arXiv:2002.01146v2 [stat.ME] 16 Apr 2020

Design-Based Ratio Estimators and Central Limit Theorems
for Clustered, Blocked RCTs

April 2020

Peter Z. Schochet, Ph.D. (Corresponding Author)
Senior Fellow, Mathematica
P.O. Box 2393
Princeton, NJ 08543-2393
Phone: (609) 936-2783
pschochet@mathematica-mpr.com

Nicole E. Pashley
Department of Statistics
Harvard University
1 Oxford St
Cambridge, MA 02138
npashley@g.harvard.edu

Luke W. Miratrix, Ph.D.
Graduate School of Education
Harvard University
14 Appian Way
Cambridge, MA 02138
luke_miratrix@gse.harvard.edu

Tim Kautz, Ph.D.
Researcher, Mathematica
P.O. Box 2393
Princeton, NJ 08543-2393
Phone: (609) 297-4544
tkautz@mathematica-mpr.com



Abstract

This article develops design-based ratio estimators for clustered, blocked RCTs using the building
blocks of experiments, with an application to a federally funded, school-based RCT testing the
effects of behavioral health interventions. We consider finite population weighted least squares
regression estimators, allowing for general weighting schemes and covariates. We consider models
with block-by-treatment status interactions as well as restricted models with block indicators only.
We prove new finite population central limit theorems and discuss simple variance estimators that
share features with commonly used cluster-robust standard error (CRSE) estimators. Simulations
show that with few clusters, the design-based estimator yields nominal rejection rates, while the
standard CRSE estimator over-rejects. The key reason is that the randomization mechanism yields
separate degrees of freedom adjustments for the treatment and control variances, rather than a
single adjustment as for the standard CRSE estimator.

Keywords: Randomized controlled trials; clustered designs; blocked designs; design-based
estimators; finite population central limit theorems



1. Introduction

There is a growing literature on design-based methods for analyzing randomized controlled trials
(RCTs) (e.g., Yang and Tsiatis 2001; Freedman (2008); Schochet 2010, 2016; Lin 2013; Miratrix
et al. 2013; Imbens and Rubin 2015; Middleton and Aronow 2015; Li and Ding 2017). These
nonparametric methods are built on the potential outcomes framework, introduced by Neyman
(1923) and later developed in seminal works by Rubin (1974, 1977) and Holland (1986). They
leverage a fundamental component of experimental designs—the known treatment assignment
mechanism—to achieve results that rely on minimal assumptions.

The design-based literature has largely focused on non-clustered designs in which individuals
are randomly assigned to research conditions. A much smaller literature has considered design-
based methods for clustered RCTs where groups (such as schools, hospitals, or communities)
rather than individuals are randomized. Clustered designs are common in evaluations that test
interventions targeted to a group and are sometimes preferred to non-clustered designs as they
can help minimize bias due to the potential spillover of intervention effects from treatment to
control subjects. Clustered designs are becoming increasingly prevalent in social policy research
(Schochet 2008) and have grown exponentially in medical trials (Bland 2004).

For example, the evaluation of the Social and Character Development (SACD) Research
Program was a major federal initiative to test interventions promoting positive social and
character development among elementary school children, with the goal of ultimately improving
their academic performance (SACD Consortium 2010).: The study was conducted in seven large

school districts (blocks), where half the schools (clusters) within each site were randomly

1 This multi-site, school-based RCT was co-funded by the Institute of Education Sciences at the U.S. Department of Education
and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. An author of this article directed the analysis for the evaluation.



assigned to a treatment group and half to a control group, yielding a final sample of 84 schools
(42 treatment and 42 control). Intervention features included materials and lessons on social
skills, behavior management, social and emotional learning, self-control, anger management, and
violence prevention.

Several key aspects of the SACD study motivate the theory underlying this article. First, in
each of the seven volunteer SACD sites, a convenience sample of between 10 and 14 schools
was recruited for the study. This suggests a finite population framework, where the sample and
their potential outcomes are considered fixed, with treatment assignments being the only source
of randomness. Second, flexible weighting schemes are needed to help adjust for data item
nonresponse and to accommodate decisions on how clusters and blocks are weighted to estimate
pooled effects (which can lead to different ATE parameters). Third, the theory should address
common approaches for treating block effects in the models. Finally, the estimation strategy
should allow for the inclusion of baseline covariates to improve precision; this is especially
important for clustered designs where power is often a concern due to design effects from
clustering and the typical high cost of adding clusters for the study.

In this work we achieve these objectives by developing covariate-adjusted design-based
methods for obtaining point estimates and associated inference for clustered RCTs. Our results
rely on new finite population central limit theorems (CLTSs) for design-based ATE ratio
estimators that apply to the general case where randomization of clusters is conducted within
blocks (strata). Ratio estimators for clustered RCTs have intuitive appeal because they parallel
differences-in-means estimators for non-clustered designs.

Our methods allow for general weighting schemes and baseline covariates to improve

precision. We consider models with block-by-treatment status interactions as well as models



with block fixed effects only (a common specification that yields biased but more precise impact
estimates than our primary consistent estimator). For each specification, we show how the
estimated ATE coefficient from a weighted least squares (WLS) regression is a ratio estimator
subject to our finite population CLTs. The technical results of our CLTs and the subsequent
design-based versions of the WLS approach are the primary contributions of this work.

We compare our estimators, both analytically and through simulations, to widely used
ordinary least squares estimators with cluster-robust standard errors (CRSE) (Liang and Zeger
1986; Cameron and Miller 2011). Our simulations suggest that the design-based ratio estimators
yield Type 1 error rates near nominal levels, even with relatively few clusters. We also conduct
an empirical analysis using data from the SACD study to compare different specifications of our
estimators to each other and to the standard CRSE estimator.

This article is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses the literature this work is built on
and Section 3 provides our theoretical framework. Sections 4 and 5 describe ATE estimators for
the finite population model and associated CLTs. Section 6 presents simulation results and

Section 7 presents empirical results using our motivating SACD example. Section 8 concludes.

2. Related Work

Our finite population CLTs build on Li and Ding (2017), who consider CLTs for unbiased
estimators for clustered RCTs using the Horvitz-Thompson estimator developed by Middleton
and Aronow (2015), but not for ratio estimators or blocked designs with general weighting
schemes. Our theory also builds on results in Scott and Wu (1981) who consider CLTs for ratio
estimators for finite population totals, but not for clustered designs or RCTs. We extend the
design-based results in Imai et al. (2009) who examine clustered RCTs with pairwise matching

but not general blocked designs, models with covariates, or CLTs. We also extend the design-



based results in Schochet (2013) who examines clustered designs without blocking, and Pashley
and Miratrix (2017) who consider blocked designs without clustering.

Other literature in this area has a different focus. Abadie et al. (2017) discuss reasons for
adjusting for clustering and investigate differences between the true asymptotic finite population
variance and the CRSE variance estimator, but do not consider impact estimation. Hansen and
Bowers (2009) propose model-assisted estimators combined with randomization inference for
regression models in a specific context without deriving design-based estimators. Samii and
Aronow (2012) compare design-based and robust estimators for non-clustered designs, but not
for clustered designs or models with covariates. While there is a large statistical literature on
related design-based methods for analyzing survey data with complex sample designs (e.g. Fuller
1975, 2009; Cochran 1977; Rao and Shao 1999; Wolter 2007; Lohr 2009), these works do not

focus on RCT settings.

3. Framework and Definitions

We assume that a clustered RCT of m total clusters is conducted across h blocks, with block b
having m;, clusters (b = 1,..., h). Randomization of clusters is conducted separately by block,
with m} = m,p, assigned to the treatment group and mj = m, (1 — p,,) assigned to the control
group (0 < p, < 1). We assume a sample of n;;, individuals in cluster j in block b, with n,, total
individuals in the block and n persons in total. For each cluster, either all individuals are treated
or not. We index individuals by ijb for individual i in cluster j in block b. Let Y;;,(1) be a
person’s outcome if assigned to a treated cluster, and Y;;,,(0) be the outcome in a control cluster.
These potential outcomes can be continuous, binary, or discrete. Let Tj, equal 1 if cluster jb is
randomly assigned to the treatment condition and O otherwise. Let S;j,, ; and S, ¢ denote

indicator variables of block membership for individuals and clusters (that is, S;j, ; = 1 or S, ¢ =
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1 if the specified unit or cluster belongs to strata s). We also allow weights, with individual

weights of w;;, > 0, cluster weights of w;, = Z:Zl; wyjp, and block weights of wy, = %72 wy,.

We assume a finite population model, where the potential outcomes are assumed fixed for
the study. The alternative super-population model (that underlies the CRSE estimator) assumes
study samples are random draws from broader populations (even if vaguely defined).

We assume the following two conditions that generalize those in Imbens and Rubin (2015)

for the non-clustered design to our context. Let Y;;, (T,s) denote the potential outcome for an

individual given the random vector of all cluster treatment assignments, T,;,,.

(C1): The stable unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA) (Rubin 1986): If T;, = T}, for

cluster j, then Y;j, (Teps) = Yijp (Térus). SUTVA allows us to express Y;j, (Tepys) as Yijp(Tjp), 50
that an individual’s potential outcomes depend only on the individual’s cluster treatment
assignment and not on the treatment assignments of other clusters in the sample, although the
outcomes of individuals within the same cluster could be correlated. SUTVA could be more
plausible for clustered designs than non-clustered designs because there are likely to be fewer
meaningful interactions between sample members across clusters than within clusters. SUTVA
also assumes a particular treatment unit cannot receive different forms of the treatment.

(C2): Randomization: T;, L (Y;;,(1),Y;;,(0)) forall i, j, and b. This condition is assumed to
hold within each block due to the stratified RCT design.

Under SUTVA, the block ATE parameter of interest for the finite population model is

ET:bl Wip (Y}‘b 1 - Y}'b 0))

o = Y,(1) — ¥, (0), 1)
Zj=1 ij

,Bl,b =

where ¥, (t) = Wijz?:gzjbzlwiijijb(t) for t € {1,0} are weighted mean potential outcomes in

the treatment and control conditions. Depending on the study research questions, the weights can
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be set, for example, so that intervention effects pertain to the average individual in the block
(w;jp = 1 and wj, = n;;,) or the average cluster in the block (w;;, = 1/n;, and wj, = 1). They
can also be further modified to handle various forms of data nonresponse.

The ATE parameter across all blocks is a weighted average of the block ATE parameters:

By = M_ )

b=1Whb

4. ATE Estimators for the Finite Population Model
Under the potential outcomes framework, the data generating process for the observed outcome
measure, y;;p, is as follows:

Yijp = TipYijp (1) + (1 = Tjp)Yij5(0). 3)
This relation states that we can observe y;;, = Y;;,(1) for those in the treatment group and
Yijp = Y;j»(0) for those in the control group, but not both. Rearranging (3) generates the
following nominal regression model for any given block:

Yijp = Bop + Brp(Tip — pb) + Uijp, (4)

where B, , = ¥,(1) — ¥,(0) is the block-specific ATE parameter, p; = WiZ}":bl TipWjp is the
b

weighted treatment group sampling rate, S, = p;17b(1) +(1—- p;)?b(O) is the mean potential
outcome in the block, and the “error” term, u;;;,, can be expressed as

wip = Tp(Yijp (1) = ¥, (1) + (1 = Tjp) (Vi (0) — ¥,(0)).
We center the treatment indicator in (4) to facilitate the theory without changing the estimator

(only the intercept will change).

In contrast to usual formulations of the regression model, our residual, u;,,, is random solely

because of T}, (that is, due to random assignment) (see Freedman 2008 and Lin 2013 for a more



detailed discussion of this approach for non-clustered RCTSs). This framework allows treatment
effects to differ across individuals and clusters and is nonparametric because it makes no
assumptions about the distribution of potential outcomes. Note that our model does not satisfy
key assumptions of the usual regression model for correlated data within each block, because,

over the randomization distribution, u;;, does not have mean zero, u;, is heteroscedastic,

Cov(uyjp, u;jrp) is Not constant for individuals in the same cluster, Cov(u;j,, u;7j7,) is Nonzero

for individuals in different clusters, and u; j;, is correlated with the regressor (ij — p;) (see

Schochet 2016).

The model in (4) can also be expressed using block indicator variables as follows:
h h
Yijp = Z B1sSijnsTis + Z Bo,sSijp,s + Uijp, (5)
s=1 s=1

where T"jb = (Tj» — pp) is the centered treatment status indicator. Due to blocked random
assignment, the errors are independent across blocks. We include terms for all h blocks in the
model and exclude a grand intercept term.

For estimation, we use the following working model, a version of (5) above, that provides
covariate-adjusted ATE estimates by including a 1xv vector of fixed, block-mean centered

baseline covariates, X;;,, with associated parameter vector y:

h h
Yijp = z B1xSijp,sTjs + z Bo,sSijp,s + XijpY + €ijp,
s=1 s=1

~ _ = = 1 amy b
where Xijp = (Xijb - Xb)! with Xp = W_b2j=1 i=1

w;ipXijp, and e;;p is the error term. These
covariates, unaffected by the treatment, can be at the individual or cluster level. We assume

there are sufficient degrees of freedom for variance estimation (see Section 4.2). Note that we do

not need to assume that the true conditional distribution of y;;;, given x;;, is linear in x;p,.



