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Abstract

Multilevel or two-stage randomization is a powerful design for estimating treatment effects in the
presence of social interactions. Our motivating example is a multilevel randomized trial evaluating an
intervention to reduce student absenteeism in the School District of Philadelphia. In that experiment,
households with multiple students were first assigned to treatment or control; then, in treated households,
one student was randomly assigned to treatment. Using this example, we highlight key considerations for
analyzing multilevel experiments in practice. Our first contribution is to address additional complexities
that arise when household sizes vary; in this case, researchers must decide between assigning equal
weight to households or equal weight to individuals. We propose unbiased estimators for a broad class of
individual- and household-weighted estimands, with corresponding theoretical and estimated variances.
Our second contribution is to connect two common approaches for analyzing multilevel designs: linear
regression and randomization inference. We show that, with suitably chosen standard errors, these two
approaches yield identical point and variance estimates, which is somewhat surprising given the complex
randomization scheme. Finally, we explore options for incorporating covariates to improve precision and
confirm our analytic results via simulation studies. We apply these methods to the attendance study
and find large, substantively meaningful spillover effects.

Key Words: Multilevel randomization; randomization inference; causal inference under interference;
student attendance.

1 Introduction

Multilevel randomization is a powerful design for estimating causal effects in the presence of social interac-

tions. A typical multilevel design has two stages. First, whole clusters (e.g., households, schools, or graph

partitions) are assigned to treatment or control. Second, units within each treated cluster are randomly as-

signed to treatment or control, as if each treated cluster were a separate, individually-randomized experiment.

This design allows researchers to assess peer effects either by comparing untreated units in treated clusters

with pure control units in control clusters or by comparing units across clusters with different proportions

assigned to treatment (Hudgens and Halloran, 2008).
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Our motivating example is a large randomized evaluation of an intervention targeting student absenteeism

among elementary and high school students in the School District of Philadelphia (Rogers and Feller, 2016).

In the original study, parents of at-risk students were randomly assigned to a direct mail intervention with

tailored information about their students’ attendance over the course of the year. In treated households with

multiple eligible students, one student was selected at random to be the subject of the mailings, following

a multilevel randomization. Substantively, this is a rare opportunity to study intra-household dynamics

around student behavior. Methodologically, this presents a rich test case for understanding how to analyze

multilevel experiments in practice.

There has been substantial interest in multilevel randomization in recent years, with prominent examples

in economics (Crépon et al., 2013), education (Somers et al., 2010), political science (Sinclair et al., 2012),

and public health (Hudgens and Halloran, 2008), as well as closely related variants in the context of large-

scale social networks (Ugander et al., 2013). Such designs have become especially common in development

economics; see Baird et al. (2014) and Angelucci and Di Maro (2016). There is also a small but growing

methodological literature on analyzing multilevel experiments, including Hudgens and Halloran (2008), Liu

and Hudgens (2014), and Rigdon and Hudgens (2015) in statistics; and Sinclair et al. (2012) and Baird et al.

(2014) in the social sciences.

We build on this literature by addressing three practical issues that arise in analyzing the attendance

study. First, school districts are typically interested in the intervention’s overall impact on students rather

than on households; that is, districts give equal weight to each individual rather than equal weight to each

household. Existing approaches, however, focus either on equal weights for households (e.g., Hudgens and

Halloran, 2008) or side-step the issue by assuming households are of equal size (e.g., Baird et al., 2014).1

We propose unbiased estimators for a broad class of individual- and household-weighted estimands, with

corresponding theoretical and estimated variances. We also derive the bias of a simple difference in means

for estimating individual-weighted estimands.

Second, we connect two common approaches for analyzing multilevel designs: linear regression, which is

more common in the social sciences, and randomization inference, which is more common in epidemiology and

public health. We show that, with suitably chosen standard errors, regression and randomization inference

yield identical point and variance estimates. These results hold for a broad class of weighted estimands.

We believe this equivalence will be important in practice, since the vast majority of applied papers in this

area take a “regression first” approach to analysis (e.g., Baird et al., 2014) that can obfuscate key inferential

1One important exception is Sinclair et al. (2012), who briefly address this issue.
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issues.

Lastly, we explore options for incorporating covariates to improve precision, with a focus on post-

stratification and model-assisted estimation. We then confirm our analytic results via simulation studies

and apply these methods to the attendance project. Overall, we find strong evidence of a spillover effect

that is (depending on the scale of the outcome) roughly 60 to 80 percent as large as the primary effect. This

holds across different estimands as well as with and without covariate adjustment.

This paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 defines the multilevel randomization, sets up the notation, and

discusses the relevant assumptions. Section 3 defines estimands and corresponding estimators and variances

in the case of equal-sized households. Section 4 addresses additional complications that arise when household

sizes vary. Section 5 demonstrates how we can use regression with appropriate standard errors to obtain

the randomization-based estimators. Section 6 explores covariate adjustment. Section 7 reports the results

of extensive simulation studies. Section 8 analyzes the student attendance experiment. Section 9 concludes

and offers directions for future work. The supplementary materials contains additional technical material

and all proofs.

2 Setup and assumptions

We now review the setup and assumptions for a multilevel experiment in the presence of peer effects. The

discussion closely follows Hudgens and Halloran (2008). We modify their terminology slightly to better fit

our applied example and to recognize some small differences in emphasis with the social science literature.

We begin with a description of multilevel designs and then turn to the relevant assumptions. For additional

reviews on causal inference under interference, see, among others, Sinclair et al. (2012); Aronow and Samii

(2013); Bowers et al. (2013); VanderWeele et al. (2014); Athey and Imbens (2016).

2.1 Defining multilevel experimental designs

Multilevel randomization is a special case of a multi-stage, nested randomization (see, e.g., Hudgens and

Halloran, 2008; Hinkelmann and Kempthorne, 2012). First, a multilevel design requires a nested structure of

at least two levels, such as individuals nested within households. Second, random assignment in a multilevel

design proceeds sequentially, starting with the highest level; that is, the second-stage random assignment

(at the lower level) depends on the realized first-stage random assignment (at the higher level).

For the sake of exposition and unless otherwise noted, we restrict our attention to a special case of a
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Figure 1: Schematic of the multilevel randomized design we consider.

multilevel design that both highlights key features of the problem and reflects our motivating example. In

particular, we consider a setting with only two nested levels, which we generally refer to as individuals nested

within households. We assume that there are N households, i = 1, . . . , N , with ni individuals within each

household and n+ ≡
∑
ni individuals overall. To be consistent with the existing literature on multilevel

experiments, we use the double-index notation, such that ·ij denotes the individual j in household i.

Figure 1 gives a schematic overview of the multilevel design we consider. First, N1 of N households are

randomly assigned to treatment via complete randomization. Formally, let HHH = (H1, . . . ,HN ) be the vector

of treatment assignments at the household level, such that Hi = 1 if household i is assigned to treatment

and Hi = 0 otherwise. Second, separately for each household assigned to treatment, that is, among the set

{i : Hi = 1}, randomly assign one of out ni individuals to treatment via complete randomization within

each household. For household i, let ZZZi = (Zi1, . . . , Zini
) denote the assignment vector for the ni units

in that household, where Zij denotes whether the jth individual in household i is assigned to treatment.

Similarly, define ZZZi,−j as the sub vector of ZZZi that exclude the jth value. Finally, we aggregate all household-

level assignments via ZZZ = {ZZZ1, . . . ,ZZZN}. Note that all individuals assigned to treatment are in households

assigned to treatment; that is, if Hi = 0 then Zij = 0 for all individuals in household i.

4



2.2 Potential outcomes and relaxing SUTVA

We use the potential outcomes framework (Neyman, 1923; Rubin, 1974) to define our causal effects of interest.

