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1 Introduction

Difference-in-Differences (DID) presents a series of challenges for inference. There is a
large number of inference methods for DID. However, the effectiveness of different solutions
depends crucially on the set of assumptions one is willing to make on the errors, and on
many features of the empirical design, such as the number of treated and control units. A
non-exhaustive list of papers that proposed and/or analyzed different inference methods for
DID in different settings include Arellano (1987), Bertrand et al. (2004), Donald and Lang
(2007), Cameron et al. (2008), Conley and Taber (2011), Bester et al. (2011), Ibragimov
and Miiller (2016), Brewer et al. (2017), Canay et al. (2017), Ferman and Pinto (2019),
MacKinnon and Webb (2020), Ferman (2021a, 2023), Rambachan and Roth (2020), Athey
and Imbens (2022) and Alvarez and Ferman (2023).

We consider a common setting in which a satisfactory solution is not yet available: when
(i) there is a small number of treated units, (ii) the number of periods is fixed, and (iii)
errors are possibly spatially correlated, but the relevant distance metric is not available to
the applied researcher. Throughout, we refer to “spatial correlation” as any correlation in
the cross section, not necessarily related to a geographical distance metric.

Conley and Taber (2011) (henceforth, CT) and Ferman and Pinto (2019) (henceforth,
FP) proposed inference methods for settings with few treated and many control units, when
there is a fixed number of pre-treatment periods. However, they derive the validity of
these methods assuming independence across units (or a spatial correlation depending on
an observed distance metric). Considering first a setting with a single treated unit, we
derive conditions in which these methods remain asymptotically valid in the presence of
spatial correlation, even when the relevant distance metric across units is not available. The
main assumptions are that (i) the post-pre difference in average errors for each unit has
the same marginal distribution for all units — we can relax this assumption by allowing for
heteroskedasticity with a known structure that can be estimated —, and (ii) the cross-section

distribution of this post-pre difference in average errors is weakly dependent for the control



units. Under these conditions, the asymptotic distribution of the DID estimator depends
only on the post-pre difference in average errors of the treated unit. Moreover, the residuals
of the control units asymptotically recover the distribution of the errors of the treated unit,
even when there is spatial correlation.

However, when there is more than one treated unit, we show that these inference methods
proposed by CT and FP may not be asymptotically valid if there is spatial correlation, and
the applied researcher does not have information on the relevant distance metric. The
intuition is clear: when we (mistakenly) assume that errors are independent across clusters,
we underestimate the volatility of the average of the errors for the treated units if errors are
positively correlated across the treated units.

We propose alternatives that are asymptotically valid, though generally conservative, in
this setting. We first consider an aggregate of the treated units, and derive critical values
based on a worst-case scenario for the spatial correlation. While this guarantees a test that is
asymptotically valid when the number of control units increases (with the number of treated
units fixed), the cost of being robust to unobserved spatial correlation among the treated
units is a potential loss in terms of power. For settings in which the outcome variable is
the aggregate of unit x time individual-level observations, we consider a second alternative.
We again consider the aggregation of the N; treated units. However, we show that, in this
case, we can use information on the within-unit correlation to bound the spatial correlation
between treated units. Under the assumption that two individuals within the same unit are
relatively more correlated than two individuals in different units, we show that it is possible
construct a test that is still robust to spatial correlation, but with a lower loss in terms of
power.

Finally, we also consider a third alternative, where we consider separate regressions for
each treated unit, and adjust the p-values using a multiple hypotheses testing (MHT) pro-
cedure that imposes few to no assumptions on the dependence between tests. In this case,

one may invert the multiple testing procedure to produce valid confidence sets on the het-



erogeneous effects, and project these to obtain confidence sets on average effects. While this
alternative imposes fewer assumptions on the errors, this comes at a cost: we show that
this approach produces confidence sets that contain the confidence intervals obtained by our
other alternatives.

We analyze a Monte Carlo simulation based on the spatial correlation structure of the
American Community Survey (ACS). We then revisit the work by Sommers et al. (2014),

who analyzed the effects of the Massachusetts 2006 health reform, in light of our results.

2 Setting

Let Y5:(0) (Y:(1)) be the potential outcome of unit s at time ¢ when this unit is untreated

(treated) at this period. We consider that potential outcomes are given by

Yo (0) = 05 + v + 1t )
Yt (1) = ag + Ya(0),

where g is the (possibly heterogeneous) treatment effects for unit s at time ¢, 0, are time-
invariant unobserved effects, and ~; are group-invariant unobserved effects. The error term
nse represents unobserved determinants of Yy (0) that are not captured by the fixed effects.
We observe Yy = dgYs (1) + (1 — dgt) Y (0), where dg is a dummy variable equal to one if
unit s is treated at time t. We can also consider the case in which we observe individual-
level observations Y. In this case, a solution to take within-(unit x time) correlations into
account is to consider unit x time aggregates Y;;. Therefore, we focus on the unit x time
aggregate setting.

We focus on the case in which treatment is non-reversible and starts for all treated units
after date t* (see Remark 4.4 for the case with variation in adoption time). There are N;
treated units, Ny control units, and 7' time periods. Let Z; (Zy) be the set of indices for

treated (control) units, while 77 (75) be the set of indices for post- (pre-) treatment periods.



We treat the allocation of the treatment as fixed. We also treat {ag}ser, te7; as fixed
parameters, and define o = N%ﬁ ZseIl > e, Qst, Which is the average treatment effects
across treated units and treated periods. Since #; and 7; are eliminated when we include
the fixed effects, we do not need to impose any constrain on those variables, which can be
treated either as fixed or stochastic. Therefore, the only relevant uncertainty in our setting
comes from potentially different realizations of unobserved variables 1. This may include,
for example, unit x time specific weather or economics unobserved shocks. Moreover, it may
be that such unobserved variables are serially correlated and/or correlated across units.

A framework in which treatment assignment and treatment effects are treated as fixed
is common in the literature of DID with few treated clusters, as considered by CT, FP, and
Alvarez and Ferman (2023). A similar framework is also considered in other settings in which
the number of treated clusters is fixed, such as in the synthetic controls literature (Abadie
et al., 2010; Arkhangelsky et al., 2021; Ben-Michael et al., 2021; Botosaru and Ferman, 2019;
Chernozhukov et al., 2021; Ferman and Pinto, 2021; Ferman, 2021b; Zhang et al., 2022). In
such settings, we want to learn about the realized treatment effects for the units that received
treatment ({as }ser, te7s ), while uncertainty comes from different realizations of unobserved
variables, such as weather or economic unobserved shocks.

Let W, = ﬁ Zteﬁ Nst — ti Zte% Nst, which is the post-pre difference in average errors
for each unit s. In this case in which treatment starts at the same period for all treated units,
the DID estimator is numerically equivalent to the two-way fixed effects (TWFE) estimator,

which is given by

~ 1 1 1
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1 1 1
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0 s€Zy teTy teTo (2)

We consider the following identification assumption.
Assumption 2.1. E[W,] =0 for all s € Z; UZ,.
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We recall that treatment assignment is fixed, so this assumption means that the post-pre
difference in average errors has the same mean for both treated and control units. This
assumption is implied by a standard parallel trends assumption for all periods, and is equiv-
alent to assuming a parallel trends assumption on the potential outcomes. We can extend
our results to consider alternative parallel trends assumptions (Marcus and Sant’Anna, 2021)
and alternative estimators.

Given Assumption 2.1, we have that E[a] = «a, so the DID estimator is unbiased. How-
ever, in a setting in which /Vq is fixed and Ny — oo, the DID estimator will not be consistent,
and will not necessarily be asymptotically normal. In particular, CT show that, under a
strong mixing condition on the errors, in this setting & converges in probability to o + W,

where W = N% > Ws. Therefore, if we want to test the null hypothesis Hy : a = g at

s€y

the significance level 7, this would pose some challenges for inference.

3 Inference with independent clusters

Before we move to the case in which errors may be spatially correlated, we start with
a brief review of inference methods for settings with few treated clusters, when errors are
independent in the cross-section. We focus on the inference approaches proposed by CT and
FP for settings with few treated units and a fixed number of periods.

CT propose an interesting inference method in this setting by noting that the residuals
WS of the control units may be informative about the distribution of W; for the treated. In
their running model, they assume that W is iid across s € Z; UZy (Assumption 2 from CT).
Note that, under this iid assumption, knowledge about the marginal distribution of W for
the control units implies knowledge about the distribution of W, Therefore, the main idea
from CT is to use {/WS}SE% to approximate the marginal distribution of W for the treated,
and then use that to calculate critical values. More specifically, they propose the following

algorithm for testing the null Hy : @ = ag with a significance level 7.