We do not consider models that interact X; ;;, and T"jb due to associated degrees of freedom
losses that can seriously reduce the power of clustered RCTs that, in practice, often contain
relatively few clusters for cost reasons. Similarly, we pool y across blocks. This parameter is
well defined in our model because it is the finite population regression coefficient that would be
obtained if we could run the weighted regression on the full schedule of potential outcomes.

Using individual-level data, we can fit this working model using weighted least squares
(WLS) with weights w;,. While the covariates do not enter the true block-specific RCT models
in (4) and the ATE estimands do not change, the covariates will increase precision to the extent
they are correlated with the potential outcomes. As discussed in the next section, the resulting
ATE estimates remain consistent under the design-based framework.

The WLS regression estimator for 3, , has the following closed-form expression (see

Supplementary Materials A):

mp mp mp mp
A 1 _ 1 B 1 _ 1 _ \a
Bip=11 WinYjp =5 WinYjp —| =3 WipXjp ~ —g wipXjp |¥Y  (6)
b b : b b :
]:ij=1 ]:T]'b=0 ]:ij=1 ]:ij=0

=5,(1) =5,(0) - & — XDV,
where §b (t) is the weighted average of all units in the treatment or control groups (t € {1,0}),
wf = Z?ﬁjbztwjb is the observed sums of weights for the two research groups, and ¥ is the
WLS parameter estimate for y.
4.1. Theoretical Results

To consider the asymptotic properties of 5’1,1» we consider a hypothetical increasing sequence of

finite populations where m,, — oo in each block, so that m = Y}_, m;, — co. The number of

blocks, h, however, remains fixed. In principle, parameters should be subscripted by m, but we



omit this notation for simplicity. We further assume that the proportion of all clusters in a block
converges to a constant, that is, m,/m — q;, as m — oo, where 0 < g, < 1. We finally assume
that p;, is (approximately) constant as m — oo, so that the number of treated and control clusters
in each block increases with m (that is, mj — oo and mj — ).

Given this framework, we present a CLT for the WLS estimator. This CLT provides design-
based standard errors and associated inference. Before we present our theorem, we first motivate
several quantities pertaining to finite population variances and covariances of the potential
outcomes, covariates, and weights. To streamline our prose and to focus on larger themes, their
full mathematical forms are shown in Supplementary Materials A with the proof of our CLT.

First, for t € {1,0}, we define Sgb(t) as the weighted variance of the residualized average

potential outcomes at the cluster level, (Y;,(t) — Y, (t) — (ijb — §b) y), and define the

associated treatment-control covariance as Slz)b(l,O). Second, we define S2(D,) as the variance
of the cluster-level ATEs and S2(w,,) as the variance of the weights. We similarly need the
weighted variances, S,?b'k, of each covariate k. We also need the weighted variance-covariance
matrix of the covariates with themselves, SZ,, which is analogous to the classic X"WX matrix in
WLS. Finally, we need two matrices that are analogous to the classic X'"WY matrix in WLS:
SZy »(t), which is the traditional covariance of the covariates and potential outcomes, and

SZy »(£), which is the variance-covariance matrix of the elementwise product of the covariates

and potential outcomes.
Given these definitions, we can now present our CLT theorem, proved in Supplementary
Materials A, which adapts finite population CLT results in Li and Ding (2017) and Scott and Wu

(1981) to our setting.



Theorem 1. Assume (C1) and (C2) and the following conditions for t € {1,0}:

(C3) Let g(t) = max;<j<m, Wi (Vjp(t) = Xjpy — Y () + X,Y)/Wp)? and as m — oo,

max L 9() -0
reon (mp)? Var(ﬁb) .

(C4) fy =my/my, S3,(t), and S5, (1,0) have limiting values.
(C5) Asm — oo,

S%(wp) 5

a-£H > 0.
myWp
(C6) Forall kand b, asm — oo,
1 hy (£)

-0
; 1 1 2 ’
min(m;,, my — M) Sy, «

i _ - _ 2
with hy (t) = maxi<j<m, (ij ([ij - Xb]k) /Wb) :
(C7) Forall kand b, S7, x, Szp, Sy»(t), and S3y ,,(t) have limiting values as m — o,

N
Then g , is a consistent estimator for 8, ,, and

By (i(l) Y, (o>)

Var (ﬁb)

SN,

with Var(D,) defined as

3,0 55,0 _5(0,)
m}, mg mp '

Var (ﬁ b) =
where

1 - w2 —
ib = = _ =
— 12%2(}’]'1;(75) —Y,(t) - (ij - Xb)Y)Z )
=1 W

$B,(6) = -

10

(8)



mp 2

2
1 i — — = j—
S2(Dy) = —— Z%b(yﬂ,(l) ~7(0) - (Ybu) - mm)) ,

b Wy

j=1
— 1
and w, = m—bZ;';bl Wjp.
Remark 1. Condition (C3) allows us to invoke the CLT in Theorem 4 of Li and Ding (2017)
that underlies our finite population CLT (see Supplementary Materials A for details). (C4)

ensures the stability of the treatment assignment probabilities in each block and also ensures

limiting values of asymptotic variances and covariances of the residualized potential outcomes.

(C5) provides a weak law of large numbers for the finite population weights so that w}, L Wy,

— 1 e T - -
where w} m—ItJZT;’Ft w;p. (C7) specifies limiting values of the covariate variances and

outcome-covariate covariances, which in turn, provide regularity conditions on y.

Remark 2. The above theorem is proved as a two-step process. We first assume y is known
and obtain a CLT with this known parameter. We then show ¥ converges to y, using (C6) to
ensure that the vector of covariate means, (X} — X)), is asymptotically normal with zero mean,
so that the ATE estimator still converges to a standard normal.

Remark 3. The first two terms in (8) pertain to separate variances for the treatment and
control groups because we allow for heterogeneous treatment effects. The third term pertains to
the covariance of cluster-level potential outcomes in the treatment and control conditions, that
we express in terms of the heterogeneity of treatment effects across clusters, S%(D,). We
hereafter label this term the “FP heterogeneity” term. It cannot be identified from the data but

can be bounded (as discussed in Section 4.2).
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Remark 4. Under (C1)-(C5), Theorem 2 also applies to models without covariates by setting
y = 0, yielding a simple differences-in-means ATE ratio estimator, £, , = 7,(1) — 7,(0). We

discuss the finite sample bias of this estimator in Supplementary Materials A.

Corollary 1. Because the //}1 Lestimators are asymptotically independent, the pooled ATE

estimator across blocks, [/%1 = %Zf;:l wy, ﬁl »» 1S consistent for By in (2), and is asymptotically

1

normal with variance —
(hw)?

Y wiVar(D,), where w = %Zﬁn w, is the mean block weight.

4.2. Variance Estimation
A consistent (upper bound) plug-in variance estimator for (8) based on regression residuals

averaged to the cluster level that performs well in our simulations (see Section 6) is as follows:

A
2 _ 2
Vﬁr (ﬁ ) _ 1 |/S[2)b (1) + Slz)b (0) _ (\/SDb (1) \/SDb (O)) | (9)
*)7 1 -RY) \ my  mp mp /
where
my,
1 A A ~ 2
_ 2 (5 * = S\
sp, (1) = il —vpiq, — D) Z Wip (Fip — Bop — X = pp)Brp — Xip¥) s
JiSjp=1Tjp=1
1 L
— 2 (5. _p p % 5l
sf,b(o) B (mg —v*(1—pyq, — 1)(v_v}9)2 z Wib (yjb = Bob + PoBrp = ijy) ’

J:Sjp=1,Tjp=0

RZ is the R-squared value from a regression of Sl-ijjbon the other variables in (5), including the

Wp
h
Zb:l Wp

covariates; q;, = is the weighted share of all clusters that are in block b; and v* is a

degrees of freedom adjustment for the covariates. Plausible values for v* are v* = 0orv* = v
(Donald and Lang 2007), although other approaches have been proposed in the literature, such as
adjusting individual sample sizes for design effects due to clustering (Hedges 2007) and

minimum distance methods (Wooldridge 2006). The third term in (9) is a lower bound on the
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finite population heterogeneity term (which is not identified) based on the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality. Aronow et al. (2014) discuss sharper bounds on the finite population heterogeneity
term by approximating the marginal distributions of potential outcomes.

We note a few features of (9). First, the same variance estimator applies when using non-
centered data in the regressions instead of centered data. Second, the covariates will only affect
the ATE estimates and increase precision if mean covariate values vary across clusters. Third,
the estimator pertains to continuous, binary, and discrete outcomes (and covariates). Finally, the
model can be estimated using data averaged to the cluster level, so that setting v* = v yields
well-defined degrees of freedom. Estimators based on the individual and aggregated data will be
identical for models without covariates and for models with cluster-level covariates only; for
models with individual-level covariates, power losses using the aggregated data are likely to be

tolerable with relatively small numbers of covariates (see Section 6 below and Schochet 2020).

We can obtain pooled ATE estimators across all blocks by inserting [?Lb into (2) and using

%Zgzl w2Var(D,) for variance estimation. Hypothesis testing can be conducted using

(Ch=1Wb)
z-tests. Alternatively, results in Bell and McCaffery (2002), Hansen (2007), and Cameron and
Miller (2015) for the CRSE estimator suggest that t-tests with (m — 2h — v*) degrees of

freedom perform better in small samples and is what we use hereafter.

4.3 Comparing Design-Based and CRSE Estimators

The CRSE variance estimator is an extension of robust standard errors (Huber 1967; White
1980) to clustered designs (Liang and Zeger 1986). The CRSE approach allows for errors to be
correlated within clusters but not across clusters. The CRSE variance estimator for the WLS

coefficients in (5) that includes baseline covariates is:

13



h MmMp
Vargess(8) = g@'wz)~ (Z Z 2}, Wiy &8}, W ,-b> Z'wz2)™, (10)
where Z is an nx(2h + v) matrix with the full set of independent variables (the block-by-

treatment indicators, block indicators, and X;;;, covariates), recalling that n is the total number of

individuals in the sample; & is the corresponding vector of coefficient estimates; W is an nxn
symmetric matrix where the diagonal entries are the weights, w;,,, and all other entries are 0;
W;,, are analogous n;;,xn;;, matrices defined for each cluster; €;,, is a vector of WLS residuals for

each cluster, and g is a small sample correction term discussed below. CRSE estimators are
asymptotically normal (Liang and Zeger 1986), and hypothesis testing is commonly conducted
using t-tests with (m — 1) degrees of freedom (Cameron and Miller 2015).

As with the design-based estimators, the CRSE estimator is based on WLS using the pooled
data across blocks with n total individuals and m total clusters. Therefore, both approaches yield
the same ATE estimate when the covariates and weights are the same, but the variance
estimators differ in several ways. To illustrate the key differences, consider the model without
covariates. In that case, the CRSE variance estimator in (10) for a single block-by-treatment ATE

estimate, f; ,, reduces to

Sb, (1) Sb, (0)

1
mp

(11)

Varcrse (Bl,b) =g 'm0
b

2% _ (ml—l) 2 2% _ (mo—l) 2 _ m n-—1
where s5- (1) = :zll, sp, (1) and sp7 (0) = Tflg sp,(0). Here, we use g = (—)( )

m-1) \n—-2h-v/’
a common value in statistical software packages such as Stata (Cameron and Miller 2015),
although other approaches have been suggested in the literature, such as bias-corrected CRSE

estimators (Mackinnon and White 1985; Bell and McCaffery 2002; Angrist and Lavy 2002;

14



Pustejovsky and Tipton 2018) and bootstrap methods (Cameron et al. 2008; Webb 2013) that can
adjust for the known Type 1 error inflation of the CRSE estimator in small samples.

Compare (11) to the following parallel expression for the design-based estimator in (9):

2
_ (mj—1)s5; (1) . (mp —1)s5,(0) (\/ s, (1) = \/ b (0)) _ (12)

var (6b) mp mg mj mp my

There are three key differences between (11) and (12). First, the design-based estimator includes
the finite population heterogeneity term. Second, the degrees of freedom adjustments for the
design-based variance estimator are applied separately for the treatment and control groups based
on m} and my, whereas the CRSE estimator applies a single adjustment based on total sample
sizes (m and n). Third, the design-based estimator uses (m — 2) degrees of freedom for the t-
tests—reflecting separation of the two research groups—whereas the CRSE estimator commonly
uses (m — 1). The second and third differences will typically lead to larger design-based
variances and lower rejection rates (yielding Type 1 errors closer to nominal levels as shown

later in our simulations). These patterns could be compounded as the block estimates are

aggregated to obtain pooled estimators. Similar issues apply to models with covariates.

5. Restricted ATE Estimators with Fixed Block Effects Only
A commonly used estimation strategy for blocked designs is to include block indicator variables
in the regression model but to exclude block-by-treatment status interaction terms:

h
Yijp = BirTjp + 2 80,sSijp,s T €ijps (13)

s=1

where €; ;, is the error term. Because this framework imposes restrictions on the assumed data

structure, it typically produces asymptotically biased estimates of the true ATE parameter in (2).

