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Abstract

Staggered treatment adoption arises in the evaluation of policy impact and im-
plementation in a variety of settings. This occurs in both randomized stepped-wedge
trials and non-randomized quasi-experimental designs using causal inference methods
based on difference-in-differences analysis. In both settings, it is crucial to carefully
consider the target estimand and possible treatment effect heterogeneities in order to
estimate the effect without bias and in an interpretable fashion. This paper proposes
a novel non-parametric approach to this estimation for either setting. By constructing
an estimator using two-by-two difference-in-difference comparisons as building blocks
with arbitrary weights, the investigator can select weights to target the desired es-
timand in an unbiased manner under assumed treatment effect homogeneity, and
minimize the variance under an assumed working covariance structure. This provides
desirable bias properties with a relatively small sacrifice in variance and power by
using the comparisons efficiently. The method is demonstrated on toy examples to
show the process, as well as in the re-analysis of a stepped wedge trial on the impact
of novel tuberculosis diagnostic tools. A full algorithm with R code is provided to
implement this method. The proposed method allows for high flexibility and clear
targeting of desired effects, providing one solution to the bias-variance-generalizability
tradeoff.

Keywords: Bias-variance tradeoff, causal inference, cluster-randomized trials, non-parametric
estimation, permutation inference, quasi-experiments

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
5.

08
73

0v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 1
4 

M
ay

 2
02

4



1 Introduction

Staggered treatment adoption occurs in a wide variety of settings, including both obser-

vational and randomized contexts. In observational and quasi-experimental studies, panel

data methods are commonly used to analyze the effect of a policy implementation or an

exogenous shock. Stepped-wedge cluster-randomized trials have also become a common

approach for the analysis of health, education, or other social policies, especially with a

phased or gradual implementation. Across settings, the analysis of the data generated

from staggered treatment settings requires careful consideration of the desired estimand,

assumptions about the treatment effect, consideration of heterogeneity across units, time

periods, and treatment regimens, and appropriate consideration of variance and correlation.

This complexity has led to the development of a wide array of methods, commonly found

in the econometrics literature surrounding panel data, difference-in-differences (DID), and

staggered treatment adoption and in the biostatistics literature surrounding stepped-wedge

trials (SWTs). Key developments in SWTs include approaches to interpret the targeted

estimand (see, e.g., Twisk et al. (2016)), design-based considerations (see, e.g., Matthews

& Forbes (2017) and Li et al. (2023)), robust inference (see, e.g., Wang & De Gruttola

(2017), Hughes et al. (2020), Maleyeff et al. (2023)), and a variety of analytic approaches,

discussed below. While development in both areas is still very much ongoing, recent reviews

of the staggered adoption literature can be found in, among others, Baker et al. (2022),

de Chaisemartin & D’Haultfœuille (2023), Roth et al. (2023), and Borusyak et al. (2024).

What these new developments generally share is an acknowledgment of the need for

careful selection of the target estimand and modeling of the treatment effect in order to

estimate that estimand without bias. In the stepped-wedge setting, this is often done

using a parametric or semi-parametric model for the treatment effect that can account for
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heterogeneity as in Hooper et al. (2016), Nickless et al. (2018), Kenny et al. (2022), Maleyeff

et al. (2023), and Lee & Cheung (2024). It can, however, also be done using appropriate

weighting of non-parametric estimators like those proposed by Thompson et al. (2018) and

Kennedy-Shaffer et al. (2020). In the staggered treatment adoption setting, approaches

to address the bias that can arise in two-way fixed-effects models (see, e.g., Goodman-

Bacon (2021) and Imai & Kim (2021)) have included adjusting the interpretation based

on the identifying assumptions as in Athey & Imbens (2022), specifying “dynamic” (time-

varying) treatment effects as in Sun & Abraham (2021), and restricting or combining with

specified weights effect estimators targeting specific group-time effects as in Callaway &

Sant’Anna (2021) and de Chaisemartin & D’Haultfœuille (2020). Lindner & McConnell

(2021) highlight the relationship between these approaches, noting a similarity between the

approaches of weighting specific effects in the DID and SWT settings.

This paper introduces a generalized estimator that can target a variety of estimands

specified by investigators under different sets of assumptions about treatment effect ho-

mogeneity. This class of estimators is constructed by taking weighted averages of simple

two-by-two DID estimators, and finding the minimum-variance such weighting that targets

the desired estimand. This allows one approach to be used across different assumption set-

tings and different target estimands; it further allows different a priori variance assumptions

to be considered and, if the assumption is correct, minimizes the corresponding variance

of the estimator. This approach also eases interpretability by identifying the weights on

the estimators as well as the weights on the individual observations and permits sensitivity

analysis by assessing the estimand and relative efficiency under different settings.

Section 2 of this paper describes the approach to constructing the estimator and its

properties, with the full algorithm in Section 2.8. Section 3 provides a toy example to
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illuminate the algorithm in a few simple settings. Section 4 re-analyzes data from a SWT

by Trajman et al. (2015) using this method. Section 5 comments on the advantages and

limitations of the method, as well as future areas for research.

2 Methods

2.1 Notation

Consider a setting with J periods (j = 1, . . . , J) and N units of analysis (i = 1, . . . , N),

which may be clusters or individual study units, for a total of NJ observations. Denote

by Yij the outcome (or average outcome) in unit i in period j and by Xij the indicator of

whether unit i was treated/exposed in period j (these are used interchangeably without,

with a preference for “treated” for simplicity). Let Ti = min{j : Xij = 1} be the time pe-

riod in which unit i was first treated. The staggered adoption assumption is made that once

treated, a unit remains treated for the duration of the study. Note that de Chaisemartin &

D’Haultfœuille (2020) consider more general settings with identifying assumptions that do

not require staggered adoption; generalizations of the following methods to those settings

may be feasible but are not considered here. Note also that there may be multiple units

in the same sequence, referring to a pattern of treatment (under the staggered adoption

assumption, this is fully specified by Ti).

Without loss of generality, the unit indices are ordered from the earliest treatment

adopter to the latest. That is, if i < i′, then Ti ≤ Ti′ . Units with the same adoption

time may be ordered in any way, as long as the ordering remains consistent throughout the

notation.
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Table 1: Summary of two-by-two estimator categorization by treatment pattern.

