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Abstract

We investigate the estimation of treatment effects from a sample that is stratified on

the binary treatment status. In the case of unconfounded assignment where the poten-

tial outcomes are independent of the treatment given covariates, we show that standard

estimators of the average treatment effect are inconsistent. In the case of an endogenous

treatment and a binary instrument, we show that the IV estimator is inconsistent for

the local average treatment effect. In both cases, we propose simple alternative estima-

tors that are consistent in stratified samples, assuming that the fraction treated in the

population is known or can be estimated.

Keywoods: treatment effects, stratification on treatment status, choice-based sam-

pling, consistency, asymptotic efficiency.

JEL codes: C21, C83, C14.

1 Introduction

Sample surveys are usually not simple random samples where each member of the population

has the same probability of being included in the sample. Often the sample design partitions

the population in non-overlapping subpopulations or strata. In each stratum the subpopulation

is sampled with equal probability, but the inclusion probability can differ between the strata.

The over- or under-representation of strata is often intentional. Stratified samples can

result in more precise estimates of population features. It may also be desirable to over-

represent particular groups in the sample survey. In some surveys the cost of sampling is lower
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if the sample is stratified. An example is the choice of transportation mode where sampling

of travelers by transportation mode is less costly than sampling of the general population

(Domencich and McFadden (1975)). Finally, the sample may consist of independent samples

that are combined in an overall sample. In this case the fraction of the population in each

subpopulation may be unknown (Ridder and Moffitt (2007)).

Econometric models specify conditional relations in which endogenous variables are deter-

mined by exogenous variables. Stratification on endogenous variables biases parameter esti-

mates in parametric econometric models, while stratification on exogenous variables usually

does not result in biased estimates. Stratification on endogenous variables was first discussed

in discrete choice models under the name choice-based sampling (Manski and Lerman (1977),

Hausman and Wise (1981)). In Section 2 we show that stratification on a conditionally exoge-

nous treatment status surprisingly results in a biased estimate of the Average Treatment Effect

(ATE).

We study the estimation of treatment effects from a sample that is stratified on the binary

treatment status. We consider the case of unconfounded assignment where the potential out-

comes are independent of the treatment assignment given covariates X , and the case that the

treatment assignment is endogenous, i.e., is correlated with the potential outcomes, but there

is a binary instrument Z that is independent of the potential outcomes, but correlated with the

treatment indicator D. We show that in both cases standard estimators of the treatment effect

are inconsistent. We also propose simple alternative estimators that are consistent in stratified

samples.

In the applied literature, there are many examples where the strata are chosen on the

basis of treatment status. For example, Ham and Khan (2023) want to measure the effec-

tiveness of a new teaching approach, JAAGO, in urban Bangladesh as compared to govern-

ment and non-governmental schools. The new approach is implemented in only two schools

in Dhaka, so they use the population of JAAGO students as the treatment group. Alterna-

tively, Azoulay, Zivin, and Wang (2010) want to assess the impact of collaborator quality on

researchers’ output. To do this, they compare the output of researchers whose superstar col-

laborators died versus researchers whose superstar collaborators did not die. They work with

non-experimental methods since there can be selection in who works with a superstar. Their

data set consists of all researchers who had a superstar co-author die and a random sample of

researchers with a superstar co-author who did not die; the size of the complete set of compari-

son researchers is much larger than their treatment group. Finally, there are a large number of

papers that compared trainees earnings with suitable comparison individuals, either to evaluate
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non-experimental estimators or to obtain an estimate of the impact of training. In such studies,

the group of potential comparisons is much larger than the number of treatments. All of the

above papers, and many other studies, face the issue of having a group of treatments but no

control group. They create a comparison group from a different data set, and the number of

potential comparison individuals is much larger than the number of treatments.

In the unconfounded case independent random samples of the outcome Y and the condi-

tioning variables X are drawn for the treated and the controls. It should not be a surprise that

from these samples we can estimate the conditional distributions of Y given X for the treated

and the controls. From these conditional distributions we can recover the Conditional Average

Treatment Effect (CATE) given X . As shown by Heckman and Todd (2009) we can even re-

cover the CATE given the propensity score, because as they show there is a 1-1 relation between

the population propensity score and the log-odds ratio estimated from the stratified sample.

However when we average the CATE to obtain the ATE, averaging over the distribution of X

or that of the propensity score in the stratified sample results in inconsistent estimates of the

ATE. We show that there is a simple fix for this problem. For the ATE this fix requires that

the fraction of the treated in the population is known or can be estimated. Knowledge of this

fraction is not required for the average treatment effects on the treated (ATT).

In the case of an endogenous treatment and a binary instrument Z we show that the Wald

ratio estimator is not a consistent estimator of the Local Average Treatment Effect (LATE)

if the sample is stratified on the treatment status. We again propose a simple fix that again

requires that the fraction treated in the population is known. If the stratification is on Z, then

the Wald ratio for the stratified sample recovers the LATE.

In Appendix A.5 we also consider the efficiency of stratified sampling in the case of abundant

control observations. We show that even if we have a small number of treated, we should use

all available controls to estimate the ATT efficiently.

2 Conditionally Exogenous Case

We first discuss the (conditionally) exogenous case where the treatment assignment is un-

confounded, i.e., the treatment D is independent of the potential outcomes (Y0, Y1) given X .

We consider the situation where the sampling distribution is different from the population

distribution due to stratification on the treatment status. We note that conditionally on X

the treatment indicator is exogenous so that the conditional average treatment effect (CATE)

E [Y1 − Y0|X = x] given X = x is correctly identified by the difference of the conditional on
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D and X sample averages for the treated and controls even if we stratify on D. Despite this

we argue that conventional methods applied to the sample do not identify the average treat-

ment effects (ATE). Curiously, we also note that conventional methods do identify the average

treatment effects on the treated (ATT).

Let Y ≡ DY1 + (1−D)Y0 denote the observed outcome. Let π∗ denote the unconditional

probability of sampling D = 1.1 The stratified sample is such that π∗ 6= π, where π denotes

the population proportion of the treated. Let g (x) denote the population density of X . The

density of (Y,D,X) in the population is

[h1 (y|x)P (D = 1|x)]d [h0 (y|x)P (D = 0|x)]1−d g (x) , (1)

where the h’s denote the conditional densities of Y given X and D. Note that we can alterna-

tively write (1) as

[h1 (y|x) g (x|D = 1)π]d [h0 (y|x) g (x|D = 0) (1− π)]1−d , (2)

where we use

g (x|D = 1) = g (x)
P (D = 1|x)

π
,

g (x|D = 0) = g (x)
P (D = 0|x)

1− π
, (3)

which follows from Bayes’ theorem.

2.1 Relationship Between Sampling Objects and Population Coun-

terparts

The joint density of (Y,D,X) in the stratified sample is

[h1 (y|x) g (x|D = 1) π∗]d [h0 (y|x) g (x|D = 0) (1− π∗)]1−d .

