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1 Introduction

The past two decades have witnessed a surge of new research in the analysis of randomized experiments. The

emergence of this literature may seem surprising given the widespread use and long history of experiments

as the “gold standard” in program evaluation, but this body of work has revealed many subtle aspects of

randomized experiments that may have been previously unappreciated. This article provides an overview of

some of these topics, primarily focused on stratification, regression adjustment, and cluster randomization,

although we also provide short discussions on a broad range of other topics at the end of the article.

The majority of our discussion is presented within the context of a framework in which units are sampled

from a suitable “super-population”; i.e., we assume that the units are i.i.d. draws from some probability dis-

tribution. Importantly, these results differ from results that are derived within a complementary framework

in which units are sampled from a fixed, finite population (without replacement). The special case in which

all the units from the finite population are sampled is sometimes referred to as design-based inference. After

defining some common notation in Section 2, we begin our review in Section 3 by providing a comparison of

these two sampling frameworks. Specifically, we introduce both frameworks in the context of an analysis of

∗The third author acknowledges support from NSF grant SES-2149408.
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the difference-in-means estimator for the average treatment effect in a completely randomized experiment.

There, we argue that the super-population framework approximates a finite-population framework in which

a negligible fraction of the finite population is sampled; we argue further, however, that results derived in a

super-population framework may provide useful methods for inference in a finite population even outside of

this limiting case.

We then turn our attention in Section 4 to the impact of stratification on subsequent inferences drawn

from randomized experiments. More specifically, instead of assigning treatment status according to complete

randomization, it is common to stratify first according to some baseline covariates and then assign treatment

status within each stratum so as to ensure that the treatment group and control group in the experiment

are “balanced” according to these covariates. Examples of such schemes include stratified block randomiza-

tion and matched pair designs, both of which are commonly used within economics and the sciences more

generally: see Rosenberger and Lachin (2015) for a textbook treatment focused on clinical trials and Bruhn

and McKenzie (2009) for a review focused on development economics. We first illustrate in Section 4.1 how

stratification can improve the precision of the usual difference-in-means estimator of the average treatment

effect by reducing what we refer to as the ex-post (as opposed to ex-ante) bias of the estimator. Here, the

ex-post bias of the estimator is used to describe its behavior conditional on treatment status rather than

unconditionally. Section 4.2 develops the implications of this increase in precision for inferences about the

average treatment effect more formally for the special case of stratified block randomization with finitely

many “large” strata; Section 4.2.1 describes how this analysis changes when strata are “small,” for instance

in the case of matched pair designs.

In Section 5 we consider the use of baseline covariates (including ones that are possibly not used in

the assignment of treatment status) to further improve the precision of estimators of the average treatment

effect through regression adjustment. We explain how näıve regression adjustment may increase rather than

decrease the precision of estimators of the average treatment effect, and how a more careful use of the

covariates can ensure an improvement in (asymptotic) precision. Our discussion includes linear adjustments

(Section 5.1) as well as more general forms of adjustment (Section 5.2).

Finally, Section 6 extends our discussion to cluster randomized experiments, i.e., randomized experiments

in which the unit of randomization is a cluster. Such designs are increasingly common in economics. Indeed,

Muralidharan and Niehaus (2017) find in a survey of leading economics journals between 2001 and 2016

that more than 75 percent of randomized experiments were cluster randomized. In Section 6.1 we draw

a distinction between different ways in which one may define the average effect of the treatment in such

settings. In particular, we discuss two possible parameters of interest, which we call the equally-weighted

average treatment effect and the size-weighted average treatment effect, that differ in how the average effect

within a cluster is aggregated across individuals. In Section 6.2 we discuss inference in cluster randomized

experiments.

Owing to space constraints, our discussion is, of course, necessarily incomplete. We therefore provide,
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at the end of each section, a guide to some of the related literature on similar topics. For completeness, in

Section 7 we also briefly discuss a number of topics that were regrettably omitted from the main discussion:

this includes the analysis of treatment effect heterogeneity, re-randomization, multiple testing, imperfect

compliance/attrition, experiments with interference, randomization inference, policy learning, and response-

adaptive designs. Athey and Imbens (2017) also provide a review of some of these topics (primarily from

the design based perspective).

Before proceeding, we emphasize that our survey is limited to the analysis of randomized experiments,

and as a result we will only briefly comment on some aspects of experimental design as well as practical

issues surrounding implementation, in passing; classical textbook treatments on experimental design are

provided in Cox and Reid (2000), Pukelsheim (2006), Atkinson et al. (2007), and Wu and Hamada (2011).

Other important contributions to the theory of experimental design (including theoretical justifications

for why an experimenter may want to randomize) are provided in Savage (1951), Blackwell and Girshick

(1954), Kiefer (1959), Li (1983), Kallus (2018, 2021), Section 5.10 in Lehmann and Romano (2022), and Bai

(2023). Important references discussing other practical issues (particularly for field experiments conducted

in economics) include Duflo et al. (2007), Glennerster and Takavarasha (2013), Karlan and Appel (2017),

and List (2023).

2 Setup and Notation: The Potential Outcomes Framework

In this section, we present some notation which will be common to the majority of the article. Each individual

i in the experiment is assigned a binary treatment Di ∈ {0, 1} (we focus on settings with binary treatments,

but provide references on related extensions to multiple treatments throughout the article). Let Yi(1) denote

the potential (or counterfactual) outcome for individual i if they are treated, and Yi(0) denote the potential

outcome if they are untreated. Note that we never observe Yi(1) and Yi(0) simultaneously for the same

individual, but rather we observe the outcome Yi given by

Yi =

Yi(1) if Di = 1

Yi(0) if Di = 0 .

We summarize the previous relationship succinctly by

Yi = Yi(1)Di + Yi(0)(1−Di) .

For each individual, we may also observe a vector of baseline covariates denoted by Xi. The experimental

sample is thus given by {(Yi, Di, Xi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n}. For any variable indexed by i, for example Di, we denote

by D(n) the vector (D1, D2, . . . , Dn). Note that we will always model the experimental assignments D(n) as

random; on the other hand, as we will explain below, depending on the sampling framework employed in the
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analysis, {(Yi(1), Yi(0), Xi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} may either be modelled as random vectors or fixed quantities.

Much of our discussion will center on the properties of the standard difference-in-means estimator: let

n1 =
∑

1≤i≤n Di denote the number of treated units in the sample and n0 = n − n1 denote the number of

control units. The difference-in-means estimator is then given by

∆̂n =
1

n1

∑
1≤i≤n

YiDi −
1

n0

∑
1≤i≤n

Yi(1−Di) .

Note that this estimator can equivalently be described as the estimator of the coefficient on Di when esti-

mating the following linear regression by least squares:

regress Yi on constant +Di . (1)

We will illustrate many of the basic concepts via the analysis of a completely randomized experiment. In a

completely randomized experiment, the treatment assignment D(n) is implemented such that, for some fixed

fraction of units, say π, exactly n1 = ⌊πn⌋ units are assigned to treatment and n0 = n−n1 units are assigned

to control, with all such possible assignments being equally likely. Formally, let (d1, . . . , dn) ∈ {0, 1}n, then

D(n) is independent of {(Yi(1), Yi(0), Xi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} with distribution given by

P{D(n) = (d1, . . . , dn)} =


(
n
n1

)−1
if
∑

1≤i≤n di = n1 ,

0 otherwise .

We emphasize that an important feature of our discussion here and throughout the rest of the article is that

we do not assume that D(n) are independently distributed; this will play a crucial role in our subsequent

analyses when studying, for example, stratified randomization in Section 4.

3 What is Random? Finite versus Super-population Analyses of

a Completely Randomized Experiment

In this section, we introduce the two main paradigms for the analysis of randomized experiments: the finite-

population and super-population approaches to inference. In a finite-population analysis, we begin with a

collection {(yj(1), yj(0), xj) : 1 ≤ j ≤ N} of fixed quantities that constitute the entire population of interest.

A sample of size n ≤ N , given by {(Yi(1), Yi(0), Xi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n}, is then drawn without replacement from

the population, and the experiment is performed on these n individuals. The most common case considered

in the literature is when n = N , so that the experiment is performed on the entire population. We will

refer to this case as design-based inference, since the only source of uncertainty arises from the randomness

in D(n). This perspective is often considered attractive in settings where it is difficult to conceptualize an
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appropriate sampling frame; Reichardt and Gollob (1999) provide further discussion.

In contrast, in a super-population analysis, the sample {(Yi(1), Yi(0), Xi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} is modeled as

being i.i.d. according to some probability distribution. Informally, we may view the distribution from which

the potential outcomes are drawn as summarizing an essentially infinite “super-population.”

To compare and contrast the super- and finite population paradigms, we present an analysis of the

difference-in-means estimator ∆̂n for the average treatment effect under both approaches, following the orig-

inal work of Neyman (1923), in a completely randomized experiment (as defined in Section 2). Our primary

takeaway will be that, in a sense to be made formal below, we can view the super-population paradigm as an

approximation to the finite-population paradigm in a regime where the sample size n is a vanishing fraction

of the total population size N . Consequently, we will show that in the super-population framework it is

possible to construct consistent variance estimators of Var[∆̂n], whereas this will often be impossible in the

finite-population framework. Instead, in the finite population framework we will explain how to construct

conservative variance estimators of Var[∆̂n]. Moreover, we will argue that consistent variance estimators

derived via a super-population analysis are often reasonable conservative variance estimators when viewed

through the lens of a finite-population analysis.

3.1 Finite population analysis of ∆̂n

First we consider a finite-population analysis. Recall that in this case we begin with {(yj(1), yj(0), xj) : 1 ≤

j ≤ N} which are fixed, non-random quantities that describe the outcomes (and covariates) of the entire

population of N units. Accordingly, in this case, the average treatment effect is defined as

∆fp
N =

1

N

∑
1≤j≤N

(yj(1)− yj(0)) .

We emphasize that in this framework the parameter of interest ∆fp
N is determined entirely by the values of

the potential outcomes from the N units in the population.

To analyze ∆̂n from a finite population perspective, it is often useful to re-frame the problem as a

problem of survey sampling from a finite population; re-framing the problem in this way allows us to employ

classical results from survey sampling (see, for instance, Cochran, 1977; Lehmann and Romano, 2022). In

Appendix B.1 we illustrate how this re-framing can be useful in deriving some “finite-N” properties of ∆̂n

(i.e., properties that hold for every finite population size N) in a completely randomized experiment. In

particular, there we show

E[∆̂n] = ∆fp
N ,

i.e., that ∆̂n is an unbiased estimator for ∆fp
N , and

Var[∆̂n] =
S2
1

n1
+

S2
0

n0
− S2

∆

N
, (2)
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where

S2
d =

1

N − 1

∑
1≤j≤N

(yj(d)− ȳN (d))
2

S2
∆ =

1

N − 1

∑
1≤j≤N

(
yj(1)− yj(0)−∆fp

N

)2
,

and ȳN (d) = 1
N

∑
1≤j≤N yN (d).

