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Completely randomized experiments have been the gold standard for
drawing causal inference because they can balance all potential confounding
on average. However, they may suffer from unbalanced covariates for real-
ized treatment assignments. Rerandomization, a design that rerandomizes the
treatment assignment until a prespecified covariate balance criterion is met,
has recently got attention due to its easy implementation, improved covari-
ate balance and more efficient inference. Researchers have then suggested to
use the treatment assignments that minimize the covariate imbalance, namely
the optimally balanced design. This has caused again the long-time contro-
versy between two philosophies for designing experiments: randomization
versus optimal and thus almost deterministic designs. Existing literature ar-
gued that rerandomization with overly balanced observed covariates can lead
to highly imbalanced unobserved covariates, making it vulnerable to model
misspecification. On the contrary, rerandomization with properly balanced
covariates can provide robust inference for treatment effects while sacrific-
ing some efficiency compared to the ideally optimal design. In this paper, we
show it is possible that, by making the covariate imbalance diminishing at
a proper rate as the sample size increases, rerandomization can achieve its
ideally optimal precision that one can expect with perfectly balanced covari-
ates, while still maintaining its robustness. We further investigate conditions
on the number of covariates for achieving the desired optimality. Our results
rely on a more delicate asymptotic analysis for rerandomization, allowing
both diminishing covariate imbalance threshold (or equivalently the accep-
tance probability) and diverging number of covariates. The derived theory for
rerandomization provides a deeper understanding of its large-sample prop-
erty and can better guide its practical implementation. Furthermore, it also
helps reconcile the controversy between randomized and optimal designs in
an asymptotic sense.

1. Introduction. Since the seminal work of Fisher (1935), randomized experiments
have become the gold standard for drawing causal inference, since they can balance all po-
tential confounding factors, no matter observed or unobserved, on average. Moreover, they
allow assumption-free inference for causal effects that uses only the randomization of the
treatment assignment as the reasoned basis, without imposing any model or distributional
assumption on the experimental units, such as independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)
sampling from some (often hypothetical) superpopulation or some model assumptions for the
dependence of potential outcomes on covariates. This is often called randomization-based or
design-based inference, as well as the finite population inference emphasizing its focus on
the finite population of experimental units in hand; see Fisher (1935) and Neyman (1923) for
origins of this inferential framework.
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However, as pointed out by Morgan and Rubin (2012), the covariate distribution between
two treatment groups are likely to be imbalanced for a realized treatment assignment, and
a practical remedy hinted by Fisher is to simply rerandomize. The idea of rerandomization
is intuitive and has a long history in the literature, traced back to Fisher (see Savage, 1962,
Page 88), Student (1938) and Cox (1982); see also Morgan and Rubin (2012) and references
therein. Besides, it is often used implicitly in the design of experiments when the allocated
treated and control groups exhibit undesired imbalances (see, e.g., Bruhn and McKenzie,
2009; Heckman and Karapakula, 2021), although it is often not well-documented. Never-
theless, the rerandomization design was formally proposed, analyzed and advocated until
recently by Morgan and Rubin (2012). As noted by the authors, one main explanation for the
less popularity of rerandomization is that it brings additional difficulty in analyzing the exper-
iments, and in practice people often ignore rerandomization and analyze the experiments as
if they were, say, completely randomized experiments. Morgan and Rubin (2012) then pro-
posed randomization tests for sharp null hypotheses (e.g., the treatment has no effect for any
unit) taking into account rerandomization. More recently, Li, Ding and Rubin (2018) studied
the repeated sampling property of the difference-in-means estimator under rerandomization,
which exhibits a non-Gaussian distribution, and further demonstrated that the estimator can
be more precise under rerandomization than that under complete randomization. Importantly,
rerandomization still allows assumption-free randomization-based inference as the complete
randomization, and moreover it provides more efficient difference-in-means estimator and
shorter confidence intervals for the average treatment effect.

Researchers, e.g., Kasy (2016) and Kallus (2018), have then suggested rerandomization
with as small threshold as possible for the covariate imbalance, i.e., an optimally balanced de-
sign, whose idea can be traced back to Student (1938), Kiefer (1959) and Taves (1974). With
general continuous covariates, there is likely only one acceptable treatment assignment or
two if the two treatment groups have equal sizes, resulting in an almost deterministic design.
Obviously, due to the lack of randomization in the treatment assignment, randomization-
based inference is no longer applicable or becomes powerless, since it is generally im-
possible to asymptotically approximate the randomization distribution of a certain estima-
tor (which is a discrete distribution whose support consists of one or two points) and the
minimum possible p-value from a randomization test is either 1 or 0.5 (Morgan and Rubin,
2012; Johansson, Rubin and Schultzberg, 2021). Therefore, the statistical inference for an
optimally balanced design is often driven by additional distributional assumptions on the
experimental units, such as i.i.d. sampling of units from some superpopulation that is usu-
ally hypothetical (Johansson, Rubin and Schultzberg, 2021), and the criteria for choosing the
optimal assignments are often based on some model assumptions for the dependence of po-
tential outcomes on covariates.