1We can either draw each unit with probability π
∗ from the treated and with probability 1 − π

∗ from the
controls or draw independent samples from the treated and controls with sample sizes such that the fraction
treated in the combined sample is π

∗. We adopt the former sampling scheme, but all results are the same for
the second method.
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Wemay rewrite the joint density in the stratified sample in a form similar to (1) (see Heckman and Todd,

2009, p.S232):

[h1 (y|x)P ∗ (D = 1|x)]d [h0 (y|x)P ∗ (D = 0|x)]1−d g∗ (x) , (4)

where

g∗ (x) ≡ g (x|D = 1) π∗ + g (x|D = 0) (1− π∗) , (5)

P ∗ (D = 1|x) ≡ g (x|D = 1)π∗

g∗ (x)

=
g (x|D = 1)π∗

g (x|D = 1) π∗ + g (x|D = 0) (1− π∗)

=
P (D = 1|x) g (x) π∗

π

P (D = 1|x) g (x) π∗

π
+ P (D = 0|x) g (x) 1−π∗

1−π

=
P (D = 1|x) π∗

π

P (D = 1|x) π∗

π
+ P (D = 0|x) 1−π∗

1−π

, (6)

and

P ∗ (D = 0|x) ≡ 1− P ∗ (D = 1|x) .

Comparing (1) and (4), it is straightforward to see that the conditional densities of Y given

X and D are identical in the population and the stratified on D sample. This implies that

E∗ [Y |D = 1, X ]− E∗ [Y |D = 0, X ] = E [Y |D = 1, X ]− E [Y |D = 0, X ] , (7)

where E and E∗ denote the expectations taken with respect to the population distribution (1)

and the stratified on D sampling distribution (4), respectively. This is the sense in which condi-

tioning or matching on X “works”. Conditional means of outcomes for the treated and controls

identify E [Y |D = 1, X ]−E [Y |D = 0, X ] in the population, and identify E∗ [Y |D = 1, X ]−
E∗ [Y |D = 0, X ] in the stratified sample. Because of (7), the differences of conditional means

are equal in the population and the stratified sample. Despite the success of condition-

ing/matching, we will argue in the next section that conventional methods designed to identify

the ATE in the population do not identify the ATE if they are applied in samples that are

stratified on the treatment status. For this purpose, it is useful to understand the relationship

between the population and sampling objects, which we present below.

Let π (x) ≡ P (D = 1|x) denote the propensity score from the true population, and let
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π∗ (x) ≡ P ∗ (D = 1| x) denote the propensity score from the stratified sample. We will try to

understand the relationship between some sampling objects and their population counterparts.

We first note that by (6)

π∗ (x) =
π (x) π∗

π

π (x) π∗

π
+ (1− π (x)) 1−π∗

1−π

, (8)

from which we obtain

π (x) =
π∗ (x) π

π∗

π∗ (x) π
π∗

+ (1− π∗ (x)) 1−π
1−π∗

. (9)

Because π∗ (x) and π∗ are identified from the stratified/sampled distribution of (Y,D,X), we

can see that the true propensity score π (x) can be identified if and only π is known to the

researcher.

We can also see from (3) and (5) as well as (9) that

g∗ (x) = g (x)
π∗

π
π (x) + g (x)

1− π∗

1− π
(1− π (x))

= g (x)

[
π∗

π

π∗ (x) π
π∗

π∗ (x) π
π∗

+ (1− π∗ (x)) 1−π
1−π∗

+
1− π∗

1− π

(
1− π∗ (x) π

π∗

π∗ (x) π
π∗

+ (1− π∗ (x)) 1−π
1−π∗

)]

= g (x)
1

π∗ (x) π
π∗

+ (1− π∗ (x)) 1−π
1−π∗

,

so

g (x) =

(
π∗ (x)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (x))

1− π

1− π∗

)
g∗ (x) . (10)

Because π∗ (x), g∗ (x), and π∗ are identified from the distribution of (Y,D,X) in the stratified

sample, we can see that the population density g (x) of X can be identified if and only if π is

known to the researcher either exactly or by an estimate.

2.2 Matching/Conditioning on X

We now ask whether the success of matching/conditioning as discussed in the previous section

translates into the success of conventional methods in identifying the Average Treatment Effect

(ATE) in samples that are stratified on the treatment status. For this purpose, we ask whether

identification of common treatment effect parameters is possible without knowledge of the

population π or π (x). Let’s first note that if we have a random sample from the population
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distribution, we can identify the ATE by iterated expectations

E [Y1 − Y0] = E {E [Y |D = 1, X ]−E [Y |D = 0, X ]} . (11)

We examine whether the stratified sampling counterpart of (11)

E∗ [Y1 − Y0] ≡ E∗ {E∗ [Y |D = 1, X ]−E∗ [Y |D = 0, X ]}

identifies the ATE.

It is convenient to define

β (x) ≡ E [Y |D = 1, X = x]− E [Y |D = 0, X = x] ,

β∗ (x) ≡ E∗ [Y |D = 1, X = x]−E∗ [Y |D = 0, X = x] .

These are the CATE for the population and stratified sample, respectively. By (7) the CATE

are equal β(·) = β∗(·), so that

E [Y1 − Y0] = E [β (X)] =

∫
β (x) g (x) dx,

E∗ [Y1 − Y0] = E∗ [β∗ (X)] =

∫
β (x) g∗ (x) dx.

Because by (10) g∗ (x) 6= g (x) in general, we conclude that

E∗ [Y1 − Y0] =

∫
β (x) g∗ (x) dx 6=

∫
β (x) g (x) dx = E [Y1 − Y0] . (12)

The conclusion that the naive estimator does not identify the ATE is intuitive and unsur-

prising. On the other hand, it is of importance to recognize that the source of the problem

is not the failure of matching/conditioning, but is due to averaging the CATE over the wrong

distribution of X , i.e., over the stratified sampling distribution g∗ instead of g. Note that

matching/conditioning “works” even without knowledge of π. If we know π, we can use (10)
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to identify the ATE using

E [Y1 − Y0] =

∫
β (x) g (x) dx =

∫
β∗ (x) g (x) dx

=

∫
β∗ (x)

(
π∗ (x)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (x))

1− π

1− π∗

)
g∗ (x) dx

= E∗

[
β∗ (X)

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)]

= E∗

[(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
β∗ (X)

]
.

We have a two-step semiparametric estimator characterization of the ATE, in terms of the

sampling distribution:

E∗ [Y − β∗

1 (x)|D = 1, X = x] = 0,

E∗ [Y − β∗

0 (x)|D = 0, X = x] = 0,

E∗

[(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
(β∗

1 (X)− β∗

0 (X))− β

]
= 0, (13)

where β denotes the ATE, and β∗

d(x) = E∗(Y |X = x,D = d), d = 0, 1.2

2.3 Matching/Conditioning on the Propensity Score

In this section, we argue that the ATE cannot be identified by the naive matching/conditioning

on the propensity score. In order to simplify the notation, we will start our analysis with the

identification of E [Y1]. Because independence of the potential outcomes and D given X implies

independence given the propensity score, it follows by iterated expectations that

E [Y1] = E [E [Y |D = 1, π (X)]]

so a naive approach is to use E∗ [E∗ [Y |D = 1, π∗ (X)]]. Heckman and Todd (2009) noted3 that

π∗ (x)

1− π∗ (x)
=

π∗

π
1−π∗

1−π

π (x)

1− π (x)

2This representation assumes that π
∗ is known. If the π

∗ is unknown, we can add one more moment
E

∗ [D − π
∗] = 0 to the above system of equations. See Appendix A for the asymptotic distribution of the

implied estimator.
3This can be derived from (6).
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i.e., the sample odds ratio is a monotonically increasing function of the population odds ratio,

and argued that conditioning on the sample propensity score should be equivalent to condi-

tioning on the population propensity score. This can be explained in a simpler way. From (8)

and (9), we see that there is a 1-1 relation between π (x) and π∗ (x). It follows that the sigma-

algebras generated by these two random variables are identical, and therefore, conditioning on

π(X) and conditioning on π∗(X) are equivalent, so that

β∗

1 (π
∗ (X)) ≡ E∗ [Y |D = 1, π∗ (X)] = E∗ [Y |D = 1, π (X)] . (14)

The same argument that led to (7) implies that

E∗ [Y |D = 1, π (X)] = E [Y |D = 1, π (X)] ≡ β1 (π (X)) (15)

so we can see that the sample conditional mean E∗ [Y |D = 1, π∗ (X)] is equal to the corre-

sponding population conditional mean.