This expression for the variance of ∆̂n is fundamental to understanding why inference on ∆fp
N is generally

conservative in the finite population paradigm: note that S2
d , d ∈ {0, 1} are simply the variances for the

potential outcomes in the finite population, and we explain below how to construct estimators of these

quantities. To rule out degenerate situations, we henceforth assume that at least one of S2
d , d ∈ {0, 1} are

nonzero. The quantity S2
∆, however, is the variance of the unit-level treatment effects (yj(1)−yj(0) : 1 ≤ j ≤

N) in the finite population, and these are by definition never observed for a given unit. In settings where the

experiment size n is a non-trivial fraction of the population size N (for instance, in design-based inference

when n = N), this feature of the variance introduces an unavoidable roadblock for estimating Var[∆̂n]

consistently,1 and thus estimators of Var[∆̂n] will necessarily be conservative unless treatment effects are

constant (i.e., that yj(1)− yj(0) = ∆fp
N for every 1 ≤ j ≤ N). In cases where n is a vanishing fraction of N ,

however, we see that S2
∆/N becomes a negligible component of Var[∆̂n] as N gets large, in the sense that

in order to estimate Var[∆̂n] consistently it is sufficient to estimate only its first two terms consistently. As

we show in Section 3.2, this feature of Var[∆̂n] when n is a vanishing fraction of N will exactly mirror our

findings in the super-population analysis.

Before discussing estimation of Var[∆̂n] and related methods of inference for ∆fp
N , we document some

necessary “large-N” properties of ∆̂n in the finite population paradigm. In the finite population framework

we conceptualize our asymptotic approximations by imagining a sequence of increasingly larger populations

on which we perform our experiment. As a consequence, our large-N results will require some discipline on

how this sequence of ever larger populations evolve as a function of N . Under appropriate assumptions on

the sequence of populations, it can be shown that (see, e.g., Lehmann and Romano, 2022, Theorem 12.2.5)

∆̂n −∆fp
N√

Var[∆̂n]

d−→ N(0, 1) ,

as n → ∞ and N → ∞. Using this result, asymptotic inference on ∆fp
N is straightforward once we have

an estimator of Var[∆̂n]. Motivated by our decomposition in (2), a conservative variance estimator can be

constructed by simply estimating the following upper bound on Var[∆̂n]:

V obs
n =

S2
1

n1
+

S2
0

n0
,

1Here and throughout the rest of Section 3.1, consistency should be understood as saying that the ratio of the estimator to
the variance converges to one in probability.
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which implicitly sets S2
∆ to its lowest possible value of zero. From this expression we see that a consistent

estimator of V obs
n can be obtained by replacing S2

1 and S2
0 by their natural estimators. Equivalently, viewing

∆̂n as the estimator of the coefficient on Di obtained by the regression in (1), it can be shown that a

consistent estimator of V obs
n can simply be obtained from the resulting heteroskedasticity-robust variance

estimator (see, e.g., Angrist and Pischke, 2009, Chapter 8). An asymptotically valid 95%-confidence interval

for ∆fp
N can therefore be constructed as

Cn =
[
∆̂n − 1.96 · SE(∆̂n), ∆̂n + 1.96 · SE(∆̂n)

]
, (3)

where SE(∆̂n) is the robust standard error of the coefficient on Di obtained from the regression in (1).

Although Cn is a valid confidence interval, we emphasize that it is conservative in the sense that

P{∆fp
N ∈ Cn} → p ≥ 0.95 ,

as n,N → ∞, with equality only if n/N → 0 or S2
∆ = 0.

We conclude this section by considering the following natural follow-up question: could we develop

more precise methods of inference by constructing less conservative variance estimators of Var[∆̂n]? For

the example we just presented, this would amount to considering tighter lower bounds for S2
∆ which are

themselves consistently estimable. For instance, it follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality that

∑
1≤j≤N

(yj(1)− ȳN (1))(yj(0)− ȳN (0)) ≤

( ∑
1≤j≤N

(yj(1)− ȳN (1))2

)1/2( ∑
1≤j≤N

(yj(0)− ȳN (0))2

)1/2

,

which we can use to immediately verify the lower bound S2
∆ ≥ (S1 −S0)

2 ≥ 0. We thus obtain the following

improved upper bound on Var[∆̂n]:
S2
1

n1
+

S2
0

n0
− (S1 − S0)

2

N
,

which can be used to construct a less conservative estimator of Var[∆̂n]. In fact, it is possible to achieve

even tighter upper bounds by further exploiting the structure of S2
∆: see Aronow et al. (2014) for de-

tails. We emphasize, however, that although we will argue in Section 3.2 that inferences based on the

heteroskedasticity-robust standard error SE(∆̂n) as in (3) will be valid under either the super-population

or finite population paradigms, standard errors based on such improved upper bounds will generally be too

small, and thus invalid when viewed from a super-population perspective.

3.2 Super-population analysis of ∆̂n

Next, we repeat the above analysis within the super-population paradigm. Recall that in this case the

sample {(Yi(1), Yi(0), Xi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} is modeled as being i.i.d. according to some probability distribution.
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Accordingly, in this case the average treatment effect is defined as

∆ = E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)] ,

where the expectation is with respect to the distribution of the data.

We begin by documenting some finite-sample properties of the estimator ∆̂n in a completely randomized

experiment under the super-population framework, analogous to the properties derived in Section 3.1. Using

familiar properties of conditional expectations, we show in the appendix that

E[∆̂n] = E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)] = ∆ . (4)

We thus obtain that the estimator ∆̂n is also an unbiased estimator of average treatment effect in the super-

population paradigm. Following a similar line of reasoning using the properties of conditional variances, we

show in the appendix that

Var[∆̂n] =
Var[Yi(1)]

n1
+

Var[Yi(0)]

n0
. (5)

It is instructive to compare the limits of the variance expressions in (2) and (5). To ensure nondegenerate

limits, it is useful to scale the variances by n. By doing so, we see that the limit of the super-population

variance mirrors the limit of the finite-population variance in a regime where we sample a vanishing fraction

of the total population, i.e., n/N → 0.

Since the variance of the unit-level treatment effects does not appear in our expression for Var[∆̂n] in

(5), consistent variance estimation will be feasible in the super-population paradigm.

To discuss inference on ∆, we document some necessary large-sample properties of ∆̂n in the super-

population framework. Under the assumption that E[Y 2
i (d)] < ∞, it can be shown that

√
n(∆̂n −∆)

d−→ N(0, V cr) ,

as n → ∞, where

V cr =
Var[Yi(1)]

π
+

Var[Yi(0)]

1− π
, (6)

(see, for instance, Bugni et al., 2018). Using the above result, asymptotic inference on ∆ is straightforward

once we have an estimator of V cr. As in our discussion in Section 3.1, viewing ∆̂n as the estimator of the

coefficient on Di obtained by the regression in (1), it can be shown that a consistent estimator of V cr can

be obtained from the resulting heteroskedasticity-robust variance estimator. An asymptotically valid 95%-

confidence interval for ∆ is therefore once again given by Cn in (3). Moreover, since this variance estimator

is consistent, Cn has exact asymptotic coverage, that is

P{∆ ∈ Cn} → 0.95 ,
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as n → ∞.

The above discussion illustrates an important feature of super-population and finite population analy-

ses of randomized experiments: methods of inference developed in a super-population framework typically

immediately deliver conservative methods of inference from a finite population perspective. While the pre-

ceding discussion was limited to completely randomized experiments, in Appendix A.1, we show that this

feature holds much more generally under appropriate assumptions. With this in mind, the remainder of this

article will focus on illustrating some of the major themes in the analysis of randomized experiments from

the super-population perspective, but we will comment on any other important differences between these

two perspectives whenever they arise.

3.3 Further Reading

Most of the material in this section is by-now standard, and several textbook treatments exist at various

levels of formality: see in particular Imbens and Rubin (2015), Athey and Imbens (2017), and Lehmann

and Romano (2022). Li and Ding (2017) provide formal statements and proofs of finite population central

limit theorems. Harshaw et al. (2021) study a general method for constructing less conservative variance

estimators in the design-based paradigm.

4 Stratified Randomized Experiments

In this section, we outline some benefits of stratification and its consequences on subsequent experimental

analyses. In a stratified randomized experiment, individuals are first divided into groups (i.e., strata) sharing

similar values of their baseline covariates and then assigned to treatment so as to achieve “balance” across

the treatment and control groups: often, this amounts to simply performing complete randomization within

each stratum. A primary motivation for stratification, going back to the work of Fisher (1935), is to ensure

that the treatment and control groups are similar in the sample, in contrast to complete randomization which

can only ensure that this will be true in expectation. As we will show, this property of stratification can lead

to an increase in precision of the difference-in-means estimator ∆̂n relative to complete randomization, and

as a result subsequent inferences will be unnecessarily conservative unless this is taken into consideration.

In Section 4.1 we illustrate the benefits of stratification via a simple example. In Section 4.2 we discuss

inference in stratified randomized experiments, including inference with “small” strata.

4.1 Some Benefits of Stratification

We begin by illustrating the benefits of stratification via a simple example. Suppose we have an experimental

sample {(Yi(1), Yi(0), Xi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n}, where for now we assume Xi ∈ {0, 1} are binary variables, and for

convenience we assume n is even. Consider the following two treatment assignment mechanisms for D(n):
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1. Complete Randomization (CR): Treatment is completely randomized with π = 1
2 (see Section 2 for a

formal definition).

2. Stratified Block Randomization (SBR): Independently for each stratum (the sub-samples with Xi = 0

and Xi = 1), treatment is completely randomized with π = 1
2 .

Note that (SBR) as defined above uses the assignment proportion π = 1
2 in both strata. Although main-

taining a constant assignment proportion across all strata is the most common approach in practice, in

principle we could also consider using different assignment proportions in each stratum, and we comment

on the implications of doing so on subsequent analyses at the end of Section 4.2. Although both assignment

mechanisms (CR) and (SBR) assign exactly n/2 units to treatment, (CR) does not enforce that the compo-

sition of the treated group across Xi ∈ {0, 1} matches the composition in the total sample. For instance,

suppose n = 100, where 40 units have Xi = 0 and 60 units have Xi = 1. Figure 1 depicts one possible

assignment that could result from employing (CR) versus (SBR). Although (CR) guarantees that exactly 50

units are assigned to treatment, in this realization of the assignment, units with X = 0 are over-represented

in the treatment group. In contrast, (SBR) reproduces the composition in the overall sample in both the

treatment and control groups.