Algorithm 1: Conley and Taber (2011)
1 Run the DID estimator, and store & and the residuals
We = 5 S r et — & Syeqs st for all s € Zo
2 for b=1, ..., B do
3 Sample with replacement N; values from {Ws}seloa (/Wf, o /I/I?j'\‘,l) ;
L Calculate oy, = N% Zf;l W\S* ;

5 Reject the null if & SP L ]a — o] > @]} > 1 -7
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Let ¢cr be an indicator variable equal to one if we reject the null given the algorithm

above. We summarize the results from CT in the following proposition.

Proposition (CT). Suppose we have data on {Y, ..., Ysr}z,uz,, and that Assumption 2.1
holds. Assume also that Wy is iid across s, with a common distribution function Fy that
has bounded second moment and is absolutely continuous with bounded density. Then, as
Ny — 00 and Ny is fized, (i) @ converges in probability to o+ W, and (it) if the null is true,

then Elpor] — 7 as Ny, B — 0o at any rate.

Note that CT provide a proof of result (i) under less restrictive conditions (their Propo-
sition 1). Proposition 2 from CT presents result (ii) under similar conditions as we consider
here. In particular, assuming that errors are iid in the cross section. CT also consider an-
other alternative for inference in their appendix, in which they relax the iid assumptions,
allowing for spatial correlation and heteroskedasticity with a known structure. However, this
alternative relies on a known distance metric. It also requires parametrization/estimation of
the serial correlation structure, and relies on normality.

FP builds on CT to propose an alternative that allows for heteroskedasticity with a
known structure that can be estimated, without requiring parametrization/estimation of the
serial correlation structure, and without relying on normality. They consider a setting in
which we also observe a vector of covariates Z;, and assume that Wy = h(Zs, §)&, where
h(-,9) is a known function with ¢ being an unknown parameter, and &, is iid for all s. In

Appendix A.3, we provide evidence that, under the assumption that heteroskedasticity is a



sole function of Z;, our adopted parametric form for h is reasonable for the dataset used to
base our simulations in Section 5, and for the dataset of our empirical illustration in Section
6. Throughout, we consider that the sequence {Z;}z,uz, is fixed. This allows for treated
and control units to be arbitrarily different with respect to Z,. Therefore, this allows for
heteroskedasticity with a known structure (up to a parameter that can be estimated), but still
relies on independence across units. In this case, instead of directly sampling from {WS}SE%,
we re-scale the residuals taking into account that they may have different variances. The
algorithm to implement their inference method for testing the null Hy : @ = o with a

significance level 7 is the following.

Algorithm 2: Ferman and Pinto (2019)
1 Run the DID estimator, and store & and the residuals
W, = T+t D e Mst — ti > e Nst for all s € Ty ;
2 Estimate 0 using the residuals from the controls (see example below) ;

Compute the normalized residuals Zs = /I/IZ /I (Zs, A), for s € 7y ;
4 for b=1, ..., B do

w

5 Sample with replacement N; values from {Es}sezo, (E{, s E;*Vl) ;
6 Calculate a;, = Nll SN R(Z,,0)E
7 Reject the null if £ >°7 | 1{]a@ — ag| > |@|} > 1 — .

Let ¢rp be an indicator variable equal to one if we reject the null given the algorithm

above.

Proposition (FP). Suppose we have data on {Ys,...,Ysr, Zs}1,uz0, and that Assumption
2.1 holds. Assume also that Wy = h(Zs,0)&, where & is iid across s, with a common
distribution function Fe that has bounded second moment and is absolutely continuous with
bounded density. Assume there exist constants 0 < h < h < 0o, not depending on Ny, such
that h < h(Z,6) < h for all s € Ty ULy, uniformly as Ny — 0o. Assume also that we have
an estimator & of & such that max,er,uz, |M(Zs,0) — h(Z,,8)| = 0p(1) as Ny — oo. Then,
(i) & converges in probability to o + W, and (ii) if the null is true, then Elgm] — 7 as

Ny, B — oo at any rate.



This approach is well-suited for settings in which Yj; is the state x time aggregate of
individual-level observations Y. Let Z, be the number of individual-level observations in
state s. FP consider the case in which heteroskedasticity arises only from variation in the
number of observations per unit. In this case, we should expect V(W) to be a decreasing
function of Z,. In such cases, the approach from CT would tend to (over-) under-reject when
the treated units are (larger) smaller relative to the control units. FP show that, under a
wide range of structures on the within-unit correlations, V(W;) would be given by A+ B/Zj,
for parameters A, B > 0. Note that the bounding conditions on h(Zs,d) are satisfied in
this setting if either A > 0, or B > 0 and the sequence (Zs)sez,uz, is bounded uniformly
as Ng — oo. In this case, the idea is to estimate A and B using the residuals from the
control units, and then re-scale the residuals to the control units in order to approximate the
marginal distributions of W for the treated. Then we can use these distributions to compute
critical values. This approach can be used when we have access to the individual-level data,
or when we have only aggregate data (provided that we have access to information on the
number of observations per unit). FP also consider another alternative that allows for spatial
correlation, but in this case they would need an asymptotic theory in which the number of
pre-treatment periods goes to infinity (see Remark 4.2).

There are other alternatives that are valid with few treated clusters in settings where
clusters are independent. Canay et al. (2017) and Hagemann (2023) propose randomization
tests that remain valid under heteroskedasticity, whenever approximate symmetry of the
{Ws}ser, holds. However, in the limiting case where N; = 1, these tests have either low
power or are not defined. MacKinnon and Webb (2020) propose alternative randomization
inference tests for few clusters. However, they show in simulations that their method may
severely overreject when there is a single treated unit and heteroskedasticity. Hagemann
(2020) introduces a procedure that is valid under heteroskedasticity when Ny = 1 and the
{Ws}ser,uz, are approximately normal. His approach requires the user pre-specifying an

upper bound for the relative variance of the treated W vis-as-vis the variance of the W in



the control group. Finally, the wild bootstrap is another common alternative in settings with
few independent clusters. However, this method can have poor power when there are few
treated units (see, for example, the simulations in Appendix A.7). See Canay et al. (2021)

for further discussion on the validity of the wild bootstrap with few clusters.

4 Inference with spatial correlation

We consider now the case in which errors may be spatially correlated. We consider the

following assumptions.

Assumption 4.1. (i) W = h(Z; )&, where & is equally distributed for all s € Z; U Z,
with a common distribution function F that is absolutely continuous with bounded density;
(ii) there exists a constant A > 0 not depending on Ny such that mingez,uz, h(Zs; ) > h for
all Ny € N; (iii) NLO > sez, W % 0 and NLO > sez, Hés < ¢} 2 Fe(c) for every ¢ € R when

Ny — o0; and (iv) the estimator § for 4 is such that MaXse7, Uz, |h(Zs;A) — h(Zs;0)| = 0p(1)

when Ny — o0.

Assumptions 4.1(i) and 4.1(ii) restrict the marginal distribution of the treated and control
units, as in FP. With this assumption, the residuals of the control units become informative
about the distribution of the errors of the treated units, which is the main insight from CT.
If we set h(Z,,0) constant, then these assumptions imply that the marginal distribution W,
is the same for both treated and control units, as considered by CT in their running model.

Assumption 4.1(iii) is a high-level assumption that allows for spatially correlated shocks,
but restricts such dependence so that we can apply a law of large numbers when we consider
the control units. This will be satisfied, for example, if we assume strong mixing conditions in
the cross section (see Theorem 3 from Jenish and Prucha (2009)). More generally, however,
laws of large numbers are known to hold for a wide range of spatially dependent processes
(Jenish and Prucha, 2012). For simplicity, we refer to this assumption in the text as a weak

dependence assumption. Importantly, Assumption 4.1 allows for arbitrary spatial correlation
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among the treated units. Finally, Assumption 4.1(iv) states that we can consistently estimate
the parameters of the heteroskedasticity.

Since we focus on settings in which researchers do not have information on what generates
the spatial correlation or they are not willing to assume such structure, we do not need to
model in detail the sources of spatial correlation. As a concrete example, we can consider a
setting in which the N; treated units are closely located geographically, but we have a larger
number of control units in different locations. In this case, if spatial correlation goes to zero
when geographical distance increases, then we would have Assumption 4.1(iii) satisfied, even
though we may have arbitrarily strong spatial correlation among the N; treated units. While
it is natural to think about spatial correlation based on geographical distance, this may not
be the case in relevant empirical applications. For example, we may have that units with
similar industry shares have more correlated errors. Importantly, we consider a setting in
which the applied researcher may be unaware or may not have information on the relevant
distance metrics in the cross section, which is common in DID applications (Ferman, 2023).
We further discuss this assumption in Remark 4.3.

Under Assumptions 2.1 and 4.1, it follows again that @ is unbiased, and that, when N,
is fixed and Ny — oo, @ converges in probability to a + W. We now consider different

approaches for testing the null Hy : o = a.