Unfortunately, the averaging problem remains. We see that

E∗ [E∗ [Y |D = 1, π∗ (X)]] = E∗ [β1 (π (X))]

=

∫
β1 (π (x)) g∗ (x) dx 6=

∫
β1 (π (x)) g (x) dx = E [Y1]

in general because by (10) g∗ (x) 6= g (x). As before, this problem can be overcome if we know

π. It is because

E [Y1] = E [E∗ [Y |D = 1, π∗ (X)]]

=

∫
β1 (x)

(
π∗ (x)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (x))

1− π

1− π∗

)
g∗ (x) dx

= E∗

[
β∗

1 (X)

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)]

= E∗

[
β∗

1 (π
∗ (X))

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)]
.

To conclude, we can see that matching/conditioning works only partially, because it does

not solve the problem of averaging when estimating the ATE. This implies that we should

be careful interpreting Heckman and Todd (2009, p.S231)’s observation that “matching and

selection procedures can identify population treatment effects using misspecified estimates of

propensity scores fit on choice-based samples” when we estimate the ATE. As we shall see their

9



statement is fully correct when the target is the ATT.

Similarly to (13), we have a two-step semiparametric estimator for the ATE

E∗ [D − π∗ (x)|X = x] = 0,

E∗ [Y − β∗

1 (π
∗ (x))|D = 1, π∗(X) = π∗ (x)] = 0,

E∗ [Y − β∗

0 (π
∗ (x))|D = 0, π∗(X) = π∗ (x)] = 0,

E∗

[(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
(β∗

1 (π
∗ (X))− β∗

0 (π
∗ (X)))− β

]
= 0. (16)

We discussed two methods of estimating the ATE if the sample is stratified on the treatment

status, and proposed fixes to naive estimators. In Appendix A.1 and A.2, we use the results in

Newey (1994), and show that the corrected estimators have the same asymptotic distribution.

We also present a formula for the asymptotic variance.

2.4 Inverse Propensity Score Weighting

In this section, we consider yet another conventional approach to identify the ATE. We consider

the strategy of weighting by the inverse propensity score (IPW), and argue that it does not

identify the ATE if it were applied to a sample that is stratified by the treatment status. IPW

identifies the ATE by

E [Y1 − Y0] = E

[
DY

π (X)
− (1−D) Y

1− π (X)

]
,

and the naive sample counterpart is

E∗

[
DY

π∗ (X)
− (1−D)Y

1− π∗ (X)

]
.

Noting that

E∗

[
DY

π∗ (X)
− (1−D)Y

1− π∗ (X)

]
= E∗

[
E∗

[
DY

π∗ (X)
− (1−D)Y

1− π∗ (X)

∣∣∣∣X
]]

= E∗ [E∗ [Y |D = 1, X ]− E∗ [Y |D = 0, X ]]

= E∗ [β∗ (X)] ,

we can conclude using (7) that

E∗

[
DY

π∗ (X)
− (1−D)Y

1− π∗ (X)

]
= E∗ [β (X)] .
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Therefore, the weighting is also an incomplete solution because it does not take care of the

averaging. In the end, we want to use a weighted average version

E∗

[(
DY

π∗ (X)
− (1−D)Y

1− π∗ (X)

)(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)]
,

which again requires knowledge of π.

2.5 Average Treatment Effects on the Treated

In the previous sections, we argued that matching/conditioning identifies the CATE E[Y |D =

1, X ]−E[Y |D = 0, X ], although no conventional method based on matching/conditioning suc-

ceeds in identifying the ATE. In this section, we consider the ATT, and show that conventional

methods work. Under unconfoundedness we have, because g(x|D = 1) = π(x)g(x)/π,

ATT = E [Y1 − Y0|D = 1] = E [E [Y1 − Y0|D = 1, X ]|D = 1]

= E [β (X)|D = 1] =
1

π
E [β (X)π (X)] , (17)

and its sample counterpart is

ATT ∗ =
1

π∗
E∗ [β∗ (X)π∗ (X)] .

Note that β∗ (·) = β (·) by (7). Moreover, comparing equations (3) and (6) we have π∗ (x) g∗ (x) /π∗ =

π (x) g (x) /π. Hence,

ATT ∗ =
1

π∗
E∗ [β (X)π∗ (X)] =

1

π∗

∫
β (X)π∗ (x) g∗ (x) dx

=
1

π

∫
β (x) π (x) g (x) dx =

1

π
E [β (X)π (X)] = ATT. (18)

This implies that for the ATT, stratification on the treatment status does not make a difference.

We consider several identification strategies that can serve as basis for estimation of the

ATT. First, note that because E∗[Y − β∗

0(X)|D = 1, X ] = β∗(X),

E∗ [β∗ (X)π∗ (X)] = E∗ [E∗ [Y − β∗

0(X)|D = 1, X ]E∗ [D|X ]] = E∗ [D(Y − β∗

0(X))] ,

which implies that

ATT ∗ =
1

π∗
E∗ [D(Y − β∗

0(X))] .

11



This suggests an estimator of the ATT of the form

1

n−1
∑n

i=1Di

· 1
n

n∑

i=1

Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (Xi)

)
=

1

n1

n∑

i=1

Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (Xi)

)
, (19)

where β̂0 (Xi) denotes a nonparametric estimator of E∗ [Y |X,D = 0], and we note that the

estimator does not depend on the fraction treated in the population π. This estimator subtracts

from the outcome for a treated unit a predicted outcome for the counterfactual. Although

intuitive, we are not aware of any reference which establishes the asymptotic distribution of

such an estimator. Note that the estimator would be consistent if the data are a random sample

from the population. Therefore we can consider its asymptotic distribution as if the sampling

distribution is the same as the population distribution. In Appendix A.3, we use the results

in Newey (1994), and show that the estimator has the same asymptotic distribution as the

semiparametrically efficient estimator developed in Hahn (1998).

We investigate whether the ATT can be identified by propensity score conditioning/matching.

Because E[Y1|D = 1] = E[Y |D = 1] = E∗[Y |D = 1], we focus on E [Y0|D = 1], which can be

identified in the population by

E [Y0|D = 1] = E [E [Y0|D = 1, π (X)]|D = 1]

= E [E [Y0|D = 0, π (X)]|D = 1] = E [β0 (π (X))|D = 1] .

The sample counterpart is

E∗ [Y0|D = 1] = E∗ [E∗ [Y0|D = 1, π∗ (X)]|D = 1]

= E∗ [E∗ [Y0|D = 0, π∗ (X)]|D = 1] = E∗ [β∗

0 (π
∗ (X))|D = 1] .

Because β∗

0 (π
∗ (X)) = β0 (π (X)) by (14) and (15) and π∗ (x) g∗ (x) /π∗ = π (x) g (x) /π, we can

see that

E∗ [β∗

0 (π
∗ (X))|D = 1] =

1

π∗

∫
β∗

0 (π
∗ (x))π∗ (x) g∗ (x) dx

=
1

π

∫
β0 (π (x)) π (x) g (x) dx

= E [β0 (π (X))|D = 1] .