To formalize this intuition, we analyze two different notions of bias for the difference-in-means estimator

∆̂n under both designs. To simplify the exposition, in this section, we perform our analyses conditional

on the observable characteristics X(n) (although we emphasize that this does not materially change the

conclusions). To that end, we will temporarily switch our parameter of interest to

∆n(X
(n)) =

1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)|Xi] ,

which is the average effect of the treatment conditional on the covariates in the sample.

For the estimator ∆̂n, we define the ex-ante bias as

Biasante(X(n)) = E[∆̂n|X(n)]−∆n(X
(n)) ,

which averages over all possible realizations of the treatment assignments. This ex-ante bias measures the

average bias obtained by repeatedly running the experiment on the same realization of the covariates. In

contrast, we define the ex-post bias as the bias conditional on the realized treatment assignments:

Biaspost(X(n), D(n)) = E[∆̂n|X(n), D(n)]−∆n(X
(n)) .

First we compare the ex-ante biases generated by (CR) and (SBR). Note that the marginal treatment

probability of each unit satisfies E[Di|X(n)] = 1
2 under both designs, i.e., the conditional probability that

any given unit is assigned to treatment is one half. Combining this fact with the (conditional) exogeneity of
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Method of Randomization

Complete Stratified

40

30
treatment
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control

X = 0

60

20
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40
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X = 1
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treatment

20
control

60

30
treatment

30
control

Stratum

Figure 1: Assignment across treatment and control for one realization of (CR) vs (SBR)

treatment assignment, we obtain that

E[∆̂n|X(n)] = ∆n(X
(n)) ,

so that Biasante(X(n)) = 0 for both designs. To compare the ex-post biases generated by (CR) and (SBR),

consider the following decomposition:

Biaspost(X(n), D(n)) =
1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

(2Di − 1)E[Yi(1) + Yi(0)|Xi]

=
1

n
E[Yi(1) + Yi(0)|Xi = 1] · Imb(1) +

1

n
E[Yi(1) + Yi(0)|Xi = 0] · Imb(0) ,

where

Imb(x) = #{treated units with Xi = x} −#{untreated units with Xi = x}

is a measure of the imbalance of treatment status for each possible value of the covariate Xi. By construction,

(SBR) enforces that for any realization of D(n) it is the case that Imb(x) = 0. In contrast, as depicted

in Figure 1, this is not the case for (CR). As a consequence, it follows immediately that under (SBR),

Biaspost(X(n), D(n)) ≡ 0, whereas the ex-post bias under (CR) is not guaranteed to be identically zero unless

Xi is an irrelevant stratification variable in the sense that E[Yi(1)+Yi(0)|Xi = 1] = E[Yi(1)+Yi(0)|Xi = 0].

Next, we show that these properties of the ex-post bias have direct implications for the (ex-ante) variance

of ∆̂n under (CR) and (SBR). By the law of total variance:

Var[∆̂n|X(n)] = E[Var[∆̂n|X(n), D(n)]|X(n)] + Var[E[∆̂n|X(n), D(n)]|X(n)] .
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We show in the appendix that

E[Var[∆̂n|X(n), D(n)]|X(n)] =
2

n2

∑
1≤i≤n

(Var[Yi(1)|Xi] + Var[Yi(0)|Xi]) . (7)

As a result, E[Var[∆̂n|X(n), D(n)]|X(n)] doesn’t depend on the experimental design, and thus to compare

Var[∆̂n|X(n)] under (CR) and (SBR) it suffices to study

Var[E[∆̂n|X(n), D(n)]|X(n)] = E[Biaspost(X(n), D(n))2|X(n)] .

In words, comparing Var[∆̂n|X(n)] under (CR) versus (SBR) amounts to a comparison of the second moment

of the ex-post bias under both designs; because the ex-post bias is always zero under (SBR), the variance

of ∆̂n is always smaller under (SBR) than (CR). In the next section, we discuss the implications of this

increase in precision on subsequent inferences.

4.2 Inference in Stratified Experiments

In this section, we discuss the implications of stratification for inference on ∆. For now, suppose that Xi

takes a finite number of values in X = {1, 2, . . . , |X |}; this could be either because Xi is naturally discrete

(for instance, if Xi denotes whether or not an individual graduated college), or because the researcher has

discretized some continuous variables (for example, binning students by high or low test scores). In Section

4.2.1 we consider settings where units are stratified as finely as possible based on potentially continuous

covariates. To fix ideas, suppose the experiment was performed using stratified block randomization as

defined in Section 4.1: independently in each sub-sample Xi = x, treatment is completely randomized with

π ∈ (0, 1). Under appropriate assumptions, it can be shown that

√
n(∆̂n −∆)

d−→ N(0, V sbr) ,

where

V sbr =
Var[Yi(1)]

π
+

Var[Yi(0)]

1− π
− π(1− π)Var

[
E

[
Yi(1)

π
+

Yi(0)

1− π

∣∣∣Xi

]]
; (8)

see, for instance, Bugni et al. (2018). Comparing the variance V cr obtained from complete randomization

in (6) to V sbr, we see that V sbr ≤ V cr with equality only if X is an irrelevant stratification variable in the

sense that E
[
Yi(1)
π + Yi(0)

1−π

∣∣∣Xi

]
is constant; note that this is exactly the condition that guaranteed that the

ex-post bias of ∆̂n under complete randomization with π = 1/2 was zero in Section 4.1.

Recall that we argued in Section 3.2 that the heteroskedasticity-robust variance estimator from the

regression described in (1) is consistent for V cr under complete randomization. It can be shown that the

same holds under stratified block randomization, from which it follows that the robust variance estimator is

generally conservative for V sbr. In words, the robust variance estimator does not properly account for the
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gain in precision obtained by having performed stratification. How then could we conduct non-conservative

inference on ∆ in the presence of stratification? A straightforward option is to modify the variance estimator

of V sbr to account for the gain in precision. When the stratification variable X takes only a finite number

of values and there are at least two units in each of treatment and control, a simple solution is as follows:

first, using the law of total variance, we re-write V sbr as

V sbr = E

[
Var[Yi(1)|Xi]

π

]
+ E

[
Var[Yi(0)|Xi]

1− π

]
+Var[E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)|Xi]] .

Exploiting the discreteness in X, we can expand this as

V sbr =
∑
x∈X

p(x)

(
Var[Yi(1)|Xi = x]

π
+

Var[Yi(0)|Xi = x]

1− π

)
+
∑
x∈X

p(x) (E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)|Xi = x]−∆)
2
,

where p(x) = P{Xi = x}. From this expression it is clear how to construct a consistent estimator of V sbr

by simply replacing all of the unknown means and variances by their sample counterparts.

Let us briefly comment on the implications of the above discussion for design-based inference. Although

we argued at the end of Section 3.2 that, in general, consistent estimators for the super-population variance

immediately provide conservative estimators in the finite-population framework, it is worth mentioning that

in this case the estimator is potentially “excessively” conservative: indeed, from the design-based perspective,

it can be shown that a less conservative estimator is given by any consistent estimator of

∑
x∈X

n(x)

n

(
S2
1(x)

π
+

S2
0(x)

1− π

)
, (9)

where n(x) denotes the number of observations in stratum x and S2
d(x) for d ∈ {0, 1} are the population

variances of the potential outcomes in stratum x (see, for instance, Imbens and Rubin, 2015, for details).

Note that this expression mimics only the first component of V sbr; this is because the second component

arises from the random fluctuations in n(x)/n versus p(x), but these exactly coincide in a design-based

framework. However, because of this, consistent estimators of (9) are not guaranteed to be valid if we view

the sample as being drawn from a larger (finite or super-) population.

Finally, we conclude with a short discussion on settings in which the assignment proportions differ across

strata. This could arise, for instance, if the cost of treatment varies across different strata. We continue

to assume that treatment is assigned using stratified block randomization but we let π(x), the fraction of

units that are treated in stratum x ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,X}, differ across strata. Our first observation is that the

difference-in-means estimator is generally no longer consistent for ∆; intuitively, the experimental design

induces selection bias with respect to the stratification variable. Instead, we could consider the following

estimator which computes a weighted average of the stratum-specific difference-in-means estimators, with
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weights determined by the strata sizes:

∆̂sat
n =

∑
x∈X

n(x)

n
∆̂n(x) , (10)

where n(x) denotes the number of observations in stratum x and ∆̂n(x) denotes the difference-in-means

estimator computed in stratum x. This estimator is consistent, and moreover it can be shown that its

asymptotic variance is given by

∑
x∈X

p(x)

(
Var[Yi(1)|Xi = x]

π(x)
+

Var[Yi(0)|Xi = x]

1− π(x)

)
+
∑
x∈X

p(x) (E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)|Xi = x]−∆)
2
,

for which a consistent estimator can once again be constructed by taking sample analogs; see Bugni et al.

(2019) for details.

4.2.1 Variance Estimation with Small Strata

When X was discrete, a natural estimator of V sbr could be constructed by computing sample analogs of the

means and variances of the potential outcomes at the stratum level. If, however, Xi contains continuous

components and the experiment is “finely stratified” in such a way that there is only one treated or control

observation per stratum, then this logic breaks down. A leading example of when this occurs is with pair-

wise matching: in a matched pairs experiment, units are paired together based on their observed covariate

values and then treatment is assigned such that, in each pair, one unit is selected at random to receive

treatment and the other control. With only one observation per stratum with a given treatment, we cannot

estimate the stratum-level variances by simply taking sample analogs as proposed in the previous section. As

discussed in Klar and Donner (1997), this added challenge to variance estimation has often been perceived

as a fundamental analytical limitation of matched-pair designs. In this section, we briefly illustrate how the

variance of ∆̂n can still be consistently estimated by using a “collapsed-strata” estimator in the spirit of

Hansen et al. (1953).

To streamline the exposition, in what follows we focus only on the setting where π = 1
2 and units

are matched into pairs. First, note that it can be shown under appropriate assumptions that, even with

small strata, the limiting variance of ∆̂n is still given by (8) (see, for instance, Bai et al., 2022). The

unconditional variances Var[Yi(1)] and Var[Yi(0)] in (8) are consistently estimable using their sample coun-

terparts. We thus focus on estimating the last term on the right-hand side of (8), which in this case is

(1/2)Var[E[Yi(1) + Yi(0)|Xi]]. To that end, note that by elementary properties of the variance and the law

of iterated expectations,

Var[E[Yi(1) + Yi(0)|Xi]] = E[E[Yi(1) + Yi(0)|Xi]
2]− E[Yi(1) + Yi(0)]

2 .