A key complication is that we cannot simply invoke the Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA;

Rubin, 1980). This assumption has two main parts: there are no hidden versions of the treatment, and there

is no interference between units. We retain the first assumption, but relax the second. Let Y obs
ij denote

the observed outcome for individual j in household i. In general, let YYY i(ZZZ) = (YYY i1(ZZZ), . . ., YYY ini(ZZZ)) be

the vector of potential outcomes for household i, and YYY (ZZZ) = {YYY 1(ZZZ), . . ., YYY N (ZZZ)} be the list of potential

outcome vectors for all households.

At this stage, practical inference is infeasible without imposing additional restrictions on the structure of

potential outcomes (Sobel, 2006; Hudgens and Halloran, 2008). Many such restrictions are possible. Aronow

and Samii (2013) address the general case; Toulis and Kao (2013) focus on estimation with specific network

structures (see also Tchetgen Tchetgen and VanderWeele, 2012). Given the data structure in our motivating

example, we focus on two types of interference: between-household and within-household interference.

2.2.1 Between-household interference

First, we assume that there is no between-household interference. Sobel (2006) calls this partial interfer-

ence; Athey and Imbens (2016) refer to this setting as a randomized experiment “with interactions in sub-

populations.”

Assumption 1 (No Interference Across Household). Interference occurs only within a household. That is,

YYY i(ZZZ) = YYY i(ZZZi).

This is effectively a “between household SUTVA” assumption and greatly reduces the complexity of the

problem. At the same time, Assumption 1 remains quite strong in practice, especially in settings where

spillover is an important consideration. In the context of the attendance study, this assumption states that

students in different households do not affect each others’ attendance. This assumption is violated if, for

instance, friends skip school together. In theory, we could collect additional data on student social networks

and other relationships and impose a network structure on the between-cluster interference; in practice, this

was not possible. Nonetheless, we view spillovers within households as far more important than spillovers

between households and thus consider Assumption 1 to be a useful approximation. See Sobel (2006), Hudgens

and Halloran (2008), and Baird et al. (2014) for additional discussion.
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2.2.2 Within-household interference

Even with the simplifying Assumption 1, the possible potential outcomes remain maddeningly complex. To

illustrate this point, consider three siblings in the same household: Alice, Bob, and Carl. We are interested

in Alice’s potential outcome if one of her brothers (i.e., either Bob or Carl) is randomized to treatment.

With no additional assumptions on interference, Alice has two different potential outcomes depending on

which brother is treated, YAlice(Bob treated) or YAlice(Carl treated). That is, the notation allows for Alice

to have different responses depending on the precise identity of the treated brother.

Sobel (2006) and Hudgens and Halloran (2008) introduced the idea of an individual-level average potential

outcome in this setting. Define Alice’s individual-level average potential outcome if one of her brothers is

treated as

YAlice(either brother treated) =
1

2
YAlice(Bob treated) +

1

2
YAlice(Carl treated).

Importantly, individual-level average potential outcomes are functions both of identity-specific potential

outcomes and of the exact randomization scheme; the above definition implicitly assumes that each brother

has equal probability of receiving treatment. This raises both philosophical and practical issues. As we note

below, calculating variances for such individual-level average potential outcomes proves especially difficult.

For additional discussion, see Hudgens and Halloran (2008); Tchetgen Tchetgen and VanderWeele (2012);

Aronow and Samii (2013); Manski (2013a).

As with between-household interference, one solution is to impose additional structure on the problem.

For example, Paluck et al. (2016) collect detailed social network data for students within schools; they

assume no interference between schools but leverage the within-school network structure for inference. This

approach, however, is infeasible in settings without detailed data. In the attendance study, it is difficult

to imagine collecting data on which individuals within the household are more influential than others; in

other words, we cannot simply go ask Alice. Instead, we implicitly assume that each individual is equally

influential for Alice’s potential outcome.

A sensible restriction is therefore to assume that potential outcomes only depend on the number (or,

equivalently, proportion) of individuals assigned to treatment within each household. Hudgens and Halloran

(2008) call this the stratified interference assumption, which states that the precise identity of the treated

individual in the treated cluster does not matter for untreated individuals in the same cluster (see also

Manski, 2013b). That is, Alice’s potential outcome is the same if Bob is treated or if Carl is treated,

YAlice(Bob treated) = YAlice(Carl treated).
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Assumption 2 (Stratified Interference).

Yij(ZZZi,−j , Zij = 0) = Yij(ZZZ
′
i,−j , Zij = 0) ∀ZZZi,−j ,ZZZ ′i,−j s.t.

∑
Zij =

∑
Z ′ij = 1 (1)

This assumption has two important ramifications. First, we no longer require individual-level average

potential outcomes, since the potential outcomes that correspond to Bob or Carl received treatment are the

same. This simplifies some conceptual challenges and breaks the dependence of the potential outcomes on

the precise experimental design. Second, this greatly simplifies variance calculations, as we discuss below.

This assumption is violated if Alice behaves differently when her parents receive information about Bob

rather than Carl.

2.2.3 Connecting observed and potential outcomes

Given these assumptions, we now define potential outcomes for each individual j in household i, Yij(Hi =

h, Zij = z). There are three possible combinations: Yij(1, 1), Yij(1, 0), and Yij(0, 0). We regard these

potential outcomes as fixed and define the observed outcome as a deterministic function of the treatment

assignment and potential outcomes:

Y obs
ij = HiZijYij(1, 1) +Hi(1− Zij)Yij(1, 0) + (1−Hi)Yij(0, 0),

where the randomness is entirely due to H and Z. That is, unless otherwise noted, all expectations and

variances are with respect to the randomization distribution; inference is fully justified by the randomization

itself (Fisher, 1935). Finally, we introduce the sets Thz = {(i, j) : Hi = h and Zij = z} to denote the set of

households and individuals who are assigned to Hi = h and Zij = z.

3 Inference with equal-sized households

Next, we review existing results for inference when all households or clusters are of equal size, turning to the

more general case in Section 4. Starting with this simplified setting allows us to clarify the key points before

addressing the additional complications of varying household size. These results essentially follow Hudgens

and Halloran (2008). We begin with a discussion of the estimands of interest, the primary and spillover

effects, and derive the corresponding unbiased estimators. We then give both their variances as well as

conservative estimators of these variances. Readers familiar with this literature can skip to Section 4.
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3.1 Estimands

We first assume that all households are of the same size. That is, ni = n for all households i = 1, . . . , N ,

where N1 and N0 denote the number of households assigned to treatment and control, respectively. Unless

otherwise noted, all estimands we consider here are finite sample estimands; that is, they are defined for the

units in our sample. For discussion, see Imbens and Rubin (2015).

We define two main estimands, one for the primary effect, and one for the spillover effect. First, we define

two average potential outcomes (averaging across units):

Y i(h, z) =
1

n

n∑
j

Yij(h, z), Y (h, z) =
1

N

N∑
i

Y i(h, z) =
1

nN

N∑
i

n∑
j

Yij(h, z),

the average potential outcome for Hi = h and Zij = z for cluster i and for the entire finite population,

respectively.

Definition 1 (Estimands with equal-sized households). Define the average primary effect as follows:

τP =
1

Nn

N∑
i

n∑
j

(Yij(1, 1)− Yij(0, 0)) =
1

N

N∑
i

(Y i(1, 1)− Y i(0, 0)) = Y (1, 1)− Y (0, 0), (2)

and the average spillover effect as:

τS =
1

Nn

N∑
i

n∑
j

(Yij(1, 0)− Yij(0, 0)) =
1

N

N∑
i

(Y i(1, 0)− Y i(0, 0)) = Y (1, 0)− Y (0, 0). (3)

Note that these estimands have various names in the literature. We take the terminology primary effect

from Toulis and Kao (2013). Hudgens and Halloran (2008) call these quantities the total and indirect effects,

respectively. Baird et al. (2014) use the term treatment on the uniquely treated for an analogous quantity

to the primary effect. Finally, we note that many other estimands are possible. Halloran et al. (1991);

Hudgens and Halloran (2008) define the direct and overall effects, which are essentially the impact of the

within-household randomization and the impact of randomization on the entire household, respectively. We

do not explore these estimands further here.

