p, 7).
The assumptions in the Theorem imply that the conditions for the applications of these lemmas are satisfied.
Therefore, by Lemma A.24, we have

B (p,0) = 80, 0) + (B5™ = 7™) + (B = 7)) + (B =9 + @™ = 8™ (0, 0) + 0, (N 7).
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By Lemmas A.25-A.28, this is equal to
-\ Z {05 (Vi Wi, X0) w50 (Vi Wi X0) + 0S8 (Y, Wi, X0) 4 057 (Y, W, X0) o, (N12)

_ ﬁ: BV, Wi, X) + 0y (N7H2),

with ¥g™ (y, w, z) given in (4.34), Y3 (y, w,x) given in (4.35), ¥§"(y, w, x) given in (4.36), ¥5™ (y, w, z) given in
(4.33), and ¥ (y,w, ) given in (4.37). Then we have an asymptotic linear representation for 3™ (p, 7):

B pr) = 7Y 4+ (1=7) - B (p,0)
Y — 5o 1) + (1= 7) - (chm 0) = 5" (p,0))

=B (pm) + 7
o N
=B"(p,7) +7- (Y =B (p, 1)) + (1 —17) Z P(Yi, Wi, X5).

2 |

Since by a law of large numbers Y — B (p,1), and >, (Yi, Wi, Xs) /N — E[(Yi, Wi, Xs)] = 0, it follows that
o (p,7) — B(p, 7). By a central limit theorem the second part of the Theorem follows. [
Proof of Theorem 4.4: The proof uses Lemmas A.13, A.14, A.19, A.20, and A.23.
By the conditions on g, r, s, and §, Lemma A.13 implies that for some n > 1/4
sup |m(w) — m(w)| = op (an) .

weW

Moreover, by the same conditions, Lemma A.14 implies that for some n > 1/4,

95
ow

sup
weW,zeX

(w, ) —

Then, the conditions for Lemma A.19 are satisfied, so we can write

\/N (Blc _/Blc)
:iNgg—wmxz) dW;) - (X — m(Wy) - VN -
1 <L 95 1 < g
7 2 g (Wi X)) - (X = m(A)) = 2 3 S (s, X -d(W2) - (X = m(2)
1 <. g ) 1 <= 99
+—N;3—w(Wz,Xi)~d(Wz) (X—m(Wz))—\/—Nga—(Wz,X) d(W3) - (X —m(W3)) + op(1)
By Lemma A.20
LS D G X (W) - (X = (W) — —= 3 g (Wi X - (W) - (X — (W)
VN & g W XAV (e mm (W) = 5 2 0 (W ) (K= m (W
- LN;MC(E,W“X )+ 0p(1)
where
W (gw,z) =~ OIwx W2) () 0 dw) (@ — m (w))

fW,X (w,:c) 8W
-0 )y — g u0,2))

+8%d(w) (z = m(w)) (y — g(w, x)).
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By Lemma A.23,

= o (W Xa) - d(W) 0 (W) = = 37 g (W, X0 - d(IW) - (W)
_ \/Lﬁzzp};(mwi,xi) +op(1),
where
o) = [ 2y~ u] - dw)- (@ = mw)

Combining these results implies that
| X
Alc e _ lc /vy : .
VN (5= 5) = o= D (00 Wi, X0+ on(1),
with
C 8 w7 X C C C
V (w) = (P8 dw) - (o = ) - 5 + 0 0,2 + 0 . 2)

Using a law of large numbers then implies the first result in the theorem, and using a central limit theorem
implies the second result in the Theorem. [J
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NOTATION: (PAGE NUMBER INDICATES WHERE IT WAS FIRST INTRODUCED)

(Y;, W;, X;,V;) observed variables for unit ¢, i = 1,..., N. Y;, W;, X; are scalars, V; is vector.
(page 3)

k(w,z,v,€) is production function (page 3)

g(w, x,v) is average production function (conditional expectation of Y given (W, X, V)). (page
4, equation 2.2)

o?(w, z,v) is conditional variance of Y given (W, X, V)). (page 4, equation 2.3)
gw (w, z,v) is derivative of average production function. (page 4, equation 2.4)
hw|x,v(w|z,v) is potential conditional distribution of W given X and V' (page 6)
fwix,v(wl|z,v) is conditional distribution of W' given X and V' (page 6)

B¢ is output given new allocation indexed by h. (page 6)

Fy v (w|v) denotes conditional distribution function of W given V. (page 6)

(BP™ ig positive assortive matching output (page 6, equation (3.6))

[PaMTPOP g alternative positive assortive matching output (page 7, equation (3.7))
/"™ ig negative assortive matching output (page 7, equation (3.8))

(%4 is status quo output (page 8)

/™ is random matching output (page 8)

o(x1, x9, p) bivariate normal density with correlation p, (page 8)