Nevertheless, it has practical appeal due to its parsimony and additional degrees of freedom.
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Consider WLS estimation of (13) where the model includes the X;,, covariates with

parameter vector y. As shown in Supplementary Materials A, the WLS estimator for B, p is a

weighted average of block-level ATE estimates with weights, W, p = ﬁwgw,}:
b

h ~
P _ Wh,R = = (=1 _ =0\4

Note that the weights can also be expressed in the limit as Wy, , = q,p, (1 — p,)W,,, Where q, =
my, /m. Thus, this approach uses a form of precision weighting to weight the block-specific

treatment effects and is analogous to a fixed effects regression model using non-clustered data.

5.1. Theoretical Results

We now present a CLT for ,[?‘1 » that is proved in Supplementary Materials A. Let

h
1—pp)w = =
b= 2 e i (/07 To®)
denote the treatment effect parameter for the restricted model. Also define the vector of block-
level estimators as

t = wi (¥ (D) — X1y), wP (71(0) — X{y), Wi, -, Wi (7 (1) — Xpy), Wi (7, (0) — XRY), W),

Theorem 2. Assume (C1) and (C2) and the following conditions for t € {1,0}:

(C8) Asm — oo,

ayp(t) N
pp(1 — pp)mpvy (1)

maxj <p<pMaXiefo,1} 0,

where

ayp(t) = MaXqcjcm, <ij (Yip(®) —Xjpy) — Wy (Yb ® - XbY)) and

Y (ij (Y5p(O) = XjpY) — Wy (?b(t) - i”y))z'

vY,b(t) = mp—1<J
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(C9) Asm — oo,
aw,b

pp(1 — pb)mbvw,b

maXq<p<p -0,

— \2 1 — \2
where a,, ;, = max; < j<m, (Wjp — Wp)~ and v, , = mzﬁb1(wjb —wp) .
(C10) The correlation matrix of t has a limiting value X.
(C11) The variance expressions, v,, , and vy ,(t), have limiting values for b € {1, ..., h}.

(C12) w, (?b(l) - iby) # 0 or wy, (?b(O) - §by) # 0 for some b.

— 2
(C13) Defining hy(t) = max, <jem, (W ([ — Xyl ) /W) forall k and b, asm - oo,

1 hy ()

-0
; 1 1 2 '
min(my,, my, —mp) Sy,

(C14) Forall k and b, S7, 1. Szp: Sey»(t), and Sgy , (t) have limiting values as m — oo.

AN
Then, given the above, S, . is a consistent estimator for 3, ; and

N

Bir— B,

iR LR i N(0,1),
Var (Bl,R)

where

Var (ﬁLR)

h mp

Z 1 (qbpb(l — pb)v_vb)z Z 1—p, <ij (ij(l) - ?b(l) - (ijb - §b)Y)>

- — 2 —
£y, (m, — 1) G, qapa(l - pa)wa) = Pb W

1-p» Wp

L P (ij (?jb(o) - ?b(o) - (ijb - §b) Y)) (15)

1-2
( pb)_ (.Bl,b - .31,R)(ij - Wb)

+
Vo (1 = pp)wy,
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Remark. The first two terms inside the brackets in (15) pertain to block-specific variances for
the treatment and control groups that are analogous to the corresponding variance terms in the
unrestricted model in (8). The third term represents the covariance between the block treatment
effects and block weights that is induced by the restricted model. This term differentiates the
variances for the restricted and unrestricted models, along with the block weights used for
pooling and the presence of the FP heterogeneity term. This third term is 0 if p, = 0.5 or

Cov(Byp wyp) = 0, but otherwise can be positive or negative.

5.2. Variance Estimation

A consistent variance estimator for (15) can be obtained by multiplying out the squared term
and using plug-in estimators for each of the resulting six terms. However, it is simpler to use the
following consistent estimator based on cluster-level model residuals:

o — N ~ S = -~
1 22:1 Z;n=b1 WijTj%) (yjb - Bl,R ij - 6O,b - ijY)z

16
m(m—h—v*—1) (ko1 P (1 — pp)p)° 0

var (B, ) =

recalling that ij = (Tjp — pp)- Following Schochet (2016), the expression in (16) can be
justified using the following standard asymptotic expansion for the WLS estimator:

Yhe1 202 win T (Fjp — BurTjn — 8o — XjpY)
v (B, — Bir) = = ——— op(L). (7
( 1R LR) Vm¥E_; appp (1 — pp) Wy, Y

where o, (1) signifies a term that converges in probability to zero. Suppose we insert into (17),
Vip = ToYp(1) + (1 = Tp)¥jp(0) and &, = pp ¥, (1) + (1 = p,)¥, (0) (see Supplementary
Materials A), and then add and subtract (ﬁl,b — ﬂl,R)ij' If we then calculate Var ([/%1 R) over the

randomization distribution, we obtain (15) after some algebra. Hypothesis testing can be

conducted using t-tests with (X%_, (m} + m9) — v* — h — 1) degrees of freedom. Note that with
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v* = 0, estimation requires at least 1 treatment and 1 control cluster per block rather than two as
for the fully interacted model.

The CRSE estimator for the restricted model has the same form as (16). For the model
without covariates, the only difference is that the CRSE estimator uses g for the degrees of
freedom correction term. In studies with few clusters and many blocks, the design-based

estimator will tend to exceed the CRSE estimator (that is, it will yield larger standard errors).

6. Simulation Results

To examine the statistical properties of the design-based estimator, we conducted simulations for
a clustered, non-blocked design (h = 1) using the variance estimator in (9) with and without the
R? adjustment.. We conducted simulations for (1) models without covariates; (2) models with
two individual-level covariates, applying v* = 0 or v* = v = 2 as a range of plausible values,
recognizing that there are other approaches referenced above that we do not consider; (3) models
with two cluster-level covariates using v* = 2, which yields the same results as if the data were
aggregated to the cluster level; and (4) models with one individual-level and one cluster-level
covariate. For illustration, we use the CRSE estimator discussed above to identify sources of
differences between the two approaches (our goal is not to compare various CRSE estimators
found in the literature to each other). Our simulations, with 50,000 replications in each scenario,
were conducted using the data generating processes outlined below and detailed further in
Supplementary Materials B. We calculated Type 1 errors across the replications and compared
average empirical values of the standard errors produced by the estimators to their “true”

sampling variability as measured by standard deviations of the 50,000 estimated WLS impacts.

2 Scenarios with h>1 will be similar given the independent assignment within each block.
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We used the following data generating process for the simulations:

Yij = Xij1 + Xij2 +u; + 0;T; + ey, (29)
where u;, 6; (which captures treatment effect heterogeneity), and e;; are iid mean zero random
errors, and x;;; and x;, are independent covariates that varied at the individual-level (with an
intraclass correlation correlation (ICC) of py = 0) or at the cluster-level (py = 1), depending on
the simulation. Separate simulations were conducted assuming normal, bimodal, and chi-square
distributions for the errors and covariates. We conducted simulations for m = 8 to 50 clusters,
with half assigned to the treatment group and half to the control group (p = 0.5). Cluster sample
sizes varied across clusters with mean 100 and were drawn to be correlated with both u; and 6;.
Clusters were weighted by their sample sizes in the WLS regressions.

The simulation results for the models without covariates indicate that the design-based
estimator yields Type 1 errors near the 5 percent nominal level and standard errors near true
values, even with relatively few clusters (see Figure 1 which assumes normal errors and
Supplementary Materials Table B.1 for the full results). In contrast, the standard CRSE estimator
in (10) yields inflated Type 1 errors similar to those found in the literature (for example,
Cameron et al. 2008; Green and Vavreck 2008; Angrist and Pischke 2009) (Figure 1 and Table
B.1). The key reason is that the CRSE estimator applies a single degrees of freedom variance
adjustment based on the total sample size, whereas the design-based estimator applies a separate
degrees of freedom adjustment for the treatment and control groups which inflates the variances.
A more minor, but related reason is that the CRSE approach uses (m — 1) degrees of freedom
for the t-tests rather than (m — 2) as for the design-based approach. We find similar simulation
results for error terms generated from normal, bimodal, or chi-square distributions (Table B.1),

as well as when we set an average of 40 individuals per cluster rather than 100 (Table B.3).
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A similar pattern of results arises when covariates are included in the model, but the results
depend on whether the model includes individual- and/or cluster-level covariates (Figure 2 and
Tables B.2 and B.3). For the model with individual-level covariates only (py = 0), we find that
the design-based estimator with v* = 0 yields Type 1 errors near the nominal level, even with
relatively few clusters (Model (1) in Figure 2). As expected, the R? adjustment has little effect on
the results because n is relatively large (Table B.3). If we instead apply v* = 2, the design-based
approach becomes conservative (Model (2) in Figure 2). As before, the standard CRSE estimator
yields inflated Type 1 errors (Model (3) in Figure 2). Notably, the performance of the CRSE
estimator improves if it is calculated using separate degrees of freedom adjustment terms for the
treatment and control groups, as in the design-based estimator (Table B.3).

For the aggregated model with cluster-level covariates only (v* = 2; py = 1), the design-
based estimator yields Type 1 errors at the nominal level if the R? adjustment is applied, even
with m = 8, but overrejects without the R? adjustment (Models (4) and (5) in Figure 2 and
Tables B.2 and B.3). For this specification, the CRSE estimator produces inflated Type 1 errors
more pronounced than with individual-level covariates (Model (6) in Figure 2). The performance
of the CRSE estimator improves when using (m — v — 2) = (m — 4) degrees of freedom for the
t-tests rather than (m — 1) (Table B.3).

Note that the aggregated model could also be estimated if individual-level covariates are
available for the analysis. However, the true standard errors are larger using this approach than
using the individual data, leading to losses in statistical power. Precision losses using the
aggregated data occur because of larger expected correlations between the covariates and the

treatment indicator (Schochet 2020 quantifies these design effects).
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Finally, we ran simulations for models containing one individual-level covariate (v; = 1)
and one cluster-level covariate (v, = 1) (Table B.3). For the design-based estimator, the
simulations suggest that using v* = 0 is liberal, setting v* = v, = 1 yields Type 1 errors close to
the nominal rate; and setting v* = v; + v, = 2 is conservative. As before, the CRSE tends to
overreject with few clusters.

Overall, the simulation results suggest that the design-based estimator has beneficial
statistical properties with few clusters for models with or without covariates. For models with
covariates and relatively large n (which is typical for clustered RCTs in practice), the results
suggest that adjusting the degrees of freedom for the number of cluster-level covariates by
setting v* = v, (the number of cluster-level covariates) could be a good general strategy, and
that setting v* = v is conservative for models with some individual-level covariates. The
simulations further indicate that with individual-level covariates, the design-based estimator
using data averaged to the cluster-level with the R? adjustment and v* = v yields nominal
rejection rejection rates. While this approach can result in losses in statistical power, it could be a

good strategy if n is small, in which case precision losses could be tolerable.

7. Empirical Application Using the Motivating SACD Example

To demonstrate the considered estimators, we use outcome and baseline data from the SACD
evaluation on 4,018 4th graders (2,147 treatments and 1,871 controls) in 84 schools in 7 large
school districts. The data were obtained from child reports administered in the classroom,
primary caregiver telephone interviews, and teacher reports on students (SACD Consortium,
2010). We analyze six primary study outcome scales (Table 1), including baseline covariates

selected from the 46 available along with their two-way interactions using Least Absolute
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Shrinkage and Selection Operator (lasso) procedures with 5-fold cross-validation (Tibshirani
1996). Our purpose is not to replicate study results but to demonstrate the ATE estimators.

Table 2 presents the estimation results for various model specifications: (1) with and without
baseline covariates, (2) with and without block-by-treatment status interaction terms, and (3)
with equal weighting of individuals (to estimate ATEs for the average student in the sample)
versus equal weighting of clusters and sites (to estimate ATEs for the average school in the
average district in the sample). Note that our methodology can easily accommodate other
weighting schemes, such as those that adjust for data item nonresponse. For some specifications,
we compare the design-based results to those using the standard CRSE estimator (for illustration)
but not for other CRSE estimators found in the literature.

The results indicate that for all specifications, the behavioral health interventions had no
statistically significant effect on any outcome scale, although the negative estimate on the scale
measuring fear in school is marginally statistically significant at the 10 percent level for most
models with covariates.s Across the six outcomes, standard errors are about 16 to 35 percent
smaller when covariates are included in the models. Further, we find very similar results for the
fully-interacted and restricted models for two reasons: (1) the estimated treatment effects vary
little across sites (0.07 standard deviations on average across the outcomes) and (2) the two sets
of site weights are highly correlated (greater than 0.95) because sample sizes do not vary
substantially across sites (they range from 425 to 650 students and 10 to 14 schools) and p;, =
0.5 in all sites. For similar reasons, findings do not materially differ when individuals versus
blocks and clusters are weighted equally, although in the latter case, standard errors increase due

to design effects from weighting and the marginally significant impact on the scale measuring

3 For simplicity, we do not apply multiple comparisons adjustments for the analysis.
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fear at school disappears. Finally, consistent with the theory and simulations, standard errors are

somewhat larger using the design-based estimators than the parallel CRSE estimators.