4.1 Case with N; =1

When N; = 1, the inference methods proposed by CT and FP can remain valid even
if we allow for spatial correlation, and even when we do not have information on the rel-
evant distance metric. The main intuition is that, under Assumption 4.1, the asymptotic
distribution of & depends only on W7, and the distribution of W; can still be asymptotically
approximated using the residuals from the controls, so we can use that to construct critical

values.

Let ﬁg(C) =Ny ! > e, l{ws/h(Zs, 8) < c}, where § is an estimator for 5. We first show
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that ﬁg(c) approximates the distribution of & if § is consistent.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose Assumptions 2.1 and 4.1 hold. Then, as Ny — o0, ﬁg(c) con-

verges in probability to F¢(c), uniformly over ¢ € R.

The proof of Proposition 4.1 is similar to the proof of Proposition 2 from CT. We present
details in Appendix A.1.1. In this setting with N; = 1, the inference method proposed
by FP would approximate the asymptotic distribution of & with the empirical distribution
of {h(ZI,S)WS / h(Zs78\>}s€Zo, to construct the critical values. It immediately follows from
Proposition 4.1 that the inference method proposed by FP remains valid for the case with

N; =1, even when we may have spatial correlation.

Corollary 4.1. Suppose we have data on {Ys,...,Ysr, Zs} 1,010, and that Assumptions 2.1

and 4.1 hold. Then, if Ny = 1 and the null is true, E[¢yp| — 7 as No, B — oo at any rate.

-~

Note that if we set h(Z, d) constant, and h(Z,, ) = 1, then Proposition 4.1 and Corol-
lary 4.1 imply that the standard procedure proposed by CT in their running model is also
asymptotically valid when N; = 1 and Ny — oo, even when we have spatial correlation. The

proof of Corollary 4.1 is presented in Appendix A.1.2.

4.2 Case with N; > 1: inference problems

When N; > 1, spatial correlation can lead to relevant size distortions if we rely on the
methods proposed by CT and FP. For simplicity, consider the case in which N; = 2, and
{W1,Ws} is multivariate normally distributed with correlation p. Consider also the case in
which h(Z,,d) is constant. Under Assumption 4.1, @ = a + W, where W ~ N(0,271(1 +
p)V(WWy)). However, if Wy is weakly dependent for the control units, when we consider two
random draws from {/WS}Sel'O to recover the distribution of W, the correlation between these
draws would converge to zero when Ny — o0o. As a consequence, the approach proposed by

CT would recover a distribution for W that is normal with a variance 27'V(W;). In this
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case, critical values would be too small, leading to over-rejection. The same problem applies
for the inference method proposed by FP.
The other alternatives for inference discussed in Section 3 would also lead to over-rejection

in case the errors of the treated units are positively correlated.

4.3 Case with N; > 1: alternatives

We consider different alternatives that allows for spatial correlation, even when the ap-

plied researcher does not have information on the relevant source of spatial correlation.

4.3.1 Conservative Test 1: worst-case scenario for spatial correlation

We consider first the case in which the errors of all treated units are perfectly correlated
as a worst-case scenario to provide an asymptotically valid, though possibly conservative,
inference method in this setting. In this case, instead of considering Algorithm 1 or 2, we

consider the following alternative.

Algorithm 3: Conservative Test 1

1 Run the DID estimator, and store @ and the residuals

W, = ﬁ D over Mst — ti* D e Mst for all s € Ty ;
2 Estimate 0 using the residuals from the controls, and compute the normalized

residuals &, = Ws/h(ZS,A), s €Ty ;

3 for b=1, ..., B do
4 Sample one value from {&}sez,, & ;
5 Calculate a = N% SN n(Z,, 5)5* ;

Reject the null if £ 37 1{[a — ao| > |@4|} > 1 — 7.

=]

Let ¢...i be an indicator variable equal to one if we reject the null given the algorithm

above. More specifically, we consider the empirical distribution

H(c) = Ni SN h(Z,0)Ew < o}

0 s'€Zp s€ly
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This would recover the asymptotic distribution of @ if {Ws}sez, were perfectly correlated.
When treated units are not perfectly correlated, though, we would recover a distribution for
a that has a higher variance relative to the true distribution of @. Therefore, we can use
this distribution to construct critical values that guarantee that, under some assumptions,
the test will asymptotically be level 7 regardless of the spatial correlation. To formalize this

idea, we consider the following high-level assumption.

Assumption 4.2. Pr <|W| > cl_T) < 7, where ¢;_, is the (1 — 7)-quantile of the distribu-

tion of Ny ' >, 7 h(Zs,0)|¢].

Consider the simpler case in which h(Zs, d) is constant. Then this regularity condition
simply means that, regardless of the spatial correlation among the treated units, the prob-
ability of having extreme values for the average of the treated units, W, is weakly smaller
than the probability of having extreme values for a single draw of W.

Note that Assumption 4.2 is satisfied if {Ws}sez, is multivariate normal. In this case,
W would also be normally distributed, and we have that V(W) < V(W,) irrespectively of
the spatial correlation among the treated units. Therefore, W will be less likely to attain
extreme values than W,. This is valid for any value of the spatial correlation, even when
treated units are negatively correlated. The same intuition remains valid if h(Zs, d) is not
constant.

If we relax the condition that {W}sez, is multivariate normal, then we still have that
V(W) < V(W,). However, this does not necessarily guarantee that Assumption 4.2 holds
in this case. Still, since the marginal distributions of {Ws}sez, are identified (Proposition
4.1), it is possible to check whether Assumption 4.2 is reasonable in a given empirical set-
ting. We show in Appendix A.4 that it is possible to search over the space of copulas for
the worst-case scenario for Pr (|W! > cl_T>, given the marginal distributions of {W;}sez, .
For the dataset we used to base our simulations from Section 5, we searched over 100,000

Gaussian copulas, holding fixed the marginal distributions of Wy, and we show that in all of

those cases the joint distribution of {W7, ..., Wy, } would satisfy Assumption 4.2. In those
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simulations, we allow for complex dependencies between treated units, in which, for example,
the conditional expectation function (CEF) of W; given W5 is non-monotonic (in contrast to
the setting with {W9, ..., Wy, } multivariate normal, in which this CEF would necessarily be
linear). Therefore, these simulations provide evidence that Assumption 4.2 is a reasonable
approximation to the data used to construct our simulations. We find a similar conclusion
in the dataset used in our empirical illustration in Section 6. In case we find copulas such
that Pr (|W| > cl_T) > 7, so Assumption 4.2 would not necessarily be satisfied, we also
show how one could correct critical values so that the test remains valid whenever the true
dependence structure is less conservative than the most conservative copula considered.

It follows directly from Proposition 4.1 and Assumption 4.2 that this modified test asymp-

totically controls for size under these assumptions.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose we have data on {Ys1, ..., Ysr, Zs} 1,070, and that Assumptions 2.1,
4.1, and 4.2 hold. Then, if the null is true, imsupy, p o0 @] < 7, where No, B — 00

at any rate.

Therefore, this conservative test provides a viable alternative in settings where N; << N
that is robust to weakly dependent spatial correlation. While we guarantee that this modified
test does not over-reject (asymptotically), it will generally be conservative when N; > 1,

unless the errors of treated units are perfectly correlated.

Remark 4.1. If a distance metric is available and the researcher is willing to assume such
distance metric is the relevant one for the spatial correlation, then other available alternatives
might present better power (for example, the inference method proposed in the Appendix
of CT). In this case, there would be a trade-off between a test that is more powerful but
requires correct specification of the spatial correlation, versus a test that is less powerful,
but does not require correct specification of the spatial correlation (or even the observation

of a distance metric in the cross section).
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Remark 4.2. Related to Remark 4.1, another alternative to provide a more powerful test
may be to infer about the spatial correlation using the time series. For example, Vogelsang
(2012) and Chernozhukov et al. (2021). FP also propose an alternative inference method in
their section IV (not the one we reviewed in Section 3) that allows for spatial correlation.
However, such alternatives would require a large time series, while the alternatives we propose
remain valid even when we have only one pre- and one post-treatment period. Given the
survey from Roth (2022), settings in which the time series dimension is short are prevalent

in DID applications.

Remark 4.3. The assumption that W, is weakly dependent would not be satisfied if there
are unobserved shocks affecting a non-negligible fraction of the controls (so that Nio PO ez, Ws
converges in probability to a non-degenerate random variable). In this case, the DID residuals
Ws would not capture these shocks, and }3’\5(0) would underestimate the dispersion of the
marginal distribution of £&. As a consequence, even the conservative test may over-reject.
Importantly, however, since the critical values of our conservative test are weakly larger
relative to CT or FP, the over-rejection would be no larger than the over-rejection for these
other methods. In contrast, a weak dependence assumption may be reasonable when units
closer in some distance metric have more correlated errors, but such correlation goes to
zero when this distance increases. Such distance metric does not need to coincide with
geographical distance (for example, we may have that units with similar industry shares
have more correlated errors), and we do not even need to have information on the relevant

distance metrics.