3.2 Estimators and their variances

We now turn to estimating these quantities and deriving their sampling variances. All proofs in this section

closely follow Hudgens and Halloran (2008) and are special cases of the more general results from Section 4.
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See supplementary materials for additional details.

First, we show that the difference-in-means estimators are unbiased.

Proposition 1 (Unbiasedness of difference-in-means estimators). The primary and spillover effect estima-

tors τ̂P and τ̂S,

τ̂P =
1

N1

∑
(i,j)∈T11

Y obs
ij (1, 1) − 1

nN0

∑
(i,j)∈T00

Y obs
ij (0, 0),

τ̂S =
1

(n− 1)N1

∑
(i,j)∈T10

Y obs
ij (1, 0) − 1

nN0

∑
(i,j)∈T00

Y obs
ij (0, 0),

are unbiased for their corresponding estimands with respect to the randomization distribution. That is

E[τ̂P ] = τP and E[τ̂S ] = τS .

Next, we determine the theoretical variance of these estimators with respect to the randomization dis-

tribution. We first define several useful terms, effectively decomposing the overall variance of the potential

outcomes into a within- and between-household variance. Let σ2
i,hz = 1/n

∑
j(Yij(h, z) − Y i(h, z))

2 be

the within-household potential outcome variances for Yij(h, z), and let Σ11 = 1/N
∑
i σ

2
i,11 and Σ10 =

1/N
∑
i

1
(n−1)2σ

2
i,10 be the (re-scaled) average within-cluster variances for Yij(1, 1) and Yij(1, 0) respectively.

Finally, define the between-cluster variance of cluster-level averages:

Vhz =
1

N − 1

N∑
i

(Y i(h, z)− Y (h, z))2,

VP =
1

N − 1

N∑
i

([Y i(1, 1)− Y i(0, 0)]− [Y (1, 1)− Y (0, 0)])2,

VS =
1

N − 1

N∑
i

([Y i(1, 0)− Y i(0, 0)]− [Y (1, 0)− Y (0, 0)])2,

where Vhz is the between-cluster variance of the average cluster-level potential outcome, Y i(h, z). VP and

VS are the (unidentifiable) cluster-level treatment effect variation for the primary and spillover effects,

respectively.

Proposition 2 (Theoretical variance of the estimators). The estimators have the following variance under

the randomization distribution:

Var(τ̂P ) =
Σ11 + V11

N1
+
V00
N0
− VP
N

9



and

Var(τ̂S) =
Σ10 + V10

N1
+
V00
N0
− VS
N
.

This variance has the same form as the standard Neymanian variance. However, the increased variance

due to the two-level randomization is reflected in the first numerator, which has two terms instead of one.

Intuitively, this is a decomposition of the marginal variance of potential outcomes into Σhz, the average of

the within-household variances, and Vhz, the variance of the household-level average potential outcomes. It

is important to note that the theoretical variance becomes much more complex without the stratified inter-

ference assumption. See Tchetgen Tchetgen and VanderWeele (2012), Aronow and Samii (2013), and Rigdon

and Hudgens (2015).

Finally, we can obtain an estimated variance that is a “conservative” estimate for the true variance (in

the sense of being too wide in expectation) with respect to the randomization distribution. Let s2hz be the

cluster-level sample variance for the cluster-level average potential outcomes, Y
obs

i (h, z). That is,

s2hz =
1

Nh − 1

N∑
i

1(Hi = h)
(
Y

obs

i (h, z)− Y obs
(h, z)

)2
,

where Y
obs

(h, z) is the average observed outcome for the set Thz, and where Y
obs

i (h, z) is the average observed

outcome for the set Thz in household i.

Theorem 3.1 (Estimated variance of the estimators). Consider the variance estimators V̂ar(τ̂P ) and

V̂ar(τ̂S):

V̂ar(τ̂P ) =
s211
N1

+
s200
N0

, (4)

V̂ar(τ̂S) =
s210
N1

+
s200
N0

. (5)

The proposed estimators are conservative estimates of their respective estimands. That is, E(V̂ar(τ̂P )) ≥

Var(τ̂P ) and E(V̂ar(τ̂S)) ≥ Var(τ̂S). V̂ar(τ̂P ) and V̂ar(τ̂S) are unbiased if VP = 0 and VS = 0, respectively.

This result is due to Hudgens and Halloran (2008). As they show, the estimated variances are unbiased

if the treatment effects are constant. There are several approaches to practical inference in this setting.

For binary outcomes, Rigdon and Hudgens (2015) obtain exact confidence intervals via test inversion. For

the general case, Liu and Hudgens (2014) demonstrate that an asymptotic regime in which the number of

households grows large motivates the usual Wald-type confidence interval based on a Normal approximation.
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We rely on that approach here, though note that the asymptotic approximation might have poor performance

in small samples (see, for example, Pustejovsky and Tipton, 2016).

4 General results for varying household size

We now generalize these results to allow for varying household size. Doing so introduces both conceptual

and technical complications. Broadly, there are now two types of estimands, household-weighted estimands

(‘HW’) that assign equal weight to households, regardless of the number of individuals in each household; and

individual-weighted estimands (‘IW’) that assign equal weight to individuals, regardless of the distribution

across households. A substantial literature on cluster-randomized trials addresses related questions; see,

among others, Donner and Klar (2000); Imai et al. (2009); Schochet (2013); Middleton and Aronow (2015).

There are many settings in which researchers might be more interested in IW estimands than HW

estimands. In the attendance study we consider, district administrators are generally more concerned with

raising the overall attendance rate than with raising the average attendance rate across households. Public

health researchers administering treatment to villages of different sizes might similarly be interested in the

overall effect on the population rather than on village-level averages, especially if the treatment is more

effective in larger villages. And so on.

One important consideration is that researchers can typically estimate HW estimands more precisely than

IW estimands. For example, consider the case of one massive household and many small households (e.g.,

Athey and Imbens, 2016). In that setting, inference for the IW estimand is difficult because units in the

large cluster always receive the same assignment; inference for the HW estimand, however, is likely much

more precise. We therefore recommend that researchers interested in IW estimands report both HW and

IW estimates in practice.

We next describe results for a general class of weighted estimands, of which both HW and IW estimands

are a special case. We then discuss several approaches for estimating IW estimands.

4.1 Inference for general weighted estimands

We now consider a class of weights we call multilevel weights; household and individual weights are both

special cases. We sketch the key ideas here and defer the details to the supplementary materials.

Definition 2 (Multilevel weights). Define multilevel weights w
(00)
i , w

(10)
i , w

(11)
i and w∗i as any positive real
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number such that:

w
(11)
i =

1

P (Hi = 1)

1

P (Zij = 1|Hi = 1)
w∗i ,

w
(10)
i =

1

P (Hi = 1)

1

P (Zij = 0|Hi = 1)
w∗i ,

w
(00)
i =

1

P (Hi = 0)
w∗i .

These are standard Horvitz-Thompson weights modified for our two-stage randomization. Thus the multilevel

weighted estimand and estimator for the primary effect are:

τPW =

N∑
i=1

w∗i

ni∑
j=1

(Yij(1, 1)− Yij(0, 0)) and τ̂PW =
∑

(i,j)∈T11

w
(11)
i Y obs

ij (1, 1)−
∑

(i,j)∈T00

w
(00)
i Y obs

ij (0, 0),

with analogous quantities for the spillover effect. In the supplementary materials, we show that these

estimators are unbiased, derive their theoretical variances, and give conservative estimated variances. These

are essentially the weighted generalization of the results in Section 3.