Type Description Criteria Number

1 Both always-untreated j < j′ < Ti ≤ Ti′
∑N−1

i=1

∑N
i′=i+1

(
Ti−1
2

)
2 Switch vs. always-untreated j < Ti ≤ j′ < Ti′

∑N−1
i=1

∑N
i′=i+1(Ti − 1)(Ti′ − Ti)

3 Always-treated vs. always-untreated Ti ≤ j < j′ < Ti′
∑N−1

i=1

∑N
i′=i+1

(
Ti′−Ti

2

)
4 Both switch j < Ti ≤ Ti′ ≤ j′

∑N−1
i=1

∑N
i′=i+1(Ti − 1) (J − (Ti′ − 1))

5 Always-treated vs. switch Ti ≤ j < Ti′ ≤ j′
∑N−1

i=1

∑N
i′=i+1(Ti′ − Ti) (J − (Ti′ − 1))

6 Both always-treated Ti ≤ Ti′ ≤ j < j′
∑N−1

i=1

∑N
i′=i+1

(
J−(Ti′−1)

2

)

2.2 Two-by-two DID estimators

For every pair of units i ̸= i′ and pair of periods j ̸= j′, there is a two-by-two DID estimator:

Di,i′,j,j′ = (Yij′ − Yij)− (Yi′j′ − Yi′j) (1)

Without loss of generality, consider only such estimators where i < i′ and j < j′. Note

that swapping the order of either pair of indices multiplies the estimator by −1. There are

a total of
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
= N(N−1)J(J−1)

2
such estimators.

These two-by-two DID estimators can be partitioned into six mutually exclusive cat-

egories based on the treatment pattern of both units. Under the staggered treatment

assumption, since j < j′, each cluster can either be untreated in both periods, treated in

both periods, or untreated in period j and treated in period j′. Moreover, since i < i′,

Ti ≤ Ti′ so if unit i is untreated in any period, unit i′ must be as well. This leaves six pos-

sible combinations of treatment patterns, summarized in Table 1, along with the number

in each category.
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2.3 Expected value of two-by-two DID estimators

This paper focuses on additive treatment effects, and define the effect of treatment in period

j on unit i, which first adopted treatment in period Ti, by θi,Ti,j:

θi,Ti,j = E[Yij(1)]− E[Yij(0)], (2)

where Yij(1) is the potential outcome for unit i in period j if the unit is first treated in period

Ti ≤ j and Yij(0) is the potential outcome for unit i in period j if the unit is first treated

after period j or never treated. Note that multiplicative treatment effects can be considered

by using a log transformation on the outcome. If the assumptions hold on the multiplicative

scale, the estimator can then be computed using the log-transformed outcomes as the Yij

values. This has been discussed in staggered adoption settings (see, e.g., Kahn-Lang & Lang

(2020) and Goodman-Bacon & Marcus (2020)) and in SWT settings (see, e.g., Kennedy-

Shaffer et al. (2020) and Kennedy-Shaffer & Lipsitch (2020)). To ensure consistency, the

following no-spillover and no-anticipation assumptions are also needed; versions of these

are common in both the staggered adoption and SWT literatures.

Assumption 1 For all i, j, Yij(1) and Yij(0) are independent of Xi′j′ for any i′ ̸= i and

any j′.

Assumption 2 For all j < Ti, Yij = Yij(0).

From the definitions, then, the expectation of each two-by-two DID estimator can be

found as follows.

Theorem 1 Under Assumptions 1 and 2, for all i, i′, j, j′:

E [Di,i′,j,j′ ] = (E[Yij′(0)]− E[Yij(0)])− (E[Yi′j′(0)]− E[Yi′j(0)])

+ (θi,Ti,j′Xij′ − θi,Ti,jXij)−
(
θi′,Ti′ ,j

′Xi′j′ − θi′,Ti′ ,j
Xi′j

)
.
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This expectation can be simplified under a further parallel trends assumption.

Assumption 3 For any i ̸= i′ and j < j′, E[Yij′(0)]−E[Yij(0)] = E[Yi′j′(0)]−E[Yi′j(0)].

Note that this aligns with one version of the parallel (or common) trends assumption used

in the staggered adoption literature (see, e.g., Cunningham (2021), p. 435), but other forms

and statements of it exist as well. This can be implied by randomization of the treatment

adoption sequences, as in the SWT case, as that would imply exchangeability of outcomes

which necessarily implies parallel trends.

Corollary 1.1 Under Assumptions 1–3, for all i, i′, j, j′:

E [Di,i′,j,j′ ] = (θi,Ti,j′Xij′ − θi,Ti,jXij)−
(
θi′,Ti′ ,j

′Xi′j′ − θi′,Ti′ ,j
Xi′j

)
.

Further simplification of this expectation depends on assumptions about the heterogene-

ity of the treatment effects by unit, time-on-treatment (i.e., exposure time), and period (i.e.,

calendar time). Many assumption settings are feasible; this paper considers the following

five and defines a simplified treatment effect notation for each.

Assumption S 1 No additional assumptions: the treatment effect may vary by unit, ex-

posure time, and/or calendar time. The treatment effect is denoted by θ
(1)
i,j,a in period j for

unit i in its ath treated period. That is, θi,Ti,j = θ
(1)
i,j,j−Ti+1 for all i, j where Xij = 1.

Assumption S 2 Unit homogeneity: the treatment effect may vary by exposure time and/or

calendar time, but does not vary by units in the same treatment adoption sequence. The

treatment effect is denoted by θ
(2)
j,a in period j for a unit in its ath treated period. That is,

θi,Ti,j = θ
(2)
j,j−Ti+1 for all i, j where Xij = 1.

Assumption S 3 Unit and calendar-time homogeneity: the treatment effect may vary only

by exposure time. The treatment effect is denoted by θ
(3)
a for a unit in its ath treated period.

That is, θi,Ti,j = θ
(3)
j−Ti+1 for all i, j where Xij = 1.
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Table 2: Expected values of two-by-two estimators by treatment pattern category and

treatment effect heterogeneity assumption setting.