As before, we can identify the ATT by the propensity score conditioning/matching. The stratifi-
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cation has no impact on either the matching or the averaging, the latter because the distribution

of X|D = 1 is the same in the population and the sample. In Appendix A.4, we consider the

implied estimator of the above strategy, and show that the estimator has the same asymptotic

distribution as the one discussed above.

Lastly, we consider the estimator based on weighting by the inverse propensity score. Be-

cause

E [Y0|D = 1] = E [E [Y0|D = 1, X ]|D = 1] = E [E [Y0|X ]|D = 1]

= E

[
E

[
(1−D)Y

1− π(X)

∣∣∣∣X
]∣∣∣∣D = 1

]
=

1

π
E

[
(1−D)Y

1− π(X)
π(X)

]
,

the ATT in the population is

E[Y |D = 1]− 1

π
E

[
(1−D)Y

1− π(X)
π(X)

]
.

In the sample, we have

1

π∗
E∗

[
(1−D)Y

1− π∗ (X)
π∗ (X)

]
=

1

π∗
E∗ [E∗[Y0|X ]π∗ (X)] =

1

π∗
E∗ [E∗[Y |D = 0, X ]π∗ (X)]

=
1

π∗
E∗ [E[Y |D = 0, X ]π∗ (X)] =

1

π
E [E[Y |D = 0, X ]π (X)]

=
1

π
E [E[Y0|X ]π (X)] = E[Y0|D = 1].

Again, the ATT can be estimated by the standard estimator based on weighting by the inverse

propensity score. The stratification has no impact.

3 Endogenous Case

If the treatment assignment is unconfounded and hence conditionally exogenous, then the con-

ditional distribution of Y given X and D = d is identical in the population and the sample,

where the latter is stratified on the treatment status. As a consequence, conditional treatment

effects are the same in population and sample. All the complications in the previous section

were due to the averaging of conditional treatment effects. In this section, we consider the

case of an endogenous treatment and stratification on that endogenous treatment. We have an

instrumental variable Z. The instrumental variable is binary and to focus on essentials there

are no additional covariates.
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The estimand is the Local Average Treatment Effect (LATE). Angrist, Imbens, and Rubin

(1996) show that the LATE is identified in the population by the Wald ratio

E [Y |Z = 1]−E [Y |Z = 0]

E [D|Z = 1]−E [D|Z = 0]
.

Alternatively the Wald ratio is the solution for β of the moment condition

E∗

{[
1

Z

]
(Y − α− βD)

}
= 0.

We show that if the sample is stratified on the treatment status, then the sample Wald ratio

is not equal to the population Wald ratio.

3.1 Relationship Between Sampling Objects and Population Coun-

terparts

As in the exogenous case, we will first derive the relationship between sampling objects and

population counterparts. Note that the conditional distribution of (Y, Z) given D = d is the

same in the population and in the sample that is stratified on D. This implies that

E∗ [Y Z|D = d] = E [Y Z|D = d]

E∗ [Y (1− Z)|D = d] = E [Y (1− Z)|D = d] ,

and

P ∗ (Z = 1|D = d) = P (Z = 1|D = d)

P ∗ (Z = 0|D = d) = P (Z = 0|D = d)

for d = 0, 1.

3.2 The Wald Ratio in the Population and Stratified Sample

The sample Wald ratio is
E∗ [Y |Z = 1]−E∗ [Y |Z = 0]

E∗ [D|Z = 1]−E∗ [D|Z = 0]
.

14



We can see that

E∗ [Y |Z = 1]− E∗ [Y |Z = 0] =
E∗ [Y Z]

P ∗ (Z = 1)
− E∗ [Y (1− Z)]

P ∗ (Z = 0)

=
E [Y Z|D = 1]π∗ + E [Y Z|D = 0] (1− π∗)

P (Z = 1|D = 1)π∗ + P (Z = 1|D = 0) (1− π∗)

− E [Y (1− Z)|D = 1] π∗ + E [Y (1− Z)|D = 0] (1− π∗)

P (Z = 0|D = 1) π∗ + P (Z = 0|D = 0) (1− π∗)

and

E∗ [D|Z = 1]− E∗ [D|Z = 0] =P ∗ (D = 1|Z = 1)− P ∗ (D = 1|Z = 0)

=
P (Z = 1|D = 1)π∗

P (Z = 1|D = 1) π∗ + P (Z = 1|D = 0) (1− π∗)

− P (Z = 0|D = 1) π∗

P (Z = 0|D = 1) π∗ + P (Z = 0|D = 0) (1− π∗)
.

Therefore, we have
E∗ [Y |Z = 1]−E∗ [Y |Z = 0]

E∗ [D|Z = 1]−E∗ [D|Z = 0]
=

A

B
,

with

A =
E [Y Z|D = 1]π∗ + E [Y Z|D = 0] (1− π∗)

P (Z = 1|D = 1)π∗ + P (Z = 1|D = 0) (1− π∗)

− E [Y (1− Z)|D = 1] π∗ + E [Y (1− Z)|D = 0] (1− π∗)

P (Z = 0|D = 1) π∗ + P (Z = 0|D = 0) (1− π∗)

and

B =
P (Z = 1|D = 1)π∗

P (Z = 1|D = 1)π∗ + P (Z = 1|D = 0) (1− π∗)

− P (Z = 0|D = 1)π∗

P (Z = 0|D = 1)π∗ + P (Z = 0|D = 0) (1− π∗)
.

This is different from the population Wald ratio, which is given by the same formula with π in

place of π∗.

3.3 Correcting the Sample Wald Ratio

We now present a fix for the sample Wald ratio. The fix is based on the following lemma:
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Lemma 1 For any function ϕ (Y, Z,D), we have

E [ϕ (Y, Z,D)] = E∗

[(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
ϕ (Y, Z,D)

]
.

Proof. Because the conditional distribution of Y, Z,D is the same in the population and

stratified sample we have for any function h(Y, Z,D)

E [h (Y, Z,D)|D] = E∗ [h (Y, Z,D)|D]

By iterated expectations

E∗

[(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
ϕ (Y, Z,D)

]

=E∗

[(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
ϕ (Y, Z,D)

∣∣∣∣D = 1

]
π∗

+ E∗

[(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
ϕ (Y, Z,D)

∣∣∣∣D = 0

]
(1− π∗)

=E [ϕ (Y, Z,D)|D = 1]
π

π∗
π∗ + E [ϕ (Y, Z,D)|D = 0]

1− π

1− π∗
(1− π∗)

=E [ϕ (Y, Z,D)|D = 1]π + E [ϕ (Y, Z,D)|D = 0] (1− π)

=E [ϕ (Y, Z,D)] .

Lemma 1 implies that the population Wald ratio is the solution for β of the sample moment

condition

E∗

{(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)[
1

Z

]
(Y − α− βD)

}
= 0.

This fix requires knowledge of π for implementation.4

Remark 1 In the exogenous case without X, that is, under random assignment, stratification

on D does not create any problem, because without X there is no need for averaging that creates

the inconsistency in the conditionally exogenous case. In the endogenous case, the bias is present

even without X. The intuition can be found in the literature on stratification on endogenous

variables, see for instance Hausman and Wise (1981).