Finally, we show in Supplementary Material that w∗i = 1
Nni

corresponds to household-weighted esti-

mands and w∗i = 1
n+ corresponds to individual-weighted estimands. Reassuringly, plugging in the household

weights exactly recovers the results of Hudgens and Halloran (2008). These estimands and estimators have

a particularly simple form, corresponding to the natural difference-in-means estimators:

τPHW =
1

N

N∑
i=1

1

ni

ni∑
j=1

(Yij(1, 1)− Yij(0, 0)) and τ̂PHW =
1

N1

∑
i∈T11

Y
obs

i (1, 1)− 1

N0

∑
i∈T00

Y
obs

i (0, 0), (6)

where Y
obs

i (h, z) are the household-level averages of the observed outcomes with Hi = h and Zij = z.

4.2 Inference for individual-weighted estimands

Inference for the individual-weighted estimand requires some more care. The estimands have the following

form:

τPIW =
1

n+

N∑
i

ni∑
j

(Yij(1, 1)− Yij(0, 0)) and τSIW =
1

n+

N∑
i

ni∑
j

(Yij(1, 0)− Yij(0, 0)),

where n+ is the total number of individuals. We outline three approaches for estimating the quantities:

unbiased estimation; simple difference; and stratification or post-stratification by household size. Finally, we
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suggest that researchers can mix-and-match these methods in practice.

4.2.1 Unbiased estimation

Applying Horvitz-Thompson weights yields unbiased estimators for τPIW and τSIW :

τ̂PIW =
1

n+
N

N1

∑
(i,j)∈T11

ni
1
Y obs
ij (1, 1) − 1

n+
N

N0

∑
(i,j)∈T00

Y obs
ij (0, 0),

τ̂SIW =
1

n+
N

N1

∑
(i,j)∈T10

ni
ni − 1

Y obs
ij (1, 0) − 1

n+
N

N0

∑
(i,j)∈T00

Y obs
ij (0, 0),

with household-level assignment probabilities N1/N and N0/N and (conditional) individual-level probabili-

ties 1/ni and (ni−1)/ni. Thus, the primary effect estimator up-weights larger households while the spillover

effect estimator down-weights larger households. As is common with Horvitz-Thompson estimators, unbi-

ased estimation typically comes at the price of additional variance. In practice, researchers can often reduce

this variance by first normalizing the weights (i.e., Hájek weights), which introduces some small bias. See

the supplementary materials for more details on the Hájek estimator in this context.

4.2.2 Simple difference estimator

Contrast the unbiased estimator with a simple difference estimator; that is, the difference-in-means across

individuals, ignoring households.

τ̂Psd =
1

n+11

∑
(i,j)∈T11

Y obs
ij (1, 1)− 1

n+00

∑
(i,j)∈T00

Y obs
ij (0, 0) (7)

τ̂Ssd =
1

n+10

∑
(i,j)∈T10

Y obs
ij (1, 0)− 1

n+00

∑
(i,j)∈T00

Y obs
ij (0, 0), (8)

where n+11 =
∑
i 1(Hi = 1)

∑
j 1(Zij = 1), n+10 =

∑
i 1(Hi = 1)

∑
j 1(Zij = 0), and n+00 =

∑
i 1(Hi = 0)ni.

Despite its intuitive appeal, this estimator can be biased in practice. There are two main sources of bias.

First, echoing results from Middleton and Aronow (2015), when household sizes vary, the quantities n+11, n+10,

and n+00 are themselves random variables. Thus, both the numerator and denominator of each group average

are random; and the mean of a ratio is not, in general, equal to the ratio of means. Second, individual-level

treatment probabilities vary by household size; in the design we consider here, the probability of treatment

assignment conditional on being in a treated household is P{Zij = 1 | Hi = 1} = 1/ni. Thus, ignoring ni—

13



and, by extension, the varying treatment probability—can lead to biased estimates. This is analogous to

the possible bias when analyzing stratified randomized designs in which treatment probabilities vary across

strata (see, e.g., Imbens and Rubin, 2015). We derive the exact form of the bias in the following proposition.

Proposition 3. The simple difference estimators, τ̂Psd and τ̂Ssd, defined in Equation 7 and 8, have the

following bias for their respective estimands.

bias
(
τ̂Psd
)

=
1

Nn

∑
i

(
n

ni
− 1

)∑
j

Yij(1, 1) +
1

N0n
cov

(∑
T00 Yij(0, 0)

n+00
, n+00

)
(9)

and

bias
(
τ̂Ssd
)

=
1

Nn

∑
i

(
n
n−1
ni

ni−1
− 1

)∑
j

Yij(1, 0) +

(
1

N0n
cov

(∑
T00 Yij(0, 0)

n+00
, n+00

)
− (10)

1

N1(n− 1)
cov

(∑
T10 Yij(1, 0)

n+10
, n+10

))
.

If household size is constant, all of these terms are zero. If the covariance between household size and

potential outcomes is zero, only the first term of each equation remains. In simulations in Section 7, we

show that the overall bias can be large if household sizes vary and treatment effects also vary by household

size. Lastly, researchers might choose to correct for only one of these sources of bias, for example by only

adjusting for the varying probability of treatment within each treated household. Given the performance of

the post-stratified estimator in Section 7, this seems unnecessary in our setting.

4.2.3 Stratification and post-stratification by household size

Finally, we consider stratification and post-stratification by household size. If household-level randomization

is stratified by household size, inference for the individual-weighted estimand is immediate. In particular,

let τPk and τSk be the stratum-specific estimands for the stratum with household size ni = k,

τPk =
1

N (k)

N∑
i

1(ni = k)
1

k

k∑
j

(Yij(1, 1)−Yij(0, 0)) and τSk =
1

N (k)

N∑
i

1(ni = k)
1

k

k∑
j

(Yij(1, 0)−Yij(0, 0)),

where N (k) is the number of households of size k. Since household size is constant within each stratum, the

corresponding household- and individual-weighted estimands are equivalent. We can therefore re-write the
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overall individual-weighted estimands as weighted averages of the stratum-specific effects,

τPIW =

K∑
k=2

n(k)+

n+
τPk and τSIW =

K∑
k=2

n(k)+

n+
τSk ,

where n(k)+ =
∑
i: ni=k

ni and where we assume (without essential loss of generality) that household sizes

range from k = 2, . . . ,K. To simplify variance calculations, we further assume that there are at least

two households of each size. Due to stratification, we can regard each household size as a separate “mini

experiment.” The results of Section 3 therefore carry through essentially unchanged. That is, for the primary

effect (with analogous results for the spillover effect):

τ̂PIW =

K∑
k=2

n(k)+

n+
τ̂Pk , and Var(τ̂PIW ) =

K∑
k=2

(
n(k)+

n+

)2

Var(τ̂Pk ), (11)

where τ̂PIW is an unbiased estimate of τPIW , Var(τ̂PIW ) is its sampling variance, and V̂ar(τ̂PIW ) is the cor-

responding conservative variance estimate. To modify the above results for household-weighted estimates,

simply replace the weight n(k)+/n+ with N (k)/N . In other words, weight each stratum by the number of

households in that stratum, rather than the number of individuals. While stratification is not necessary to

obtain unbiased estimates of household-weighted estimands, stratification will improve precision so long as

household size is predictive of the outcome.

In practice, it is not always possible or feasible to stratify randomization by household size. This is

especially true if there are important blocking factors other than size. For example, the multilevel random-

ization in the attendance study was merely one part of a broader experiment in which randomization was

stratified by school and grade. Fortunately, researchers can often post-stratify by household size; that is, the

researcher can analyze the experiment as if randomization had been stratified by size. In the supplementary

materials, we extend the theoretical guarantees from Miratrix et al. (2013) to multilevel randomization, and

include additional discussion of the technical details.