Type Assumption S 1 S 2 S 3 S 4 S 5

1 0 0 0 0 0

2 θ
(1)
i,Ti,j′

θ
(2)
j′,j′−(Ti−1) θ

(3)
j′−(Ti−1) θ

(4)
j′ θ(5)

3 θ
(1)
i,Ti,j′

− θ
(1)
i,Ti,j

θ
(2)
j′,j′−(Ti−1) − θ

(2)
j,j−(Ti−1) θ

(3)
j′−(Ti−1) − θ

(3)
j−(Ti−1) θ

(4)
j′ − θ

(4)
j 0

4 θ
(1)
i,Ti,j′

− θ
(1)
i′,Ti′ ,j

′ θ
(2)
j′−(Ti−1) − θ

(2)
j′−(Ti′−1) θ

(3)
j′−(Ti−1) − θ

(3)
j′−(Ti′−1) 0 0

5
θ
(1)
i,Ti,j′

− θ
(1)
i,Ti,j

−(
θ
(1)
i′,Ti′ ,j

′

) θ
(2)
j′,j′−(Ti−1) − θ

(2)
j,j−(Ti−1) −(

θ
(2)
j′,j′−(Ti′−1)

) θ
(3)
j′−(Ti−1) − θ

(3)
j−(Ti−1) −(

θ
(3)
j′−(Ti′−1)

) −θ
(4)
j −θ(5)

6
θ
(1)
i,Ti,j′

− θ
(1)
i,Ti,j

−(
θ
(1)
i′,Ti′ ,j

′ − θ
(1)
i′,Ti′ ,j

) θ
(2)
j′,j′−(Ti−1) − θ

(2)
j,j−(Ti−1) −(

θ
(2)
j′,j′−(Ti′−1) − θ

(2)
j,j−(Ti′−1)

) θ
(3)
j′−(Ti−1) − θ

(3)
j−(Ti−1) −(

θ
(3)
j′−(Ti′−1) − θ

(3)
j−(Ti′−1)

) 0 0

Assumption S 4 Unit and exposure-time homogeneity: the treatment effect may vary only

by calendar time. The treatment effect is denoted by θ
(4)
j in period j. That is, θi,Ti,j = θ

(4)
j

for all i, j where Xij = 1.

Assumption S 5 Full homogeneity: the treatment effect does not vary by unit, exposure

time, or calendar time. The treatment effect is denoted by θ(5). That is, θi,Ti,j = θ(5) for all

i, j where Xij = 1.

Under these assumptions, the expected value given by Corollary 1.1 can be simplified

for each type of two-by-two DID estimator. The results are given in Table 2.
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2.4 Overall estimator form

I propose a class of estimators constructed by a weighted sum of the two-by-two DID

estimators Di,i′,j,j′ as follows:

θ̂ =
N−1∑
i=1

N∑
i′=i+1

J−1∑
j=1

N∑
j′=j+1

wi,i′,j,j′Di,i′,j,j′ , (3)

with no general restrictions on the weights wi,i′,j,j′ . Letting:

d =

(
D1,2,1,2 D1,2,1,3 · · · D1,2,1,J D1,3,1,2 · · · DN−1,N,J−1,J

)T

be the
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
-vector of two-by-two DID estimators ordered by unit i, unit i′, period j,

period j′, respectively, andw =

(
w1,2,1,2 · · · wN−1,N,J−1,J

)T

be the corresponding vector

of weights, the overall estimator can be written as:

θ̂ = wTd (4)

Further, define y =

(
Y1,1 Y1,2 · · · Y1,J Y2,1 · · · YN,J

)T

as the NJ-vector of ob-

served outcomes ordered by unit i and period j, respectively. Finally, let A be the(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
×NJ matrix such that d = Ay. Note that each row of A corresponds to a unique

two-by-two DID estimator and includes two entries of 1, two entries of -1, with remaining

entries all 0. An algorithm to generate A for any N and J is given in Appendix A.

If the weight vector w is independent of the outcomes y, then:

E[θ̂] = wTE[d] =
N−1∑
i=1

N∑
i′=i+1

J−1∑
j=1

N∑
j′=j+1

wi,i′,j,j′E[Di,i′,j,j′ ]. (5)

This can be simplified under any assumption setting using the results shown in Table 2.

2.5 Unbiased estimation of target estimand

For any assumption setting, denote the vector of all unique treatment effects by θ, with

a superscript to clarify the assumption setting if desired. For concreteness, order the
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treatment effects by cluster i, period j, and exposure time a, respectively, when necessary.

Let θe be the desired estimand, which must be a linear combination of the unique treatment

effects in θ. Then θe = vTθ for some vector v of weights on the unique treatment effects.

For example, a vector v with all zero entries except for a 1 in one entry would pick out

a single unique treatment effect, and a vector v with equal entries summing to 1 would

average over all unique treatment effects. In addition to averages of certain effects, θe

could also be a difference between two treatment effects, or a more complicated linear

combination, as desired.

Furthermore, define F as the matrix such that Fθ = E[d] under the specified assump-

tion setting. Since each E[Di,i′,j,j′ ] under Assumptions 1–3 and a specified assumption

setting is a linear combination of up to four unique treatment effects, such a matrix exists,

with all entries either 0, 1, or -1.

Theorem 2 For any assumption setting and vector of unique treatment effects θ and any

target estimand θe = vTθ, θ̂ is an unbiased estimator of θ if F Tw = v.

Proof. Let θ̂ = wTd with w satisfying F Tw = v. Then:

E[θ̂] = E
[
wTd

]
= wTE[d] = wTFθ = vTθ = θe,

as desired.

The existence of a solution and, if one exists, the dimension of the space of solutions

can be assessed through rank conditions.

Theorem 3 Let F , w, v, and d be as defined previously. Then the following are true about

the set of estimators of the form θ̂ = wTd that are unbiased for θe under the assumption

setting:
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• If rank(F T |v) > rank(F T ), then there are no estimators θ̂ of this form that are

unbiased for θe.

• If rank(F T |v) = rank(F T ) =
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
, then there is a unique estimator θ̂ of this form

that is unbiased for θe, defined by the unique w that solves F Tw = v.

• If rank(F T |v) = rank(F T ) <
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
, then there are infinitely many estimators θ̂

of this form that are unbiased for θe. The dimension of unique such estimators is

(N − 1)(J − 1)− rank(F ).

Proof. The proof relies on the linear algebra results on non-homogeneous systems of linear

equations and the rank-nullity theorem (George & Ajayakumar (2024), pp. 41 and 89,

respectively), as well as the following two lemmata. The full proofs of the theorem and

lemmata, are given in Appendix B.

Lemma 4 Let F and A be as defined previously. Then ker(AT ) ⊂ ker(F T ).

Lemma 5 Let A be as defined previously for a setting with N ≥ 2 units and J ≥ 2 periods.

Then rank(A) = rank(AT ) = (N − 1)(J − 1).

2.6 Minimum variance estimator

For settings where there are many unbiased estimators of this form, the investigator would

like to select the one with the lowest variance. Again, treating the weights as fixed (i.e.,

independent of the outcomes), the variance of the estimator for any w is given by:

V ar(θ̂|w) = V ar(wTd) = V ar(wTAy) = wTAV ar(y)ATw. (6)

The conversion from the vector of two-by-two DID estimators d to the outcome vector y is

used here since the structure of the correlation among different two-by-two DID estimators
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is not trivial. In general, V ar(y) will not be known a priori. For the design and selection of

the weights, then, a working covariance matrix can be used, denoted by M . The “working”

variance of the estimator is then estimated for a given M by:

V ar(θ̂|w,M ) = wTAMATw. (7)

Denote byw∗ the weight vector that minimizes V ar(θ̂|w,M) under the constraint F Tw∗ =

v.