4Frölich (2007) considers a nonparametric estimator of LATE that allows for covariates.
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4 Summary

If the treatment assignment is unconfounded stratification on the treatment status does not

bias conditional treatment effects. It does bias the average treatment effect that is identified

by averaging the conditional treatment effect. We propose an easy fix that however requires

that the fraction treated in the population is known or can be estimated. Stratification on the

treatment status does not affect the estimation of the average treatment effect on the treated. If

the treatment assignment is endogenous, but a valid instrument is available, then stratification

on the treatment status biases the IV estimator of the local average treatment effect. If the

fraction treated in the population is known or can be estimated, we propose a modified IV

estimator that is a consistent for the population LATE.
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Appendix

A Asymptotic Variance

A.1 ATE Estimator with Covariate Matching/Conditioning

We derive the asymptotic distribution of the ATE estimator that uses the moments (13). The

estimator for the ATE is

β̂ =
1

n

n∑

i=1

(
Di

π

π∗
+ (1−Di)

1− π

1− π∗

)(
β̂1 (Xi)− β̂0 (Xi)

)
.

Standard arguments (e.g., Newey (1994)) can be used to show that the influence function of β̂

is equal to a main term

(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
(β1 (X)− β0 (X))− β

plus the adjustment term for the estimation of (β1 (X) , β0 (X)). Lemma 2 below shows that

this adjustment term is given by (21), so the influence function is equal to

(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
(β1 (X)− β0 (X))− β

+

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)(
D

π∗ (X)
(Y − β1 (X))− 1−D

1− π∗ (X)
(Y − β0 (X))

)
.

(20)

If π∗ is estimated, we need to add

E∗

[
∂

∂π∗

(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
(β1 (X)− β0 (X))

]
(D − π∗)

= E∗

[(
−D

π

(π∗)2
+ (1−D)

1− π

(1− π∗)2

)
(β1 (X)− β0 (X))

]
(D − π∗)

= E∗

[(
−π∗ (X)

π

(π∗)2
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

(1− π∗)2

)
(β1 (X)− β0 (X))

]
(D − π∗)

to (20) above.
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Lemma 2 The adjustment for the estimation of (β1 (X) , β0 (X)) is equal to

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)(
D

π∗ (X)
(Y − β1 (X))− 1−D

1− π∗ (X)
(Y − β0 (X))

)
.

(21)

Proof. We derive (21) following Newey (1994)’s argument. By (13) we can write the ATE

as a linear functional in the conditional means of Y given X for the treated and the controls

β = E
∗

[(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
(h1 (X)− h2 (X))

]

= E
∗

[(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)
(h1 (X)− h2 (X))

]

= E
∗ [w(X) (h1 (X)− h2 (X))] .

In this expression

h1 (X) ≡ E
∗ [Y |D = 1, X ] , h2 (X) ≡ E

∗ [Y |D = 0, X ]

and

w(X) ≡ π∗ (X)
π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗
. (22)

Therefore the ATE satisfies the moment equation

E
∗ [m (X, β, h1, h2)] = 0,

where

m (X, β, h1, h2) = w(X) (h1 (X)− h2 (X))− β = D (X)′ h (X)− β,

with

D (X) ≡ w(X) (1,−1)′ , h(X) ≡ (h1 (X) , h2 (X))′ . (23)

We use Newey (1994, equation 4.1)’s notation D(X) for the functional derivative which is not

the treatment dummy D.

Following Newey (1994), define a path indexed by the scalar parameter θ for the distribution

of (Y,D,X) with density f ∗(·, θ), where f ∗(·, 0) = f ∗(·) is the density of the distribution of

(Y,D,X) in the stratified sample. If E∗

θ denotes an expectation with respect to the distribution

with density f ∗(·, θ), then we define the corresponding paths for the projections h1(X, θ) ≡
E
∗

θ[Y |D = 1, X ] and h2(X, θ) ≡ E
∗

θ[Y |D = 0, X ]. The paths h1(X, θ) and h2(X, θ) are the
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minimizers of the objective functions

E
∗

θ

[
D
(
Y − h̃1 (X, θ)

)2]
and E

∗

θ

[
(1−D)

(
Y − h̃2 (X, θ)

)2]
,

respectively, so the following orthogonality conditions hold for all functions h̃1 (X, θ) and

h̃2 (X, θ):

E
∗

θ

[
D (Y − h1 (X, θ))) h̃1 (X, θ)

]
= 0 and E

∗

θ

[
(1−D) (Y − h2 (X, θ)) h̃2 (X, θ)

]
= 0.

We sum up the orthogonality conditions

E
∗

θ

[
D (Y − h1 (X, θ)) h̃1 (X, θ) + (1−D) (Y − h2 (X, θ)) h̃2 (X, θ)

]
= 0

for all functions
(
h̃1 (X, θ) , h̃2 (X, θ)

)
. Choose

(
h̃1 (X, θ) , h̃2 (X, θ)

)
=
(

w(X)
π∗(X,θ)

,− w(X)
1−π∗(X,θ)

)
,

where π∗ (X, θ) ≡ E
∗

θ[D|X ]. We obtain

E
∗

θ

[
w(X)

(
D

π∗ (X, θ)
(Y − h1 (X, θ))− (1−D)

1− π∗ (X, θ)
(Y − h2 (X, θ))

)]
= 0, (24)

which is equivalent to

E
∗

θ

[
w(X)

(
D

π∗ (X, θ)
Y − 1−D

1− π∗ (X, θ)
Y

)]

= E
∗

θ

[
w(X)

(
D

π∗ (X, θ)
h1 (X, θ)− 1−D

1− π∗ (X, θ)
h2 (X, θ)

)]

= E
∗

θ [w(X) (h1 (x, θ)− h2 (x, θ))] . (25)

As in Newey (1994, equation 4.5) we compute the total derivative of (25) (evaluating the

derivatives at θ = 0)

∂E∗

θ [w(X) (h1 (X, θ)− h2 (X, θ))]

∂θ
=
∂E∗

θ [w(X) (h1 (X)− h2 (X))]

∂θ

+
∂E∗ [w(X) (h1 (X, θ)− h2 (X, θ))]

∂θ
, (26)

where we used the fact that the projections at θ = 0 are equal to h1 (X) and h2 (X). Therefore
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combining (26) with (25), we obtain

∂E∗
[
D (X)′ h(X, θ)

]

∂θ
=
∂E∗ [w(X) (h1 (θ)− h2 (X, θ))]

∂θ

=
∂E∗

θ [w(X) (h1 (X, θ)− h2 (X, θ))]

∂θ
− ∂E∗

θ [w(X) (h1 (X)− h2 (X))]

∂θ

=
∂

∂θ

(
E
∗

θ

[
w(X)

(
D

π∗ (X, θ)
Y − 1−D

1− π∗ (X, θ)
Y

)])

− ∂

∂θ

(
E
∗

θ

[
w(X)

(
D

π∗ (X, θ)
h1 (X)− 1−D

1− π∗ (X, θ)
h2 (X)

)])

=
∂

∂θ

(
E
∗

θ

[
w(X)

(
D

π∗ (X, θ)
(Y − h1 (X))− 1−D

1− π∗ (X, θ)
(Y − h2 (X))

)])
.

By taking the total derivative of the right hand side at θ = 0 and noting that the second term

after the first equality is 0, we derive

∂E∗
[
D (X)′ h(X, θ)

]

∂θ
=E

∗

[
w(X)

(
D

π∗ (X)
(Y − h1 (X))− 1−D

1− π∗ (X)
(Y − h2 (X))

)
S (Y,D,X)

]

+ E
∗

[
w(X)

(
− π̇∗ (X)D

π∗ (X)2
(Y − h1 (X))− π̇∗ (X) (1−D)

(1− π∗ (X))2
(Y − h2 (X))

)]

=E
∗

[
w(X)

(
D

π∗ (X)
(Y − h1 (X))− 1−D

1− π∗ (X)
(Y − h2 (X))

)
S (Y,D,X)

]
.