Remark 4.4. Constructing a conservative test becomes more complicated if treated units

start treatment at different periods, as we discuss in Appendix A.5.

4.3.2 Conservative Test 2: bounding the across-unit correlations

For settings in which Yj; represents averages of My, individual-level observations Y, we

show that it is possible to construct an alternative test that will generally be less conservative
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than the Conservative Test 1. The idea is again to consider worst-case scenarios for the spatial
correlation, through aggregation of the treated units. In this case, however, we assume that
individual-level observations within the same unit are weakly more spatially correlated than
individual-level observations in different units. Then, we can use information on the within-
unit spatial correlation to bound the across-units spatial correlation. We can consider either
the case in which the econometrician observes only unit aggregates Yy, (but has information
on Mg,) or the case in which individual-level data Y;g is observed. For simplicity, consider
the case in which My = M; for all t. We treat the sequence {M;}sez,uz, as fixed.

In this setting, FP show that, under a wide range of structures on the within-unit cor-
relations for the individual-level errors, we have that V(W) = A + B/Mj for constants
A, B > 0. Importantly, these parameters are informative about the within-unit correlations,
and can be used to bound the across-unit correlations, under the assumption that within-unit
correlations are stronger than the across unit ones.

sez, Ms be the total number of individual-level observations in the treated

units. We consider in this case the DID estimator weighted by Mj, &, so that

- 1 1
d=a +4r ; MW, = 5 ; MW, (3)
where o = MLT ZseIl M, (ﬁ Zteﬂ ast) is the weighted average treatment effect across
units and treated periods. The weighted DID estimator in this case is numerically the same
as the DID estimator using the individual-level data (note that all our results are valid
whether we have access to the individual-level data, or only to the aggregate data).
We consider a version of Assumption 4.1 for this specific setting. In particular, we

consider that the observed covariate driving the heteroskedasticity is M, (the number of

individual-level observations), and that V(W) = A + B/Mj.

Assumption 4.3. (i) W, = (A+ B/Ms)l/2 &, for nonnegative constants A, B, where &; is

equally distributed for all s € Z;UZy, with a distribution F¢ that is absolutely continuous with
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bounded density; there exists A > 0, not depending on Ny, such that min;ez,u7, {4 + B/M;} >
h, for all Ny € N; (ii) ﬁ > eezy MW, 2 0 and 5= 37,7 1{& < ¢} 5 Fe(c) for every
¢ € R; (iv) the (nonnegative) least squares estimators of /Wf on a constant and 1/M; using

only the control units are consistent for A and B as Ny — oo.

Given Assumption 4.3, we have that @ = a + W, where W = MLTZ%L MW,. We
propose the following idea for inference: we consider an aggregate treated unit that is the
weighted average of the treated units. Then we run FP inference method using this aggregate
treated unit and the controls, considering that it has M, observations. We refer to this test

as “Conservative Test 2”. More specifically, we consider the following algorithm.

Algorithm 4: Conservative Test 2

1 Run the weighted DID estimator, and store & and the residuals
Wy = T+t D e Mst — ti > e Nst for all s € IO/;\

2 Run a (nonnegative) least squares regression of W2 on a constant and 1/Mj, to
estimate A and B ;

Compute the normalized residuals Es =W, / A+ B /My, for s € Zy;
4 for b=1, ..., B do

Sample 1 value from {é}sezo, é\* ;
1/2

Calculate oy, = <E+ E/MT> £

w

[}

[=2]

Reject the null if & SP L |A — o] > @]} > 1 -7

3

Let ¢ be an indicator variable equal to one if we reject the null given the algorithm
above.

We assume that individual-level observations within the same unit are weakly more spa-
tially correlated than individual-level observations in different units, which is summarized in

the following assumption.
Assumption 4.4. V(W) < A+ B/M,.

If we assume that (W,...,Wy,) is multivariate normal, then this would be sufficient
to guarantee that the Conservative Test 2 would be asymptotically conservative. More

generally, we consider the following assumption, which is similar to Assumption 4.2.

18



Assumption 4.5. Pr (|W| > ¢;_,) < 7, where ¢;_, is the (1 —7)-quantile of the distribution

of [A+ B/M:]'?[¢]

Similarly to the discussion in Section 4.3.1, Assumption 4.5 is satisfied under joint normal-
ity, if Assumption 4.4 holds. More generally, we can also evaluate whether this assumption is
plausible by searching over the space of copulas, as we did when evaluating Assumption 4.2.
For the datasets we used to base our MC simulations and empirical illustration, we again find
that this assumption holds for all the simulated distributions for (W7, ..., Wy, ), providing

evidence that this assumption is reasonable in these applications (details in Appendix A.4).

Proposition 4.3. Suppose we have data on {Ys,...,Ysr, Zs}1,0z,, and that Assumptions
2.1, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5 hold. Then, if the null is true, limsupy, p oo E[@uns] < 7, where

Ny, B — o0 at any rate.

Importantly, since we are bounding the across-unit correlations using information on the
within-unit correlations, we expect that this test will be less conservative (and, therefore,

have more power) than the Conservative Test 1.

Remark 4.5. We consider the case in which M, varies across ¢ in Appendix A.2.

4.3.3 Running N; tests, and correcting for multiple testing

Since CT and FP are valid when N; = 1 (Corollary 4.1), another alternative for the case
with Ny > 1 is to consider N; separate DID regressions — one for each treated unit —,
and adjust the inference for multiple testing. In this case, each of the N; hypotheses being
tested concerns a treated unit post-treatment average effect, i.e. the oy = ﬁ Zteﬂ g for
s € I;. Since we wish to remain agnostic about spatial correlation, we should use a method
that imposes few or no assumptions on the dependence structure between the test statistics.
Methods that remain agnostic about the dependence between the tests and that control the
family-wise error rate (FWER) involved in multiple testing are provided by the Bonferroni,

Holm (1979) and Hochberg (1988) corrections. Benjamini and Yekutieli (2001) show that
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the method provided in Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) for controlling the false discovery
rate (FDR) in a setting where tests are independent remains valid under positive dependence
of the p-values used; they also show that a simple modification of the procedure produces a
test that controls FDR and remains valid under arbitrary dependence of the p-values. By
combining any of these methods with the results from Section 4.1, we are able to conduct
valid inference for each «ay, s € Z;, while taking into account that we are testing multiple
hypotheses.

Once a procedure that controls either the FWER or the FDR is selected, we can also
compute a valid (1 — 7) confidence set for the vector of individual treatment effects (av)ser,
by test inversion: one collects each vector (as)ser, € R™ such that the procedure does not
reject any null when testing the nulls a, = a,, s € N, at significance 7.

Moreover, we can also construct a valid confidence set for the weighted average effect
Qw = Y en, Wslls, Where (ws)s are a set of pre-specified weights. Specifically, we construct
this set via projection: we calculate and store ) ;. wsa, for each (as)sez, in the confidence
set for individual effects (Scheffe, 1953; Dufour, 1990; Gafarov et al., 2016; Freyberger and
Rai, 2018). This is equivalent to constructing a confidence set by considering all values a € R,
such that there are null hypotheses o, = a, for s € {1,..., N1} with > _\. w.a, = a, where
the multiple hypothesis testing procedure would not reject the null for any null hypotheses
a5 =ag, s € {1,..., N1 }.

Considering confidence intervals for weighted averages of the treatment effects is interest-
ing, because then we can compare those confidence intervals to the ones generated using the
approaches from Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2. Whilst the format of the resulting set for average
effects is dependent on the correction being employed, when the Bonferroni correction is

used, a simple expression is available. In this case, the resulting confidence set is given by:

Isonferroni (Qt; 1—7) = [@w - (Z wsh(Zs, 8)) die|(1 — 7/Ny), Gy + (Z wsh(Zs, 5)) Ge|(1 — T/Nl)] :

s€ly s€ly
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where ¢, is the weighted TWFE estimator and ¢j¢| is the empirical quantile function of the
absolute value of the rescaled residuals in the control group. In contrast, the confidence set

obtained by inverting Conservative Test 1 is given by:

IConservative 1(05w; 1_7_) - [&w - < Z wsh(Zsu(§>> Q|§|(1 - T aw <Z ws Zs’é ) qA|§|(1 - 7—)] )

s€Esel; seT

which shows that the Conservative Test 1 will always lead to tighter intervals.

At first sight, the result on the conservativeness of the Bonferroni confidence set may ap-
pear to be restricted to this correction, and one may wonder whether considering alternative
MHT corrections may produce tighter confidence intervals than Conservative Test 1. How-
ever, as we show in Appendix A.6, the confidence interval for the average effect constructed
using the Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) approach — which is the least conservative method
discussed in this section and valid under positive dependence of the p-values used in the
tests — contains the confidence interval constructed using Conservative Test 1. This reveals
an interesting tradeoff between the methods proposed in Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 and MHT
corrections: while agnostic MHT procedures have the advantage of not requiring Assumption
4.2 or 4.5, this comes at a cost of larger confidence intervals.