4.2.4 “Mix and match”

If there are relatively small samples or the distribution of household sizes varies widely, researchers might

want to “mix and match” among possible strategies. As we discuss in Section 8, there are 3,109 households

size of ni = 2 but only two households of size ni = 7. Thus, it is unreasonable to post-stratify precisely

on household size. Instead, we post-stratify by dividing household size into ni ∈ {2, 3, 4 − 7}, using the
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unbiased IW estimator for households of size four to seven. This is inherently a bias-variance tradeoff and

will depend on the particular context. Finally, we could also adjust for ni via regression, as discussed in

Section 6 (see also Middleton and Aronow, 2015). Of course, researchers should pre-specify such procedures

whenever possible.

5 Regression-based estimation

We now connect these randomization-based results with more familiar regression-based methods. Our key

result is that, with the appropriate standard errors, conventional linear regression estimates are equiva-

lent to the randomization-based estimates. Importantly, this approach regards regression as a convenient

tool (sometimes known as a derived linear model ; see Hinkelmann and Kempthorne, 2012), and does not

equate the regression with a specific generative model. In other words, this approach does not impose a

model for the potential outcomes (Imbens and Rubin, 2015).

We consider two basic regression approaches, an individual-level regression and a household-level re-

gression. For simplicity, we start with the equal-sized household case and then show that these results

generalize to any multilevel weights. We then demonstrate the dangers of using standard errors that ignore

the multilevel structure. While regression estimators of other estimands are possible, especially the direct

and overall effects (Hudgens and Halloran, 2008), we do not pursue those here. Finally, these results build

on recent advances in estimating robust and cluster-robust standard errors, beginning with McCaffrey et al.

(2001) and Bell and McCaffrey (2002). See also Imbens and Kolesar (2012); Cameron and Miller (2015);

Pustejovsky and Tipton (2016).

5.1 Individual-level regression

First, we construct the individual-level linear model,

Y obs
ij = α+ βPHiZij + βSHi(1− Zij) + εij . (12)

Importantly, the uncertainty in εij is entirely due to randomization. It is straightforward to show that

standard OLS estimates for βP and βS are identical to the randomization-based estimators in Section 3.2.

Estimating the variance, however, requires more care. We now show that the cluster-robust generalization

of HC2 standard errors are equivalent to the randomization-based standard errors derived above.
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Theorem 5.1. For equal-sized households, let Y be the vector containing all the observed outcomes Y obs
ij ;

let X denote the appropriate design matrix (formally defined in the supplementary materials) with columns

corresponding to the intercept, HZ, and H(1−Z); and let β = (α, βP , βS). The linear model in Equation 12

can therefore be re-written as Y = Xβ + ε, with corresponding least squares estimate, β̂ols. These estimates

are unbiased for their corresponding estimands. Further, define the cluster-robust generalization of HC2

standard errors as:

V̂ ar
clust

hc2 (β̂ols) = (XtX)−1
S∑
s=1

Xt
s(INs − Pss)−1/2ε̂sε̂s(INs − Pss)−1/2Xs(X

tX)−1

where Xs and ε̂s are the subsets of X and ε̂ corresponding to household s, and Pss is defined as Pss =

Xs(X
tX)−1Xt

s. Then

V̂ ar
clust

hc2 (β̂P,ols) = V̂ ar(τ̂P ) and V̂ ar
clust

hc2 (β̂S,ols) = V̂ ar(τ̂S)

where V̂ ar
clust

hc2 (β̂P,ols) = (V̂ ar
clust

hc2 (β̂ols))22 and V̂ ar
clust

hc2 (β̂S,ols) = V̂ ar
clust

hc2 (β̂ols))33.

In short, Theorem 5.1 confirms that we can obtain the same randomization-based point- and variance-

estimators via the individual-level linear model in Equation 12 with HC2 cluster-robust standard errors. This

is similar to results obtained with heteroskedastic-robust standard errors in simpler designs (e.g., Samii and

Aronow, 2012; Imbens and Rubin, 2015). In Section 5.4, we demonstrate the effect of failing to account for

clustering on standard errors. Researchers can estimate these standard errors directly in R via, for example,

the clubSandwich package. See Pustejovsky and Tipton (2016) for additional discussion on the performance

of clustered standard errors with a relatively small number of clusters.

5.2 Household-level regression

We now consider a regression at the household level. This is a common strategy in cluster-randomized

trials (e.g., Athey and Imbens, 2016) and yields identical inference to individual-level regression with clustered

standard errors (see, for example Cameron and Miller, 2015).

Aggregation here requires some care in that we separately aggregate treated and control units within

each treated household. Thus, we consider three types of household-level aggregates for household i. Each

treated household has two household-level averages, Y
obs

i (1, 1) and Y
obs

i (1, 0); each control household has

one household-level average, Y
obs

i (0, 0). We can therefore assemble a vector of household-average outcomes,
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Y
obs

k of length 2N1 +N0. We introduce the indicators H(11) and H(10); H
(11)
k = 1 if the aggregate is over the

treated units in treated households and H
(11)
k = 0 otherwise; H

(10)
k = 1 if the aggregate is over the control

units in treated households and H
(10)
k = 0 otherwise. We then consider the following linear model:

Y
obs

k = α+ βPH
(11)
k + βSH

(10)
k + ε′k. (13)

We now show that we can obtain the randomization-based point and variance estimates via the linear

model estimates with standard (i.e., non-cluster) heteroskedastic-robust standard errors.

Theorem 5.2. For equal-sized households, the OLS estimates for βP and βS in Equation 13 are unbiased

estimators of the corresponding estimands. Define the heteroskedastic-robust estimator of the variances:

V̂arhc2(τ̂P ) ≡ V̂arhc2(β̂P ) =

∑
k:H

(11)
k =0

ε̂2k(H
(10)
k −H)2

(
∑
k:H

(10)
k =0

(H
(11)
k −H(11)

)2)2

and

V̂arhc2(τ̂S) ≡ V̂arhc2(β̂S) =

∑
k:H

(11)
k =0

ε̂2k(H
(10)
k −H)2

(
∑
k:H

(11)
k =0

(H
(10)
k −H(10)

)2)2

We have:

V̂arhc2(τ̂P ) = V̂ar(τ̂P ) and V̂arhc2(τ̂S) = V̂ar(τ̂S),

where the ε̂k’s are the HC2 residuals (see supplementary materials for exact definition).

In short, Theorem 5.2 states that we can aggregate to the household level and proceed as if this were

a standard completely randomized trial (Imbens and Rubin, 2015). Intuitively, the aggregation at the

household level is another way of accounting for the household structure in the multilevel randomization

scheme. Note that the definition for the heteroskedastic-robust estimator of the variance is entirely standard;

it is straightforward to fit Equation 13 and the corresponding variance with common software, for example,

the vcovHC function with the HC2 option in the sandwich package.

5.3 Results for weighted estimands

Finally, we can modify the household-level regression to estimate any multilevel weighted estimand. Thus,

we can use this approach to obtain the HW and IW results in Section 4. The key idea is to run an unweighted

regression on transformed outcomes.
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Theorem 5.3. Let w
(00)
i , w

(10)
i , w

(11)
i and wi be multilevel weights. Let the transformed observed outcomes be

Ỹ obsij (1, 1) = N1w
(11)
i Y obsij (1, 1), Ỹ obsij (1, 0) = N1(ni−1)w

(10)
i Y obsij (1, 0), and Ỹ obsij (0, 0) = N0niw

(00)
i Y obsij (0, 0).

Then the results of Theorem 5.2 hold. That is: β̂P = τ̂PW , β̂S = τ̂SW , V̂ arhc2(β̂P ) = V̂ ar(τ̂PW ), and

V̂ arhc2(β̂S) = V̂ ar(τ̂SW ).

This approach is subtly different from using Weighted Least Squares, which would also reweight the

design matrix.