In this expression S(·) ≡ ∂ ln f ∗(·, θ)/ ∂θ|θ=0 is the score of the density, and π̇∗ (X) ≡ ∂π∗ (X, θ)/ ∂θ|θ=0.

Therefore by Newey (1994, Proposition 4) the adjustment to the influence function is

w(X)

(
D

π∗ (X)
(Y − h1 (X))− 1−D

1− π∗ (X)
(Y − h2 (X))

)
.

The statement of the lemma follows by (22).

When π∗ is known, we can derive the asymptotic variance of the ATE estimator based on

the influence function in (20). Recall that β (X) = β1 (X)− β0 (X). Rewrite (20) as

((
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
β (X)− β

)

+
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

π∗ (X)
Dε1

−
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) ε0, (27)
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where εd ≡ Y − βd (X). Under unconfoundedness, the asymptotic variance of
√
n(β̂ − β) is

given by (note that the three terms of (27) are uncorrelated)

E∗

[((
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
β (X)− β

)2
]

+ E∗

[(
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

)2
σ2
1 (X)

π∗ (X)

]

+ E∗

[(
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

)2
σ2
0 (X)

1− π∗ (X)

]
,

where σ2
1 (X) ≡ E∗[ε21|X ] and σ2

0 (X) ≡ E∗[ε20|X ].

A.2 ATE Estimator with Propensity Score Matching/Conditioning

We can estimate the ATE alternatively based on the moments (16) that use propensity score

matching/conditioning. The estimator takes the form

1

n

n∑

i=1

(
Di

π

π∗
+ (1−Di)

1− π

1− π∗

)(
β̂1 (π̂

∗ (Xi))− β̂0 (π̂
∗ (Xi))

)
.

The influence function of this estimator has as its main term

(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
(β1 (π

∗ (X))− β0 (π
∗ (X)))− β, (28)

to which we add the adjustment for the estimation of (β1 (·) , β0 (·)) and the adjustment for the

estimation of π∗(X). The first adjustment can be derived following Lemma 2 as

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)(
D

π∗ (X)
(Y − β1 (π

∗ (X)))− 1−D

1− π∗ (X)
(Y − β0 (π

∗ (X)))

)
.

(29)

Lemma 3 below shows that the second adjustment is given by (30).
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Lemma 3 The adjustment for the estimation of π∗(X) is equal to

(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
(β (X)− β (π∗ (X)))

−
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

π∗ (X)
D (β1 (X)− β1 (π

∗ (X)))

+
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) (β0 (X)− β0 (π

∗ (X))) . (30)

Proof. We derive (30) following Hahn and Ridder (2013, Theorem 7). Adopting Hahn and Ridder

(2013)’s notation, we let

h(D, µ1, µ2) ≡
(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
(µ1 (π

∗ (X))− µ2 (π
∗ (X))) ,

where

µ1 (v) ≡ E∗[Y |D = 1, π∗ (X) = v] = β1(v), µ2 (v) ≡ E∗[Y |D = 0, π∗ (X) = v] = β0(v).

Also E∗[D|π∗(X)] = π∗(X),

∂h(D, µ1, µ2)

∂µ1

= D
π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗
,

∂h(D, µ1, µ2)

∂µ2
= −

(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
,

κ1 (v) ≡ E∗

[
∂h(D, µ1, µ2)

∂µ1

∣∣∣∣ π
∗ (X) = v

]
= v

π

π∗
+ (1− v)

1− π

1− π∗
,

κ2 (v) ≡ E∗

[
∂h(D, µ1, µ2)

∂µ2

∣∣∣∣ π
∗ (X) = v

]
= −v

π

π∗
− (1− v)

1− π

1− π∗
,

∂κ1 (v)

∂v
=

π

π∗
− 1− π

1− π∗
,

∂κ2 (v)

∂v
= − π

π∗
+

1− π

1− π∗
,

and finally

π1(v) ≡ v,

π2(v) ≡ 1− v.
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Further, we denote

µ1(X) ≡ E∗[Y |D = 1, X ] = β1(X), µ2(X) ≡ E∗[Y |D = 0, X ] = β0(X).

Using Hahn and Ridder (2013, Theorem 7), we can see that the contribution of estimating

π∗ (X) is the sum of the three terms in (31), (32), and (33) times D − π∗ (X):

E∗

[(
∂h(D, µ1, µ2)

∂µ1
− κ1 (π

∗ (X))

)
∂µ1 (π

∗ (X))

∂v

∣∣∣∣X
]

+E∗

[(
∂h(D, µ1, µ2)

∂µ2

− κ2 (π
∗ (X))

)
∂µ2 (π

∗ (X))

∂v

∣∣∣∣X
]
= 0, (31)

E∗

[
(µ1 (X)− µ1 (π

∗ (X)))
∂κ1 (π

∗ (X))

∂v

∣∣∣∣X
]
+ E∗

[
(µ2 (X)− µ2 (π

∗ (X)))
∂κ2 (π

∗ (X))

∂v

∣∣∣∣X
]

=(β1 (X)− β1 (π
∗ (X)))

(
π

π∗
− 1− π

1− π∗

)
− (β0(X)− β0 (π

∗ (X)))

(
π

π∗
− 1− π

1− π∗

)

=(β (X)− β (π∗ (X)))

(
π

π∗
− 1− π

1− π∗

)
, (32)

and

− E∗

[
1

π1 (π∗ (X))
(µ1(X)− µ1 (π

∗ (X)))κ1 (π
∗ (X))

∂π1 (π
∗ (X))

∂v

∣∣∣∣X
]

− E∗

[
1

π2 (π∗ (X))
(µ2(X)− µ2 (π

∗ (X)))κ2 (π
∗ (X))

∂π2 (π
∗ (X))

∂v

∣∣∣∣X
]

=− 1

π∗ (X)
(β1 (X)− β1 (π

∗ (X)))

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)

− 1

1− π∗ (X)
(β0 (X)− β0 (π

∗ (X)))

(
−π∗ (X)

π

π∗
− (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)
(−1)

=− 1

π∗ (X)
(β1 (X)− β1 (π

∗ (X)))

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)

− 1

1− π∗ (X)
(β0 (X)− β0 (π

∗ (X)))

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)
. (33)
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Combining them, we obtain

(β (X)− β (π∗ (X)))

(
π

π∗
− 1− π

1− π∗

)
(D − π∗ (X))

− 1

π∗ (X)
(β1 (X)− β1 (π

∗ (X)))

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)
(D − π∗ (X))

− 1

1− π∗ (X)
(β0 (X)− β0 (π

∗ (X)))

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)
(D − π∗ (X)) (34)

as the adjustment for the estimation of π∗(X). We can rewrite (34) as

(β (X)− β (π∗ (X)))

(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗
−
(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

))

− (β1 (X)− β1 (π
∗ (X)))

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)(
D

π∗ (X)
− 1

)

− (β0 (X)− β0 (π
∗ (X)))

(
π∗ (X)

π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X))

1− π

1− π∗

)(
1− 1−D

1− π∗ (X)

)

=

(
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
(β (X)− β (π∗ (X)))

−
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

π∗ (X)
D (β1 (X)− β1 (π

∗ (X)))

+
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) (β0 (X)− β0 (π

∗ (X))) ,

from which we obtain the conclusion.