Not surprisingly, there is a long-time debate between these two philosophies, random-
ized versus optimal (and thus almost deterministic) designs, for conducting experiments.
Intuitively, it is similar in spirit to the classical trade-off between efficiency and robustness.
Randomized design allows assumption-free and robust inference for treatment effects, while
the optimal design tries to maximize the inference efficiency under some hypothesized data-
generating models. Specifically, randomized design and its inference can use only the ran-
domization of treatment assignments as the “reasoned basis” (Fisher, 1935), with all the
potential outcomes being conditioned on or equivalently viewed as fixed constants. The op-
timal design often imposes some probabilistic models on the potential outcomes, and its
efficiency and inference relies crucially on the randomness in the potential outcomes. Thus,
these two designs use quite different sources of randomness. The randomized design has
the advantage that the randomness in the treatment assignment is fully controlled by the ex-
perimenter and can be readily available for analysis. However, the optimal design relies on
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the randomness of potential outcomes as well as their dependence on covariates, which may
be misspecified in practice. For example, Kapelner et al. (2020) demonstrated that the “per-
fect” allocation with minimum covariate imbalance can endanger the estimation precision
because unobserved covariates can be highly imbalanced, and Banerjee et al. (2020) sug-
gested that targeting a fixed quantile of balance is safer than targeting an absolute balance
objective from an ambiguity-averse decision-making perspective. Indeed, rerandomization
can be viewed as a design standing between the completely randomized design and the op-
timally balanced design. More precisely, instead of ignoring covariate imbalance as in the
completely randomized design or pursuing the minimum possible covariate imbalance as in
the optimally balanced design, rerandomization repeatedly randomize treatment assignments
until the induced covariate imbalance is below a certain threshold, which is chosen carefully
to ensure there is sufficient randomness in the treatment assignment. As demonstrated in
Li, Ding and Rubin (2018), under rerandomization with a fixed and positive covariate imbal-
ance threshold, we can still conduct large-sample randomization-based inference; moreover,
the difference-in-means estimator will be more precise (at least asymptotically) than that un-
der complete randomization, which can further lead to shorter confidence intervals for the
average treatment effect.

Nevertheless, there is still a gap in the current theory of rerandomization. Specifically,
Li, Ding and Rubin (2018) showed that, the smaller the covariate imbalance threshold or
equivalently the acceptance probability (namely the probability that the covariate imbalance
for a completely randomized treatment assignment is below the threshold) is, the more pre-
cise the difference-in-means estimator will be under rerandomization. However, this does not
mean we should use as small threshold as possible, since it essentially leads to the optimal
design for which randomization-based inference is not feasible or powerless. Technically, this
is because the current asymptotic theory for rerandomization in Li, Ding and Rubin (2018)
requires a fixed and positive covariate imbalance threshold that does not change with the
sample size. This then raises the theoretical question that if we can conduct asymptotic anal-
ysis for rerandomization allowing a sample-size dependent covariate imbalance threshold,
especially with the acceptance probability diminishing towards zero. Philosophically, we are
interested in whether, by diminishing the acceptance probability to zero as sample size in-
creases, we can asymptotically achieve the ideally optimal precision that one would expect
with perfectly balanced covariates while still allowing robust randomization-based inference.

To answer the above questions, we will conduct more delicate finite population asymp-
totic analysis for rerandomization, allowing the covariate balance criterion including both
the threshold and number of involved covariates to vary with the sample size. Our asymp-
totic analysis relies on a Berry-Essen-type bound for the finite population central limit theo-
rem. We derive the asymptotic distribution of the difference-in-means estimator under reran-
domization and construct large-sample confidence intervals for the average treatment effect,
which extends Li, Ding and Rubin (2018) that requires a fixed positive threshold and a fixed
number of covariates for rerandomization. Moreover, we investigate whether rerandomiza-
tion can achieve the ideally optimal precision. Specifically, we demonstrate that, when the
number of covariates satisfies certain conditions (generally being a smaller order of the log-
arithm of the sample size), we can diminish the covariate imbalance threshold such that the
corresponding acceptance probability converges to zero at a proper rate and the resulting
difference-in-means estimator achieves the ideally optimal precision and becomes asymptoti-
cally Gaussian distributed, under which we can use the usual Wald-type confidence intervals.
Note that this does not contradicts with the general asymptotic non-Gaussianity for reran-
domization established in Li, Ding and Rubin (2018); it is because the non-Gaussian part in
the limiting distribution can be asymptotically ignorable when we diminish the acceptance
probability as the sample size increases.