8. Conclusions

This article considered design-based ratio estimators for clustered, blocked RCTs using the
Neyman-Rubin-Holland model and WLS methods. We developed finite population CLTs for the
ATE estimators, allowing for baseline covariates to improve precision, general weighting
schemes, and several design-based approaches for handling blocks in the models. We showed
that the design-based ratio estimators are attractive in that they yield consistent and
asymptotically normal ATE estimators with simple variance estimators based on model
residuals; apply to continuous, binary, and discrete outcomes; and yield Type 1 errors at nominal
levels for models with and without covariates, even in small samples. These methods generalize
previous results for parallel differences-in-means and regression ATE estimators for non-
clustered RCTSs.

While the structures of the design-based and standard CRSE variance estimators are similar,
differences in their degrees of freedom adjustments affect their statistical performance in small
samples. The key difference is simple: the randomization mechanism leads to separate degrees of
freedom adjustments for the treatment and control groups based on their respective numbers of
clusters, whereas the CRSE approach often used in practice applies a single adjustment based on
the total number of clusters. Our simulation evidence suggests that if the design-based
adjustment is used for the CRSE calculations, the Type 1 error inflation for the CRSE estimator
disappears. These same issues compound in fully-interacted blocked designs where the
adjustment factors for the design-based approach are based on block-specific sample sizes

whereas the CRSE still adopts a uniform, full sample correction.
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As discussed in the article, other corrections for the CRSE estimator have been proposed in
the literature that can improve the Type 1 error inflation rate in general settings. In the RCT
setting, however, the advantage of the design-based variance estimator is that it is tailored to
experiments, as it is derived directly from principles underlying them. Further, the design-based
estimator is simple to apply and parallels design-based estimators for non-clustered RCTs. The
free RCT-YES software (www.rct-yes.com), funded by the U.S. Department of Education,
estimates ATEs for full sample and baseline subgroup analyses using the design-based methods
discussed in this article using either R or Stata, and also allows for multi-armed trials with

multiple treatment conditions.

25



~ (2) CRSE®
.
9 ,
o)
= © - .
© o
= MY
S .®
‘.8‘ ” ® .0 O o
E . . CIRETUPSE
o -/ \!_‘.‘ 'Y /\ » P J ’.’.—.\ 'Y
(1)DB® S \,\./' TN
< -
T T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50

Number of clusters

Figure 1. Type | Error Rates for Models without Covariates

26



(6) CRSE,

~ cluster covs

~

0 |

—

o _]

—
o
O
E (5) DB, cluster covs,
o No R-sq adj, v*=2
g0 -
o}
[} (3) CRSE,
o ~ individual covs ¢,

‘..
@ ..
(4) DB, cluster covs, * 0 *. 0 .
R-sq adj, v*=2 L ZE DR N
() & ;
(1) DB, individual covs, ot
R-sq adj, v*=0 — e
4
™ /+/"
(2) DB, individual covs, /"
— R-sq adj, v*=2
T T T T T T
0 10 20 30 40 50

Number of clusters

Figure 2. Type | Error Rates for Models with Covariates

27



Table 1. Outcome variables for the empirical analysis using SACD RCT data.

Data source

Outcome (Spring 2007) Description of variable

Problem behavior ~ Child report Scale ranges from 0 to 3 and contains 6 items from the
Frequency of Delinquent Behavior Scale and 6 items from the
Aggression Scale; Reliability = 0.86.

Normative beliefs  Child report Scale ranges from 1 to 4 and contains 12 items from the

about aggression Normative Beliefs About Aggression Scale; Reliability = 0.83.

Student afraid at Child report Scale ranges from 1 to 4 and contains 4 items from the

school

Altruistic behavior

Positive social
behavior

Problem behavior

Primary caregiver
report

Teacher report

Teacher report

Feelings of Safety at School scale; Reliability = 0.79.

Scale ranges from 1 to 4 and contains 8 items from the
Altruism Scale, Primary Caregiver Version; Reliability = 0.88

Scale ranges from 1 to 4 and contains 6 items from the
Responsibility Scale and 19 items from the Social Competence
Scale and 8 items from the Altruism Scale, Teacher Version;
Reliability = 0.97.

Scale ranges from 1 to 4 and contains 14 items from the BASC
Aggression Subscale, Teacher Version, 7 items from the BASC
Conduct Problems Subscale, Teacher Version and 2 items from
the Responsibility Scale; Reliability = 0.95.

Note: See SACD Research Consortium (2010) for a complete description of the construction of these scales.
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Table 2. Estimated ATEs and standard errors for the SACD study, by model specification.

Model with site-by-treatment
interaction terms

Individuals Schools and sites Model with site

weighted equally weighted equally fixed effects only
Outcome variable and Design-  Standard Design- Design- Standard
covariate specification based CRSE based based CRSE
Model without
covariates
Problem behavior 0.006 0.006 0.011 0.006 0.006
(CR) (0.037) (0.034) (0.041) (0.036) (0.035)
Normative beliefs about 0.003 0.003 0.000 0.003 0.003
aggression (CR) (0.031) (0.029) (0.037) (0.031) (0.030)
Student afraid at school -0.064 -0.064 -0.041 -0.064 -0.064
(CR) (0.052) (0.048) (0.060) (0.050) (0.048)
Altruistic behavior -0.006 -0.006 -0.011 -0.006 -0.006
(PCR) (0.034) (0.032) (0.041) (0.034) (0.033)
Positive social behavior -0.046 -0.046 -0.036 -0.045 -0.045
(TR) (0.059) (0.056) (0.064) (0.060) (0.056)
Problem behavior 0.019 0.019 0.006 0.019 0.019
(TR) (0.039) (0.036) (0.044) (0.039) (0.038)
Model with covariates
Problem behavior -0.006 -0.006 -0.002 -0.006 -0.006
(CR) (0.027) (0.025) (0.031) (0.027) (0.025)
Normative beliefs about -0.005 -0.005 -0.009 -0.005 -0.005
aggression (CR) (0.026) (0.024) (0.031) (0.026) (0.025)
Student afraid at school -0.067* -0.067* -0.047 -0.067* -0.067*
(CR) (0.039) (0.035) (0.044) (0.037) (0.036)
Altruistic behavior -0.016 -0.016 -0.013 -0.017 -0.017
(PCR) (0.027) (0.024) (0.030) (0.027) (0.026)
Positive social behavior -0.011 -0.011 -0.015 -0.010 -0.010
(TR) (0.043) (0.039) (0.044) (0.043) (0.040)
Problem behavior -0.009 -0.009 -0.011 -0.009 -0.009
(TR) (0.025) (0.023) (0.025) (0.025) (0.023)

Abbreviations. CR = child report, PCR = primary caregiver report, TR = teacher report.

* Statistically significant at the 10 percent level, two-tailed test.
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Supplementary Materials for “Design-Based Estimators
for Clustered RCTs and How They Compare to Robust
Estimators”

A Proofs for asymptotic results

A.1 Asymptotic properties of ratio estimators

In this section, we develop two results that will help us prove asymptotic normality of our
weighted least squares regression estimators. We derive these results generally, assuming
arbitrary cluster level' potential outcomes C;(¢) for cluster j with ¢ € {0,1}. These results
could alternatively be obtained using a finite population delta method (see Pashley, 2019).

A.1.1 Asymptotic normality of one ratio

We first derive a result on the asymptotic distribution of a single ratio estimator, very similar
to Theorem 1 in Scott and Wu (1981), but using conditions from Li and Ding (2017). To
do this, we redefine the potential outcomes in a way that allows us to use known normality
results for an estimator that is close to our ratio estimator. Then we use an application of
Slutsky’s theorem to get the normality result for our estimator of interest. Before the result,
we must define some notation. Let us have arbitrary cluster level potential outcomes C;(t)
for t € {0,1} and cluster weights w;, with T} being the indicator of treatment assignment for
cluster j. Following Li and Ding (2017), our finite population is within a sequence of finite
populations where m and m! go to oo, which naturally holds if we grow the population with
a fixed proportion of treated clusters, p. Further define

(the overall weighted mean of C}(t)),

!The same mathematical arguments are immediately extendable to the case where we have individuals
rather than clusters.
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and

A

C(t) =¢(t)w.

In particular, we are interested in the asymptotic distribution of the ratio estimator ¢(t),
unlike Scott and Wu (1981) who found the distribution for an estimator closer to the form

C(t). In our case, ¢(t) is an estimator of ﬁ(t) We will see this is a straightforward change.
Define the following finite population variance of the weights:

1 m
2/, \ _ 2
$(w) = — 3wy — W)
7=1
Let D,(t) by a scaled deviation of C;(t) from the overall weighted mean. That is,

D;(t) = (w;C5(t) = w,C(1)) /.

Then the mean of the D;(t)’s, D(t), equals 0 as

j=1 j=1
and the variance expression for the D;(t), which is a weighted variance of the C;(t), is

Sh) = > Dt = > 5 (04 - D)

m— 14 m—14—~w
j=1 j=1
Lemma A.1.1. Assume we have the following conditions:
(a) Defining g(t) = mazi<j<m(D;(t))?

1 g9(t)

. 1
PR p—— Y 3 —0, asm— (S1)
(b) Fort e {1,0},

S%(w)

(l—ft)W%Oasm—M)o. (S2)
Under these conditions,

o) —Cl)  q N(0,1). (S3)

=LSp(t) /w
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Proof. The proof of this result closely follows the proof in Scott and Wu (1981). We are
interested in the asymptotic distribution of the ratio estimator ¢(¢), but to find this we will

first find the distribution of C'(t).
Let d(t) = 32,4, D;j(t)/m". Then
_ _ — wt
d(t :(_t —Ct)—.
(1) = (70 - ) =
Assuming our first condition given by Equation S1, by Theorem 1 of Li and Ding (2017),
d(t)

4 N(0,1).
=L Sp(t)

Further, from Theorem B of Scott and Wu (1981), given our second condition given by
Equation S2,
W)W — 15 0as m— oo.

Thus, W' /w %5 1. Note the condition on the weights would cause issues if the average weight
were to go to 0 as the sample size increased, but, as discussed in Section A.2.3, this is easy
to avoid by using unnormalized weights. This in turn means by Slutsky’s Theorem, recalling
that ¢(t) — C(t) = d(t)w/w!, we have our result in Equation S3.

O

A.1.2 Asymptotic normality of difference of ratios (Main result)

We will now show the asymptotic normality of a difference of ratios. In particular, we are
interested in the asymptotic distribution of ¢(1) — ¢(0), using notation from Section A.1.1.
We will again define new potential outcomes that are easier to work with than the direct
ratio. First we define some notation. Construct new potential outcomes D;(t) = (w;C;(t) —

w;C(t))/w with notation defined in Section A.1.1, so D(1) =0, D(0) = 0 and

av=—: 3 Dilt).

j:Tj:t

Further define an intermediate estimator D = d(1) — d(0) and

Sh(1,0) = p—] > D;(1)D;(0).
=1
Recall for ¢t € {0,1}
1 m
Sh(t) = — > D3t
=1
and further define
1 m
S*(D) = — (D;(1) = D;(0))?
=1

We will use these notations to get the final result.
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Lemma A.1.2. Let us have the following conditions®:
(a) Let g(t) = mazi<j<,m(D;(t))? and as m — oo

1 g(t)

ma%te{O,l}W Var(D) (S4)

(b) m'/m has a limiting value in (0,1) and S%(t) and S%(1,0) have limiting values.

(¢) Forte {1,0},
2
(1—19 fnt(;g — 0 as m — 0. (SH)
Then we have that
(e -20) - (C -cw)

— N(0,1) (S6)

where

~ S%(1)  S3(0)  S*D
V() = 5LV, S(0) _ S(D)
m m m
Proof. First we derive a normality result for D. If we randomly select pm clusters to assign
to treatment, then from Theorem 3 in Li and Ding (2017), D has mean 0 and variance

Var(D) = Sp(1) n 5p(0) _ S*(D)

m! m? m
If we have the condition of Equation S4, then under Theorem 4 of Li and Ding (2017),

A

D

— % N(0,1).
Var(D)
Now note that
D d(1)-d(0)
Var(D) Var(D)
AT (wiC(1) = w,C) o= s T (1= 1) (w,65(0) = w,C(0)) fw
- Var(D)

gl|5L
RS
all
—
—_
N~—
|
Qll
—~
—_
S~—
N——
|
SIEi
R
all
—
()
N—
|
Qll
—~
(e
N—
N——

2Tt is interesting to note that a delta method approach would rely on slightly different conditions. In
particular, the delta method does not explicitly require limiting values on asymptotic variances, as given in
the second condition, but it does require a convergence in probability result that is satisfied by those limiting
values for the asymptotic variances. Comparing this derivation to proofs via the delta method is left for
future work.
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We can now get back to our estimator of interest, ¢(1) — ¢(0)

Var(lj)
B (0 -Tw) - ¥ (70 -T0)
Var(D)
= (5(1) _a1)> W (E(O) —5(0>)
N (1 w ) Var(b) (1 w ) Var(ﬁ)
LD

and Equation S5, then

We know the asymptotic distribution of the third term, so we need to show that the first
two terms vanish. As stated in Lemma A.1.1, if we have the conditions given by Equation S4

&(t) - C(t)
1—ft

mt SD (t)
Recall from Section A.1.1 that the fourth condition gives us

4 N(0,1).

(g(l) _ 5(1)> _ (ao) - 5(0>) B <1 B w_l) L —LSp(1) (?:(1) - 5(1>>
Var(D) v (

The second condition puts limiting values on our asymptotic variances. That is, the second
condition (see Theorems 3 and 5 of Li and Ding (2017)), gives us that for ¢ € {0,1},
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m <1_{t> S2,(t) has some limiting value 02 (¢) and mVar(D) has some limiting value V.