The second term on the right-hand side is again unconditional and thus easy to estimate using a sample
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analog. Therefore, it suffices to consistently estimate

E[E[Yi(1) + Yi(0)|Xi]
2] . (11)

Intuitively, to estimate this last quantity we would want independent variation in Yi(1) and Yi(0) for each

given value of Xi. Let us suppose for a moment that we did in fact have two pairs of units {Y1, Y2} and

{Y3, Y4} sharing the same value of X. In each pair, there is exactly one treated and control observation per

stratum. It follows that that Y1 + Y2 and Y3 + Y4 both share the same conditional mean E[Y (1) + Y (0)|X].

Moreover, across pairs, the outcomes are (conditionally) independent. As a consequence, we might conjecture

that (Y1 +Y2)(Y3 +Y4) could be used to construct an estimator for (11). Of course in practice, this scenario

is not realistic, as units which are paired together will typically not share the same value of X. If, however,

matching is performed so that we expect pairs and “adjacent” pairs to have similar characteristics, then this

intuition can be formalized to construct a consistent variance estimator for (11), and thus it is possible to

construct a consistent estimator of V sbr even with “small” strata; for a formal exposition of this idea, see

Bai et al. (2022, 2024b).

4.3 Further Reading

The exposition in Section 4.1 is most closely inspired by Bai (2022), who establishes the finite-sample

optimality of certain matched-pair designs. Much of the discussion in Section 4.2 comes from Bugni et al.

(2018), who study inference for covariate-adaptive randomization when the treated fraction is constant across

strata; Bugni et al. (2019) extends the analysis to settings with multiple treatments and where the treatment

proportions are allowed to differ across strata. Bai et al. (2022) studies inference for matched pair designs

and develops the estimation strategy discussed in Section 4.2.1. Cytrynbaum (2023b) generalizes these

estimation and inference procedures beyond pair-matching and jointly analyzes the stratification problem

combined with the problem of selecting a representative sample based on covariates. Bai et al. (2024b)

generalizes Bai et al. (2022) to settings with multiple treatments. Pashley and Miratrix (2021) provide an

overview of design-based analyses of stratified experiments.

5 Regression Adjustment in Randomized Experiments

In this section, we consider the role of regression adjustment using baseline covariates in the analysis of

randomized experiments. A primary motivation for regression adjustment is that it hopefully improves

estimation precision in settings where the covariates are correlated with the experimental outcome. This

practice has, however, often come under scrutiny. An influential paper of Freedman (2008), for instance,

points out that standard linear regression adjustment only guarantees a gain in precision under strong

assumptions, and concludes that in general “[...] randomization does not justify the assumptions behind
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the OLS model.” In Section 5.1 we review part of Freedman’s critique, present a resolution popularized

by Lin (2013), and briefly discuss some implications for inference. In Section 5.2 we explain how Lin’s

resolution is a special case of an estimation procedure based on the doubly-robust moment condition of

the average treatment effect, and show how this perspective leads to more general regression adjustment

strategies beyond linear adjustment.

5.1 Linear Regression Adjustment in a Completely Randomized Experiment

We revisit the setting of a completely randomized experiment with π ∈ (0, 1). In particular, we assume

that treatment assignment is independent of the outcomes and the baseline covariates; we briefly comment

on settings where the treatment assignment may itself depend on the baseline covariates (for instance, in a

stratified randomized experiment) in Section 5.1.1 and provide further references in Section 5.3. To begin,

recall from (1) that the unadjusted difference-in-means estimator can be described as the OLS estimator of

the coefficient on Di in a linear regression of Yi on a constant and Di. A natural starting point for regression

adjustment is then to instead consider the OLS estimator of the coefficient on Di in a linear regression of Yi

on a constant, Di, and the covariates Xi:

regress Yi on constant +Di +Xi . (12)

Let β̃n be the resulting estimator of the coefficient on Di from the above regression, and let γ̃n be the

resulting estimator of the coefficient on Xi. We emphasize here that we do not view the regression in (12) as

describing the true data generating process for the outcomes Yi, but treat this simply as the description of

an estimation procedure. Since the experimental assignment guarantees that D and X are independent, it

is not surprising given standard regression logic that β̃n remains consistent for the average treatment effect

∆. One might expect further that β̃n is more efficient than the simple difference-in-means if Xi is correlated

with the experimental outcomes. It can be shown, however, that β̃n is asymptotically normal with variance

given by (see, for instance, Negi and Wooldridge, 2021; Ma et al., 2022)

V pool = V cr − 1

π(1− π)
γ′ΣXγ +

2(2π − 1)

π(1− π)
γ′ΣX(γ(1)− γ(0)) ,

where γ denotes the probability limit of γ̃n, ΣX denotes the covariance matrix of Xi, and γ(d) is the

probability limit of the coefficient on Xi in a linear regression of the potential outcome Yi(d) on a constant

and Xi. Note that the second term in this expression is always weakly negative, and is strictly negative

whenever the covariates are correlated with the outcomes in the sense that γ′ΣXγ > 0. However, the sign

of the third term in the variance is ambiguous, and as a result, there is no guarantee that V pool is smaller

than V cr in general. Note that the third term of V pool is zero in the special cases where either π = 1/2

or γ(1) = γ(0), so that in these cases we can in fact conclude that V pool ≤ V cr. In words, regression

adjustment based on the regression in (12) is not guaranteed to improve precision in general, but (weakly)
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improves precision in the special cases where assignment is equal between treatment and control, or treatment

effects are sufficiently homogeneous, e.g., if treatment effects are constant such that Yi(1)− Yi(0) = ∆.

The difficulty with estimation based on (12) is that the regression pools together the observations under

both treatment and control when estimating the relationship between the outcome and the covariates. To

explain how this could be resolved, we first review the classical problem of estimation of a population mean

using regression (see, for example, Cochran, 1977). Let us suppose for a moment that Yi(d) and E[Xi] were

observed, and suppose we wished to estimate E[Yi(d)] using one of the following two regressions:

regress Yi(d) on constant (13)

regress Yi(d) on constant + (Xi − E[Xi]) . (14)

Let α̂
(1)
n be the resulting estimator of the coefficient on the constant from the regression in (13), and let α̂

(2)
n

and γ̂
(2)
n be the resulting estimators of the coefficient on the constant and the coefficient on (Xi − E[Xi])

from the regression in (14). We then obtain from elementary properties of regression that

α̂(1)
n =

1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

Yi(d) ,

and

α̂(2)
n =

1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

Yi(d)− γ̂(2)
n

 1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

(Xi − E[Xi])

 .

It follows that both α̂1 and α̂2 are consistent estimators of E[Yi(d)] (note here that it was important that

we de-meaned the observable characteristics Xi), and that both are asymptotically normal with variances

given by Var[Yi(d)] and

Var[Yi(d)]−
Cov[Yi(d), X]2

Var[X]
,

respectively. We thus see immediately that α̂
(2)
n is a more precise estimator of E[Yi(d)] whenever the covari-

ates Xi are correlated with the outcome Yi(d).

Lin (2013) leverages this insight for the purpose of estimating the average treatment effect in a completely

randomized experiment by effectively implementing the regression (14) in each of the subsamples Di = d for

d ∈ {0, 1}, and then taking the difference of the results. This procedure can be operationalized by estimating

a linear regression model with an additional interaction term between D and X:

regress Yi on constant +Di +Xi +Di(Xi − X̄n) . (15)

Let β̂n be the resulting estimator of the coefficient on Di from the above regression. It can then be shown

that β̂n is a consistent and asymptotically normal estimator of ∆ and that its asymptotic variance V sat
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satisfies V sat − V cr ≤ 0, with equality if and only if

Cov

[
Yi(1)

π
+

Yi(0)

1− π
,Xi

]
= 0 (16)

(see, for instance, Negi and Wooldridge, 2021; Ma et al., 2022). From this we can see that regression based

on (15) always weakly improves precision regardless of the value of π, and we should expect that it strictly

improves precision whenever the potential outcomes are correlated with the baseline covariates (outside

of pathological cases). Further note that (16) holds if E
[
Yi(1)
π + Yi(0)

1−π

∣∣∣Xi

]
is constant; this is exactly the

condition that guaranteed that Xi is an irrelevant stratification variable in Section 4. From this we can

conclude that if Xi is an irrelevant variable for stratification, then we cannot increase estimation efficiency

through adjusting for Xi either. We further explore the relationship between stratification and regression

adjustment at the end of Section 5.2.

We conclude this section by noting that the above analysis suggests that, when π = 1/2, regression

adjustment based on (12) may be preferred to adjustment based on (15); in this case both estimators have

the same asymptotic variance and (12) involves the estimation of fewer parameters. We caution, however,

that this conclusion is very specific to the case of a binary treatment, and that strategies based on interacted

models tend to generalize more broadly beyond the special case we considered here.

5.1.1 Inference on ∆ when using Linear Regression Adjustment: Some Caveats

We briefly discuss some complications surrounding inference on ∆ based on the regressions (12) and (15)

under complete randomization, and mention some related complications when generalizing beyond complete

randomization. Recall that in Section 3 we explained that the robust variance estimator obtained from the

regression in (1) is consistent for the asymptotic variance of the difference-in-means estimator ∆̂n. A natural

follow-up question is then whether or not the robust variance estimators obtained from the regressions (12)

and (15) are consistent for (or at least an upper bound on) the asymptotic variances of β̃n and β̂n, respectively.

In the case of the regression in (12), the answer is yes: the robust variance estimator is consistent. In the

case of the regression in (15), however, the answer is no whenever we view the sample as being drawn from

a larger (finite or super-) population. The issue here is similar to our discussion surrounding consistent

estimators of the variance when studying stratified randomized experiments in Section 4.2. In particular,

note that the regression in (15) involves a de-meaning of the baseline covariates, and when we view the

sample as being drawn from a larger population, the random fluctuations in X̄n versus E[Xi] need to be

taken into consideration. As a result, the robust variance estimator obtained from regression (15) is not

guaranteed to be valid outside of the design-based framework (in which case X̄n is non-random). With this

in mind, one simple solution discussed in Negi and Wooldridge (2021) is to instead use the built-in teffects

ra command in Stata for inference.

When moving beyond complete randomization to settings with stratified assignment, the complications
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become more subtle. When stratification is based on a finite number of discrete categories, an easy solution is

to perform regression adjustment in each stratum separately and then aggregate the stratum-level estimates;

we provide relevant references for this and more complicated settings involving stratification in Section 5.3.