5.4 Failing to account for clustering

It is instructive to consider the consequences of a “naive” analysis of a multilevel experiment that does not

directly address the two-stage randomization. While there are many ways that such an analysis could fail,

we consider the case of incorrectly analyzing a multilevel experiment as if it were a completely randomized

experiment; that is, the researcher ignores the household structure. With equal-sized households, the point

estimates will be the same as for the appropriate analysis, but the standard errors will differ. In particular,

let V̂ar
het

hc2(τ̂P ) be the (non-cluster) HC2 robust standard error for the primary effect; that is, these are the

variances from Equation 13 for the household aggregates incorrectly applied to the individual level. We show

in the supplementary materials that,

E
[
V̂ar

het

hc2(τ̂P )

]
−Var(τ̂P ) = (Σ00 + V00)

{
1

nN0 − 1

(
1− nρ00

)
− 1

N

Vp
Σ00 + V00

}
,

where V00 and Σ00 are the between- and within-household variances, respectively, of the control potential

outcomes, Yij(0, 0), and ρ00 ≡ V00/(Σ00 + V00) is the intraclass correlation. This quantity is negative—that

is, the variance is anti-conservative in expectation—if:

ρ00 >
1

n
−
(
nN0 − 1

nN

)(
VP

Σ00 + V00

)
.

Since the last term is non-negative, we can build intuition by setting that term to zero. For example, consider

the special case of VP = 0, which would occur if there is a constant additive effect. Under these conditions,

the estimated variance is anti-conservative if ρ00 > 1/n. In the social sciences, typical values of ICC range

from 0.1 to 0.3 (e.g., Gelman and Hill, 2006). Thus, even with households of size 4 or 5, the estimated

variance could be anti-conservative. We see this behavior in the simulations in Section 7.
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6 Covariate adjustment

Finally, we explore how to incorporate individual- and cluster-level covariates in a multilevel experiment.

There is an extensive literature on the use of covariates in randomized trials (see, for example, Imbens

and Rubin, 2015). In this section, we briefly address stratification, post-stratification, and model-assisted

estimation. In ongoing research, we are working to extend results from covariate adjustment in completely

randomized designs (e.g., Lin, 2013) to cluster-randomized and multilevel experiments.

Stratification and post-stratification. As with household size in Section 4.2.3, the simplest way to

account for covariates is to incorporate them into the randomization by stratifying on them. In general, the

researcher can partition households into discrete strata, regard each stratum as a separate “mini experiment,”

and estimate an overall effect by averaging across strata. This will improve the precision of the treatment

effect estimate so long as the stratifying covariate is predictive of the outcome. Note that researchers cannot

stratify by a covariate that varies within household, as this could destroy the nested structure in the data by

assigning different individuals in the same household to different “household-level” treatments. For example,

we cannot stratify the multilevel randomization by gender, as some houses will have both boys and girls;

instead, we could stratify by whether all students in the household are boys, which is an aggregate version of

the individual-level covariate. Finally, as with household size, researchers can also post-stratify on household-

level covariates. Of course, it is possible to combine stratification and post-stratification; for example, first

stratifying by household size and then, for each household size, post-stratifying by whether the household

speaks English as the primary language.

Model-assisted estimation. First developed in survey sampling (Cochran, 1977), model-assisted estima-

tion has seen increased use in causal inference (Rosenbaum et al., 2002; Hansen and Bowers, 2009; Aronow

and Middleton, 2013). The main idea is to modify a standard estimator by incorporating a so-called “work-

ing model.” The researcher typically chooses this model such that, if certain conditions hold (e.g., if the

linear model is the actual data generating process), the overall estimator enjoys optimality properties, such

as efficiency; if these conditions do not hold, the estimator nonetheless has other guarantees, such as consis-

tency. Rather than present an extensive discussion of model-assisted estimation, we outline a straightforward

application here and refer interested readers to the above references. We use this approach in the analysis

in Section 8.

Following the setup in Hansen and Bowers (2009), consider K covariates x(1), . . . , x(K) (which typically
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include a constant) with corresponding coefficient vector, γ = (γ1, . . . , γK), such that r(γ) = {rij({x(k)}k, γ)}

for i = 1, . . . , N and j = 1, . . . , ni is a function mapping covariates to predictions. To simplify notation, we

will let x = {x(k)}k. In practice, the vector γ are typically coefficients from a linear regression. In this case,

let

rij(x, γ) =

K∑
k

x
(k)
ij γk,

where xij is a vector of covariates associated with unit j in cluster i. Importantly, we regard rij(x, γ) as fixed

and known for all units, rather than estimated from the data. We then define the (residualized) potential

outcome as:

eγij(h, z) = Yij(h, z)− rij(x, γ). (14)

As with the corresponding potential outcomes, Yij(h, z), the residualized potential outcomes, eγij(h, z), are

assumed to be fixed and are only observed if Hi = h and Zij = z. We can then substitute eγij(h, z) for

Yij(h, z) in defining the primary effect:

τP = Y (1, 1)− Y (0, 0)

= [eγ(1, 1) + r(x, γ)]− [eγ(0, 0) + r(x, γ)] = eγ(1, 1)− eγ(0, 0),

re-writing τS in an analogous way.

Given rij(γ), model-assisted estimation of τP is immediate via substituting the observed values of

the residualized outcomes, eγ,obsij , in place of the unadjusted outcomes, Y obs
ij . Importantly, the resulting

difference-in-means estimator is unbiased regardless of the exact values of rij(γ); that is, there is no need to

appeal to a “correctly specified” linear model to obtain the particular coefficient vector, γ. So long as the

covariates are predictive of the outcome, the variance of eγ,obsij will generally be smaller than the variance

of Y obs
ij , and the resulting model-assisted estimator will also have smaller estimated variance. This will not

necessarily hold for extreme values of γ. See, Hansen and Bowers (2009) and Aronow and Middleton (2013)

for additional discussion.

Finally, the above derivations assume that γ is fixed and known; in practice, we must find some way to

determine γ. The most straightforward approach is to generate a random hold-out sample, and estimate γ

via a regression of Y on X for this group.2 While not always possible, the motivating example effectively

has a hold-out sample that we can use for this purpose. An alternative approach is to use the same data

2This is sometimes known as the Williams approach. See Aronow and Middleton (2013).
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twice; once for estimating the working model and once for estimating the effects of interest. This obviously

introduces additional complications, including possible bias, and, if all the models are linear, is effectively

the same as standard regression adjustment (Lin, 2013). We are exploring this approach in ongoing work.

7 Simulations

We now turn to the simulations, in which we investigate quantitatively two elements discussed in the paper.

First we show that failing to account for the cluster structure lead to confidence intervals that potentially

severely under-cover. Second, we compare the three estimators for the IW estimand discussed in Section 4.2.

7.1 Failing to account for the cluster structure

We start by assessing quantitatively the importance of accounting for the cluster structure. First, we show

that the proposed randomization-based methods indeed have nominal, conservative coverage. Second, we

show that methods that fail to account for clustering dramatically under-cover in a range of settings. To

clarify exposition, we focus on the case with equal-sized households.

We generate the potential outcomes in two stages. First, we simulate household-level average potential

outcomes via:

Y i(0, 0) ∼ N
(
µ00, σ

2
µ

)
τPi ∼ N

(
τP , σ2

τP

)
τSi ∼ N

(
τS , σ2

τS

)
,

where Y i(1, 1) = Y i(0, 0) + τPi and Y i(1, 0) = Y i(0, 0) + τSi . Then we generate individual-level potential

outcomes via Yij(h, z) ∼ N
(
Y i(h, z), σ

2
y

)
, for each h and z. Across all simulations, we fix the mean potential

outcomes, with µ00 = 2, τ̄S = 0.7, and τ̄P = 1.5, and fixed household size at ni = 4, constant across all

households. For convenience, we also restrict the household-level variance terms to be equal to each other,

such that σµ = στP = στS = σc, where σc is the common standard deviation. Thus, we vary three main

parameters, N ∈ {50, 100, 500, 1000} (we always set N1 = N/2) and σc, σy ∈ {0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5}. For each

combination of parameters, we consider three methods: cluster-robust standard errors; non-cluster, robust

standard errors; and nominal standard errors. For each, we compute the coverage of the associated 95%

confidence interval, averaging over 4000 randomizations of the assignment vector.
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Table 1: Average coverage of 95% confidence intervals across all simulations

τ̂P τ̂S

Cluster robust SEs 0.97 0.98
Non-cluster robust SEs 0.93 0.87

Nominal SEs 0.95 0.86
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(b) Spillover effect

Figure 2: Coverage for 95% Confidence Intervals for clustered SEs, non-cluster robust SEs, and nominal SEs,
with respect to the intraclass correlation of control potential outcomes, σ2

c/(σ
2
c + σ2

y).