Finally, we note that, for settings with variation in treatment timing, MHT would have
the advantage of circumventing the challenges of implementing Conservative Tests 1 and 2

discussed in Remark 4.4.

5 Simulations with Real Datasets

We analyze the spatial correlation problem, and the proposed conservative tests, in simu-
lations based on the ACS (Ruggles et al., 2015), at the Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA).
We estimate a model for the spatial correlation in which the covariance between two PUMASs

may depend on whether they belong to the same state, and on the similarity between their
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industry compositions. We also allow for heteroskedasticity depending on population sizes
(details in Appendix A.7). This way, we can analyze three scenarios: (i) when the applied
researcher ignores all spatial correlation; (ii) when he/she considers spatial correlation arising
from geographical distance; and (iii) when he/she correctly considers that spatial correlation
may arise from both geographical distance and industry composition.

If we consider all pairs of PUMASs, the correlation between their errors in this estimated
model is greater (in absolute value) than 0.05 in only 2.5% of the cases. Therefore, the weak
dependence condition we consider seems reasonable in this setting. Still, we have PUMAs
with spatial correlation as strong as 0.125. Therefore, we may have a setting in which the
Nj treated PUMASs exhibit relevant spatial correlation.

In line with our theoretical model, we consider a setting in which we fix Ny € {1,2,...,9,10}
PUMASs as the treated ones, and generate multivariate normal draws of W, with this esti-
mated spatial dependence. To illustrate issues related to spatial correlation, we choose the
PUMA with the strongest spatial correlation with some other PUMA in our dataset to be
treated, and then iteratively assign treatment to N; — 1 PUMASs in the same state that are
most similar in industry composition to previously selected PUMAs. Treatment effects are
assumed to be zero. We consider six different inference procedures: (i) the naive version
of FP approach (which assumes errors are independent across PUMAs); (ii) a parametric
bootstrap that correctly specifies and estimates the heteroskedasticity structure and both
sources of spatial correlation (this procedure is similar to the parametric bootstrap suggested
in the Appendix of CT); (iii) a misspecified parametric bootstrap that estimates the het-
eroskedasticity structure due to group sizes and spatial correlation due to being in the same
state, but ignores spatial correlation due to industry similarity; (iv) the conservative test
presented in Section 4.3.1 (which we refer to as “Conservative Test 17); (v) the conservative
test proposed in Section 4.3.2 (which we refer to as “Conservative Test 2”); and the test
function stemming from a CI for the average effect obtained by inversion and projection of

the Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) MHT procedure discussed in Section 4.3.3. In Appendix
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A.7, we consider other alternatives, such as inference based on a cluster robust variance esti-
mator (CRVE) and on the wild cluster bootstrap (WCB). These alternatives perform poorly
in our setting, both because the number of treated units is very small, and because we have
spatial correlation from multiple sources (see, for example, MacKinnon and Webb (2017)
and Djogbenou et al. (2019) for discussions on asymptotic approximations for CRVE and
WCB).

Figure 1.A presents rejection rates, as a function of Nj, of tests of the null of no average
effect conducted nominally at the 5% significance level, while Figure 1.B presents the ratio
between the length of nominal 95% confidence intervals obtained by inverting the corre-
sponding test procedures and the length of a 95% unfeasible confidence interval which uses

the true sampling variance of @& in the simulations.
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Figure 1: MC simulations
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Notes: Figure A presents rejection rates for the six different inference methods we discussed in Section 5,
for different values of N;. Tests are conducted nominally at the 5% level. Figure B presents information on
the ratios between the average length of nominal 95% Cls obtained by test inversion relative to the length

of the CI which uses the true sampling variance of a.

Overall, these simulations highlight the main messages of the paper: (1) the inference
methods proposed by CT and FP remain valid when we have a single treated unit, even
when errors are spatially correlated; (2) with N; > 1, these inference methods over-reject
when errors are spatially correlated, and the over-rejection is increasing with Ny; (3) only
accounting for the known sources of spatial correlation, e.g. only controling for state corre-
lation as the misspecified parametric bootstrap does, may not be sufficient to control size;
(4) the proposed conservative tests control for size, although they may be conservative when
Ny > 1; (5) we are able to provide a less conservative test exploiting the structure of com-
mon empirical applications in which units are aggregates of individual-level observations to

construct a more powerful test (even if we do not have information on the individual-level
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observations).

We note that, when N; = 5, the length of the confidence interval obtained by inverting
Conservative Test 2 is only 22% larger than the length of the unfeasible confidence interval.
In contrast, Conservative Test 1 has an 85% larger confidence interval than the unfeasible
procedure. When N; = 10, Conservative Test 2 has 33% larger confidence intervals, whereas
confidence intervals with Conservative Test 1 are more than 120% larger. The MHT proce-
dure is even more conservative, with confidence intervals 111% (166%) larger when N; =5
(N7 = 10). Overall, these numbers illustrate the gains of considering the information on the
within-unit correlation to bound the between-unit correlation. Of course, if we have infor-
mation on all relevant distance metrics in the cross section, then it is possible to correct for
spatial correlation with a more powerful test, as the correctly specified parametric bootstrap
shows. Still, these simulations illustrate that it is possible to construct valid tests even when
such information is unavailable or the researcher is not willing to impose a structure on the

spatial correlation.

6 Empirical Illustration

We also illustrate our findings analyzing the effects of the Massachusetts 2006 health care
reform. This reform was analyzed by Sommers et al. (2014) using a DID design comparing 14
Massachusetts counties with 513 control counties from 45 different states that were selected
based on a propensity score to be more similar with the treated counties (we find similar
results if we consider a DID regression using all counties, so that there is no pre-selection
of control counties). Sommers et al. (2014) find a reduction of 2.9%-4.2% in mortality in
Massachusetts relative to the controls after the reform (depending on whether covariates are
included).

As shown in Figure 1 from Sommers et al. (2014), the outcome variables in the pre-

treatment periods followed parallel trajectories when we compare Massachusetts and the
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control groups. This provides some evidence in favor of Assumption 2.1, although it does
not guarantee that. While we do not have strong reasons to believe the parallel trends
assumption is violated in this application, we note that this is not crucial for our purposes,
since our goal is to analyze alternative inference methods. If we believed there were relevant
departures from parallel trends, then, for our purposes, we can simply redefine the target
parameters as the treatment effect plus the departure of parallel trends. In this case, for
this redefined parameter, Assumption 2.1 would be trivially satisfied, and we can contrast
the results from different inference methods.

Sommers et al. (2014) relied on standard errors clustered at the state level, which does
not work well in this setting with a single treated state. Their inference procedures were
then re-analyzed by Kaestner (2016), who considered permutation tests at the county level.
While permutation tests are usually considered in a design-based framework, if we consider
this approach in our framework, it is asymptotically equivalent to CT at the county level.
Therefore, this would also be problematic if counties within the same state are spatially
correlated, as we show in Section 4.2. In Appendix A.8, we propose a test for the null that
there are relevant state-level shocks. We provide evidence that such spatial correlation is
indeed relevant in this application.

We note that this is a setting in which (i) we have only a single treated state, (ii) errors
are likely correlated across counties within the same state, and (iii) there is variation in
population sizes across counties/states that may lead to heteroskedasticity. If we assume
that errors are independent across states, then FP at the state level would be an appropri-
ate inference method in this setting. Moreover, given Corollary 4.1, this inference method
remains valid even if we assume that state-level errors are weakly dependent, since in this
case we have only a single treated state. We consider, therefore, p-values and CI’s from FP
at the state-level as a benchmark. As presented in Table 1, in this case we fail to reject the
null of no effect, for the two outcomes we considered.

While in this application we have a well-defined distance measure for the spatial cor-
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relation (which, in this case, is the information on the states), we consider a “thought
experiment” in which the applied researcher does not have such information, in order to
illustrate our main results. The main advantage is that, in this case, we can contrast our
findings with the conclusions based on FP at the state level, which we use as a benchmark.

First, note that we would reject the null if we relied on most of the inference methods
that ignore spatial correlation (FP, CRVE and WCB at county level), contrasting with
our benchmark results using FP at the state level. This happens because, as discussed in
Section 4.2, spatial correlation among the treated units leads to over-rejection. The only
exception is CT at the county level. This happens because, while spatial correlation induces
over-rejection in this case, the fact that treated counties are relatively larger induces under-
rejections. Appendix A.9 reports the results for alternative inference methods at both the
state and county levels.