5.2 Double Robustness and General Regression Adjustments

In this section, we explain how Lin’s interacted regression (15) is a special case of a more general class of

estimators based on a doubly-robust moment function. To simplify the exposition we once again assume

that treatment is completely randomized with treated fraction π ∈ (0, 1). Note that because the treatments

are independent of the potential outcomes and covariates, the probability of assignment of any individual i

satisfies P{Di = 1|Xi = x} ≡ π. Moreover, it follows that the treatments are independent of the potential

outcomes conditional on the covariates.

Consider the parameter ∆0 defined by the following moment equation:

E

[
Di(Yi − µ̃1(Xi))

π
− (1−Di)(Yi − µ̃0(Xi))

1− π
+ µ̃1(Xi)− µ̃0(Xi)−∆0

]
= 0 , (17)

where µ̃1(x), µ̃0(x) are arbitrary researcher-defined functions of x which we call the “working models” for

the conditional expectations E[Yi(1)|Xi = x] and E[Yi(0)|Xi = x]. Note that

E

[
Di(Yi − µ̃1(Xi))

π
+ µ̃1(Xi)

]
= E

[
DiYi(1)

π
− Diµ̃1(Xi)

π
+ µ̃1(Xi)

]
= E

[
E

[
DiYi(1)

π

∣∣∣∣Xi

]
− E[Di|Xi]µ̃1(Xi)

π
+ µ̃1(Xi)

]
= E

[
πE[Yi(1)|Xi]

π
− πµ̃1(Xi)

π
+ µ̃1(Xi)

]
= E[Yi(1)] .

Combining this with a similar argument for the other two symmetric terms in (17), it follows that the solution

to (17) is ∆0 = ∆ for any choice of working models µ̃1(·) and µ̃0(·). Equation (17) is the famous “doubly-

robust” moment equation for the ATE due to Robins et al. (1995).2 Since π is known in a randomized

experiment by construction, estimators based on taking a sample analog of (17) will be consistent for ∆

regardless of the choice of µ̃1(·) and µ̃0(·). In this way, we obtain the well-known augmented inverse-

propensity weighted (AIPW) estimator of ∆:

∆̂AIPW
n =

1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

(Di(Yi − µ̂1,n(Xi))

π
− (1−Di)(Yi − µ̂0,n(Xi))

1− π
+ µ̂1,n(Xi)− µ̂0,n(Xi)

)
, (18)

where µ̂1,n(·) and µ̂0,n(·) are consistent estimators of the working models. ∆̂AIPW
n can recover a wide range of

2The term “doubly-robust” is due to the fact that, if conversely µ̃1(x) = E[Yi(1)|Xi = x] and µ̃0(x) = E[Yi(0)|Xi = x],
equation (17) still identifies ∆ even if π ̸= P{Di = 1|Xi = x}.
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covariate-adjusted estimators of ∆ by specifying different choices of µ̃1(·) and µ̃0(·) and their corresponding

estimators. For instance, if we set µ̂1,n(·) = µ̂0,n(·) = 0 then we recover the difference-in-means estimator

∆̂n. Alternatively, if we let γ̂n(d) be the OLS estimator of the coefficient on Xi in a regression of Yi on a

constant and Xi for observations with Di = d, and set

µ̂d,n(Xi) = (Xi − X̄n)
′γ̂n(d) ,

for d ∈ {0, 1}, then ∆̂AIPW
n recovers Lin’s interacted linear regression estimator (15).

If µ̂1,n(·) and µ̂0,n(·) are appropriately chosen non-parametric estimators of the true conditional mean

functions E[Yi(1)|Xi = x] and E[Yi(0)|Xi = x], then ∆̂AIPW
n becomes a non-parametric regression-adjusted

estimator of the average treatment effect. Under appropriate assumptions, it can be shown that ∆̂AIPW
n is

asymptotically normal with variance given by

V ∗ = E

[
Var[Yi(1)|Xi]

π

]
+ E

[
Var[Yi(0)|Xi]

1− π

]
+Var[E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)|Xi]] ,

see Tu et al. (2023), Rafi (2023) for details. Importantly, this variance is the efficient variance for estimating

∆ using a randomized experiment when the probability of assignment is exogenously constrained to be π

(see Armstrong, 2022; Rafi, 2023; Bai et al., 2023d).

Note that V ∗ coincides exactly with the asymptotic variance V sbr obtained when using the unadjusted

estimator ∆̂n in a finely stratified randomized experiment with “small” strata (see Section 4.2.1). We have

thus demonstrated two alternative methods for achieving the efficient variance V ∗ when estimating ∆ via a

randomized experiment:

1. Assign treatment using complete randomization and estimate ∆ using ∆̂AIPW
n with suitable non-

parametric estimators µ̂d,n(·) of the conditional means E[Yi(d)|Xi].

2. Assign treatment using “fine stratification” (for instance, if π = 1/2 this could be a matched pairs

design as described in Section 4.2.1) and estimate ∆ using ∆̂n.

This demonstrates that experiments which assign treatment using fine stratification effectively perform non-

parametric regression adjustment “by design”; this feature of finely stratified experiments is further explored

in Cytrynbaum (2023b) and Bai et al. (2023d).

5.3 Further Reading

The exposition in Section 5.1 closely follows Negi and Wooldridge (2021) and Ma et al. (2022), although

some of their expressions have been modified so that they could be more easily related to Sections 3 and

4 of this paper. The use of doubly-robust estimators for regression adjustment in randomized experiments
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goes back at least to the work of Tsiatis et al. (2008); Tu et al. (2023) and Rafi (2023) extend these results

to general stratified experiments with finitely many strata. Bai et al. (2023b) and Cytrynbaum (2023a)

consider regression adjustment in settings with “small” strata, in the sense of Section 4.2.1. Wang et al.

(2023) study regression adjustment for general parameters defined by estimating equations. Recent work on

design-based analyses of regression adjusted estimators can be found in Aronow and Middleton (2013), Wu

and Gagnon-Bartsch (2018), Liu et al. (2021), Chang (2023), Chiang et al. (2023).

6 The Analysis of Cluster Randomized Experiments

Until now, our focus has been on experiments where treatment is assigned at the individual level and

each individual’s outcome depends only on their own treatment. In this section, we consider randomized

experiments where treatment is assigned at an aggregated level which we call a cluster : for example, when

evaluating an educational intervention we may observe outcomes at the student-level, but assign treatment

at the school-level, so that every student in the school receives the same treatment. There are two common

explanations for why a researcher would consider cluster-level assignment as opposed to individual-level

assignment: first, there could be logistical constraints on the experiment that require that every individual

in a cluster receives the same treatment. Second, we may be concerned that there is treatment interference,

i.e., the treatment statuses of individuals in a cluster may affect the outcomes of others. In Section 6.1 we

introduce the framework and define some relevant analogs to the average treatment effect in this setting.

In Section 6.2, we discuss inference in cluster randomized experiments under complete randomization and

stratified block randomization.

6.1 Defining Average Treatment Effects in Cluster Randomized Experiments

To accommodate cluster-level assignment, we first modify our notation relative to what we have considered

thus far. Let Yi,g denote the observed outcome of the ith unit in the gth cluster, Dg denote an indicator

for whether or not the gth cluster is treated, and Ng the size of the gth cluster. Further denote by Yi,g(1)

the potential outcome of the ith unit in the gth cluster if the cluster is treated and by Yi,g(0) the potential

outcome of the ith unit in the gth cluster if not treated. As usual, the observed outcome and potential

outcomes are related to treatment assignment by the relationship

Yi,g = Yi,g(1)Dg + Yi,g(0)(1−Dg) .

In practice it is sometimes the case that the researcher does not sample all of the units in a given cluster.

To allow for this possibility, define Mg to be the subset of {1, . . . , Ng} corresponding to the observations

within the gth cluster that are sampled by the researcher. For example, in the event that all observations in

a cluster are sampled, Mg = {1, . . . , Ng} and |Mg| = Ng.
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With this updated notation, our sampling framework models

{((Yi,g(1), Yi,g(0) : 1 ≤ i ≤ Ng),Mg, Zg, Ng) : 1 ≤ g ≤ G} ,

as a collection ofG independent and identically distributed draws from a distribution of clusters. Importantly,

we note here that the cluster sizes Ng are modeled as random variables which are potentially related to the

potential outcomes. In this framework, we introduce two natural parameters that arise as generalizations of

the average treatment effect ∆ which we focused on in earlier sections. These parameters differ in the way

they aggregate, or average, the individual level treatment effects.

Both parameters of interest we consider can be written as weighted averages of the cluster-level average

treatment effects:

E

ωg

 1

Ng

∑
1≤i≤Ng

(Yi,g(1)− Yi,g(0))

 ,

for different choices of (possibly random) weights ωg satisfying E[ωg] = 1. The first parameter of interest

corresponds to the choice of ωg = 1, thus weighting the average effect of the treatment across clusters equally:

∆eq := E

 1

Ng

∑
1≤i≤Ng

(Yi,g(1)− Yi,g(0))

 .

We refer to this quantity as the equally-weighted cluster-level average treatment effect. Since ∆eq assigns

an equal weight to each cluster regardless of size, it can be thought of as the average treatment effect where

the clusters themselves are the units of interest. The second parameter of interest corresponds to the choice

of ωg = Ng/E[Ng], thus weighting the average effect of the treatment across clusters in proportion to their

size:

∆size := E

 1

E[Ng]

∑
1≤i≤Ng

(Yi,g(1)− Yi,g(0))

 .

We refer to this quantity as the size-weighted cluster-level average treatment effect. Since ∆size assigns

a weight proportional to each cluster’s size, it can be thought of as the average treatment effect where

individuals are the units of interest.

Note that in empirical settings with treatment effect heterogeneity (so that Yi,g(1)− Yi,g(0) is random)

and cluster-size heterogeneity, we should expect that ∆eq and ∆size are indeed distinct parameters with

differing policy interpretations. For instance, suppose the experiment studies the effect of an educational

intervention on students’ reading level. If the policy-maker is interested in raising the average reading level

across all students, then the magnitude of ∆size is the relevant parameter. If, on the other hand, the policy-

maker has concerns about raising the average reading level across all schools, then the magnitude of ∆eq

would also be important to consider.
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6.2 Inference in Cluster Randomized Experiments

In this section, we study estimation and inference on ∆eq and ∆size. We begin with the setting of a

completely randomized experiment; note that in the context of a cluster randomized experiment this means

that a fraction π ∈ (0, 1) of clusters is assigned to treatment and the rest to control.