Note that the variance can then be estimated in the design phase a priori using M .

Since w∗ is selected among weights that give unbiased estimation regardless of M , mis-

specification of M results only in reduced efficiency, not bias. Moreover, even for variance

minimization, the working covariance structure M does not need to be specified exactly,

only up to a constant factor. The features of M that are necessary for the selection of the

weights are the correlation within (and, if applicable, between) units across periods and

the relative variances of the units and, if applicable, time periods. The working variance

matrix can be written as follows:

M = mT
vMrmv, (8)

where Mr is the working correlation matrix and mv is the vector of (relative) variances

of the individual observations. If the units are independent, then Mr—and thus M—will

be block-diagonal, with non-zero entries only for the within-unit covariances only. Several

common structures could then be specified for the within-unit covariances:

• Independence: assuming independence of observations would require Mr to be the

identity matrix. This would generate a diagonal M , where the diagonal entries

indicate the relative variances of the different time periods and units.
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• Exchangeable/compound symmetric: assuming compound symmetry in the within-

unit correlation would require Mr to be a block-diagonal matrix, with the non-zero

off-diagonal entries all equal to the intra-unit (intra-cluster) correlation coefficient, ρ.

• Auto-regressive, AR(1): assuming auto-regressive correlation of order 1 would require

Mr to be block-diagonal with non-zero off-diagonal entries equal to the first-order

correlation, ρ, raised to a power equal to the difference between the two periods.

If the units moreover are exchangeable (e.g., clusters prior to randomization in a SWT),

then all of the blocks will be equivalent to one another. More complex variance structures

can be implied by specific outcome models as well (see, e.g., Hooper et al. (2016), Kasza,

Hemming, Hooper, Matthews & Forbes (2019)).

2.7 Estimation and inference

The estimator is then given by:

θ̂∗ = w∗Ty. (9)

Inference can proceed using an appropriate plug-in estimator V̂ ar(y) in Equation 6:

V ar(θ̂∗) = w∗TAV̂ ar(y)ATw∗. (10)

Alternatively, inference can proceed using permutation inference (akin to randomization

tests in the SWT case as in Wang & De Gruttola (2017), Thompson et al. (2018), and

Kennedy-Shaffer et al. (2020), or placebo tests in the staggered adoption case as in Hage-

mann (2019), MacKinnon & Webb (2020), Shaikh & Toulis (2021), and Roth & Sant’Anna

(2023)).
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2.8 Algorithm for construction of estimator

In summary, the estimator θ̂ can be constructed for any setting by the following process.

1. Based on the number of periods J and the number of units N , identify the matrix

A that converts the observations y to the two-by-two DID estimators d. Note that

for consistency, the units should be numbered from the earliest treatment adopter to

the latest.

2. Determine the assumption setting (i.e., types of treatment heterogeneity permitted)

and the target estimand θe.

3. Based on the assumption setting and the treatment adoption sequences, identify the

vector of unique treatment effects θ and the matrix F such that E[d] = Fθ. Identify

the vector v such that θe = vTθ.

4. Find the space of vectors w such that F Tw = v and, if relevant, restrict to the set

of weights that give unique estimators.

5. Determine an appropriate working covariance matrix M using subject-matter knowl-

edge, pilot study data, or an assumed outcome model. Note that this only needs to

be specified up to a constant scalar factor.

6. Find the weight vector w∗ among the unbiased solutions w that minimizes the work-

ing variance wTAMATw.

7. Once observed data y are obtained, the estimator is then given by θ̂∗ = w∗TAy.

8. The estimated variance can then be found by V̂ ar(θ̂∗) = w∗TAV̂ ar(y)ATw∗, us-

ing a plug-in estimator V̂ ar(y). Alternatively, permutation-based inference can be

conducted.
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See http://github.com/leekshaffer/GenDID for R code implementing this algorithm.

3 Toy Example

To illustrate the algorithm and the approach described herein, consider first a setting with

N = 2 units and J = 3 periods. The first unit adopts the treatment starting in the second

period and the second unit adopts the treatment starting in the third period (i.e., T1 = 2

and T2 = 3). There are thus three two-by-two DID estimators:

D1,2,1,2 = (Y12 − Y11)− (Y22 − Y21), (type 2)

D1,2,1,3 = (Y13 − Y11)− (Y23 − Y21), (type 4)

D1,2,2,3 = (Y13 − Y12)− (Y23 − Y22), (type 5)

The matrix relating the vector of estimators d =

(
D1,2,1,2 D1,2,1,3 D1,2,2,3

)T

to the vector

of outcomes y =

(
Y11 Y12 Y13 Y21 Y22 Y23

)T

is given by:

A =


−1 1 0 1 −1 0

−1 0 1 1 0 −1

0 −1 1 0 1 −1

 , (11)

which has rank 2.

I consider several different assumption settings.
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3.1 Assumption (5): Homogeneity

Assuming full treatment effect homogeneity, there is a single treatment effect (θ = θ) and

the expectation of the estimators is given by:

E[d] =


θ

0

−θ

 =


1

0

−1

 θ ≡ Fθ. (12)

There is only one target estimand of natural interest here so v = 1, yielding θe = θ. The

ranks of F T and
(
F T |v

)
=

(
1 0 −1 1

)
are both 1. By Theorem 3, then, the space

of unique estimators of this form is one-dimensional. The solution space to F Tw = v is

the space of vectors of the form

(
x y x− 1

)T

for any real values x, y. One dimension

is reduced, however, when right-multiplied by A, which yields:

wTA =

(
−x− y 1 x+ y − 1 x+ y −1 −x− y + 1

)
,

which only depends on the single free parameter x+ y. A few special cases can be seen for

specific values of x+ y:

• If x + y = 1, then the estimator is only the type-2 estimator D1,2,1,2, the “clean”

comparison as described by Goodman-Bacon (2021) or the “crossover” estimator

CO-1 proposed by Kennedy-Shaffer et al. (2020);

• If x + y = 0, then the estimator uses only the comparison of unit two adopting the

treatment while unit one is always treated; and

• If x + y = 1/2, then the estimator is “centrosymmetrized” as described by Bowden

et al. (2021), using both of the switches equally, equivalent to the horizontal row-

column estimator proposed by Matthews & Forbes (2017) or the “crossover” estimator

CO-3 that uses always-treated units as controls in Kennedy-Shaffer et al. (2020).
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Note that the purely vertical estimator described by Matthews & Forbes (2017) and Thomp-

son et al. (2018) cannot be constructed as a weighted average of the two-by-two DID

estimators.