This allows us to use Slutsky’s theorem to get

(1 ) @) Vi — ESolt >/w( (t) - aw)
v \/\T LS (

To break this step down more, note that the first term goes to 0 in probability, the second
goes to a constant by the third condition, and the final term is asymptotically normal.
Finally, Slutsky’s theorem gives the result in Equation S6. O

A.2 Theorem 1 without covariates

In this section, we explore the impact estimator of a weighted least squares regression without
covariate adjustment. We prove Theorem 1 under this special case and also find the bias
of our estimator. We start by deriving the form of the estimator, then finding bias and
consistency results. In particular, the estimator has finite sample bias but is consistent.
We then show the asymptotic normality result given in Theorem 1. Without covariates, the
interactions in our regression imply that block means and effects are estimated independently,
and so we can focus on the estimator for a single block, b. In other words, for now we can
act as if there is only one block.

A.2.1 The estimator

We assume that we have one block, arbitrarily block b, with my clusters. We assign m; =
pymy clusters to treatment and the rest of the mg clusters to control. Define shorthand
fi = mj/my. When we have multiple blocks, we have block indicators S;; and Sj, which
equals 1 if unit ¢ or cluster j belong to block b, and 0 otherwise. Each unit 7, of nj
units, in cluster j of block b has associated weight w;j;, and we have wj, = Y w;j. Denote
wy = o (1= Typ)wo, wp = > Tiywgp, and wy, = 377" wy,. Bach unit 7 in cluster j
has potential outcomes Y;;;(1) under treatment and Y;;,(0) under control, with treatment
assigned at the cluster level. y;;; is the observed outcome for unit ¢ in cluster j of block b
and ¥j, is the observed weighted average outcome for all units in cluster j of block b. We

have by definition that y;;, = TjYis(1) + (1 — Tj)Yis(0) and for ¢ € {0,1},
1
=— 3" wipYilt
) Wy iﬂ%::t i Yigb ()
and i, = TjipYjp(1) + (1 — Ty5)Y;5(0). We also define for ¢ € {0,1},

ﬂb(t) - Z Z wjby]b

‘7 ]Tb t

We have finite population parameters

Yi(t) = ijb

Jj= 1w]b
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Throughout, we will treat 3, as the finite population parameter of the weighted average
of cluster impacts,

S win(Yis(1) = Yi(0)) - _

mp .
j=1 Wjb

Prp =

I

o>
—
[
N—

|
=
—~
=)
N—

We start by finding the exact form of the regression estimator 1. For our regression, we
have z;;, = (SijpLjp, Sijp) = (Tjp, 1) because we only have one block. Here we define

mp

. 1 w
Py =— D Tipwp=—=
Wy < Wy
7j=1
and .
ij = ij - p27
so that

mp myp
> w, Ty = wj, (T — p;) = 0.
j=1 j=1

The estimated parameter vector from weighted least squares regressing the individual y;;;,
on an intercept and centered treatment indicator T}, with weights w;j;, is

~ my  Mjb -1 my  Tjb
ﬁl,b _ ! l
B = WijbZ;p2ijb WijbZiYijb
0,b

j=1 i=1 j=1 i=1

Result: 31, = 7,(1) — 3(0).
We have by simple algebra simplifications and matrix inversion,

A m ~ m nd -1 m -
<@1,b) _ (Zj:bl w305 wijjb> (Zj:bl wijjbyjb)

Bob Dot wpThy 327wy iy WisYje

m T -1 m =
_ (Zjbl w1 0) ( > i win LYo >

0 wy wy (1) 4+ wyy(0)

% m, =
_ Z;-';”lebeb 0 ( Zj:bl wjbj}b}/jb )
0 wLb wys(1) + wys(0)

To simplify this final form, note a few useful algebra results:

my My
Z wp T, = Z wyo (T = 25w, + (97)°)
j=1 J=1

42



and

mp mp
Z win TipYs0 = Z win(Tjo = Py) s
j=1

=1
1= wzl; 1= 0=

= wyYp(1) — w_b(wbyb<1) + wyys(0))
_wywy -

We then have the following for our regression estimator for the treatment impact (and
control mean):

A.2.2 Finite sample bias

Here we explore the finite sample bias of the regression estimator. Using Equation 7 in
Aronow and Middleton (2013), originally from Hartley and Ross (1954), the bias for a ratio

estimator is

B [2] = gy [ o (%))

assuming that v > 0.
We then have, assuming that w! > 0 and w° > 0,

Bl = B | St
> it win Ty
1 PR o 25 Tvwindn 1
= — =N wipY(1) — Cov = — Y Thw;
::; Zj_bl wip m; ; Jb jb< ) ( Ejzbl wijjb m; ; Jjbib
- m _ w;
— T3(1) — 2oy (ybu), —1)
It is then straightforward to find the bias of our estimator as follows:
~ mpy _ wg mpy _ 'LUI?
Elp1p) — b1y = ——Cov | i(1), = | + —Cov | (0), —
Wy my Wy my

This means, as pointed out by Aronow and Middleton (2013), that the bias will depend on
(1) the covariance between cluster size (as captured by the w;,) and outcomes and (2) the
variability of cluster sizes.
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A.2.3 Consistency

Here we give conditions for consistency of the regression estimator. It is useful to assume
limiting values on the finite population parameters. This can be handled in a few ways.
Following Aronow and Middleton (2013), we may envision a sequence of h finite populations
such that as h — oo, the finite population increases by copying the original m,; clusters
in block b h times and then randomization occurs independently within each copy with
probability py. This keeps our estimands and parameters constant as the population grows.

A bit more generally, we may have limiting values for the finite population parameters.
For a given finite population with m clusters, define the following quantities:

I <& -
wY (1), = -~ > wpVin(1),
j=1

I &
wY (0), = - > wiYi(0),
j=1

and
m
_ 1 Zb
Wy = — Wip-
my <
Jj=1

Given these definitions, our 3 is then

o, W70,
Prp=—""— ——.
wy, wy,

Assume limiting values (1), 1;(0), and wy, such that as m, — oo,

and
— P
wy — wp > 0.

If we were normalizing the weights across the whole population, it could be the case that
wp — 0; we eliminate this issue by using unnormalized weights (which don’t change the
estimand or estimator because we use weights in the numerator and denominator). This
gives a limiting value for B, of 87, = (1;(1) — 1;(0))/ws.

We next show that 5171) EN 81, Denote

1 _ 2
2 _ Y.
&Mu>—n%_1;£(wa%u> wy (D),) .
R _ 2
2
%A@—mVJ}J@ﬁ%@ Wy (0),) .



and
1

— \2
mb—lz(wjb_w”) :

j=1
Assume that m;/m, — p, € (0,1). Using Theorem B from Scott and Wu (1981), under

simple random sampling of clusters into treatment, if our weighted variances do not go to
infinity as we increase sample size, specifically if as m;, — oo,

5% (w) =

Sib(l)/mb — 0,
Sﬁ,,b(O)/mb — 0,

and
S?(wy) /my — 0
then
1 & _ ,
E; ijijijb(l) —wY (1), =0,
j=1
1 &
% P
m_g ; wjp(1 — Tj)Y(0) — wY (0), = 0,
1 &
ol ijijb —w, 50,
b
and

1 mp
— P
—OE wip(1 —Tj) —wp — 0
bj:l
as mp — 00.

We next need a small convergence lemma:

Lemma A.2.1. If A,, — B, & 0 and B,, 2 k, with k a constant, as m — oo then A,, 2 k
as m — oo.

Proof.
A, —k=A,,— B, + B, —k=>0.

Using Lemma A.2.1, we have

1 _ wt _
. b = p *
— w;pYip(t) = —7us(t) = (1)
J:Tjp=t
and .
1 w
—~ wip = —& 5wy
my m,
J ij:t



Then by Slutsky’s theorem,

By = (1) — 5(0) &

Hence in this setting our estimator is consistent.

A.2.4 Asymptotic normality of one ratio

We are interested in the asymptotic behavior of, for t € {0, 1},

mp

_ 1 _
Up(t) = = Tivwip Y (t).
Un(t) Zj:b1wijjij:; joWsb Jb()

We use the notation from Section A.1.1 but now add subscripts b to indicate that we are
referring to block b. For t € {1,0}, let Cj(t) = Yj3(t), so that &,(t) = 7,(¢) and Cy(t) = Yy (2).

Corollary A.2.2. Under the conditions of Lemma A.1.1, we have

G(t) — Ob() _ (1) — Yb(t))

Shsm/m SR ¢ L S (Ralt) )

4 N(0,1).

The term in the denominator expands as follows:

mbl_ 1 i(ij(t)/ )" = mbl— 1 i ((winCin(®) = walolt)) /m)2
- (mbl— 1) i ;_]ng (ij(t) B Yb(’«L)>2

A.2.5 Asymptotic normality

We are interested in the ratio difference estimator, y,(1) — §b(0)
Let Djb( ) = (wjijb( ) - wjbC'b( ))/wb = wﬂ,( ]b( ) (t))/wb, with Cﬂ,( ) defined as

in Section A.2.4. Note that this means that we still have &,(t) = 7,(t) and C,(t) = Y;(%).
Now we have reformulated our complicated difference in ratio estimators into a form that’s
easier to work with.

Corollary A.2.3. Under the conditions of Lemma A.1.2, we have

(B0 -Gm) - (@O -GO)  (B0)-%m) - (BO) - %)
Var(Dy) Var(Dy)

4 N(0,1).
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The denominator simplifies as follows:

Var(Dy) _Sh bfl) N S%;,;(()O) - 527550
_mp— 127”17 D ( ) mp—1 Zmb D ( ) o mbl—l 7]Tn:bl(l)jb(l) o Djb(0>>2
m, my my,
= (wﬂx o) = F/m) s 3 () - Fo0) /)
I ( V(1)) — w(V(0) — V() /1)
mp
e S (V) (D) ey S, (* (0 - 1(0)’
= -
m mb
S () — al0) - (1) - Vi)

A.3 Theorem 1 with covariates, multiple blocks

In this section we explore the impact estimator from a weighted least squares regression with
additional covariate adjustment. We start by deriving the closed form of this estimator,

which is 1 = (1) — 7(0) — (%2 - %,?) 4 for block b. We then find consistency results and
show the asymptotic normality result given in Theorem 1. We do not specifically include
interactions between the additional covariates and the block indicators as this immediately

follows by generating the fully interacted set of covariates and then using our results on that
extended set.

A.3.1 The estimator

We now have multiple blocks with covariate adjustment but not interactions between blocks
and additional covariates in our regression. However, we continue to include an interaction
between block and treatment. We assume that m;,/m TN q» where 0 < g, < 1. Let there be
h blocks. Accordingly, ﬁl and ,5’0 are vectors with an entry for each block. Thus we have
51 », the bth entry of 61, is still the treatment effect estimator for block b.

Now let ;j, = x5, — T, with

my  Mjb

T= oY e
wy igbLig

j=1 =1
and fﬂ, = Ejb — Eb with

njb

w]b - - § WijbTijb-
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We also define oy
—_ >t win T

y =
Z] 1waT
and my _
—o _ 2 j=1 Win(1 — Tin)Tje
b — mp
j=1 wjb(l - ij)
We have z;j, = (Sij1Tj1, - - - SijnLjns Sijis - - - Sijn, €ijp). The estimated parameter vector
is
h  my Mjb - h my Njb
( ) == E E E wzjbzwbzzjb E E E wz]bzwbywb
b=1 j=1 i=1 b=1 j=1 i=1
Result:

B = (1) = 5(0) — (T, -7 ) 4

Remark. When we have interactions between blocks and additional covariates, we will have
a different 4 for each block and the estimators for each block will be independent. In that
case, Bl,b is the same as the estimator as if we had only run the regression with block b, i.e.
as if we only had one block. Therefore, these results directly extend to that case.

We have

b
Bo
o
m 3 -1
ijll wlefl te 0 0o --- 0 Z -1 U}JlT 1$j1
0 o Xwpdy, 0 e 0 > win T
= O PPN 0 wl o o 0 O'U
5 : Dot 0,
0 . 0 0 - w, 0,
m >~/ m ~  ~/
2.7211 wjl]}lm‘ T Z]:hl wjh]}hmjh 02) o 02) Zb 1 Z Zz 1 wl]bmz_]bm’bjb
Z =1 wng 1Y
> wghT hYih
X Z]:l wj1Yj1

mp _
. > i WinYih
my T j5b ~/
> b1 2]’:1 i=1 WijbT;5pYijb
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We start by performing the matrix inversion. We can break this matrix into the following
blocks:

S wnTh 0 0 0
A 0 Z;":hlehj}?h 0O --- 0
0 e 0 wy -+ 0
0 0 0 w,

vl 0 0 0

. . wl.wo . . .