Adding up (28) and (29), we can see that the influence function of the infeasible estimator

based on known π∗ (X) is equal to

((
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
β (π∗ (X))− β

)

+
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

π∗ (X)
Dε̃1

−
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) ε̃0, (35)

where ε̃d ≡ Y − βd (π
∗ (X)). Because ε̃d = εd + βd (X)− βd (π

∗ (X)), the sum of (35) and (30)
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is equal to

((
D

π

π∗
+ (1−D)

1− π

1− π∗

)
β (X)− β

)

+
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

π∗ (X)
Dε1

−
π∗ (X) π

π∗
+ (1− π∗ (X)) 1−π

1−π∗

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) ε0.

This is identical to the influence function (27) of the ATE estimator for the case that we

match/condition on X .

A.3 ATT Estimator with Covariate Matching/Conditioning

Now we derive the asymptotic variance of the intuitive estimator of the ATT in (19)

γ̂ =
1

n1

n∑

i=1

Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (Xi)

)
=

1
n

∑n

i=1Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (Xi)

)

1
n

∑n

i=1Di

, (36)

where β̂0 (Xi) is a nonparametric regression of Y on X in the untreated subsample (i.e., D = 0).

Lemma 4 derives the adjustment for the estimation of β0 (X) in the numerator of (36).

Lemma 4 The adjustment for the estimation of β0 (X) in the numerator 1
n

∑n

i=1Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (Xi)

)

is equal to

− π∗ (X)

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) (Y − β0 (X)) .

Proof. We follow the proof of Lemma 2, using similar notation. We write the numerator

as
1

n

n∑

i=1

Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (Xi)

)
=

1

n

n∑

i=1

DiYi −
1

n

n∑

i=1

Diβ̂0 (Xi) , (37)

and focus on 1
n

∑n

i=1Diβ̂0 (Xi), which estimates

β∗ ≡ E
∗ [π∗ (X)h2 (X)] ,

where

h2 (X) ≡ E
∗ [Y |D = 0, X ] = β0(X).
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So we consider the moment equation

E
∗ [m (X, β∗, h2)] = 0,

where

m (X, β∗, h2) = π∗ (X)h2 (X)− β∗.

In Newey (1994, equation 4.1)’s notation, we therefore want to consider E∗ [D (X)h2 (X)] with

D (X) ≡ π∗ (X), and D (X)h2 (X) is obviously linear in h2. Recall that the following orthog-

onality condition holds for all functions h̃2 (X, θ):

E
∗

θ

[
(1−D) (Y − h2 (X, θ)) h̃2 (X, θ)

]
= 0.

Choose h̃2 (X, θ) = π∗(X)
1−π∗(X,θ)

, where π∗ (X, θ) ≡ E
∗

θ[D|X ], so that

0 = E
∗

θ

[
π∗ (X) (1−D)

1− π∗ (X, θ)
(Y − h2 (X, θ))

]

or

E
∗

θ

[
π∗ (X) (1−D)

1− π∗ (X, θ)
Y

]
= E

∗

θ

[
π∗ (X) (1−D)

1− π∗ (X, θ)
h2 (X, θ)

]
= E

∗

θ [π
∗ (X) h2 (X, θ)] .

The last expression is useful to compute the derivative as in Newey (1994, equation 4.5). Taking

the total derivative (evaluating the derivatives at θ = 0)

∂E∗

θ [π
∗ (X)h2 (X, θ)]

∂θ
=

∂E∗

θ [π
∗ (X)h2 (X)]

∂θ
+

∂E∗ [π∗ (X)h2 (X, θ)]

∂θ
,
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we obtain

∂E∗ [π∗ (X)h2 (X, θ)]

∂θ
=
∂E∗

θ [π
∗ (X) h2 (X, θ)]

∂θ
− ∂E∗

θ [π
∗ (X)h2 (X)]

∂θ

=
∂

∂θ
E
∗

θ

[
π∗ (X) (1−D)

1− π∗ (X, θ)
Y

]
− ∂

∂θ
E
∗

θ

[
π∗ (X) (1−D)

1− π∗ (X, θ)
h2 (X)

]

=
∂

∂θ
E
∗

θ

[
π∗ (X) (1−D)

1− π∗ (X, θ)
(Y − h2 (X))

]

=E
∗

[
π∗ (X) (1−D)

1− π∗ (X)
(Y − h2 (X))S (Y,D,X)

]

+ E
∗

[
π∗ (X) (1−D)

(
− π̇∗ (X)

(1− π∗ (X))2
(Y − h2 (X))

)]

=E
∗

[
π∗ (X) (1−D)

1− π∗ (X)
(Y − h2 (X))S (Y,D,X)

]
,

so the adjustment for 1
n

∑n

i=1Diβ̂0 (Xi) is

π∗ (X) (1−D)

1− π∗ (X)
(Y − h2 (X)) =

π∗ (X) (1−D)

1− π∗ (X)
(Y − β0 (X)) ,

from which we obtain the conclusion.

By Lemma 4, the numerator 1
n

∑n

i=1Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (Xi)

)
has the influence function

D (Y − β0 (X))−E∗ [π∗ (X) β (X)]− π∗ (X)

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) (Y − β0 (X))

=D (β1 (X) + ε1 − β0 (X))− E∗ [π∗ (X)β (X)]− π∗ (X)

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) ε0

=Dβ (X)− E∗ [π∗ (X)β (X)] +Dε1 −
π∗ (X)

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) ε0, (38)

where εd = Y − βd(X). In other words,

1

n

n∑

i=1

(
Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (Xi)

)
−E∗ [π∗ (X) β (X)]

)

=
1

n

n∑

i=1

(
Diβ (Xi)− E∗ [π∗ (X)β (X)] +Diε1i −

π (Xi)

1− π (Xi)
(1−Di) ε0i

)
+ op

(
1√
n

)
.
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By the delta method, we obtain

√
n

(
1

n1

n∑

i=1

Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (Xi)

)
− E∗ [π∗ (X)β (X)]

π∗

)

=
√
n




1
n

∑n

i=1Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (Xi)

)

1
n

∑n

i=1Di

− E∗ [π∗ (X)β (X)]

π∗




=
√
n




1
n

∑n

i=1

(
Diβ (Xi)−E∗ [π∗ (X)β (X)] +Diε1i − π∗(Xi)

1−π∗(Xi)
(1−Di) ε0i

)

π∗




− E∗ [π∗ (X)β (X)]

(π∗)2
1√
n

n∑

i=1

(Di − π∗) + op (1)

=
1√
n

n∑

i=1

(
Diβ (Xi)

π∗
− γ − γ

π∗
(Di − π∗) +

Diε1i − π∗(Xi)
1−π∗(Xi)

(1−Di) ε0i

π∗

)
+ op (1)

=
1√
n

n∑

i=1

(
Di (β (Xi)− γ)

π∗
+

Diε1i − π∗(Xi)
1−π∗(Xi)

(1−Di) ε0i

π∗

)
+ op (1) ,

where

γ ≡ E

[
π (X)

π
β (X)

]
= E∗

[
π∗ (X)

π∗
β (X)

]

is the ATT. This implies that the asymptotic variance of
√
n(γ̂ − γ) is equal to

E∗

[
π∗ (X) (β (X)− γ)2

(π∗)2
+

π∗ (X)σ2
1 (X)

(π∗)2
+

π∗ (X)2 σ2
0 (X)

(π∗)2 (1− π∗ (X))

]
, (39)

which is equal to the asymptotic variance bound based on the stratified sample. See Hahn

(1998). So, the intuitive estimator is efficient. Note that (39) is different from the asymptotic

variance based on the unstratified population. While the ATT γ can be consistently estimated

by (36), its asymptotic variance depends on the stratification on the treatment status.