If we assume independent and homoskedastic observations, then we can use M = I6,

the six-by-six identity matrix. The constrained minimization of the variance, then, gives

the solution x+ y = 1/2 and the estimator θ̂∗ = D1,2,1,2−D1,2,2,3

2
. Note that this corresponds

to the “centrosymmetrized” estimator from Bowden et al. (2021) which, as proven therein,

has the minimum variance under these assumptions. The same estimator minimizes the

variance under a working correlation assumption that is compound symmetric or AR(1),

regardless of the correlation value, as long as it is exchangeable and independent across

units.

3.2 Assumption (4): Calendar-Time Heterogeneity

If there is treatment effect heterogeneity only by calendar-time, then there are two unique

treatment effects and θ =

θ
(4)
2

θ
(4)
3

, where θ
(4)
j is the effect of treatment in period j. Now,

F =


1 0

0 0

−1 0

. Since the last column only has zero entries, it is impossible to estimate

θ
(4)
3 . This occurs since no DID comparisons here compare a treated and untreated unit

in period 3. Formally, any v that does not have a 0 as the second entry will yield 2 =

rank(F T |v) > rank(F T ) = 1. There is a one-dimensional space of unbiased estimators of

θ
(4)
2 , however, given by weight vectors of the form

(
x 0 x− 1

)T

for real values x; these

are similar to those in the previous subsection, but excluding D1,2,1,3.

17



3.3 Assumption (3): Exposure-Time Heterogeneity

If there is treatment effect only by exposure-time (or time-on-treatment), then there are

two unique treatment effects and θ =

θ
(3)
1

θ
(3)
2

, where θ
(3)
a is the effect of treatment in the

ath treatment period. Now, F =


1 0

−1 1

−2 1

. This is a full-rank matrix, so any linear

combination of θ can be estimated without bias. Since rank(F T ) = 2 = rank(AT ), all

solutions are unique (in terms of weights on the observations and thus the estimator itself).

Letting v =

1/2

1/2

, so that θe =
1
2
θ
(3)
1 + 1

2
θ
(3)
2 , the simple average of the two treatment

effects, unbiased estimators have weights of the form wT =

(
1 + y 1

2
− y y

)
, which

gives observation weights wTA =

(
−3

2
1 1

2
3
2

−1 −1
2

)
. In other words, all unbiased

estimators of this form are equivalent to θ̂ = D1,2,1,2 +
1
2
D1,2,1,3.

Letting v =

1

0

, so that θe = θ
(3)
1 , the first treated period effect, unbiased estimators

have weights of the form wT =

(
1 + y −y y

)
, which gives observation weights wTA =(

−1 1 0 1 −1 0

)
. In other words, all unbiased estimates of this form are equivalent

to θ̂ = D1,2,1,2. Again, this is equivalent to the “crossover” estimator CO-1 from Kennedy-

Shaffer et al. (2020), which cannot be centrosymmetrized according to Bowden et al. (2021)

because there is treatment effect heterogeneity. Similarly, Goodman-Bacon (2021) clarifies

that the comparison of the switching unit 2 to the always-treated unit 1 between periods

2 and 3 is not unbiased for the first-period effect.

Note that the results in this assumption setting do not depend on a working covariance

matrix, since the space of unbiased solutions is of dimension zero. In general, this will only

18



occur with few clusters and/or few assumed homogeneities.

4 Data Example: Stepped Wedge Trial

To illustrate the uses of this approach, consider the stepped wedge trial conducted in

2012 and reported by Durovni et al. (2014) and Trajman et al. (2015). I use the outcomes

reported by Trajman et al. (2015), assessing the impact on treatment outcomes for patients

diagnosed with tuberculosis. Under the control condition, patients were diagnosed by

sputum smear examination, while under the intervention condition patients were diagnosed

with the XpertMTB/RIF test, hypothesized to be faster and more sensitive in confirming

diagnosis and, in particular, diagnosing rifampicin-resistant tuberculosis.

This study randomized fourteen clusters into seven treatment sequences, with observa-

tions in eight months. The first sequence, consisting of two clusters, began the intervention

in the second month; each subsequent month, two more clusters began the intervention

(Durovni et al. (2014)). The patient outcomes—unsuccessful treatment of the patient (i.e.,

any outcome other than “cure and treatment completion without evidence of failure” (Tra-

jman et al. (2015))—were retrieved using the Brazilian national tuberculosis information

system over one year after diagnosis.

The original analysis found an insignificant reduction in this composite outcome: an

odds ratio of 0.93 with a 95% confidence interval of 0.79–1.08 (Trajman et al. (2015)).

Accounting for time trends in the analyses, however, re-analysis by Thompson et al. (2018)

using the purely vertical non-parametric within-period method found a significant reduction

in these events: an odds ratio of 0.78 with a p-value of 0.02. Similarly significant results

were found by Kennedy-Shaffer et al. (2020) using the crossover method, which estimated

an odds ratio of 0.703 with a permutation-based p-value of 0.046. These results indicate
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the possible impact that different methods of accounting for time trends and treatment

heterogeneity can have.

I re-analyze these data using several versions of the generalized DID estimator presented

here. I first consider four estimators providing summary treatment effects:

• θ̂(5), the estimate under treatment effect homogeneity (assumption S5);

•
∑7

j=2 θ̂
(4)
j , the average period-specific treatment effect across months 2–7 of the trial

under calendar-time heterogeneity (assumption S4);

•
∑7

a=1 θ̂
(3)
a , the average time-on-treatment effect across exposure times 1–7 under

exposure-time heterogeneity (assumption S3); and

•
∑7

j=2

∑j−1
a=1 θ̂

(2)
j,a , the average across all identifiable calendar- and exposure-time com-

binations of the trial under calendar- and exposure-time heterogeneity (assumption

S2).

Note that the period-specific treatment effects in month 8 (the last month of the study) are

not identifiable since all clusters were in the treated condition at that point. These clusters

do contribute to estimation of θ̂(5) and θ̂
(3)
7 , however, under assumptions S5 and S3, as those

assumptions allow us to borrow information across different calendar times in estimating

common treatment effects. The odds ratio estimates and permutation-test p-values (using

1000 permutations) are shown in Table 3. All results shown were calculated using an

exchangeable (within-cluster) variance structure with intracluster correlation coefficient

ρ = 0.003 as estimated by Thompson et al. (2018). Results with independent and auto-

regressive variance structures are quite similar and shown in Appendix C.