We also consider how our conservative tests would perform in this case (again, considering
this “thought experiment” in which information on states is unavailable). The conservative
tests we propose in Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2 present p-values similar to the ones from FP at
the state level (our benchmark). When we consider the conservative test proposed in Section
4.3.2, the length of the 95% confidence interval is 43% larger for all cause mortality, and 23%
larger for healthcare amenable mortality. Therefore, there is some loss in terms of power,
but in settings in which a distance metric is not available, this may be a cost we would
have to pay to provide a test that controls for size in the presence of spatial correlation.
Moreover, Conservative Tests 1 and 2 offer clear improvements over the procedure based on
inverting and projecting the Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) correction discussed in Section
4.3.3. Indeed, this procedure leads to CI length around 90% larger than FP at the state
level. Overall, results indicate that Conservative Tests 1 and 2 would perform well even if
we did not have information on a distance metric, and despite the fact that we have spatial

correlation across counties.
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Table 1: Alternative inference methods for Sommers et al. (2014)

All cause mortality Health care-amenable mortality
(deaths per 100,000 adults) (deaths per 100,000 adults)
p-value length of 95% CI p-value length of 95% CI
(1) 2) (3) (4)
CT and FP at state level
CT 0.430 128.98 0.342 59.97
FP (benchmark) 0.339 59.81 0.196 32.11
CRVE and WCB at county level
CRVE 0.002 16.08 0.001 11.36
WCB 0.046 20.53 0.028 14.36
CT and FP at county level
CT 0.320 55.76 0.266 39.54
FP 0.069 28.11 0.010 15.15
Conservative tests
Conservative Test 1 0.470 92.15 0.331 48.46
Conservative Test 2 0.456 85.74 0.264 40.89
MHT (Benjamini and Hochberg) — 1.000 116.20 1.000 61.00

Notes: This table presents p-values and lengths of confidence intervals for a series of alternative inference
methods for the application from Sommers et al. (2014). We consider a DID estimator based on OLS TWFE
regression with no covariates. Point estimates are slightly different than reported in the original paper
because we use the publicly available data set (so we do not have death counts for cells with fewer than
10 deaths), and because we weight observations by population mean across years to avoid problems with
TWFE estimand highlighted in recent papers. See, for example, Goodman-Bacon (2021), de Chaisemartin
and D’Haultfoeuille (2020), and Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021). We also restrict to counties with non-
missing information for all years. We end up with 485 control counties, as compared to 513 from the original

study. The point estimates are —12.77 for all cause mortality and —9.94 for health care-amenable mortality.

7 Conclusion

We consider the problem of inference in DID when there are few treated units and
errors are spatially correlated. We first show that, when there is a single treated unit, the
main inference methods proposed by CT and FP, which were designed for settings with
few treated and many control units, remain asymptotically valid when errors are weakly
dependent (even when the relevant distance metric is unspecified). This extends the set
of possible applications in which the tests proposed by CT and FP can be reliably used
when there is only a single treated unit. However, these methods can lead to over-rejection

with more than one treated unit. We propose three alternative inference methods that are
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asymptotically valid, though generally conservative, in the presence of spatial correlation.
These tests provide interesting alternatives when spatial correlation is likely relevant, but
the researcher does not have information on a distance metric or is not willing to impose a

structure on the spatial correlation.
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A Appendix

A.1 Proof of main results

This Appendix presents the proofs of the main results of the paper.

A.1.1 Proof of Proposition 4.1

Proof. Fix ¢ € R. We first show that Fe(c) 2 Fe(c). Recall we estimate the distribution

function of shocks by:

where, for i € Zy, W; = W; — N > icz, Wi Let:

Ai(c;a,b) = 1{& < ac+ b},

and A(c; a,b) = Fg(ac + b). Observe that:

where a; = h(Z;;6)/h(Z; 6) and b; = N ZSENO wz.y- Furthermore, by Assumptions 4.1. (ii)-

(iv), maxiez, |a; — 1] = 0,(1) and max,ez, |b;| = 0,(1). Since Ft is continuous, this implies:

Therefore, to show that Fe(c) 2 Fe(c), it suffices to show that:

NLO Z()\i(c; &i,l;) S\(C al,[;)) =0,(1).

i€Zg

Fix € > 0. It is easy to see that:
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! Z(/\i(c; ii, b)) — Mc;ag, b)) | < € sup Z(/\i(c; ai, b;) — Ae; ai, b)) | +o,(1) .

NO i€To 0 a;€[1—¢,14¢€],b,E[—€,€] i€y

We will bound the first term on the right-hand side. Suppose ¢ > 0 (the argument is

similar for ¢ < 0). Note that:

Z()\i(c; ai, b)) — Ac;ai, b)) <

1€Zp

—
>
<
~—
f
~—
—_
-+
M
SN—
[}
~—
|
>~

(c;(L4€),¢€)) + sup [A(c;a,b) — Ac; (1 +€),6)| <

ieTo a€[l—e,1+€|,b[—e€,+€]

0p(1) + F2(cV 1)e,
(4)

where, in the last inequality, the 0,(1) term is due to Assumption 4.1.(ii) and f is the upper

bound on the density of &, which follows from application of the mean-value theorem. An

analogous lower bound applies to » ;.7 (Ai(c; ai, bi) — A(¢; ai, b;)). We then conclude that:

1 . -
Fo GZI(Ai(C; a;, bi) - )\(C; aiabi))
1€1o

< o0,(1) +2f(cV 1)e.

~ ~

ZieIg()‘i<c; Qi, bi) - 5\(0; as, bz)) =

0,(1), and therefrom Fe(c) £ F¢(c). Since the choice of ¢ was arbitrary and F is a continuous

Now, since the choice of € was arbitrary, it follows that Nio

distribution function, it follows that the convergence is uniform, i.e. sup.cg |Fe(c) — Fe(c)| =

0p(1) (van der Vaart, 1998, page 339). O

A.1.2 Proof of Corollary 4.1

Proof. Let E, denote the expectation with respect to the resampling law of the FP algorithm,

conditional on the data. Observe that, under the null:

34



~

i 3 a— a — i M _ n _‘07—040‘ P - B
B;E*[lﬂa aol > |ap}] = F¢ (h(Zl,S)) Fg( WD) B Fe(l&1]) = Fe(—1&)),

where the convergence in probability follows from Assumption 4.1 and Proposition 4.1. Next,

observe that, since B — oo:

E. (é}]uﬁ—ad>@m1ﬁmuﬁ—ad>mﬁb) — 0,(1).

b=1

It then follows by the conditional Markov inequality and bounded convergence that
L2 1[G — a0l > @]} B Fll]) - Fe(—lal) = Fe(ig). Since Fg (&) s uniformly
distributed, the continuous mapping theorem implies ¢pp = 1{Fj¢(|&1]) > 1 — 7}. Tt then

follows by bounded convergence that:
Elgrp] = PlF¢(|G]) > 1—7] =7,

which establishes the desired result. O

A.2 Conservative Test 2 with variation in observations per cell

across time

If the number of observations per cell, My, varies with ¢, then the original DID estimator
would not be numerically the same as the one using an aggregate treated unit y;. In this case,
we recommend first aggregating the data at the unit x time level, and then estimating the
DID estimator using sampling weights M = min;ezu7 { My} (or M= = T-1 3T M,,).
Then we can conduct the conservative inference method proposed above based on this alter-
native DID estimator. The advantage of using M™" is that we guarantee a conservative esti-
mator for the variance of YW, which in this case will be a weighted average of W of the treated

. . . . . —_~ Mmin
units using M™. The reason is that for each ¢t we will calculate 7 = > /. S Vst
s'ey s/
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where Mg > MM for all t € To U T; and s € Z;. Note that this way we would also have
that the estimand is a well-defined weighted average of the heterogeneous treatment effects,
avoiding the problems highlighted by de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfoeuille (2020) for the
TWFE estimator in settings in which we have variation in the number of observations per
cell. Moreover, if M, does not vary much on ¢, then the estimand and the resulting estimator

should be close to the original DID estimator using individual-level data.

A.3 Assessing the plausibility of Assumption 4.1.(i)

Observe that an implication of Assumption 4.1.(i) is that there exist a quantile function

h:(0,1) — R, such that

Qs(u) = h(u), Vs € Zy,ue (0,1), (5)

where @ is the quantile function of |Wy|/h(Zs;0). This suggests the following procedure
to assess the plausibility of a proposed heteroskedasticity correction in accounting for dis-
tribution differences across units. Using the rescaled residuals in the control group, we may
perform a quantile regression of és on a transformation of Z;, for different quantiles u. Given
(5), we would not expect estimated quantiles to vary as a function of the Z;, for any of the
u.

We apply the proposed test to the data used to construct our Monte Carlo exercise in
Section 5. Specifically, we consider v € {0.9,0.95}, and perform quantile regression of the és
on quintile indicators of the M,. We also consider a similar procedure on the standardized
residuals W, / Sd(WS). In this case, if variation in M, has a meaningful effect on the variance
of W, then we should expect this quantile function not to be constant.