A.4 ATT Estimator with Propensity Score Matching/Conditioning

We now consider the intuitive estimator of the ATT that uses propensity score matching/conditioning

1

n1

n∑

i=1

Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (π̂ (Xi))

)
=

1
n

∑n

i=1Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (π̂ (Xi))

)

1
n

∑n

i=1Di

. (40)
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Lemma 5 The adjustment for the estimation of π∗ (X) in the numerator 1
n

∑n

i=1Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (π̂ (Xi))

)

is equal to

− 1

1− π∗(X)
(β0 (X)− β0 (π

∗ (X))) (D − π∗ (X)). (41)

Proof. We derive (41) following Hahn and Ridder (2013, Theorem 7).5 We adopt Hahn and Ridder

(2013)’s notation similarly as in Lemma 3, except that we let

h(D, Y, µ2) ≡ D (Y − µ2(π
∗ (X)))

and

∂h(D, Y, µ2)

∂µ2
= −D,

κ2 (v) ≡ E∗

[
∂h(D, Y, µ2)

∂µ2

∣∣∣∣π
∗ (X) = v

]
= −v,

∂κ2 (v)

∂v
= −1.

Applying Hahn and Ridder (2013, Theorem 7), we can see that the adjustment for the estima-

tion of π∗(X) is the sum of the three terms in (42), (43), and (44) times D − π∗(X):

E∗

[(
∂h(D, Y, µ2)

∂µ2
− κ2 (π

∗(X))

)
∂µ2(π

∗(X))

∂v

∣∣∣∣X
]
= 0, (42)

E∗

[
(µ2(X)− µ2(π

∗(X)))
∂κ2(π

∗(X))

∂v

∣∣∣∣X
]
= −(β0 (X)− β0(π

∗(X))), (43)

and

− E∗

[
1

1− π∗ (X)
(µ2(X)− µ2(π

∗(X)))κ2(π
∗(X))

∂π2(π
∗(X))

∂v

∣∣∣∣X
]

= − 1

1− π∗(X)
(β0 (X)− β0(π

∗ (X)))π∗(X). (44)

Combining them, we obtain the adjustment in (41).

Similarly to (38), we can show that the infeasible estimator 1
n

∑n

i=1Di

(
Yi − β̂0 (π

∗ (Xi))
)

5Hahn and Ridder (2013, p.333) considered an imputation version, not this version of the estimated propen-
sity score matching for the ATT.
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with known π∗ (X) has the influence function

D (Y − β0 (π
∗ (X)))− E∗[π∗ (X)β (π∗ (X))]− π∗ (X)

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) (Y − β0 (π

∗ (X)))

=Dβ (π∗ (X))− E∗[π∗ (X)β (π∗ (X))] +Dε̃1 −
π∗ (X)

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) ε̃0, (45)

where ε̃d = Y − βd (π
∗ (X)). Rewrite the adjustment in (41) as

−
(
D − π∗ (X) (1−D)

1− π∗ (X)

)
(β0 (X)− β0 (π

∗ (X)))

=D (β (X)− β (π∗ (X)))−D (β1 (X)− β1 (π
∗ (X)))

+
π∗ (X)

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) (β0 (X)− β0 (π

∗ (X))) . (46)

Because ε̃d = εd+βd (X)−βd (π
∗ (X)), summing up (45) and (46) we obtain the overall influence

function of the numerator in (40) as

Dβ (X)−E∗[π∗ (X)β (π∗ (X))] +Dε1 −
π∗ (X)

1− π∗ (X)
(1−D) ε0,

which is identical to the influence function (38) of the “numerator” in the covariate matching

case. Therefore, the ATT estimators that condition on the propensity score or on the covariates

have the same asymptotic variance given by (39). So there is no efficiency gain from using the

propensity score to estimate the ATE or ATT in stratified samples. In the random sampling

case, Hahn and Ridder (2013) come to the same conclusion.

A.5 Choosing the Number of Controls

In applications observations of treated units are often costlier than observations on control

units. If the number of treated units is fixed at n1 which is relatively small but large enough

to use an asymptotic approximation, how many controls should we use? In particular should

we use all available controls or only a subset? If the fraction treated in the stratified sample is

π∗, then the number of controls is n0 = 1−π∗

π∗
n1. The following proposition shows that for the

estimator of the ATT in the stratified sample the variance is monotonically increasing in π∗.

Proposition 1 Under unconfoundedness, the asymptotic variance of
√
n1 (γ̂ − γ) is a mono-

tonically increasing function of π∗.
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Proof. Recall that the asymptotic variance of our ATT estimator
√
n (γ̂ − γ) is equal to

E∗

[
π∗ (X) (β (X)− γ)2

(π∗)2
+

π∗ (X)σ2
1 (X)

(π∗)2
+

π∗ (X)2 σ2
0 (X)

(π∗)2 (1− π∗ (X))

]
.

Recalling that

π∗ (x) =
π (x) π∗

π

π (x) π∗

π
+ (1− π (x)) 1−π∗

1−π

,

g∗ (x) = g (x)

(
π (x)

π∗

π
+ (1− π (x))

1− π∗

1− π

)
,

we obtain that

E∗

[
π∗ (X) (β (X)− γ)2

(π∗)2

]

= E

[
π (X) π∗

π

π (X) π∗

π
+ (1− π (X)) 1−π∗

1−π

(β (X)− γ)2

(π∗)2

(
π (X)

π∗

π
+ (1− π (X))

1− π∗

1− π

)]

= E

[
π (X)

ππ∗
(β (X)− γ)2

]
,

E∗

[
π∗ (X) σ2

1 (X)

(π∗)2

]

= E

[
π (X) π∗

π

π (X) π∗

π
+ (1− π (X)) 1−π∗

1−π

σ2
1 (X)

(π∗)2

(
π (X)

π∗

π
+ (1− π (X))

1− π∗

1− π

)]

= E

[
π (X)

ππ∗
σ2
1 (X)

]
,
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and

E∗

[
π∗ (X)2 σ2

0 (X)

(π∗)2 (1− π∗ (X))

]

= E



σ2
0 (X)

(π∗)2

(
π(X)π

∗

π

π(X)π
∗

π
+(1−π(X)) 1−π∗

1−π

)2

1− π(X)π
∗

π

π(X)π
∗

π
+(1−π(X)) 1−π∗

1−π

(
π (X)

π∗

π
+ (1− π (X))

1− π∗

1− π

)



= E

[
π (X)2 σ2

0 (X)

π2 (1− π (X))

1− π

1− π∗

]
.

It follows that the asymptotic variance of
√
n1 (γ̂ − γ), which should be equal to the asymptotic

variance of
√
n (γ̂ − γ) times π∗, is equal to

E

[
π (X)

π
(β (X)− γ)2 +

π (X)

π
σ2
1 (X) +

π (X)2 (1− π)σ2
0 (X)

π2 (1− π (X))

π∗

1− π∗

]
.

We conclude that even if we have a small number of treated we should use all available

controls to estimate the ATT. There are two caveats: we were unable to prove the proposition

for the ATE, and if π∗ is close to 0 the asymptotic approximation may not be appropriate.
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