Using the (scaled) variance calculated using Equation 7 also allows a comparison of the

relative efficiency of these estimators, even without a specific variance estimate. Under this
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Table 3: Odds ratio and risk difference estimates and permutation test p-values for gen-

eralized DID estimators of summary effects of XpertMTB/RIF testing on tuberculosis

outcomes in Brazil, 2012.

Odds Ratio Risk Difference

Assumption Estimator Estimate P-Value Estimate P-Value

S5 θ̂(5) 0.771 0.009 -7.35% 0.015

S4
∑7

j=2 θ̂
(4)
j 0.784 0.031 -6.81% 0.052

S3
∑7

a=1 θ̂
(3)
a 0.828 0.397 -5.57% 0.423

S2
∑7

j=2

∑j−1
a=1 θ̂

(2)
j,a 0.801 0.160 -6.11% 0.243

exchangeable variance structure, the relative efficiencies are 1.05, 2.76, and 1.77, comparing

the S4, S3, and S2 estimators, respectively, to the S5 estimator θ̂(5). This quantifies the

variance trade-off that occurs in order to gain the robustness to bias and target a specified

estimand under different forms of heterogeneity.

To understand the form of the estimator, we can also examine the weights it gives to

each observation (note: the weights to each two-by-two DID estimator are also available,

but less interpretable as many different weight vectors can yield the same weights on the

observations). The weights for the estimator θ̂(5), again using an exchangeable variance

structure, are shown in the heat map in Figure 1. Note that the clusters are ordered

by the sequence of treatment adoption, and pairs of clusters (e.g., 1 and 2) have nearly

identical weights because they are in the same sequence and assumed to be exchangeable.

These weights can be compared to the information content of specific cells under different

heterogeneity and correlation assumptions as proposed by Kasza & Forbes (2019) and

Kasza, Taljaard & Forbes (2019). Note heurestically that in this case, the largest (in
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magnitude) weights are near the diagonal, followed by the top-right and bottom-left cells,

which are also the highest information-content cells as shown in Figure 4 of Kasza & Forbes

(2019).

Figure 1: Weights on cluster-period observations for the estimator θ̂(5) fitted under an

exchangeable variance structure with ρ = 0.003.

This method provides flexibility to investigate more specific treatment effects in the

heterogeneous settings as well. Considering calendar-time effects under assumption S4, for

example, one can estimate the treatment effect in each of months 2 through 7, θ̂
(4)
2 , . . . , θ̂

(4)
7 .

For additional robustness against exposure-time heterogeneity, one can also estimate month-

specific treatment effects under assumption S2 by averaging across exposure times within

each of those months: θ̂
(2)
j ≡ 1

j−1

∑j−1
a=1 θ̂

(2)
a,j for all j = 2, . . . , 7. The estimation and per-

mutation test results on both the multiplicative (odds ratio) and additive (risk difference)

scales are shown in Table 4. These results can be compared to the results in Table 2

of Thompson et al. (2018), which reports period-specific risk differences estimated using
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the purely vertical non-parametric within-period estimator (note that those are labelled by

treatment periods, one less than the corresponding month numbers given here). Differences

between the methods arise as the results presented here use horizontal information as well,

but target the same estimand. Note that no p-values are adjusted for multiple testing.

Table 4: Odds ratio and risk difference estimates and permutation test p-values for gen-

eralized DID estimators of calendar-time treatment effects of XpertMTB/RIF testing on

tuberculosis outcomes in Brazil, 2012.

Odds Ratio Risk Difference

Assumption S4 Assumption S2 Assumption S4 Assumption S2

Month Estimate P-Value Estimate P-Value Estimate P-Value Estimate P-Value

2 0.903 0.721 0.808 0.411 -2.38% 0.821 -4.01% 0.540

3 0.758 0.341 0.810 0.504 -3.97% 0.496 -1.73% 0.795

4 0.683 0.012 0.736 0.044 -11.64% 0.100 -8.65% 0.080

5 0.832 0.190 0.902 0.611 -6.19% 0.147 -3.24% 0.603

6 0.716 0.062 0.750 0.182 -10.93% 0.038 -9.02% 0.173

7 0.835 0.514 0.812 0.511 -5.75% 0.634 -6.15% 0.616

5 Discussion

The proposed method provides a highly flexible and adaptable approach to analyzing

stepped wedge and staggered adoption settings. In particular, it allows the investigator

to specify a target estimand that is any linear combination of unique treatment effects
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and guarantees unbiasedness under the standard assumptions and the particular treatment

effect heterogeneity assumptions specified. Among this class of unbiased estimators, the

investigator can then identify the one with the lowest variance for an assumed working

covariance structure. Analogous to the working correlation matrix used in generalized es-

timating equations (Zeger & Liang (1986)), this working covariance structure need not be

correctly specified to maintain unbiased estimation. A misspecified structure, however,

may lead to suboptimal variance and reduced power to detect an effect.

The composition of the estimator from two-by-two DID estimators allows both intuitive

connections to methods commonly used in econometrics and quantitative social science for

quasi-experimental data as well as assumptions that are familiar to those stepped in that

literature. In addition, it allows clear formulation of the treatment effect heterogeneity

assumptions that are made rather than those assumptions arising implicitly through a

linear regression formulation. By specifying the variance assumption separately, it also

removes the need for a correct joint specification of the mean and variance models and

allows those assumptions (for the working structure) to be formulated independently of the

treatment effect assumptions. These approaches also allow for ease of sensitivity analysis,

as the expectation can be found using Equation 5 using a specified weight vector under

any other assumption setting. This, along with the potential to assess relative efficiency

under the working covariance structure as shown in the example, allows the bias-variance

tradeoff to be made explicit, and investigators can consider the appropriate generalizability

and interpretation of their target estimands.

In the example re-analyzing the data collected by Trajman et al. (2015), I demonstrated

the use of this method for a variety of target estimands in a SWT. Results largely align

with those of existing non-parametric estimators, which already had been shown to have
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desirable bias and inference properties (Thompson et al. (2018), Kennedy-Shaffer et al.

(2020)). In nearly comparable situations, like the assumption of a homogeneous effect

compared to the inverse-variance weighted average vertical approach (Thompson et al.

(2018)) or either crossover-type estimator (Kennedy-Shaffer et al. (2020)), this approach

had a lower p-value, which may indicate increased power to detect the effect. In addition,

many other estimates are tractable using this approach, allowing for flexible pre-specified

or exploratory analysis of treatment effect heterogeneity.