_ 0o .- Z;_hh 0O --- 0

0 0 w 0

0 0 0 wp,

_ my n =/ mp o= / /
C = (SpwnTnd@y o S wpDnd@y, 0, - 0,)

1,,0 —1 — / 1,,0 —1 —0 /

= (W (7 — % co W (D F P ¥

_<w1 (:1:1 a:1> o (:ch a:h> 0, 0,
h my Mjb

f— .. ~/ ~.A
b=1 j=1 i=1

We can then use the following matrix inversion formula:

A B\ (A-BD'C)'  -A"'B(D-CA'B)"
(C D) B <—D10(A _BD'C)"! (D-CA'B)"! ) . (sT)
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To make things easier, we will first derive a result for

=1 =0

Ty — Iy
B+ : .

=1 —0

Ly — Ly

We have, based on our matrix inversion, that

Bi=|: . i i|((A-BD'C)' ~A'B(D-CA'B)")
0 --- 10 --- 0
S wn Tigin
ST win Tingn
X i Witk

. Z?zhleh?jh
D b1 Doy Dl Wi Yo
1 -+ 00 --- 0
=l: .+ . | (A-BD'C)"! —A'B(D-CA™'B)™})
0O --- 10 --- 0

1 (F1(1) — 51(0))

whw? = . =
Bt (Gn(1) — 4a(0))
X >t Wi

mp _
. > i WinYih
my njb ~/
> b1 Zj:l i=1 WijbL;5pYijb

and
=1 —0
Ly — Ty
: v
=1 =0
Ly — &y
wlw? = _
(1 (1) = 51(0))
=1 =0 wiw® - : —
T -7 1 o o R G - o)
= : (—D C(A-BD'C) (D—-CA'B) ) Z;@lwﬂ?jﬂ
T, -, :
> winYsh

h , .
D b1 Z;nzbl > wijbm/z‘jbyijb
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We see there are a lot of common terms when we add these expressions.
simplify

1 -~ 00 -0 z, — Ty
—|: . 1|AT'B+ :
0O --- 10 --- 0 52—52
o 0 0
1 00 0 1 0 0 0 (') o ;
A'B=|: wy )
‘ o ... 0 1
0 10 0 0 10 0 Coowm
0 0 0
“bl (71 - 7))
wlw? :.1 =0
X Z,hh <wh_wh>
0,
0,
=1 =0
Ly — Ty
1 00 -+ 0\|_
= : Ty — Ty
: 0,
0 10 0 .
0,
=1 =0
L1 — Ty
N :1::0
Lp — T
We see that I
1 00 ---0 T, — T, 0,
—|: o s ] ATB Y : =
0 10 0 z, — T, 0,
Now we need to simplify
1 00 0 z, - T,
— = D 'C
0 10 0 T, — T,

51

Let’s first




But first let’s look at A — BD™'C.

0

1
wywy

w1

A-BD'c=| 0

Now let’s return to

1 00 - 0

0 10 - 0

0 - 01 0

0 0 0 1

Hence,

1 0 0 0
0 10 0
0 01
0 -0 0

0 0
whut
h~—h O
wp,
0 w1
0 0
0 0
wlw?
h%h 0
Wh
0 w1
0 0
00
10
1
00
=1 —
Ly — I
=1 =0
Ly — Ty
=1 =0
T, — I
=1 —
Ly, — I,

0\ (4 (@-=m)
. wILwO :'1 —0
U Zu_hh(mh—mh> D 'C
0 0,
Wk, dv
=1 =0
0 1 - 00 -0 (7. - 7))
of]0 Lo 0l | (F-7) | pc
0 0 - 01 -0 0.
w,) \\0 000 1 0.
0
: 51 %0
0 1 1 »
ol ~ D—C.
=1 =0
: Lp — Ly
1
e 0 0 -0
pDlc=| : . . i|(-BDTC)
0 W)
272
o 0 0 -0
D'Cc|(A-BD'C) = : :
0 e 0
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Putting it all together:

1,,0

=52 (1) = 71(0))

=1 — wi wlwd ,— . _
(=TT wfor 0v 0 el (§u(1) = u(0))
B+ Lo A= o s 2 Wil
z, -~ ), 0 gy 00 0 '

mp ) _
Z] 1 WinYin

Zb 1 Z an 1 wljbwngyljb

Yn(1) - yn(0)

Hence, we have the desired result,

_ _ —1 =0

R y1(1) — 5:1(0) Ty — Iy

B = - v
yn(1) = yn(0) z, — T,

A.3.2 Consistency

Here we will show that 61 b —> (,ub(l) — 113(0)) = 85, We assume the same limiting values
for our average potential outcomes and weights as in Section A.2.3. Assume that we have
finite limiting values on the following weighted variance/covariance expressions, denoted as
follows:

mp  Mjb

= P 2

o= — Z Z wijh (o — b) (@ijp — @) = X3,
my
7j=1 =1
and

1 mp  Mjb

2 _ =37 Pow2

Sac,Y,b<t) o Z wab%gbyzyb( ) — xbwy(t)b - Eaz,Y(t),b'

7j=1 =1

Assume we also have a (unnamed) limiting value on the following variance expression:

my b

2
mYb mb ZZ (wz]be]bK]b ) ’(UJZY( ) )
7j=1 =1
with
1 my  Mjb
wzrY (1), = p— DO wiplYige(t).
j=1 i=1

Also assume that we have finite limiting values on the variances for the potential outcomes
Further assume we have limiting values X, X' X, and X j,,(t) such that - ZJ L WiT gy

w5 o1 mp b / ) P ~Nrv* 1
Xy, Py ijl 21 Wighx;ijp — X' X, and e Z Zz 1 wzybwngYzjb( ) 2 Xﬂb( ). Again,
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we assume that m;,/m Ly g, where 0 < ¢, < 1, such that each block is growing to infinity

with m = Zgzl myp. In Section A.2.3, we already showed that (1)

— 55(0) B (1) — 115(0).

Thus, we now need to examine the extra term in this new Bl,b, for which we need to simplify

the asymptotic form of .

B,
Bo
0l
2 wjlj?l e 0 0
0 Z;nzhl winTy, 0
— 0 0 w1
0 e 0 0

m1 A mp, no= /
Z]’:l wi TjH T Zj:l winTinTy, O,

E -1 wle 151

L WinTinGjn

>
J:

X > wind
Zm 1 wjhgjh
Zb 1 Z E =1 wmb%bywb
le Z;n:ll wjljz’le N 0
0 e ’rr}h Z 1 w]h
— 0 .
0 . 0

1 mi = 1 mp o =
m Zj:l wi1ThT m Zj:l wjnT5n 5,
1

mi -
o 2jm1 Wit Ty

1
e 2 ’wth hyjh
1 mi
1
m Z] 1 wjhyjh
=~/
Zb 1 Z z:l WigbLy;pYijb

o4

0 Z 11 wle 151
0 > it winTin®
0 0,
0,
Wp, 0

v
021 Zb 1 Z an 1 wljbmmbml]b

0 tee 0 le j=1 wle 1$j1
o - 0 o 2 win Tinn
SR 0,
: . : 0,
0 e mLhwh 0,
0;) T 0, = Zb 1 Z Zz 1 wljbwzjbwljb




We have

and

because

We also have

Then we have

1 mi
mi

0

U)Jl

P

pl(l —pl)wl

jl

mp
72
_E wipls =
mp — J0+ 5b
]_
1
my

1 wl?wg —1 =0\ p
— E waTbCUgb = L, — &y | —

my Wy

% %

Wy Wy

h myp  Mjb

1 wlw

— 22 B (1 — py)ws,
my Wy

my

- E § § wzybmwbwz]b

bl]lzl
h  mp Mo

bl] 1 =1
h
zm“
m my

mp  Mjb

Z Z Wijb wng wb) (wijb - §b>

= Jj=1 =1

h

—) Z quw b

%)

Wh
/
OU

— Z Z Z Wb wwb CUb) (wijb - ib)

h
D b1 szi,b

= Zb 1 Z Zz lwljbwz]bwa




Hence, by continuity of the inverse and Slutsky’s theorem,

m%zgiﬁ wjlfg?l 0 0 0 m%Z;’;H wle 151331
0 ce mLh th w]thh 0 ce 0 mLh Z;n:hl wth hiL‘]h
0 0 w0 0,
: : : . : 0,
0 .. 0 0 e mLhwh 0,
# Z;n:ll wjlz_}l%;l e % ;n:hl w]'hj—‘]'hi;h O{U 02) - Zb 1 Z Zl 1 wl]bwz]bmwb
1
p1(1—p1)w1 0 0 0 0,
: i : :
0 pr(1—pn) (1) 0 0,
LN 0 0 o 0 0,
0 ... 0 0 --- o 0,
-1
o, 0 0 0 (Sie%2,)

We also have

mp

1 1 wiw? | _ _
— Zwﬂz jbYjb = — fubb (@s(1) — 6(0)) = Pu(1 — py)ws < o, o

and

1 o= 1 & _ ) )
ngjbyjbzpb@;wjbmm( +(1—ps) OZwﬂ,l T5)Y;6(0) = oy (1)+(1=py) 115(0).

Additionally,

h mp  Mjb

- Z Z Z wz]bw”bymb

bl] 1 i=1
h my Njb h  my Njb

= % Z Z Zwa'ij(wz]b % Zjb "‘ T::L Z Z Z 1 - jb wmb Lijp — fBb)Y;ﬂ,(O)

b=1 j=1 =1 b=1 j=1 =1
h mp b 1
E E g waz]bwzjby;]b ml E wa]b
b=1 j=1 i=1 b 4
h my  Mjb 1 my
+ ) — E E Tip)wijpijnYijn(0) — T —E T )w;pY;s(0
m 0 J J J J mg J J ( )
b 7j=1 i=1 Jj=1

prbE:Qc,Y(l),b + (1- pb)QbEi,Y(o),b-

\L*s
M; X
-

b=1
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This last line comes from the following two intermediate steps:

(a) Because we have limiting values on the variances of our potential outcomes, we have a
law of large numbers type result (see Theorem B of Scott and Wu (1981))

’njb

Z wabw”meb Z wjb t Swa( ) £> 0.

]T]btzl ]T]bt

(b) This implies (see Lemma A.2.1) that

njp
1 = P
2
— E E wz]bmuby;]b mi E wjb}/}b<t> _>Ea:,Y(t),b‘
]TJ,, t i=1 "

Then we have
1 mi =
o 2 Wit Tign
1 mp, o=
o 2o WinTjniin
1 mi —
o e Wil

1
m Z] 1 WinYjn

Zb 1 Z Zz 1 wl]bwzjbyljb
pi(1 = p1) (pi(1) — 15(0))

pr(1 = pn) (i (1) — 15 (0))
EN it (1) + (1 = p1)pi(0)

Py (1) + (1 —ph)uh(O)
Zb 1pb%2my i Zb (1 _pb)%z Y (0),b
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Putting this all together, we have the following result:

By
By | &
,3,

p1(1—p1)w1

1 0 0

0 pr(1=pn)wn 0
0 0 L
w1
0 0 0
o o (14

where

h -1 h
r=(quzi,b) (22
b=1 b=1

or (i (1) = i (0))

L (4z(1) — i5(0))

Wh

L (prit(1) + (1 — pr)yi (0))
L (o, (1) + (1= pr)i(0))
T

81,
B
L (1) + (1 — po)pri(0)

= (pri (1) + (1 = pu) e (0))
r

Hence, we have that Bl,b L 6.
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p1(1 —p1) (ui(1) — p7(0))

pr(L = pn) (3 (1) — 15,(0))
pipi(1) + (1 = p1)pi(0)

. priy(1) + (1 - pr)#;(0)
Dbt Do 2%y (1) 2t (1= Po) b E% v ()

h

-1
(Zszl QbEch,b)

Z(l - pb)QbZi,Y(O),b

b=1




A.3.3 Asymptotic normality with known ~

We ultimately want to find asymptotic normality results for the estimator for a single block
b with covariate adjustment across blocks, B, = (1) — 75(0) — (i; — %2) 4. But first,
let us show, similar to Li and Ding (2017), that asymptotic normality holds for B =
Up(1) — yp(0) — <§; — %2) ~, where - is the finite population regression estimator we would
have obtained if we had run the regression on the full schedule of potential outcomes, and

is thus constant for each treatment arm. Stated differently, we first find the result when we
know « and do not have to estimate it. In particular,

h -1 h h
vz(z%sz,k) (zpbqbsz,” )43 () qbsm«»).
b=1 b=1 b=1

In this setting, we have that Cj,(t) = (Y]b(t) - Z;p7y) and so Dy (1) = wip(Yp(t) — Ty —
Yy(t) + Zpy) /Wy Hence G(t) = iy(t) — Tpy and Cy(t) = (1) — Tpy.