We begin by first studying the probability limit of the difference-in-means estimator obtained from a

regression of the individual-level outcomes Yi,g on a constant and the cluster-level treatment Dg. With our

new notation, this is given by

∆̂G :=

∑
1≤g≤G

∑
i∈Mg

Yi,gDg∑
1≤g≤G |Mg|Dg

−
∑

1≤g≤G

∑
i∈Mg

Yi,g(1−Dg)∑
1≤g≤G |Mg|(1−Dg)

.

It can be shown under appropriate assumptions that

∆̂G
P→ E

 1

E[|Mg|]
∑

i∈Mg

(Yi,g(1)− Yi,g(0))

 =: ϑ ,

as G → ∞; see Bugni et al. (2022) for details. This parameter corresponds to a sample-weighted cluster-level

average treatment effect and in general does not coincide with either ∆eq or ∆size. Of course, in some special

cases, ϑ does coincide with ∆eq or ∆size. For instance, if we sample the same number of observations in

every cluster, then ϑ coincides with ∆eq. If instead we sample observations proportionally to the size of each

cluster, then ϑ coincides with ∆size.

In order to do inference on ∆eq and ∆size regardless of the specific choice of sampling design, we now

present estimators which are consistent for these parameters more generally. In the case of ∆eq, we consider

the following difference-in-means estimator computed on the cluster-average outcomes:

∆̂eq
G :=

∑
1≤g≤G ȲgDg∑
1≤g≤G Dg

−
∑

1≤g≤G Ȳg(1−Dg)∑
1≤g≤G(1−Dg)

,

where Ȳg = 1
|Mg|

∑
i∈Mg

Yi,g. Note that ∆̂eq
G may be obtained as the estimator of the coefficient on Dg from

the following regression:

regress Ȳg on constant +Dg ; (19)

as such, it is exactly the difference-in-means estimator obtained from viewing the clusters as the experimental

units of interest, with outcomes defined by their cluster averages. Under appropriate assumptions it can be

shown that
√
G(∆̂eq

G −∆eq)
d→ N(0, V eq) ,

as G → ∞, where

V eq =
Var[Ȳg(1)]

π
+

Var[Ȳg(0)]

1− π
,
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with Ȳg(d) =
1

|Mg|
∑

i∈Mg
Yi,g(d) (see Bugni et al., 2022, for details). We thus obtain that ∆̂eq

G is a consistent

and asymptotically normal estimator of ∆eq with asymptotic variance which exactly mirrors the asymptotic

variance V cr obtained in Section 3.2, but with the individual level outcomes Yi(d) replaced with the cluster-

level average outcomes Ȳg(d). It is therefore not surprising that a consistent estimator of V eq can be

obtained from the resulting heteroskedasticity-robust variance estimator of the regression in (19). More

generally, when studying ∆eq in a cluster randomized experiment, all of the tools introduced in Sections 3–5

can be applied by simply studying the experiment as if the clusters were individuals with outcomes given by

the cluster averages Ȳg.

In the case of ∆size, we consider the following cluster size weighted difference-in-means estimator:

∆̂size
G =

∑
1≤g≤G ȲgNgDg∑
1≤g≤G NgDg

−
∑

1≤g≤G ȲgNg(1−Dg)∑
1≤g≤G Ng(1−Dg)

,

Note that ∆̂size
G may be obtained as the estimator of the coefficient on Dg in the following weighted least

squares regression:

regress Yi,g on constant +Dg using weights Ng/|Mg| . (20)

Under appropriate assumptions it can be shown that

√
G(∆̂size

G −∆size)
d→ N(0, V size) ,

as G → ∞, where

V size :=
Var[Ỹg(1)]

π
+

Var[Ỹg(0)]

1− π
,

with

Ỹg(d) :=
Ng

E[Ng]

(
Ȳg(d)−

E[Ȳg(d)Ng]

E[Ng]

)
,

see Bugni et al. (2022) for details. We thus obtain that ∆̂size
G is a consistent and asymptotically normal

estimator of ∆size with asymptotic variance which again mirrors V cr, but now with the individual-level

outcomes Yi(d) replaced with the re-scaled cluster-level outcomes Ỹg(d). It turns out that in this case, a

consistent estimator of V size can be obtained from the regression (20) by computing the resulting cluster-

robust variance estimator. Equivalently, it is straightforward to construct a sample analog estimator of V size

where the infeasible re-scaled outcomes Ỹg(d) are replaced by feasible analogs:

Ŷg :=
Ng

1
G

∑
1≤j≤G Nj

(
Ȳg −

1
G

∑
1≤j≤G ȲjI{Dj = Dg}Nj

1
G

∑
1≤j≤G I{Dj = Dg}Nj

)
.

We find this latter approach particularly useful when moving beyond completely randomized experiments to

settings with stratification: for example, under stratified block randomization, the limiting variance of ∆̂size
G
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equals

Var[Ỹg(1)]

π
+

Var[Ỹg(0)]

1− π
− π(1− π)Var

[
E

[
Ỹg(1)

π
+

Ỹg(0)

1− π

∣∣∣Xg

]]
,

whereXg denotes the variables used in stratification (see Bugni et al., 2022; Bai et al., 2023c, for details). This

variance mirrors the variance V sbr for individual-level stratified experiments defined in (8), and therefore

similar inference procedures apply to cluster randomized experiments by modifying the individual-level

outcomes to suitable cluster-level counterparts such as Ŷg.

6.3 Further Reading

The material in this section is most closely related to Bugni et al. (2022) and Bai et al. (2023c). Donner

and Klar (2000) contains a textbook treatment of early work in cluster randomized experiments. Su and

Ding (2021) and Wang et al. (2024) study regression adjustment for cluster randomized experiments without

stratification (Bugni et al. (2022) and Bai et al. (2023c) discuss extensions of these results to settings

with stratification). Other recent work on cluster randomized experiments (mostly from a design-based

perspective) includes Imai et al. (2009), Schochet (2013), Middleton and Aronow (2015), Schochet et al.

(2021), de Chaisemartin and Ramirez-Cuellar (2024).

7 Other Topics

7.1 Treatment Effect Heterogeneity and Quantile Treatment Effects

This article focused exclusively on estimation and inference of the unconditional average treatment effect.

Recent work on the analysis of randomized experiments has studied inference for quantile treatment effects:

see in particular Zhang and Zheng (2020), Jiang et al. (2021), and Jiang et al. (2023). We may also be

interested in heterogeneity of the average treatment effect as a function of the observable characteristics

(i.e., the conditional average treatment effect, or CATE). Although estimation and inference on the CATE

has been an extremely active area of research in causal inference more broadly (see, for instance, Kennedy,

2023, for an in-depth discussion and further references), to our knowledge almost all of this work maintains

the assumption that treatment assignment is independent and identically distributed across individuals;

this precludes, for instance, stratified block randomization or pair matching. One exception is Zhang and

Ma (2023), who present tests for treatment-covariate interactions and study their properties under general

covariate-adaptive stratified randomization schemes.
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7.2 Re-randomization

Re-randomization is a method of experimental assignment which, in a similar spirit to stratification, is

intended to enforce “balance” in the covariate distributions between treatment and control groups. In a

standard re-randomization procedure, researchers specify a balance criterion for the covariate values and

then repeatedly generate assignments using a completely randomized design until an assignment is found

which achieves an acceptable covariate distribution according to the balance criterion. An excellent historical

summary is given in Morgan and Rubin (2012). Similarly to stratification, re-randomization leads to an

increase in precision relative to complete randomization, and as a result inferences will be unnecessarily

conservative unless this is taken into consideration. However, unlike with stratification, where correcting this

issue usually amounts to simply modifying the standard errors, corrected inferences for re-randomization are

sometimes further complicated by the fact that the limiting distribution of the difference-in-means estimator

is not asymptotically normal. For an in-depth theoretical discussion of re-randomization, see Li et al. (2018),

Li et al. (2020), Zhao and Ding (2021b), Lu et al. (2023), Branson et al. (2024), and Cytrynbaum (2024).

7.3 Multiple Testing

Our discussion has so far mostly focused on inference about a single parameter of interest, namely the average

effect of a binary treatment on an outcome of interest. In many experiments, however, there may be many

parameters of interest: there may be multiple treatments, and so it may be of interest to compare the average

effect of each of these treatments with the control or with each other; there may be multiple outcomes of

interest, and so it may be of interest to examine these effects for each of these outcomes of interest; finally,

there may be multiple subgroups of interest (defined by observed, baseline characteristics, as in Section 7.1),

and so it may be of interest to examine these effects separately for these different subgroups. In many cases,

the methods described previously can be modified in a straightforward fashion for inference about any one

of these parameters, but it is often of interest to examine at least some subset of them simultaneously in

order to determine, e.g., which of the parameters are equal to zero or not. This naturally leads to a problem

of testing multiple null hypotheses simultaneously. If one were to test each of these null hypotheses in the

usual way (i.e., ensuring that the probability of Type I error is controlled adequately for each null hypothesis

separately), then the probability of some false rejection across all of the null hypotheses may be quite high.

A conventional solution to this problem is to require control of the familywise erorr rate – the probability

of any false rejection across all of the null hypotheses under consideration. Methods for this problem for

experiments in which treatment status is assigned in an i.i.d. fashion across units are developed in List et al.

(2019, 2023); see also Lee and Shaikh (2014). A very complicated treatment assignment scheme that arises

in the context of a well known experiment in the early childhood education literature is treated in Heckman

et al. (2024). These results build upon general results in the multiple testing literature described in Romano

and Wolf (2005, 2010). In some cases, especially when the number of null hypotheses under consideration is

very large, it may be desirable to consider error rates that penalize false rejections less severely, such as the

26



k familywise error rate (defined as the probability of k or more false rejections), the (tail probability of) the

false discovery proportion (defined as the fraction of total rejections that are false), or the false discovery

rate (defined as the expected value of the false discovery proportion). Some relevant results for the control

of such error rates are described in Romano and Wolf (2010); see also Romano and Wolf (2007) and Romano

et al. (2008).

7.4 Imperfect Compliance and Attrition

Even the most well designed experiments encounter challenges that can complicate subsequent analyses.

Two common issues that arise in practice are imperfect compliance and attrition.