Although simulation and testing in other settings are still necessary to determine over-

all operating characteristics of these estimators, it is reasonable that they are more pow-

erful under homogeneity assumptions than purely vertical approaches since they use hor-

izontal comparisons and than pure crossover approaches since they use information from

other comparisons with expectation zero. In addition, the fact that the method generally

highly weights cells with high information content (Kasza & Forbes (2019), Kasza, Taljaard

& Forbes (2019)) and respects centrosymmetry under appropriate assumptions (Bowden

et al. (2021)) indicates efficient use of the observed data. However, their performance

compared to regression-based approaches (e.g., Hooper et al. (2016), de Chaisemartin &

D’Haultfœuille (2020), Sun & Abraham (2021), Lindner & McConnell (2021), Kenny et al.

(2022), Maleyeff et al. (2023), Lee & Cheung (2024)) and existing robust estimators (e.g.,

Hughes et al. (2020), Callaway & Sant’Anna (2021), Roth & Sant’Anna (2023), Borusyak

et al. (2024)) remains to be determined. In particular, future study should determine when

this approach provides equivalent estimators to any of those approaches (in particular,

those proposed by Sun & Abraham (2021) and Lindner & McConnell (2021)) and under

what settings it shows more or less desirable operating characteristics to the others.

Additional future work should consider identifying other approaches to inference, includ-
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ing the possibility of closed-form variance estimators under certain variance assumptions.

Identifying appropriate plug-in estimators for use in Equation 10, their robustness to mis-

specification of the working covariance structure, and the asymptotic distribution would

be key, as has been done for mixed effects models with misspecification (see, e.g., Voldal

et al. (2022)). This would allow for more targeted design of experiments when analysis will

proceed using these methods. Understanding likely covariance structures, especially given

planned or conducted approaches for sampling of units (see, e.g., Hooper (2021)), would

improve selection ofM as well. Additionally, modifications of this method to accommodate

adjustment for covariates would be useful for non-randomized staggered adoption settings

where parallel trends holds only conditionally (see, e.g., Callaway & Sant’Anna (2021),

Roth et al. (2023)) and SWTs with restricted, stratified, or matched randomization (see,

e.g., Copas et al. (2015)).

Both stepped wedge and staggered adoption settings are common study designs with

important roles to play in assessing a variety of policies and implementation approaches;

for example, both have been proposed as useful tools for rapid policy evaluation in the

COVID-19 pandemic or similar settings (see, e.g., Goodman-Bacon & Marcus (2020), Bell

et al. (2021), Cowger et al. (2022), Kennedy-Shaffer (2024)). They each, however, have

statistical intricacies that should be carefully considered in the design and analysis (see,

e.g., Baker et al. (2022), Nevins et al. (2023)). The generalized DID estimator proposed

here has desirable bias and variance properties and interpretability that enable its use

across many such settings and desired treatment effect estimands.
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Data Availability Statement

All code used for this manuscript is available at https://github.com/leekshaffer/

GenDID. Included there is a simulated data set based on this data example. Access poli-

cies for the original data set can be found at Trajman et al. (2015), https://doi.org/

10.1371/journal.pone.0123252. The author wishes to thank Prof. Anete Trajman for

making the data available to the author for re-analysis and Prof. Jennifer Thompson for

helpful discussions regarding the data.
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APPENDICES

A Determining the Matrix of DID Estimators

For any integer j ≥ 2, define Aj as the j − 1× j matrix where:

Aj =



−1 1 0 0 · · · 0

−1 0 1 0 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...

−1 0 0 0 · · · 1


=

(
−1j−1 | Ij−1,

)

where 1k is the k × 1 column vector of 1’s and Ik is the k × k identity matrix.

Now define A· for a setting with J time periods as the
(
J
2

)
× J matrix given by:

A· =



AJ

0J−2 AJ−1

0J−3 0J−3 AJ−2

...

01 · · · A2


,

where 0k is the k × 1 column vector of 0’s.

Finally, define A for a setting with J time periods and N clusters as the
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
×NJ
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matrix given by:

A =



A· −A· 0(J2)×(N−2)J

A· 0(J2)×J −A· 0(J2)×(N−3)J

A· 0(J2)×2J −A· 0(J2)×(N−4)J

...

A· 0(J2)×(N−2)J −A·

0(J2)×J A· −A· 0(J2)×(N−3)J

0(J2)×J A· 0(J2)×J −A· 0(J2)×(N−4)J

...

0(J2)×(N−2)J A· −A·



,

where 0k×k′ is the k × k′ matrix of 0’s. Note that, in the above representation, each row

represents
(
J
2

)
rows. In each of these, (N − 2)J columns are from 0 matrices, while the

other 2J are from two copies of the A· matrix.

This is the matrix that, when multiplied (on the right) by the column vector of outcomes

Y , gives the column vector of two-by-two DID estimators D. In particular, Di,i′,j,j′ will be

found on the following row number of the vector D:

1 +

(
J

2

)
(i− 1)

(
N − i

2

)
+ (i′ − i− 1)

(
J

2

)
+ (j − 1)

(
J − j

2

)
+ (j′ − j − 1)

Conversely, row k in the vector D, for 1 ≤ k ≤
(
J
2

)(
N
2

)
, corresponds to the two-by-two

DID estimator Di,i′,j,j′ where the indices are given by the following algorithm:

1. Let c1 = ⌊ k

(J2)
⌋+ 1 and c2 = k mod

(
J
2

)
+ 1

2. Let n∗ be the minimum n ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N} such that c1 ≤
∑n

ℓ=1(N − ℓ). Then i = n∗

and i′ = i+ c1 −
∑n∗−1

ℓ=1 (N − ℓ).

3. Let m∗ be the minimum m ∈ {1, 2, . . . , J} such that c2 ≤
∑m

ℓ=1(J − ℓ). Then j = m∗

and j′ = j + c1 −
∑m∗−1

ℓ=1 (J − ℓ).

37



Each row k can then be associated with the corresponding Di,i′,j,j′ . From the values

of Ti and Ti′ , along with j and j′, the type (from 1–6) of this two-by-two DID estimator

can then be determined. And its expectation under the desired assumption setting can be

determined as well. Thus, the
(
J
2

)(
N
2

)
× 1 column vector E[D] and associated matrix F

can be constructed in terms of the estimands possible for the assumption setting.
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B Proofs of Key Lemmata and Theorems

B.1 Lemmata for Proof of Theorem 3

Lemma 4 Let F and A be as defined previously. Then ker(AT ) ⊂ ker(F T ).

Proof. Let x ∈ ker(AT ); that is, ATx = 0. Then dTx = (Ay)T x = yTATx = yT0 = 0

for any y. Since this is true for any y, it must be true in expectation, so 0 = E[dTx] =

E[dT ]x = E[d]Tx = (Fθ)T x = θTF Tx. For this to be true for any vector of treatment

effects, then, F Tx = 0 and x ∈ ker(F T ). So ker(AT ) ⊂ ker(F T ), as desired.