Corollary A.3.1. Under the conditions of Lemma A.1.2 for block b,

(Eb<1) — Eb(O)) — <5b(1) - 6b(0)> ﬁlb - < ( ) ?(0))
Var(Dy) Var(Dy)
4 N(0,1).

Proof. The result is a direct consequence of Lemma A.1.2. The equality holds by noting
that

>t wn (Yin(1) —Zpy) 27w (Yin(0) — Ziy) _¥ =

mp ] my .
j=1 Wib j=1 Wib
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The variance in the denominator of our asymptotic expression simplifies as follows:

Var(Dy) =222 0u0) _ (D)
eSO T OO sl 7O - D0
A bl 2 (Vi) - mnb— (@~ 7)7)
= e T (7 (O)boy;,(()) (@ —T) 7)2
s (T 0 Gt - (0)))
S (% <11>szl;%m)2 e S (T <oo>—2<o>—%m)2
B (‘b )~ Fal0) — (55(1) ~ 550))) |
my,

A.3.4 Joint asymptotic normality with known ~

We now examine the joint convergence of B;. We see that each element of Bi, By, is
Bry— (V3 (1)-Y,(0))
\/Var(f)b)

independent. Thus, we have the characteristic function for A, = , which we

denote ¢, (t), converges as follows:
Gy(t) — e/

by the equivalency of convergence in distribution and point-wise convergence of characteristic
functions and using Corollary A.3.1.
Now take any linear combination L, defined as

h
L= Z SbAb.
b=1
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Then the characteristic function of L is

N H 6—s§t2/2

b=1
— o i se/2

Hence, L % N (0,320, s2). Therefore, by the Cramer-Wold device,

Bi1—(Y1(1)-Y1(0))
\/Var(D1)

: 4 N(Oy, I).
Bin—(Y1(1)-Y1(0))
\/Var(Dh)

A.3.5 Asymptotic normality with estimated ~

We now move to our primary result. To obtain this result, we first find asymptotic normality
results for By, = 7(1) — §5(0) — <§; — %2) 4 for a single block b. To do this, we need to show

Bl,b has the same asymptotic distribution as 51,1) = (1) — 4(0) — (ii — iﬁ) ~, as done in
Li and Ding (2017) for the unweighted case. Following that paper, we aim to show that the

. . ~1/2
difference is order o,(m, / ).

First note that we can use results from Section A.2.4 to put a convergence rate on %é —ig.

Convergence in probability of each element of ii and %2 implies convergence of the entire
vector. Hence we can look at one entry of i; and ig at a time (since we can use component-
wise convergence in probability). For the kth component, let Cjy i (t) = [®}3)],, noting that
this does not change under treatment or control. Then under the conditions of Lemma A.1.1
we have asymptotic normality results for each of the components of %2 and 52. Assuming
a limiting value on the variance, this in turn means that we have, for the kth component,

7 - ibh = Oy(m, ?) and |7, - ib]k = 0,(m;'1?).
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Then we have
=1 —0 —1 — —0 —
IR R
- Op(mb_l/z)'
Now note that
A = = =1 =0\ .
By = (1) — up(0) — (wb - wb) Y

> Tipwiy (Yo — Zjey) 2050 (L= Ti)wi (T — Tpy) /=1 —o\ ,.
= _<wb_wb>(7_7)'

>ty Tipwgy > (L= Th)wy

From the limiting value assumptions in Section A.3.2, 49—~ 2 0 and so <§; — %2) (=) =
op(mgl/ 2). This means that BLI, has the same asymptotic distribution as Blb and so we can
use Corollary A.3.1.

Corollary A.3.2. Assume the conditions of Corollary A.3.1, the conditions of Lemma A.1.1
applied to each of the components of ié and %2 as well as limiting values on the variance
expression of each component. Also assume limiting values on the following variance expres-
s10MS:

mp  Mjb

1 — _
Sz = - Z Z wije (Tijp — fb), (zijp — Ty)
j=1 i=1
1 my  Mjb _,
Savp(t) = P Z Z Wiy Yijp(t) — TwY (1),
j=1 i=1
1 mp  Mjb 9
S2y,(t) = o >N (Mjba;;jbyijb(t) - wa(t)b) fort € {0,1} with
j=1 i=1
1 my  Mjb
’lUZEY(t)b = E Z Z wijbm;ijijb(t).
j=1 i=1
Then,
Buo = (V1) = %3(0))
— N(0,1).
Var(Dy)
with

my ! g
w _ _ — 2
o S e (V1) = i(0) — (1) = Y3 (0)))
my
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A.3.6 Joint asymptotic normality with estimated ~

We now investigate joint asymptotic normality results for the vector Bl. Each element of
Bl, Bl,b, is dependent because of the shared 74 term.

With block-covariate interactions, each 31,1; is independent and thus the joint asymptotic
result is immediate.

Without these interactions, we first define Cj = Bro— (V1) Yb(o))

\/Var Db
Section A.3.5, we have that Cj, converges to the same distribution that

B — (Val1) = %4(0))
Var(Dy)

Based on results from

b —

converges to. This implies that the linear combination

h
S = Z Sbe
b=1

has the same asymptotic distribution as

h
L= Z SbAb'
b=1

In particular,

S:Zé‘b - ) ZSbAb Z <_1—§2>(’A7—’7)

b=1 Var(Dy) b=1

and the last sum is a finite sum of terms that are o,(m, 1/2).

Hence, S 4N (0, szl s2). Therefore, by the Cramer-Wold device,

B1,1—(Y1(1)-Y1(0))
\/Var(f)l)

: 4 N(0p, I,).
Brn— (Vi (1)-Y5(0))
\/Var(Dh)

A.4 Restricted model

In this section, we explore the impact estimator from a weighted least squares regression
with additional covariate adjustment and without interactions between block indicators and
treatment indicators. We now have a single treatment effect estimator that aggregates across
blocks. We first find the closed form for this estimator as

Lwd = = =1 =0
5 ZZ=1 wZ)bb (¥s(1) — yb(o)) Zb = ™ ( Ly — mb)ﬁ/
S S e
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We then find consistency results and show an asymptotic normality result. As before, we
first assume a known ~ to focus on the pooling of individual treatment impacts across blocks
and then extend to an estimated 4.

A.4.1 The estimator

We now examine the model with no interactions between treatment and blocks . In this case,
there is a single treatment effect estimator, 5y for all blocks. We have z;j, = (Tjp, Sij1, - - - » Sijns Tijb)-
The estimated parameter vector is

h mp Mjb -1 h mp Mjb
/
= E E g wngzngzng E E g WijbZijpYijb

b=1 j=1 i=1 b=1 j=1 i=1

Using the same techniques as in Section A.3.1 we find the following:
Result:

wb wb

wiw? = = =1 =0
By = 22:1 = (1) — yb(o)) Zb 1w, ( Ly — xb) .
te S wiw) S ol -
b=1 wp b=1 wy

Derivations available upon request.

A.4.2 Consistency

Result:
_ _ h wiw? (=1 =0
D wf};:b (1) — 5(0)) b=1 "1y <a3b - mb) )
b= o wjuf - T
b=1 wy b=1 wy
», S avpe(1 — py) (15 (1) — 13(0))
Zb 1 gps(1 — po)wy

Using results and limiting values given in Section A.2.3 and Section A.3.2 and also
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my/m 2 gy (0 < gy < 1), we have

h wlw? h wiw? (=1 =0
% > b1 o 0 % > b "o <wb - wb)
. 1
@1 0 my 1 0,
Bo | = : :
o 0 0 m%wh 0,
o wiwd =1 =0’ h m n; -~
% Dbt oy (mb — Ty ) 0, -+ 0 % Dbt Zj:bl > Wi 35,
E S S (1) — 50
Ly, ) — 5,(0))
m% (wig1 (1) +wiyi(0))
X :
—L (wy (1) + wygn(0))
m hYh rYn
% > b Z;n:b1 i1 wijbfi;jbgijb
-1
S aps(l—po)wy O o 0 0
0 wp - 0 0,
RN : STl :
0 0 - wy 0,
0 o - 0 S aX?,
h * *
> b1 @Po(1 — py) (3 (1) — p5(0))
prpa (1) + (1 — p1)pa(0)
X :
) prpin(1) + (1 ;‘ph)ﬂh(O)
> b pb%zi,yu),b + 21— pb)szi,Y(O),b
2321 %Pb(l—Pb)@E(l)—#Z (0))
. i1 avp(1—pp)wp
o7 (P (1) + (1 = p1)pa (0))
o (Papn (1) + (1 = pr)pa(0))
r
where

>

h L /oh
I'= (Z szi,b> (Z pbqbz:zc,Y(l),b + Z(l - pb)QbE:Qc,Y(O),b> :
b=1 b=1

b=1
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A.4.3 Asymptotic normality with known ~

Let g, = mp/m. Following Section A.3.4, we want to start by finding the asymptotic distri-
bution of

wiwd = = h Wy w —
5 _ T G —so) T (@ —wb)
1= wlw? o wl
ZZzl fuaa Za 1 wa

" (jbpbwi (wp, — pbwi)/ wy - - —1 =0
=3 e BRI (1) — (0) — (7, - 3)) )
b=1 Za:l qapawa(wa - pawa)/wa

Further denote

8, = Z h@bpf(l —pb)m)_a (5:/17(1) B 5:/3;(0)) ‘

b=1 Za:l QGpa(l — Pa )W

Let
_ _ _ 1 & _ 1
Ujp(t) = wi (Yin(t) = Tjpy) . U(t) = p— D Un(t), and w(t) = p_— U (2)-
j=1 b jiTy=t

Then we can write

B = i QoW (W, — pywy) /W (ub(l) - ub(O)) |

~ 1 /— — — —1 —0
b=1 2221 Qapawcll<wa - paw(ll)/wa w

w

It is useful to rewrite this in terms of the fewest possible random variables, so we rewrite
wi = (W, — pyw; ) /(1 — py) everywhere as follows:

h o oy _ _
s @y Wy, (Wy, — Py, ) /Wy up(1) (1 — pp)uy(0)
51_2 R 1 == \ w W —ow )
=1 2am1 GaPaWo(Wa — Paly)/Wa \ W Wy — Py
Let, for t € {0,1} and z € {w, U},
azp(t) = maxy<jcm, (25(t) = 2(t))°

and
my

— > () - 200"

Uz,b(t) =
notmg that wyy(t) = wy. Let t = (ay(1),@1(0), w5, - - -, @x(1), n(0), wy,) and
= (U:(1),U1(0),wy, - -+, Up(1), Up(0),wp,).
Theorem A.1. Let us assume the following conditions:
(a) Asm — oo,

az,b(t)

— 0.
— D) MU, (1)

maxy<p<hMaTze{w,U}MaTc{0,1}
po(1
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(b) The correlation matriz of t has a limiting value 3.

(c) We have limiting values on the following variance expressions: m Var(w;) and m Var(iy(2))
forallbe {1,...,h} and z € {0,1}.

(d) Uy(1) # 0 or Uy(0) # 0 for some b.

Then we have

where

S 4 N0,1)
Var (5’1>

b=1

var (3) = 3 Z( B0 DIC=I) (5, 6,) (s~ wi)
b 2 )

11— pb) <ZZ:1 (japa(l - pa)ma
L—py,  Gpo(1 — pp)wy (Ujb(l) _ @Ub(1)>
Db 2221 GaPa(l — pa) Wy wy Wy

P Gops(1 — py)Wy <Ujb(0) 3 %M) )2
Pa)

1_pbzzzlqapa(1— W Wy Wy

h my ~
=Y Z( ( anll )L~ 2] y 0= ) =)
Do

mb my — 1) 1— pb) <ZZ:1 Cjapa<1 - pCL)ma

+

b=1 j
L e am(—p)m  [wp V(1) —@py) (Yb(l) - Eﬂ)

> s Gapa(l = pa)Wa W, =
P Gl = po)iy wip (Vip(0) = Fjpy) Wb (Yb(O) - Eﬂ)

L= 30y Gupa(l = pa)Wa W, =

Proof. By Theorem 4 of Li and Ding (2017), if as m — oo

CLZJ,(t)
(1 — po)mpv, p(t)

maxi<p<pMaX, ey, U} MaXte{0,1} —0

and the correlation matrix of ¢ has a limiting value ¥, then

— Uy (1) u1(0) — U (0) wi — 7wy Uy (0) — Up(0) W) —wy,

(1)
<¢var(a1<1))’ VVar(a,(0)) " /Var(@!) " \/Var(@n(0))  \/Var(w})

) 4 N(0,X).

To use the delta method given in Pashley (2019), we also require that ¢ — T % 0 (ie.,
W} — Wy 2 0 and y(2) — Uy(2) 2 0 for all b € {1,...,h} and z € {0,1}). This is satisfied by
our assumption on limiting values of the variances (this can be seen directly from our prior
results or Markov’s inequality).
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We can determine the variance and covariances by noting that blocks are independent of
each other, but random variables within blocks are dependent. We have

Var (u,(t)) = (mii — mib) v.u(t),
Var (@2) = (miz — mib) Uy (1),
Cov (up(1), up(0)) = —mibmbl_ 7 Z (Upn(1) = Us(1)) (U3 (0) = Ts(0))
Cov (w(1,14) = (27 = ) 1y S (Ual) = G0 (a0,
and
Cov (a,(0), ) = _mibmbl_ S (U(0) — Uh(0)) (o — 1)

Now ¢(-) : R¥" — R takes our vector ¢ and returns the estimator ;. As our weights are
all positive and non-zero, this function is continuous and differential on the domain of T'.