Imperfect compliance arises when units assigned to the treatment group end up not taking up treatment,

and/or units assigned to the control group manage to obtain the treatment. Of course, if researchers are

simply interested in the effect of the assignment to treatment as opposed to the true receipt of the treatment

(i.e., the intention-to-treat estimand), then everything we have discussed thus far applies directly. However,

if the decision to comply with the treatment is not exogenous but is instead determined by the unobserved

characteristics of the units, then the experiment no longer point identifies the causal effect of the true

receipt of treatment on the outcome (i.e., the average treatment effect). Most recent work on the analysis

of randomized experiments with imperfect compliance has adopted the framework of Imbens and Angrist

(1994), where treatment assignment is used an an instrument for the receipt of the treatment and the primary

focus is on the so-called “local” average treatment effect (i.e., the average treatment effect for those units

who comply with the treatment assignment): see, in particular, Ansel et al. (2018), Bugni and Gao (2023),

Ren (2023), and Bai et al. (2023a). Alternatively, a similar instrumental variables strategy could be used

to partially identify the average treatment effect: see Manski (1990), Balke and Pearl (1997), Bhattacharya

et al. (2008), Bhattacharya et al. (2012), Machado et al. (2019), Bugni et al. (2024).

Attrition arises when outcomes are not observed for some subset of the experimental units. This situation

could arise, for instance, if researchers lose track of subjects in the experiment. As with imperfect compliance,

if the decision for the unit to drop out of the experiment is not exogenous, but is instead determined by

their unobserved characteristics, then the experiment no longer point identifies the average treatment effect.

Standard resolutions to this issue include modelling the selection process (as in Heckman, 1979) or partial

identification (as in Horowitz and Manski, 2000). A textbook treatment on the analysis of randomized

experiments with attrition is given in Gerber and Green (2012), and DiNardo et al. (2006) review different

methods for dealing with attrition within the context of the Moving to Opportunity (MTO) experiment.

Ghanem et al. (2023) develop a test for attrition bias in randomized experiments. Fukumoto (2022) and Bai

et al. (2024a) study the problem of attrition in the setting of matched pair experiments, and revisit common

recommendations about whether or not to drop pairs with an attrited unit.
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7.5 Network Experiments and Experiments with Interference

Other than in Section 6, we have so far maintained that each individual’s outcome depends on only their own

treatment. A rapidly growing literature considers the analysis of experiments in the presence of interference,

i.e., that the outcome of a given individual in the experiment may be affected by the treatment statuses

of others (see Halloran and Struchiner, 1995, for an early discussion). The simplest example of such a

setting is what is called partial interference, where units are grouped into a collection of disjoint clusters,

and interference is possible between individuals within the same cluster; Section 6 discussed a special case

of such a setting where every unit in the cluster receives the same treatment. Hudgens and Halloran (2008),

Basse and Feller (2018), Imai et al. (2021), Vazquez-Bare (2023), Leung (2023), and Liu (2023) study two-

stage experiments in settings with partial interference, where first clusters are randomly assigned to different

treatment proportions, and then individuals within the clusters are assigned to treatment with (marginal)

probability according to their cluster’s assigned proportion.

More generally, we could consider settings with complex patterns of interference, for instance, if indi-

viduals interact on a large network. Manski (2013) and Aronow and Samii (2017) develop the concept of

effective treatments or exposure mappings, which summarize how a given unit’s outcome is affected by the

treatments of other units. For example, in a network context, the exposure mapping may dictate that only

the treatments of a unit’s direct links affect their outcome. The exposure mapping formulation of interfer-

ence has had a major influence on the subsequent literature: examples include Leung (2020), Viviano (2020),

Forastiere et al. (2021), Auerbach and Tabord-Meehan (2021), Munro et al. (2021), Li and Wager (2022),

Leung (2022), Gao and Ding (2023), Park and Kang (2023), Viviano et al. (2023), Sävje (2024). Some recent

papers that study general forms of interference without employing the formalism of exposure mappings are

Wager and Xu (2021), Sävje et al. (2021), and Hu et al. (2022).

7.6 Randomization Inference

An extremely important topic in the analysis of randomized experiments which we did not cover in this article

is the idea of randomization inference. Mechanically, randomization inference generates the null distribution

of the test statistic by repeatedly re-assigning treatments to the experimental sample and re-computing the

resulting test statistic. If the true value of the test-statistic is too “large” relative to this null distribution

then the null hypothesis is rejected. The primary strength of these types of tests is that, for appropriate null

hypotheses, they can be shown to be finite sample valid.

One such type of test, going back to the work of Hoeffding (1952), is where the data satisfies some form

of group invariance under the null hypothesis, with respect to a group of transformations of the data. For

example, consider a completely randomized experiment where we wish to test the null hypothesis

H0 : Yi(1)
d
= Yi(0) .
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In this case, a valid group of transformations is given by the transformations which permute the treatment

assignments of the individuals. Lehmann and Romano (2022) provide a comprehensive textbook introduction

to these types of tests in very general settings (even outside the context of randomized experiments). Romano

et al. (2024) in this issue provide a survey of recent advances.

A similar but distinct concept, going back to the work of Fisher (1925) and typically employed in the

design-based paradigm, is where the null hypothesis is “sharp” in the sense that the test statistic under any

counterfactual treatment assignment can be imputed from the data. For example, consider a completely

randomized experiment conducted on a finite population of n individuals, then the canonical “sharp” null is

given by

H0 : Yi(1) = Yi(0) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n .

In this case, as we permute the treatment assignments of the individuals, we can perfectly impute the value

of the test statistic under the null hypothesis. Imbens and Rubin (2015) provide a comprehensive textbook

introduction to these “Fisher-style” tests. Recent work (particularly in settings with interference) includes

Athey et al. (2018), Basse et al. (2019b), Basse et al. (2019a).

It is important to emphasize that, in both cases, finite-sample validity is only guaranteed for very specific

choices of the null hypothesis. In particular, in either case considered above, if we instead consider the

null hypothesis that the average treatment effect is equal to zero, then we would have neither the required

group invariance property nor a “sharp” null which would guarantee finite-sample validity. However, a recent

series of papers establishes that the randomization test can be asymptotically valid for these “weak” nulls,

while retaining its finite-sample validity for the “sharp” null, as long as the test-statistic is constructed

appropriately. See Chung and Romano (2013), Bugni et al. (2018), Bai et al. (2022), and Bai et al. (2023c),

for examples in a super-population context, and Zhao and Ding (2021a), Wu and Ding (2021) for examples

in a design-based context.

7.7 Policy Learning

Our discussion has focused on the problem of estimation and inference of treatment effect parameters. A

recent literature, popularized in econometrics by Manski (2004), seeks to instead use the data in order to

directly inform the allocation of treatments over the population as a function of the observable characteristics

in order to maximize welfare. Formally, the problem is framed as a statistical decision problem in the

framework of Wald (1949) (see Hirano and Porter, 2020, for a comprehensive introduction). Extensive work

on this topic, which is now often referred to as “policy learning”, exists at the intersection of econometrics,

statistics, and computer science; important contributions to this literature which also provide comprehensive

overviews are Kitagawa and Tetenov (2018) and Athey and Wager (2021). Relevant work in econometrics on

this topic (primarily focused on settings where data are obtained from a randomized experiment) includes

Dehejia (2005), Stoye (2009), Hirano and Porter (2009), Bhattacharya and Dupas (2012), Viviano (2019),
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Ananth (2020), Azevedo et al. (2020), Kitagawa and Tetenov (2021), Mbakop and Tabord-Meehan (2021),

Sun (2021), Viviano (2022), Kitagawa and Wang (2023), Higbee (2023), Kock et al. (2023).

7.8 Response-Adaptive Designs and Bandit Experiments

Until now, we have assumed that the experimental design being employed by the researcher does not use

information from earlier waves of experimentation. In this section, we briefly comment on a rapidly growing

literature which considers response-adaptive experimental designs, which are designs that can adapt through-

out the experiment as a result of data that have already accrued. Response-adaptive designs have a long

history in the analysis of clinical trials; Hu and Rosenberger (2006) and Rosenberger and Lachin (2015)

provide textbook introductions.

Some recent work on response-adaptive designs in econometrics and statistics studies procedures to con-

struct feasible analogs of the Neyman allocation, in order to efficiently estimate treatment effect parameters;

examples include Hahn et al. (2011), Tabord-Meehan (2023), Blackwell et al. (2022), Li and Owen (2023),

Wei et al. (2024). Cai and Rafi (2022) demonstrate that some of these procedures may have poor finite-

sample properties when the data used to estimate the optimal treatment assignment proportions is not

sufficiently large.

Much of the recent work on adaptive designs is related to bandit problems and/or best arm identification.

These are essentially policy learning problems (in the sense defined in Section 7.6) where the researcher wishes

to choose a policy to maximize welfare, either for the participants in the experiment itself or for the broader

population of interest. Bubeck et al. (2012) and Lattimore and Szepesvári (2020) provide comprehensive

textbook introductions. Some recent work on this topic includes Russo (2016), Russo and Van Roy (2016),

Agrawal and Goyal (2017), Kasy and Sautmann (2021), Adusumilli (2021), Lieber (2022), Kuang and Wager

(2023), Kato et al. (2024). The analysis of treatment effect parameters in these contexts can be particularly

challenging since the experiment was not necessarily designed to facilitate inference. Recent work on inference

in adaptive experiments includes Bibaut et al. (2021), Hadad et al. (2021), Zhang et al. (2021), Adusumilli

(2023), Chen and Andrews (2023), Hirano and Porter (2023).
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A Additional Details

A.1 A General Comparison of Super-population and Finite-population Vari-

ances

In this section we formalize a claim made in Section 3.1 about the general relationship between the finite

population and super-population variance of ∆̂n.

When presenting the regularity conditions maintained in a finite-population analysis, researchers will

often use the motivation that their conditions hold with probability one when the observations are in fact

i.i.d. draws from a super-population (see for instance the discussion following Theorem 5 in Li and Ding,

2017). With this in mind, finite-population results about the limiting distribution of ∆̂n can often be

conceptualized as first imagining a collection of i.i.d. draws W (N) = {(Yi(1), Yi(0), Xi) : 1 ≤ i ≤ N} from

some distribution P , sampling a subset of n units from W (N), and then deriving the limiting distribution of

∆̂n conditional on W (N):
√
n(∆̂n −∆N )|W (N) d→ N(0, σ2

1,λ(W
(∞))) , (21)

where W (∞) = {Wi : i ≥ 1} and n/N → λ ∈ [0, 1]. Formally, this conditional convergence can be defined as

sup
t∈R

|P{
√
n(∆̂n −∆N ) ≤ t|W (N)} − Φ(t/σ1,λ(W

∞))| P→ 0 .