®(x1, 29, p) bivariate normal distribution with correlation p, (page 8)

¢c(x1, 9, p) truncated bivariate normal density with correlation p, (page 8)

O, (21, x9, p) truncated bivariate normal distribution with correlation p, (page 9)
Hyw, x (w, mz) joint distribution function from truncated bivariate normal cupola (page 9).
hw,x (w, mz) joint density function from truncated bivariate normal cupola (page 9).
3™ (p, T) correlated matching estimand (page 8, and page 9, equation (3.10))
d(w) weight function in local complementarity measure (page 10)

Uy combination of W and X for local allocation (page 10)

BT () path of local reallocations page 10, equation (3.11))

' local reallocation measure (page 11, equation (3.12)

W support of W (page 11, assumption 3.1)
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X support of X (page 11, assumption 3.1)

d(w, z) weight function in local complementarity measure in representation as weighted average
of cross derivative (page 11)

q is the number of derivatives of g and fiyx (page 11).
Fyy (w) estimate of cumulative distribution function for W (page 12)

m(w) (page 12, equation 4.15)

hi(w,z) = fwx(w,z) notation for density and product of density and regression function
(page 12)

hao(w,z) = g(w, z) - Fyyx (w, ) notation for density and product of density and regression
function (page 12, equation (4.16))

Y = (Yi1, Yie) with Yi; = 1, Y2 = Y; (page 12)

haw.m (w, ) nadaraya-watson kernel estimator for A, (w,z) (page 12, equation (4.17))

z = (w,z) and Z = (W, X))’ compact notation for pair of covariates (page 13)

L dimension of Z (is equal to 2 (page 13)

A vector of nonnegative integers of dimension L = 2 (page 13)

2 = ]_[lL:1 zlAl (page 13)

9™ (2) = %5(2) (page 13)

Z! internal region (page 13, equation (4.18)

ZPB boundary region (page 13, equation (4.19)

t(z; g, 7, p) taylor series expansion evaluated at z, equation (4.20)

rp(2) projection on internal region (page 14, equation 4.21)

Pum mip.s(2) NIP estimator for h,,(z) (page 14, equation 4.22)

Gnip,s(w, ) NIP estimator for g(w, z) (page 14, equation 4.23)
%(w, x) NIP estimator for derivative of g(w, z) 4.24

G(w, x) = gnip,s(w, x) NIP estimator for g(w, x) short hand for NIP estimator (page 14)
derivative order of kernel is defined in definition 4.1 on page 14

K () bivariate kernel (page 15)

K(-) univariate kernel (page 15)

U support of bivariate kernel (page 15).



r is number of derivatives of kernel K (u) (page 15)

s is order of kernel K (u), and order of NIP kernel estimator (page 14, 15)
d is derivative order of kernel K (u) (page 15)

by = N9 is bandwidth (page 15)

Bpam estimator for SP*™ (page 15, equation 4.25)

Bnam estimator for "™ (page 15, equation 4.26)

[Pam estimator for 3P4 given known g(-) (page 15, equation 4.27)
¢ (w, z) (page 16)

Uiy (w) (page 16)

rPa (. z) (page 16)

% (z) (page 16)

O™ (page 16)

5™ (page 16)

(2™ (page 16, equation 4.29)

¢"*" (w, z) (page 17)

P (w) (page 17)

¥y (z, z) (page 17)

X (x) (page 17)

™ (page 17)

Q5™ (page 17)

5 (p,7) (page 17)

3 (page 17)

n(w) (page 18, equation 4.30)

d(w, x) (page 18, equation 4.31)

m(Y, W, 3™ (p, 7),n(W)) moment function (page 18)
ew (w, z) (page 18)

ex(w,x) (page 18)

w(w, ) (page 18)



Y™ (y, w, z) (page 19

y,w,x) (page 19

( )
( )
(page 19)
y,w, ) (page 19)

)

g )
Vi (y, w, @)

S )
Q™ (page 19)
P (y, w, z) (page 19)
Q' (page 20)

i (y, w, z) (page 20)

' (y, w, z) (page 20)

Bajm page 21, equation 5.40)

Hpam

Agam (page 21, equation 5.39)
(

P (page 21, equation 5.41)

gP™ (page 21, equation 5.42)

Z = (W, X)" (page 29)

w(Z) and w(X) (page 29)

n(hm) and n(h) (page 29)

t(z) (page 29)

6™ (page 29, A.2)

6F (page 29, A.3)

gim (page 29)

grm (page 29)

i (page 29)

i (page 29)

o4} (2) (page 30)

am(z) (page 30)

Vi, Va (page 30)

35 (page 31)

Bl (page 31)



g'° (page 31)

g™ (page 33)
Agm (page 33)
Bem (page 33)
Bem (page 33)

A%m (page 33)