Table 1 shows the overall coverage for 95% confidence intervals, averaged across all values of the simula-

tion parameters. As expected, coverage with the cluster-robust standard errors is slightly larger than 95%

coverage. By contrast, the non-cluster and nominal standard errors have below 95% coverage. First, this

coverage pattern is quite stable across different sample sizes. At the same time, coverage strongly depends

on the within- and between-household variances. Figure 2 shows the relationship between coverage and the

intraclass correlation among control potential outcomes, defined as σ2
c/(σ

2
c + σ2

y) in this simulation. Consis-

tent with the results in Section 5.4, the coverage for non-clustered standard errors grows increasingly poor

as the ICC increases.
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Table 2: Bias and SE for different estimators for the IW estimand over 2,000 replications. ‘—’ denotes
≤ 10−3.

hh size uncorrelated with effect hh size correlated with effect
Estimator Avg. |bias| Monte Carlo SE Avg. |bias| Monte Carlo SE
Primary effect

Unbiased — 0.11 — 0.07
Simple difference — 0.04 0.18 0.12
Post-stratified — 0.04 — 0.04

Spillover effect
Unbiased — 0.12 — 0.07
Simple difference — 0.04 0.12 0.13
Post-stratified — 0.04 — 0.04

7.2 Comparing the three estimators for the IW estimand

We now focus on the IW estimand and compare the unbiased estimator, the difference-in-means estimator,

and the post-stratified estimator. We consider two scenarios: (a) when the treatment effects are uncorrelated

with household size; and (b) when treatment effects are correlated with household size. The data generating

process is the same as above, with a balanced household-level randomization withN = 200 andN1 = 100, and

with fixed σc = σy = 0.3. We generate households of size 2, 3 and 4 with equal probability, and introduce the

parameters τPk , τ
S
k , µ

(k)
00 for k = 2, 3, 4. For scenario (a), we set τPk = 1.5, τSk = 0.7, µ

(k)
00 = 2 for all k = 2, 3, 4.

For scenario (b), we allow the effects to vary by household size, as follows: τP2 = 1.5, τP3 = 0.75, τP4 = 0.37,

τS2 = 0.7, τS3 = 0.35, τS4 = 0.17, and µ
(2)
00 = 2, µ

(3)
00 = 1, µ

(4)
00 = 0.5.

The results are presented in Table 2. We see that when the treatment effect is uncorrelated with household

size, the bias of all three estimators is negligible, but the Monte Carlo standard error of the unbiased estimator

is an order of magnitude larger than that of the other two estimators. When the treatment effect is correlated

with household size, the biases of the unbiased and the post-stratified estimators are still very small, but the

bias of the simple difference estimator is substantial—roughly the same size as the standard error. Again,

the standard errors are smallest for the post-stratified estimator; overall, the post-stratified estimator clearly

dominates in terms of RMSE.
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8 Student absenteeism in the School District of Philadelphia

8.1 Overview

Student absenteeism in the United States is astonishingly high. More than 10 percent of public school

students—around 6.5 million students—are chronically absent each year, defined as missing 18 or more days

of the roughly 180-day school year (ED Office for Civil Rights, 2016). The rate is substantially higher in

large, urban school districts: over one-third of the experimental sample in the School District of Philadelphia

is chronically absent. High student absenteeism is predictive of a broad range of negative students outcomes,

from dropping out of school to crime to drug and alcohol use. It is also an important performance metric for

schools and districts, and, in many states, is tied directly to school funding. Policymakers have redoubled

their efforts to reduce student absence from school, such as in the newly enacted Every Student Succeeds

Act (PL 114-95) and in a recent Obama Administration initiative that aims to reduce chronic absenteeism

by ten percent each year (Rogers and Feller, 2016). However, it will be challenging to meet these goals as

existing interventions either have limited impacts or are difficult to scale.

Rogers and Feller (2016) recently conducted the first randomized evaluation of an intervention aimed at

reducing student absenteeism. This intervention delivered targeted information to parents of at-risk students

in the School District of Philadelphia via five pieces of direct mail over the 2014–2015 School Year. The

mailing clearly stated the student’s number of absences that year (“Alice has been absent 16 days this school

year”), included a simple bar chart showing the same information graphically, and gave additional text on

the importance of attending school.3 Based on random assignment of 28,080 households, Rogers and Feller

(2016) find that the treatment reduces chronic absenteeism by over 10 percent relative to control. The

approach is extremely cost-effective, costing around $5 per additional day of student attendance—more than

an order of magnitude more cost-effective than the current best-practice intervention.

A key practical challenge in implementing the original study was that the mailings were explicitly designed

to provide information about a single student. Thus, for households with multiple eligible students, one

student was randomly selected to be the focal student. Rogers and Feller (2016) addressed this issue only

briefly in the original study, largely because the focus was on the overall effect of the intervention and because

households with multiple eligible students were a small fraction of the overall sample.

Nonetheless, random assignment of one student within each household presents a rare opportunity to as-

3The original study included three treatment arms and one control arm. The impact of the first treatment arm was relatively
weak. The impacts of the second and third treatment arms were large and virtually identical to each other. Based on these
results, and for the sake of exposition, we therefore drop the first treatment arm and combine the second and third treatment
arms. This yields a much simpler, two-arm trial while preserving the important substantive question.
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sess intra-household spillovers. There is substantial evidence across fields that such intra-household spillovers

are meaningful in magnitude. For example, several voter mobilization studies have found spillover effects

that are between one-third and two-thirds as large as the primary effect (Nickerson, 2008; Sinclair et al.,

2012). We are interested in spillover in the attendance study for two key reasons. First, ignoring the spillover

effect under-states the overall impact of the intervention. For example, an important metric is the cost of

each additional student day; ignoring spillover artificially lowers the corresponding cost-effectiveness esti-

mates. Second, the research team faced a practical question of whether to implement a distinct intervention

for households with multiple eligible students, which would be costly to implement and test. If the spillover

effect is comparable in magnitude to the primary effect, such development is unnecessary. This is similar

to decisions around interventions targeting infectious diseases (Hudgens and Halloran, 2008). Baird et al.

(2014) discuss related substantive issues in economics.

8.2 Multilevel randomization and covariate balance

We consider a subset of N = 3, 804 households with between ni = 2 and ni = 7 eligible students in each

household and n+ = 8, 496 total students.4 Table 3 shows the distribution. The vast majority of these

households (82 percent) have only two eligible students; only one percent (35 households) have five or

more eligible students. We are broadly interested in days absent as the outcome of interest. However, the

distribution of absences has a long right tail; for example, several students in the sample are absent over half

the time. As this greatly increases the variance, we consider two transformed outcomes of interest. First,

we consider an indicator for whether a student is chronically absent, defined as missing 18 or more days

during the school year, i.e., 1(days ≥ 18); among students in the control group, 36 percent are chronically

absent. Second, we consider log-absences, defined as log(days + 1), to allow for a continuous outcome

without the very heavy right tail; baseline absences among students in the control group are around 13 days

or log(13 + 1) ≈ 2.6.

Our goal is to estimate the primary and spillover effects for these two outcomes for the finite sample of

either N = 3, 804 households and n+ = 8, 496 students. For comparison, we report both household- and

individual-weighted estimands. As a policy matter, we focus on individual-weighted estimands, as school

districts are typically interested in the impact of the intervention on overall student attendance.