Figure A.1 presents the estimated quantile regressions, along with 95% confidence in-
tervals computed under the assumption of independent observations. Clearly, adopting the

parametric form of heteroskedasticity offers improvements over using the W,, as regards the
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plausibility of Assumption 4.1.(i). Indeed, the quantiles of € vary less than those of W, es-
pecially at u = 0.9. To further present evidence of this improvement, Table A.1 reports, for
each u, the p-values of the null that there is no variation of the conditional quantile function
across quintiles of M. We report p-values under the assumption of independence, as well
as p-values clustered at the state level, which we compute using the bootstrap procedure
in Hagemann (2017) as implemented in R package quantreg (Koenker, 2022). We see that
adopting the proposed parametric correction leads to improved credibility of Assumption
4.1.(1).

Figure A.1: Quantiles of residuals as a function of PUMA size

A:u=0.9 B:u=0.95
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Table A.1: p-values: null of constant quantile function

u=209 u=0.95

independence clustered at state level independence clustered at state level

W 0.001 0.003 0.055 0.135
é 0.986 0.953 0.907 0.936

We conducted a similar exercise for the data used in our empirical illustration of Section 6
and also found suggestive evidence of the appropriateness of the heteroskedasticity correction
in this setting. Specifically, at the u = 0.95 quantile, the p-value clustered at state level of
the null that the quantile function does not vary across quintiles of county size is 0 for the
unrescaled residuals W, of both outcomes considered; and 0.20 and 0.26 for the rescaled

residuals of, respectively, all-cause and healthcare-amenable mortality.

A.4 Assessing the plausibility of Assumptions 4.2 and 4.5

Observe that, under either Assumption 4.1 or 4.3, the marginal distribution of the W,
s € 1, is identified. Indeed, since the normalized distribution of residuals in the control
group is a consistent estimator of F¢ (Proposition 4.1), and given that W, = h(Z,; )&, and
the parametric estimator of the heteroskedasticity is consistent, it follows that the marginal
distribution of the W, is consistently estimated as Fyy, (z) = Fe(z/h(Zs; 5)), x € R. Using
this fact, we propose a method to assess the plausibility of Assumptions 4.2 or 4.5 under a
wide range of dependence structures for the Wi.

The proposed method proceeds as follows. Let ¢: denote the empirical quantile functions
of the normalized residuals in the control group. Let H be a Ni-dimensional copula, a cdf

on [0,1]™ with uniform marginals. For b = 1,..., B, we may construct samples:

38



(Wh oo Wh) = (M(Z58)6e(UD), . h(Zwi 0)ae(UY,)) - (UF,.. Uk,) ~ H.

Observe that, as Ny — 00, observations in each of these samples have marginal distri-
butions equal to the marginals of the {W;},cz,, with dependence structure dictated by H.
We can then use these B samples to verify the validity of Assumptions 4.2 and 4.5 under

dependence structure H. For example, we will say dependence structure H satisfies 4.2 if:

1 B 1 N1 1 N1
- _ 1 = b = 7 Ger(1 — <
P B;{ M;Wl > (ngh( 5,5)> Ge) 04)}_7>

and similarly for Assumption 4.5. By varying H, we may then assess the validity of the
assumptions under different dependence structures.

For the procedure to convey meaningful information, we must find a method to vary H in
a principled manner. One alternative is to sample H from a nonparametric class of copulas.
When N; = 2, Guillotte and Perron (2012) provides a sampler from a Jeffrey’s prior on a
nonparametric class of bivariate copulas. For N; > 2, one may use one of the priors available
in nonparametric Bayesian Statistics (e.g. Ghosal and Van der Vaart, 2017) to sample from
a nonparametric class of multivariate cdfs, which can then be normalized to have uniform
marginals. However, it should be noted that the computational cost of these approaches is
increasing in N7 and can be quite large even for few treated units.

Another alternative is to consider parametric classes of copulas. This is the approach we
undertake when verifying the plausibility of Assumptions 4.2 and 4.5 on the data used to
construct our simulations in Section 5. Specifically, we vary H over the class of Gaussian
copulas, which are able in our data to produce non-monotone conditional expectations be-
tween the treated units’ &. This class is given as follows. For a given positive semidefinite

Ny x Ny matrix ¥ with trace equal to Ny, the draws (U?)Y!, are given by:
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(Uf,...,U}(,l):((I)(Z?),...(P( i >) (Z1,...,Zn,) ~N(0,%).

b Snng

We can then span this class of copulas by sampling from the class of Ny x N; positive
semidefinite matrices with trace equal to N;. In R, we may do this by first sampling an
N; x Nj orthogonal matrix using the rorth function available in package ICtest, which
generates draws with respect to the Haar measure on the space of orthogonal N; x NV
matrices (Nordhausen et al., 2022). We then sample a N;-dimensional vector uniformly
from the N; — 1 simplex, and multiply the draw by N;. Finally, we can use the spectral
decomposition to construct the resulting matrix . Using this procedure, and for different
values of Ny and the chosen treated units in Section 5, we consider 100,000 Gaussian copulas
drawn at random. We verify that all such dependence structures satisfy Assumption 4.2.
Once we discard copulas that do not satisfy Assumption 4.4 (i.e. we discard those structures
where within-state correlation between individuals is smaller than between-state correlation),
we also verify that Assumption 4.5 is always satisfied.

We conduct a similar exercise on the dataset used in our empirical illustration, and verify
that Assumptions 4.2 and 4.5 are always satisfied for all simulated copulas and both outcomes
considered.

If in a given empirical application this simulation procedure detects violations of the
required assumptions, a simple correction is available. Let H be the set of copulas for
which the assumptions were verified. We can then consider the corrected critical value
T := sup,ey Pu When conducting inference. The resulting procedure will be asymptotically
valid whenever the true dependence structure is less conservative than the most conservative

element in H.
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A.5 Conservative Tests 1 and 2 with variation in treatment timing

Constructing a conservative test as proposed in Sections 4.3.1 or 4.3.2 becomes more
complicated if treated units start treatment at different periods. For example, consider
that unit 1 starts treatment after ¢;, while unit 2 starts treatment after ¢,. In this case,
the asymptotic distribution of @ would depend on the linear combinations of the errors
Wi(1) = T+t1 Zf:tl—&-l e — ﬁ 2:1:1 M, and W(2) = T+t2 ZtT:tQH T2t — % 222:1 Mot We can
still consistently estimate the marginal distributions of Wi (1) and W5(2) by considering the
appropriate linear combination of the residuals from the control units. This is what CT and
FP do, and works well in a setting in which Wj(1) and W5(2) are independent. When we
allow for spatial dependence, however, it becomes harder to define a worst case scenario.
The worst case scenario will generally not be such that corr(ny,n) = 1. To see that,
suppose there are 3 time periods, with ¢, = 1 and ¢, = 2. In this case, @ — a = 0.5(0.5m13 +
0.5m12 — m11) + 0.5(n23 — 0.5790 — 0.57m21). Therefore, assuming corr(ns, 7o) = 1 will lead to
a lower variance relative to the case with no spatial dependence if V(n;2) is substantially
larger than the variance at the two other periods. A possible alternative in this case could be
to first estimate the variance/covariance matrix of the marginal distribution of (s, ..., 7s)
for the treated units using the residuals of the control units. These estimated marginal
distributions would be the same for all treated units under the stationarity assumption from
CT, or will vary depending on the estimated heteroskedascity as considered by FP. Then
we can calculate the spatial correlation parameters among the treated units (which will be
Ni(Ny —1) symmetric T'x T' matrices) that maximizes the variance of @ to construct a worst
case scenario. To implement that, we could follow a similar strategy as the one considered
by CT to deal with spatial correlation in their appendix. The difference is that, since we
cannot estimate the spatial dependence because there is no distance metric in our setting,
we would have to do a grid search over the possible variance-covariance matrices that are

consistent with the marginal distributions of the errors, and consider the worst case scenario.

41



A.6 Confidence intervals for average effects based on the Ben-

jamini and Hochberg (1995) approach

The procedure proposed by Benjamini and Hochberg (1995) for controlling the FDR is
as follows. For testing the nulls oy = ag, s € Z;, with control of the FDR at level 7, we first

compute N; p-values for the tests, which in our setting are given by:

;55:1—F5|< )

where &, is the DID estimator that only uses treated unit s and the controls. We then order

ds_as

h(Zs;0)

the nulls and corresponding p-values from smallest to largest, pq) < pe) < ...pwv,), and

compute:

[
k= < Ny :py < — .
max{z_ 1 PG NlT}

We then reject the first £ nulls. If no k satisfies the above requirement, we do not reject
any null.