We now relate (21) to the unconditional limiting distribution of ∆̂n is a super-population analysis. First,

we note that while in principle σ1,λ(W
(∞)) could vary with different realizations of the sequence of finite

populations W (∞), if W (∞) in fact arise from a super-population, then σ1(W
(∞)) will often be the same

for (almost all) realizations of W (∞). As an example, if we consider complete randomization as defined in

Section 2 and if W (∞) is drawn from a super-population P , then it follows from the strong law of large

numbers that for almost every sequence W (∞), as n → ∞,

nVar[∆̂n|W (N)] → VarP [Yi(1)]

π
+

VarP [Yi(0)]

1− π
− λVarP [Yi(1)− Yi(0)] , (22)

where n/N → λ ∈ [0, 1] (we illustrate a similar property for stratified block randomization at the end of

this section). Note that it follows immediately by the central limit theorem that
√
n(∆N −∆)

d→ N(0, λσ2
2),

where σ2
2 = VarP [Yi(1)− Yi(0)]. Because ∆N is a function of W (∞), if (21) holds with σ2

1,λ(W
(∞)) ≡ σ2

1,λ,

then it follows from Lemma S.1.2 in Bai et al. (2022) that the distributions of
√
n(∆̂n − ∆N )|W (N) and

√
n(∆N −∆) are “asymptotically independent” and moreover that

√
n(∆̂n −∆)

d→ N(0, σ2
1,λ + λσ2

2) . (23)

In other words, the super-population variance given in (23) and the finite-population variance given in

31



(21) differ by λVarP [Yi(1) − Yi(0)] in the limit, which is the fraction of people sampled from the finite

population times the variance of the individual level treatment effects. When n/N → λ = 0, so that we

sample a negligible fraction of the finite population in the limit, the difference is zero. Indeed, we can see

this for complete randomization by comparing (6) and (22). It thus follows immediately that constructing

a consistent estimator of σ2
1,λ + λσ2

2 delivers a conservative variance estimator of σ2
1,λ (in fact, σ1,λ + λσ2

2

doesn’t vary across λ, as can be seen for example in complete randomization.)

As another example, consider stratified block randomization with discrete x ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,X} as defined in

Section 4. Here we suppose n = N so that λ = 1. For d ∈ {0, 1} and x ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,X}, define

nd(x) =
∑

1≤i≤n

I{Di = d,Xi = x}

n(x) = n1(x) + n0(x)

Ȳn(d, x) =
1

nd(x)

∑
1≤i≤n

Yi(d)I{Di = d,Xi = x}

∆n(x) = Ȳn(1, x)− Ȳn(0, x) .

The finite population variance of the fully saturated estimator ∆̂sat
n is

Var[∆̂sat
n |W (N)] =

∑
x

n(x)

n

(
S2
1(x)

n1(x)
+

S2
0(x)

n0(x)
− S2

∆(x)

n(x)

)
,

where S2
d(x) and S2

∆(x) are the within-stratum counterpart of S2
d and S2

∆ in (2):

S2
d(x) =

1

nd(x)− 1

∑
1≤i≤n

(Yi(d)− Ȳn(d, x))
2I{Di = d,Xi = x}

S2
∆(x) =

1

n(x)− 1

∑
1≤i≤n

(Yi(1)− Yi(0)−∆n(x))
2I{Xi = x} .

If the finite populations are realizations from a super-population P , then it can be shown that with probability

one,

nVar[∆̂sat
n |W (N)] →

∑
x

p(x)

(
Var[Yi(1)|Xi = x]

π(x)
+

Var[Yi(0)|Xi = x]

1− π(x)
−Var[Yi(1)− Yi(0)|Xi = x]

)
,

where p(x) = P{Xi = x}.

On the other hand, the super-population variance satisfies

nVar[∆̂sat
n ] →

∑
x

p(x)

(
Var[Yi(1)|Xi = x]

π(x)
+

Var[Yi(0)|Xi = x]

1− π(x)

+ (E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)|Xi = x]− E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)])
2

)
.
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Therefore, once again we have

nVar[∆̂sat
n ]− nVar[∆̂sat

n |W (N)] → Var[Yi(1)− Yi(0)] .

B Proofs of claims in main text

B.1 Derivations of E[∆̂n] and Var[∆̂n] under complete randomization in the finite

population framework

Define the set Cn,N to index the random subset of n observations sampled without replacement from the

population of size N . Consider the following expansion:

∆̂n = An −Bn ,

where

An =
1

n1

∑
1≤i≤n

(
Yi(1) + Yi(0)

n1

n0

)
Di

Bn =
1

n0

∑
1≤i≤n

Yi(0) .

In this re-writing, we have partitioned ∆̂n into two components An and Bn. Conditional on Cn,N , and given

our definition of D(n), the first component An can be interpreted as the sample average when sampling n1

units without replacement from the finite population of observations {(Yi(1) + Yi(0)
n1

n0
) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n}, whose

population average is given by
1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

(
Yi(1) + Yi(0)

n1

n0

)
.

When viewed from this perspective, the treatment indicatorsDi are now sampling indicators which determine

which of the n1 units are sampled from our population of n units. Using standard results from the literature

on survey sampling (see, for instance, Theorem 2.1 in Cochran, 1977), the sample average is unbiased for

the population average:

E[An|Cn,N ] =
1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

(
Yi(1) + Yi(0)

n1

n0

)
,

where we emphasize that the expectation is with respect to the sampling indicators D(n), which are indeed

the only source of randomness once we condition on Cn,N . Combining this result with our decomposition for

∆̂n, we obtain that

E[∆̂n|Cn,N ] = E[An|Cn,N ]− E[Bn|Cn,N ]

=
1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

(
Yi(1) + Yi(0)

n1

n0

)
−Bn
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=
1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

(Yi(1)− Yi(0)) ,

where the second equality used our above derivation of E[An|Cn,N ] and the fact that Bn is non-random

conditional on Cn,N , and the third equality follows from some additional algebra. Then by the law of

iterated expectations:

E[∆̂n] = E[E[∆̂n|Cn,N ]] = E

 1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

(Yi(1)− Yi(0))

 = ∆fp
N ,

where the last equality again follows from Theorem 2.1 in Cochran (1977). Using the same decomposition,

we obtain that

Var[∆̂n|Cn,N ] = Var[An|Cn,N ]

= Var

 1

n1

∑
1≤i≤n

(
Yi(1) + Yi(0)

n1

n0

)
Di


=

(
1

n1
− 1

n

)
1

n− 1

∑
1≤i≤n

(Yi(1) + Yi(0)
n1

n0

)
− 1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

(
Yi(1) + Yi(0)

n1

n0

)2

=
ζ21
n1

+
ζ20
n0

− 1

n(n− 1)

∑
1≤i≤n

[
(Yi(1)− Ȳn(1))

2 + (Yi(0)− Ȳn(0))
2 − 2(Yi(1)− Ȳn(1))(Yi(0)− Ȳn(0))

]
=

ζ21
n1

+
ζ20
n0

− ζ2∆
n

,

with

ζ2d =
1

n− 1

∑
1≤i≤n

(
Yi(d)− Ȳn(d)

)2
ζ2∆ =

1

n− 1

∑
1≤i≤n

(
Yi(1)− Yi(0)−

(
Ȳn(1)− Ȳn(0)

))2
,

where the first equality follows since Bn is non-random conditional on Cn,N , the third equality follows from

Theorem 2.2 in Cochran (1977) and the last two equalities from additional algebra. We thus obtain from

the law of total variance that

Var[∆̂n] = E[Var[∆̂n|Cn,N ]] + Var[E[∆̂n|Cn,N ]]

= E

[
ζ21
n1

+
ζ20
n0

− ζ2∆
n

]
+Var

 1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

(Yi(1)− Yi(0))

 .
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Repeated applications of Theorems 2.1 and 2.2 in Cochran (1977) along with additional algebra reveals that

E
[
ζ2d
]
=

n

n− 1

((
N − 1

N

)
S2
d −

(
1

n
− 1

N

)
S2
d

)
= S2

d ,

and similarly

E
[
ζ2∆
]
= S2

∆ .

By another application of Theorem 2.2 in Cochran (1977),

Var

 1

n

∑
1≤i≤n

(Yi(1)− Yi(0))

 =

(
1

n
− 1

N

)
S2
∆ .

Putting this all together, we obtain

Var[∆̂n] =
S2
1

n1
+

S2
1

n0
+

S2
∆

n
+

(
1

n
− 1

N

)
S2
∆

=
S2
1

n1
+

S2
1

n0
− S2

∆

N
,

as desired.

B.2 Derivations of (4) and (5)

For the first claim,

E[∆̂n] = E
[
E
[
∆̂n|D(n)

]]
= E

 1

n1

∑
1≤i≤n

E[Yi(1)|D(n)]Di −
1

n0

∑
1≤i≤n

E[Yi(0)|D(n)](1−Di)


= E

E[Yi(1)]

 1

n1

∑
1≤i≤n

Di

− E[Yi(0)]

 1

n0

∑
1≤i≤n

(1−Di)


= E[Yi(1)− Yi(0)] = ∆ ,

where the first equality follows from the law of iterated expectations, the second from properties of conditional

expectations and the definition of the observed outcome Yi, the third from the exogeneity of treatment

assignment and the fact that the sample is i.i.d., and the final equality by the definition of n1 and n0.

For the second claim,

Var[∆̂n] = E
[
Var

[
∆̂n|D(n)

]]
+Var

[
E
[
∆̂n|D(n)]

]]
= E

[
Var

[
∆̂n|D(n)

]]
+Var[∆]
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= E

 1

n2
1

∑
1≤i≤n

Var[Yi(1)|D(n)]Di +
1

n2
0

∑
1≤i≤n

Var[Yi(0)|D(n)](1−Di)


= E

Var[Yi(1)]
1

n2
1

∑
1≤i≤n

Di +Var[Yi(0)]
1

n2
0

∑
1≤i≤n

(1−Di)


=

Var[Yi(1)]

n1
+

Var[Yi(0)]

n0
,

where the first equality follows from the law of total variance, the second from the derivation of the expec-

tation, the third from the properties of conditional variances and the fact that Di is binary, the fourth by

the exogeneity of treatment assignment and the fact that the sample is i.i.d., and the final equality by the

definition of n1 and n0 under complete randomization.

B.3 Derivation of (7)

We have

E[Var[∆̂n|X(n), D(n)]|X(n)]

= E

[
4

n2

∑
1≤i≤n

(Di Var[Yi(1)|Xi] + (1−Di)Var[Yi(0)|Xi])

∣∣∣∣X(n)

]
=

2

n2

∑
1≤i≤n

(Var[Yi(1)|Xi] + Var[Yi(0)|Xi]) ,

where in the first equality we use the fact that the potential outcomes are independent across units conditional

on X(n) and D(n).
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