We have

dg(T)  8g(T) 0g(T) 9g(T)  ag(T) og(T)\
VQ(T):<351(1) ) gw} o B Ben(®) gm;) :

The partial derivatives are

op _ epp(d—p)w, 1
o ()lr S Gupa(l — pa)W, Wy
G@po(1 — pp)wy 1

Ou(0)lr 370 Gapa(1 = pa)a T

op _ " GePe(1 — pe)We U.(1)  U.(0)
—| == qpe(l—2pp) Z 3 -
i (i dupa(1 — pa)) ( >
G@po(1 — pp) pe Up(1) | Up(0)
22:1 (japa(l - pa>ma (1 — Db wb * wb )
_ Gepe(1 —2py) _ ape(1l =)Wy o Uy(1)  Ty(0)
ZZ:l Qapa(l - pa)maﬁ 22:1 (.?apa(l - pa)@a <1 — Do (wb)2 * (wb)Z)

We see that all of these derivatives are continuous and, assuming that we do not have

Uy(0) = Uy(0) = 0 for all b, we can therefore use the delta method result of Theorem 2 of
Pashley (2019), which gives

4 N(0,1)



where

Var(uy(1)) 0 0
0 Var(ay(0)) --- 0

N

0 0 o JVa@)

The denominator corresponds to the variance of 3. Let B, = (Uy(1) — Uy(0)) /@ =

Y, (1) — Y3(0). We can now do the multiplication to get the variance, noting that symmetry

can greatly simplify the calculations. Replacing the limiting values of 3 with the sample
values, we get

h
b=

ar(Bh) — 1 (VT pod@spe(1 — 2my) -

Var () Zlmb(mb ) 921 ( Vs <ZZ:1 aon(l— o) B ( b b)

_ 1-— Do q~bpb(1 — pb)wb < Po Ub(1> i Ub<0))
Py 22:1 GaPa(1l — Pa)W,

L—py (wp)* () ) (w50 =00)
L=p__an(1—p)w (Uj (1) Ub<1>>
Py Zzzl (japa(l - pa)wa wy, wy

T L S <o>_Ub<0)>>2‘

+

L=py S Gupa(l = pa)Wa \ Wh Wy

We can rewrite this more digestibly in terms of block estimators as

Var(By) = Y @po(1 — pp) (1 — 2py)

h 1 myp,
(Brp — 1) (wip — wp)
o m(me = 1) 55 ( Pt =) (s dupal1 = po). )

S R T b 3L wiy (Yip(1) —@jpy) Wi (Yb(l) - Eﬂ)
_ - _ )
L am =)@ (e (YV(0) ~Ty) (Y6(0) ~ 77
1=p ZZ:l Cjapa(l - pa)@a Wy, Wy

A.4.4 Asymptotic normality with estimated ~

We can follow the same proof as in Section A.3.5.

Corollary A.4.1. Assume the conditions of Thgorem A.1, the conditions of Lemma A.1.1
applied to each of the components of 5; and T, and a limiting value on the asymptotic
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variance for those components. Also assume limiting values on the following variance ex-
Pressions:

my  Mjb
Sib - E Z szjb Lijb — ivb) (wzﬂ, azb)
7j=1 =1
my  Mjb _,
Z Z wl]bmuby;]b EwaV(t)b
mb =1 =1
myp  Mjb
szYb mb ZZ (wz]bwzﬂ,yz]b t) —waxY (t) > fort € {0,1} with
7j=1 =1
my  Mjb
WV {0, = oo 303wl Vi)
M =1 =1
Then,
/81 - 51 d N(O, 1)
Var <6~1>
with

R h 1 — < @1 — pp) (1 — 2pp) =
Var( (1) = _ (Brp — B1) (wip — W)
( ) bzlmb(mb o 1) ]ZI pb(l - pb) <EZ:1 Cjapa<1 - pa>wa> b

L = G@po(1 — py)Ws (Ujb(l) - @@(D)
Z -1 Qapa( pa) wy wy Wy
_ 2
L[ Gopy(1 — pp) 0y, <Ujb(0) _ @Ub(0)>
L=p0 370 Gapa(l — pa) W Wy Wy
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B Detailed Simulation Methods and Results

The data generating process in (19) was used for the simulations. We parameterized all error
variances in terms of the intraclass correlation for the control group, ICCy = 02 /(02 + 0?),
the explained variance of the covariates in the control group, R2, and the variance of the
outcome in the control group, 050. In addition, we assumed that the two model covariates
were 77d normal with the same variance, aik = 02, and the same parameter values, v; = 1.
Thus, because Rf = 2v;07 /0y, we have that o7 = Rjo, /2. Let oy, = 0, — 207 and assume
that o = fop for f > 0. We then have that o, = 0, 1CCy, 07 = o,:(1 — ICCy), and
o3 = foy.1CCy. Further, we set o = 1 so that the outcomes are in effect size units based
on the standard deviation of the control group, which is common practice.

To apply the formulas and match real-world scenarios, we assumed that 1CCy = .10,
f = .10, and R2 = .30. These assumptions yield simulation values of 02 = .15, 02 = .07,
o3 =.007, and o2 = .63.

Separate simulations were conducted using m = 8 to 50 clusters, split evenly between
the treatment and control groups. We assumed n; individuals per cluster, where n; dif-
fered across clusters and draws, and was generated to be correlated with both u; and 6;.
Specifically, we generated cluster sample sizes using n; = p + nj + du; + d20;, where n} is a
random variable with mean 0 and variance o2.. We assumed correlations between n; and
of ppy = .25 and between n; and 6; of p,p = .05. We assumed p = 100 (or 40 in sensitivity
analyses) and that the standard deviation of nj, o2 = 10. In terms of these parameters, we
have that §; = ppu0n/0u, 02 = pPugon/0oe, and o2, = o2 — §302 — d202.

We conducted the simulations separately assuming that the random variables
(zij1, 52, uj,0;, €5, n;) were drawn from three types of distributions: (1) normal, (2) chi-
square (to allow for some skewness), and (3) bi-modal. We used a chi-squared distribution
with 3 degrees of freedom that we centered at 0 and normalized to match the variances for
each random variable. To simulate a bi-modal distribution for each random variable k, we
drew from a normal distribution, N(—+/.50%, .50%), with probability 1/2 and from a normal
distribution, N(y/.50%,.507), with probability 1/2.

The full simulation results for the clustered, non-blocked RCT are presented in Appendix
Tables B.1 to B.3 below. Table B.1 gives the results obtained from 50,000 simulation draws
for each cluster assuming the distributions indicated above. Table B.2 gives the results
obtained from 50,000 simulation draws for each cluster assuming the distributions indicated
above. Table B.3 gives the results obtained from 50,000 simulations for each specification
assuming normal random variables.
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Table B.1: Full Simulation Results for Models without Covariates

Type 1 Error Standard Error

Design-
Number of Clusters (half Based, t-test CRSE, t-test Mean Design- Mean
treatment, half control) df=m-2 df=m-1 True Based CRSE
Random Variables with
Normal Distributions
8 4.91% 7.00% 0.238 0.229 0.212
10 5.02% 6.58% 0.214 0.207 0.195
12 5.27% 6.40% 0.197 0.190 0.182
16 5.01% 5.89% 0.169 0.166 0.160
20 5.01% 5.66% 0.152 0.149 0.145
50 5.06% 5.33% 0.096 0.095 0.094
Random Variables with
Bimodal Distributions
8 5.27% 7.25% 0.239 0.230 0.213
10 5.20% 6.80% 0.214 0.208 0.196
12 5.28% 6.50% 0.195 0.191 0.182
16 5.08% 5.87% 0.169 0.167 0.161
20 5.13% 5.80% 0.152 0.150 0.146
50 5.22% 5.46% 0.097 0.095 0.094
Random Variables with
Chi-Square
Distributions
8 4.67% 6.72% 0.244 0.224 0.208
10 4.69% 6.21% 0.221 0.205 0.193
12 4.68% 5.92% 0.202 0.190 0.181
16 4.69% 5.61% 0.174 0.166 0.161
20 5.01% 5.67% 0.157 0.150 0.146
50 4.97% 5.21% 0.099 0.098 0.097
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Table B.2: Full Simulation Results for Models with Covariates

Type 1 Error Standard Error
Number of Clusters Design- Design- CRSE, Mean Mean
(half treatment, half Based, Based, t-test Design- Design- Mean
control) v*=0; v*=2 df=m-1 True Based, v*=0; Based, v*=2 CRSE

Two Individual-Level Covariates with R2 Adjustment

Normal Distributions

8 4.99% 1.45% 7.07% 0.201 0.192 0.235 0.178
10 5.11% 2.31% 6.66% 0.179 0.173 0.200 0.163
12 5.12% 2.96% 6.41% 0.165 0.159 0.178 0.152
16 5.14% 3.52% 6.00% 0.142 0.139 0.150 0.134
20 5.01% 3.72% 5.70% 0.127 0.125 0.132 0.122
50 4.85% 4.37% 5.09% 0.080 0.080 0.081 0.079
Chi-Square Distributions

8 4.81% 1.30% 6.95% 0.207 0.188 0.231 0.174
10 4.55% 1.96% 6.08% 0.184 0.172 0.198 0.162
12 4.62% 2.37% 5.81% 0.168 0.158 0.177 0.151
16 4.71% 3.13% 5.59% 0.147 0.139 0.150 0.135
20 4.83% 3.48% 5.48% 0.131 0.126 0.134 0.123
50 4.75% 4.29% 5.01% 0.083 0.082 0.083 0.081

Two Cluster-Level Covariates with R2 Adjustment

Normal Distributions

8 NA 5.01% 17.69% 0.260 NA 0.235 0.167
10 NA 5.02% 13.53% 0.212 NA 0.200 0.157
12 NA 5.04% 11.30% 0.185 NA 0.178 0.148
16 NA 4.91% 8.84% 0.154 NA 0.150 0.132
20 NA 5.19% 8.31% 0.136 NA 0.132 0.120
50 NA 5.20% 6.03% 0.082 NA 0.081 0.079
Chi-Square Distributions

8 NA 4.72% 16.78% 0.259 NA 0.229 0.164
10 NA 4.95% 12.92% 0.218 NA 0.197 0.156
12 NA 4.73% 10.54% 0.190 NA 0.176 0.147
16 NA 4.97% 8.47% 0.158 NA 0.150 0.132
20 NA 4.76% 7.25% 0.139 NA 0.133 0.121
50 NA 4.89% 5.77% 0.085 NA 0.083 0.080
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Table B.3: Type 1 Error Rates for Various Model Specifications

Number of Clusters (half treatment, half control)

Model Specification and Estimator 8 10 12 16 20 50
Design-Based Estimator

No covariates, average of 40 5.16% 5.00% 5.34% 5.04% 5.06% 5.10%
individuals per cluster

Individual-level covariates, no R? 5.01% 5.13% 5.13% 5.16% 5.03% 4.85%
adjustment, v*=0

Individual-level covariates, no R? 1.46% 2.31% 2.96% 3.53% 3.73% 4.37%
adjustment, v*=2

Cluster-level covariates, no R? 9.54% 8.35% 7.65% 6.70% 6.68% 5.69%

adjustment, v*=2

1 Individual-level, 1 cluster-level
covariate, R adjustment

v*=0 7.78% 6.84% 6.44% 5.90% 5.92% 517%
v*=1 5.16% 5.07% 5.04% 5.05% 5.23% 4.93%
v =2 2.72% 3.38% 3.74% 4.08% 4.48% 4.68%
CRSE Estimator
No covariates, average of 40 7.31% 6.64% 6.42% 5.93% 5.69% 5.35%

individuals per cluster

Individual-level covariates:
alignment with design-based
estimator

Align degrees of freedom in 5.60% 5.48% 5.37% 5.30% 5.09% 4.86%
variance formulas, v*=0

Align degrees of freedom in 5.00% 5.13% 5.12% 5.17% 5.02% 4.85%
variance formulas and t-tests,
v*=0

Cluster-level covariates: alignment

with design-based estimator

Align degrees of freedom in 10.22% 8.13% 7.16% 6.12% 6.07% 5.37%
variance formulas, v*=2

Align degrees of freedom in 7.05% 6.52% 6.11% 5.68% 5.75% 5.32%
variance formulas and t-tests,
v*=2

1 Individual-level and 1 cluster-level
covariate
No alignment 11.91% 9.60% 8.72% 7.31% 6.80% 5.47%

Align degrees of freedom in 7.90% 6.76% 6.30% 5.69% 5.59% 5.03%
variance formulas, v*=1

Align degrees of freedom in 6.17% 5.87% 5.68% 5.38% 5.42% 4.99%
variance formulas and t-tests,
v*=1
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