From the above description, it is clear that the set of null hypotheses for which no elements
are rejected must satisfy py) > Nila for all « < N;. Let Py, denote the set of bijective

functions from {1,..., N;} to Z;. It follows that the confidence set for heterogeneous effects

is given by:

. _ A .5 N
tonttoenit =1 = (U, o) {000 51000} )

Since, for each p € Py, the set inside the outermost union is connected, it follows that
its projection is an interval. A simple argument reveals that the union of these intervals as
p ranges Py, is also an interval, which establishes that the confidence set for average effects

is given by:
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Ipp(ay; 1 —a) =&, — ¢, q, + 7],

where ¢* = max,epy, Sh WoiyP(Z (i 3)@3(1 - NLlT) Clearly, this confidence interval con-
tains the confidence interval obtained from Conservative Test 1. The constant ¢* can be
quickly computed by ordering 1, := wsh(Z; 5) from largest to smallest, 71y > My,0) >

... > 1yn,) and noting that ¢* = SV Mg (1 — NLIT)

A.7 Details on the MC simulation

We construct our MC simulations based on the American Community Survey (ACS). We
restrict our sample to individuals on the worforce, and consider log wages as the outcome
variable. With data from 2014 to 2017, we estimate the residuals /WS at the PUMA level,
considering a setting in which treatment starts after 2015. More specifically, we compute
the residuals from a PUMA x year regression. We then calculate /WS = (€5.2017 + €5.2016)/2 —
(€s,2015 + €5.2014)/2.

Given WS for all PUMAS, we estimate a model for the spatial correlation in which the
covariance between two PUMAs may depend on the similarity between their industry com-
positions, on whether they belong to the same state, and on their worforce sizes. More
specifically, letting M denote the (average) workforce size at PUMA s, we assume that
(W1, ..., Wy) is multivariate normally distributed with mean zero and variance/covariance

matrix given by:

(

2 .
op+ i tog+oi ifs=h

cov(Ws, W) = o+ ol if s # h and state; = statey, (6)

U if state, # statey,
\

where ps is a 12 x 1 vector of PUMA industry composition measures normalized so ppus =
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1. These industry measures are obtained by performing principal component analysis on
the PUMA sector shares computed according to the Census 1990 industry classification.
Parametrization (6) can be motivated by the following factor model for the W, (Ferman,
2023):
1 ,
Wy = w, + M ; €is T Vstates + HUs?

where w, is a PUMA-level shock, ¢; ; are individual-level shocks, vsiate, is a state shock,
and 1 is a vector of industry shocks with common variance. If shocks are assumed to be

uncorelated, then this factor model leads to parametrization (6).

We estimate (6) by nonnegative least-squares. We find that:
(63,6%,6%,6%) = (6.627967 x 107*,2.400695 x 10?,2.022981 x 107, 1.870911 x 10™%).

For the MC simulations presented in Section 5 we first selected a PUMA that exhibits
a strong spatial correlation with some other PUMASs to be treated. Then we sequentially
pick Ny — 1 PUMAs in the same state that are most similar in industry composition with
previously selected PUMAs. Given this treatment assignment, we draw random normal
variables (W1, ..., Wy) from the estimated DGP. We note that all simulations are invariant
to the choice of unit and time fixed effects. Moreover, we consider simulations in which the
treated units are fixed, treatment effects are also fixed (and equal to zero), and the only
stochastic components are the W,. Therefore, these simulations are based on the exact same
framework as in the theoretical part of the paper. All TWFE regressions are weighted by
workforce size.

We present in the main text the results for a naive FP, Conservative Tests 1 and 2,
a correctly specified parametric bootstrap, and a parametric bootstrap that estimates the
heteroskedasticity and state correlation structures, but ignores correlation due to industry

shares. We present in Appendix Figure A.2 the results using alternative inference methods.
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For inference based on CRVE at the state level and on Conley (1999) heteroskedasticity-
and spatial-correlation-robust standard errors using a geographical distance metric, we have
over-rejection for two reasons: because we have few treated units and because we have spatial
correlation from other dimensions other than geographic distance. This is why rejection rates
do not become close to 5% even when N; increases. For the Wild Bootstrap at the state
level with null imposed (Canay et al., 2021), tests exhibit strong underrejection, which is
reflected in confidence intervals whose length can be over 20 times larger than the unfeasible
CI. Finally, the CT procedure exhibts underrejection for small N; — which stems from the
fact that treated units exhibit larger group size than controls —, but overrejection for large

Ni due to the effect of spatial correlation.
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Figure A.2: MC simulations - alternative inference methods
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Notes: This figure replicates Figure 1 for alternative inference methods. We consider inference based on
CRVE at the state level, Conley (1999) standard errors based on geographical distance, WCB at the state
level with the null imposed, and the CT approach. We report rejection rates of tests conducted nominally
at the 5% significance level, and the relative length of nominal 95% confidence levels, vis-a-vis the length of

the unfeasible confidence interval constructed using the true sampling variance.

A.8 Testing for Spatial Correlation

It is common in empirical applications to have settings in which, for example, there are
only a few states that are treated, but we observe subgroups (e.g., counties) within each state.
Consider a setting in which there is only one treated state, and assume spatial correlation
is restricted within states. In this case, the researcher could decide between using CRVE at
the county level or a method such as CT and FP at the aggregate level. There is a trade off
in terms of assumptions for these different type of methods. The first one relies on no spatial

correlation within states, while the former relies on homoskedasticity (or heteroskedasticity
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with a structure as considered by FP). See Ferman (2021a) for a more thorough comparison
among different inference methods.

In this setting, we can consider a simple way to assess whether spatial correlation poses
a problem for CRVE at the county level. Let /I/IZS be the post-pre different in the residuals
of county ¢ in state s. Under the assumption that errors are independent across counties,
and given that /WCS N W.s, we should expect that the proportion of residuals Wcs that is
positive to be uniform across states (if W,s is symmetric, then we should expect that to
be approximately 1/2 for all states). In contrast, if there are state shocks, then we should
expect positive residuals concentrated in some states, and negative residuals concentrated in
others.

This suggests the following test. We calculate the proportion of positive residuals for
each state (p,), and construct a test statistic ¢ = S5 (ps — p)?, where S is the number of
states and p = S~1 Zle ps. Then we can consider permutations of /WCS, and reconstruct
p°. With that, we then calculate t* for each permutation, and check whether ¢ is extreme
in the distribution of permutations. The distribution of the permutations would recover the
discrepancies between pg and p that we should expect when errors are independent, given
that we have only a finite number of counties per state. If ¢ is extreme in this distribution,
then this would indicate relevant within-state spatial correlation.

This idea is similar in spirit to the test for appropriate level of clustering proposed
by MacKinnon et al. (2023). Note, however, that CRVE at the state level would not be
consistent in our setting, so their test would not be valid. Following the work by Roth
(2022), we consider such test with caution, as we may fail to reject the null of no spatial
correlation due to sampling variation. Still, such test may be very informative about when
we cannot rely on CRVE and, therefore, should focus on alternatives such as CT and FP. If
we consider this test for the empirical illustration in Section 6, the p-value is virtually equal
to zero, providing strong evidence that spatial correlation is problematic in this setting.

When we consider this test for the empirical application considered in Section 6, we find
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a p-value of zero. This provides strong evidence that spatial correlation is important in this

setting.

A.9 Empirical illustration: alternative inference methods

Table A.2 reports the results of alternative inference methods for the empirical application
in Section 6. These include Conley (1999) robust standard errors based on the geographical
county distance; the cluster robust variance estimator and the wild bootstrap with null
imposed at the state level; and a parametric bootstrap that specifies and then estimates
heteroskedasticity due to population size and spatial correlation due to county distance.
Conley (1999) standard errors perform poorly in this setting because there are few treated
units. Similarly, cluster robust standard errors and the wild bootstrap at the state level
perform poorly because there is a single treated state. The parametric bootstrap appears to
work well, especially for health care-amenable mortality, where it closely tracks FP at the
state level, though it is more conservative than Conservative Tests 1 and 2 with regards to

all cause mortality.
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Table A.2: Other inference methods for Sommers et al. (2014)

All cause mortality Health care-amenable mortality
(deaths per 100,000 adults) (deaths per 100,000 adults)
p-value length of 95% CI p-value length of 95% CI
(1) ) 3) (4)
Conley (1999) (county distance) 0.066 27.19 0.022 17.07
CRVE and WCB at state level
CRVE 0.030 22.34 0.002 11.61
WCB 0.465 220.44 0.440 117.38
Parametric bootstrap (county distance)  0.619 102.47 0.283 35.03

Notes: This table presents p-values and lengths of confidence intervals for a series of alternative inference
methods for the application from Sommers et al. (2014). We consider a DID estimator based on OLS TWFE
regression with no covariates. Point estimates are slightly different than reported in the original paper
because we use the publicly available data set (so we do not have death counts for cells with fewer than
10 deaths), and because we weight observations by population mean across years to avoid problems with
TWFE estimand highlighted in recent papers. See, for example, Goodman-Bacon (2021), de Chaisemartin
and D’Haultfoeuille (2020), and Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021). We also restrict to counties with non-
missing information for all years. We end up with 485 control counties, as compared to 513 from the original

study. The point estimates are —12.77 for all cause mortality and —9.94 for health care-amenable mortality.
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