Lemma 5 Let A be as defined previously for a setting with N ≥ 2 units and J ≥ 2 periods.

Then rank(A) = rank(AT ) = (N − 1)(J − 1).

Proof. For any i < i′, j < j′, let Ai,i′,j,j′ be the row of A corresponding to Di,i′,j,j′ (i.e.,

AT
i,i′,j,j′y = Di,i′,j,j′). Ai,i′,j,j′ has the value 1 in the columns corresponding to Yij′ and Yi′j,

-1 in the columns corresponding to Yij and Yi′j′ , and 0 in all other columns.

Consider the matrix A∗ composed of only the rows of the form A1,i′,1,j′ of A, where

2 ≤ i′ ≤ N and 2 ≤ j′ ≤ J . This is a (N − 1)(J − 1) ×NJ matrix. Any row Ai,i′,j,j′ can

be expressed as a linear combination of the rows of A∗ as follows:

Ai,i′,j,j′ = (A1,i′,1,j′ −A1,i,1,j′)− (A1,i′,1,j −A1,i,1,j) .

Thus, rank(A) = rank(A∗). Moreover, the rows of A∗ are linearly independent, since

each row of the form A1,i′,1,j′ is the unique row of that form to have a non-zero entry in

the column corresponding to Yi′j′ . So rank(A) = rank(A∗) = (N − 1)(J − 1). Since A is

a real matrix, rank(AT ) = rank(A) = (N − 1)(J − 1) as well.
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B.2 Proof of Theorem 3

Theorem 3 Let F , w, v, and d be as defined previously. Then the following are true about

the set of estimators of the form θ̂ = wTd that are unbiased for θe under the assumption

setting:

• If rank(F T |v) > rank(F T ), then there are no estimators θ̂ of this form that are

unbiased for θe.

• If rank(F T |v) = rank(F T ) =
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
, then there is a unique estimator θ̂ of this form

that is unbiased for θe, defined by the unique w that solves F Tw = v.

• If rank(F T |v) = rank(F T ) <
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
, then there are infinitely many estimators θ̂

of this form that are unbiased for θe. The dimension of unique such estimators is

(N − 1)(J − 1)− rank(F ).

Proof. By results on non-homogeneous systems of linear equations (also known as the

Rouché-Capelli Theorem; see George & Ajayakumar (2024), p. 41) on the equation F Tw =

v, there are two possibilities:

• If rank(F T |v) > rank(F T ), then there are no solutions.

• If rank(F T |v = rank(F T ), then there is a solution to the system, and the affine

space of solutions W has dimension
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
− rank(F T ), since F T is of dimension

|θ| ×
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
, where |θ| is the number of unique treatment effects.

If rank(F T ) =
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
, then, there is a single unique solution w, which corresponds to

a single unique estimator θ̂ of the desired form that is unbiased for θe.

If rank(F T ) <
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
, there are infinitely many solutions w. Two distinct solutions

w1 ̸= w2, however, may correspond to the same estimator θ̂, since different weightings
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of the two-by-two DID estimators may result in the same weightings of the underlying

observations.

Let w1 ∈ W be a solution to F Tw = v. Any other solution to F Tw = v can be

expressed as w1 + x, where x ∈ ker(F T ). The vector space of ker(F T ) has dimension

nullity(F T ) =
(
N
2

)(
J
2

)
− rank(F T ), corresponding to the dimension of the affine space W

as found above. By Lemma 4, ker(AT ) ⊂ ker(AT ), and so ker(F T ) can be written as the

direct sum of ker(AT ) +K, where K is defined as the orthogonal complement of ker(AT )

within ker(F T ). So we can further express W = {w1+x1+x2 : x1 ∈ ker(AT ), x2 ∈ K}.

However, ATx1 = 0 if x1 ∈ ker(AT ). Hence, for any w ∈ W and any x1 ∈ ker(AT ),

wTA = (w+x1)
TA, and so the estimators θ̂1 and θ̂2 defined by the weight vectors w and

w + x1 are equal for all y. Thus, the only unique estimators (in terms of the underlying

observations) are given by the subspace WA = {w1 + x2 : xw ∈ K}.

Thus, the affine space of unique estimators θ̂ that are unbiased for the desired θe under

the specified assumption setting has dimension given by:

dim(K) = dim(W )− dim(ker(AT )) = nullity(F T )− nullity(AT ).

This can be further simplified using the rank-nullity theorem (see George & Ajayakumar

(2024), p. 89) and Lemma 5:

dim(K) = dim(W )− dim(ker(AT )) = nullity(F T )− nullity(AT )

=

((
N

2

)(
J

2

)
− rank(F T )

)
−
((

N

2

)(
J

2

)
− rank(AT )

)
= rank(AT )− rank(F T ) = (N − 1)(J − 1)− rank(F ),

as desired.
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C Supplementary Results

Table 5: Odds ratio estimates and permutation test p-values for generalized DID estimators

of summary effects of XpertMTB/RIF testing on tuberculosis outcomes in Brazil, 2012,

under different variance assumptions.

Exchangeable, AR(1),

Independence ρ = 0.003 ρ = 0.012

Assumption Estimator Estimate P-Value Estimate P-Value Estimate P-Value

S5 θ̂(5) 0.771 0.014 0.771 0.009 0.772 0.012

S4
∑7

j=2 θ̂
(4)
j 0.784 0.024 0.784 0.031 0.785 0.029

S3
∑7

a=1 θ̂
(3)
a 0.828 0.391 0.828 0.397 0.827 0.364

S2
∑7

j=2

∑j−1
a=1 θ̂

(2)
j,a 0.801 0.168 0.801 0.160 0.802 0.160
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Table 6: Risk difference estimates and permutation test p-values for generalized DID esti-

mators of summary effects of XpertMTB/RIF testing on tuberculosis outcomes in Brazil,

2012, under different variance assumptions.

Exchangeable, AR(1),

Independence ρ = 0.003 ρ = 0.012

Assumption Estimator Estimate P-Value Estimate P-Value Estimate P-Value

S5 θ̂(5) -7.35% 0.020 -7.35% 0.015 -7.33% 0.024

S4
∑7

j=2 θ̂
(4)
j -6.81% 0.039 -6.81% 0.052 -6.78% 0.045

S3
∑7

a=1 θ̂
(3)
a -5.57% 0.430 -5.57% 0.423 -5.58% 0.411

S2
∑7

j=2

∑j−1
a=1 θ̂

(2)
j,a -6.11% 0.240 -6.11% 0.243 -6.09% 0.230
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