Since the original experiment was not directly designed to estimate spillover, we first assess the quality of

randomization on the subset of multi-student households. Of theN = 3, 804 total households, N1 = 2, 521 (66

4The original experiment included 24,276 households with only one eligible student.
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Table 3: Number of eligible students in each household. Individual-level balance is restricted to households
assigned to treatment.

2 3 4–7
Overall N 3,109 547 148

Proportion in treatment 0.66 0.66 0.66

Table 4: Covariate balance by stage of randomization

Household-level avg. Individual-level
x̄i1 x̄i0 ∆ x1 x0 ∆

Female 0.53 0.54 -0.03 0.53 0.53 -0.01
Black/African-American 0.51 0.50 0.03 0.52 0.52 -0.01
English spoken at home 0.84 0.83 0.04 0.84 0.83 0.02
Limited English Proficiency 0.07 0.07 -0.01 0.07 0.08 -0.04
Free or Reduced Price Lunch 0.78 0.79 -0.03 0.78 0.79 -0.02
Prior year absences (log-days) 2.74 2.72 0.03 2.73 2.75 -0.04
Start-of-year absences (log-days) 0.57 0.55 0.04 0.58 0.57 0.02
Individuals per household (ni) 2.2 2.2 -0.01 —

percent) were assigned to treatment and N0 = 1, 283 (34 percent) were assigned to control. While household-

level randomization was not stratified by household size (see Section 4.2.3), the balance by household size

is excellent, as shown in Table 3. Table 4 shows the covariate balance for each stage of randomization.

The left bank shows balance for covariates averaged to the household level (denoted x̄i), corresponding

to the household-level randomization. The right bank shows balance for individual-level covariates among

households assigned to treatment. Statistically, Table 4 shows that covariate balance is excellent for both

stages of randomization, with all normalized differences (Imbens and Rubin, 2015) below 0.05 in absolute

value. Substantively, Table 4 emphasizes that the students come from largely disadvantaged households.

Over three-quarters of these students qualify for Free or Reduced Price Lunch, which is only available to

families at or near the Federal Poverty Line. Over 15 percent of households speak a language other than

English at home, with 7 percent of students designated as Limited English Proficiency (LEP). Moreover,

this is a very high-absence group, with an average of around 13 days absent in the previous school year (out

of roughly 180 possible days). Note that we also include number of absences prior to randomization in early

October. Finally, we observe the grade for each student, which we treat as a discrete covariate and which

ranges from first grade to high school senior. While we do not show balance by grade to conserve space,

there is excellent balance across this covariate as well.
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8.3 Results

Figure 3 shows the estimated impacts and corresponding 95% confidence intervals for the primary and

spillover effects for both household- and individual-weighted estimands. In terms of chronic absenteeism

(i.e., the binary outcome), the estimates for the HW and IW estimands are nearly identical: the unbiased

estimates for the primary effects are around -4 percentage points (SE of 1.5 percentage points) for both

τPHW and τPIW ; the unbiased estimates for the spillover effects are around -3 percentage points (SE of 1.5

percentage points) for both τSHW and τSIW . These results are virtually unchanged when post-stratifying by

household size, using the (conditionally) unbiased estimator within each post-stratification cell, defined by

ni = 2, ni = 3, and ni ∈ {4, . . . , 7}.

The results are somewhat more variable for the impact on log-absences (i.e., the continuous outcome). The

point estimates are quite close for the household-weighted and individual-weighted estimands: τ̂PHW = −0.085

log-days and τ̂PIW = −0.093 log-days for the primary effect, and τ̂SHW = −0.051 log-days and τ̂SIW = −0.058

log-days for the spillover effect. The point estimates are similarly close for the post-stratified estimator. The

standard errors, however, are considerably larger for the unadjusted IW estimates: roughly 0.033 log-days

for the IW estimands compared to 0.023 log-days for the HW estimands. Thus, the corresponding confidence

intervals are roughly 50 percent larger for the IW estimands than for the HW esitmands. Post-stratification

greatly reduces the standard errors for the IW estimand: for both IW and HW estimates, the standard errors

are roughly 0.023 log-days, comparable to the standard errors for the HW estimate.

While it is instructive to explore differences between the different estimates, the overall pattern is clear.

In general, we find that the spillover effect is between 60 and 80 percent as large as the primary effect,

depending on the outcome. We also find few differences between the HW and IW estimands, which suggests

that there is not meaningful treatment effect variation by household size.

Next, Figure 4 shows covariate-adjusted estimates for individual-weighted estimands. First, we take

advantage of the fact that there is a natural holdout sample in the experiment as analyzed.5 To obtain

r̂ij(γ), we regress the outcome on covariates listed in Table 4 as well as student grade (categorical). Results

do not appear sensitive to the particular choice of model. The resulting point estimates in Figure 4 are

largely unchanged, if slightly larger in magnitude than the unadjusted estimates. The standard errors,

however, are meaningfully smaller, especially for the continuous outcome: 0.018 log-days for the model-

5The original design included a treatment arm in which the intervention merely reminded parents of the importance of
attendance and did not provide any student-specific information. Rogers and Feller (2016) found minimal impact of this
intervention relative to control; thus, we exclude that arm here as we are not interested in measuring spillover for a weak effect.
The practical upshot is that we can use households assigned to this weak condition as a holdout sample for estimating the
covariate adjustment model.
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Figure 3: Treatment effect estimates and 95% confidence intervals for primary (filled-in circles) and spillover
(open circles) effects, for household- and individual-weighted estimands with and without post-stratification
(PS) by household size.
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Figure 4: Treatment effect estimates and 95% confidence intervals for individual-weighted estimands with
model-assisted estimation and post-stratification.

29



assisted estimator versus 0.033 log-days for the unadjusted estimator. Next, we can combine model-assisted

estimation with post-stratification, though the results are essentially identical. Finally, while do not have

theoretical guarantees for covariate adjustment in a multilevel experiment, classical regression adjustment is

nearly identical to the model-assisted estimation with the holdout sample.

Overall, we find strong evidence of intra-household spillover for the attendance intervention. This pattern

holds with and without covariate adjustment, though the covariate-adjusted estimates are more precise. This

underscores the fact that merely focusing on the primary effect significantly under-estimates the impact of the

intervention. Moreover, these results suggest that there are limited gains from introducing an intervention

that is specific to multi-student households, since the spillover effects are quite large already.

9 Discussion

Multilevel randomizations are increasingly important designs in settings with interactions between units.

This paper addresses important issues that arise when analyzing such designs in practice. First, we address

issues that arise when household sizes vary. Second, we demonstrate that regression can yield identical

point- and variance-estimates to those derive from fully randomization-based methods. Methodologically,

we believe that this is a useful addition to the literatures on both causal inference with interference and

randomization-based inference. Substantively, we find important insights into the intra-household dynamics

of student behavior.

There are several directions for future work. First, we are actively exploring covariate adjustment in

this and other settings with more complex randomization schemes. The model-assisted approach is one such

option, but many are possible (Lin, 2013; Aronow and Middleton, 2013). Second, there is an open question

of how to separately test the null hypotheses for no primary and no spillover effects in this type of design.

Recent work from Athey et al. (2015) offers one promising direction. Third, it will be useful to extend these

results to other, related designs. For example, Weiss et al. (2016) discuss an interesting setting in which

random assignment occurs at the individual level but individuals are then administered treatment in groups

(such as in group therapy). Kang and Imbens (2016) propose a “peer encouragement” design, which extends

the multilevel randomization considered here to consider noncompliance. Finally, we anticipate additional

connections with non-randomized studies that mimic a multilevel randomized design, such as Hong et al.

(2006) and Perez-Heydrich et al. (2014). Overall, we hope that the results we give here will lead to increased

use of multilevel designs in practice.
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