The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 introduces the framework and reviews existing
results. Section 3 studies the multivariate Berry—Esseen-type bound for the finite population
central limit theorem under complete randomization, which serves as the basis for study-
ing the asymptotic properties of rerandomization in Section 4. Section 5 studies whether
rerandomization can achieve the ideally optimal precision that we can expect with perfectly
balanced covariates. Section 6 constructs large-sample confidence intervals for the average
treatment effect under rerandomization. Section 7 investigates all the involved regularity con-
ditions and discusses their practical implications, including both the covariate trimming and
computational cost. Section 8 concludes with a short discussion.

2. Framework, Notation and Literature Review.

2.1. Potential outcomes and treatment assignment. 'We consider an experiment with two
treatment arms (labeled as treatment and control) and n units, among which 7n; units will be
assigned to the treatment group and the remaining ng = n — n; units will be assigned to the
control group, where n; and ng are predetermined fixed integers. We invoke the potential
outcome framework (Neyman, 1923; Rubin, 1974) to define treatment effects, where each
unit ¢ has two potential outcomes Y;(1) and Y;(0) depending on its treatment assignment. The
individual treatment effect for unit ¢ is then 7; = Y;(1) — ¥;(0), and the corresponding average
treatment effect for all units is 7=n"1>_" | 7, which is our estimand of interest. We use
X,; € RX to denote the available K -dimensional covariate vector for each unit 7, and Z; to
denote the treatment assignment indicator, where Z; = 1 if the unit receives treatment and
Z; = 0 otherwise. The observed outcome for unit 7 is then one of its two potential outcomes
depending on its treatment assignment, i.e., Y; = Z;Y;(1) 4+ (1 — Z;)Y;(0).

Throughout the paper, we will conduct the finite population inference where all poten-
tial outcomes and covariates are viewed as fixed constants and the randomness in the ob-
served data (e.g., Y;’s) comes solely from the random treatment assignments Z;’s. This is
equivalent to conditional inference conditioning on all potential outcomes and covariates; see
Li and Ding (2017) for a review of finite population inference with emphasis on applications
to causal inference. The finite population inference has the advantage of imposing no model
or distributional assumptions on the potential outcomes or covariates. Consequently, the dis-
tribution of the treatment assignments for all units, namely the treatment assignment mech-
anism, plays a crucial role for statistical inference. In a completely randomized experiment
(CRE), the probability that the treatment assignment vector Z = (Z,, Zs,...,Z,) " takes a
particular value z = (21, 22, ..., 2,) | is nylng!/n! if z; € {0,1} for all i and Yoz =11,
and zero otherwise.

For descriptive convenience, we introduce several finite population quantities. For z =
0,1, let Y(2) and X be the finite population averages of potential outcome and covariates,
§2=(n— 1) Y0 {Yi(2) - Y()}2 Sk = (n— D)7' Y0 (X — X)(X; — X) T and
S.x=8%.=(Mn-1)"13" {Yi(2) =Y (2)}(X;—X)T be the finite population variance
and covariances for potential outcomes and covariates. For the individual treatment effect, we
define analogously its finite population variance S? = (n —1)71 3" | (7; — 7)? and its finite

population covariance with covariates S x = Sk . = (n—1)"' 3" (1, — 7)(X; — X)T.

2.2. Covariate imbalance and rerandomization. Under the CRE, the units are com-
pletely randomized into the two treatment arms, which guarantees that all pretreatment co-
variates, no matter observed or unobserved, are balanced on average between the two treat-
ment groups. However, as pointed out by Morgan and Rubin (2012), the covariate imbalance
is likely to occur for a realized treatment assignment. The classical literature in experimen-
tal design (see, e.g., Box, Hunter and Hunter, 2005) suggests blocking on pretreatment co-
variates, which, however, is not obvious to implement when the covariates are continuous.
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Recently, Morgan and Rubin (2012) formally proposed a design called rerandomization to
actively avoid the unlucky covariate imbalance, by discarding those treatment assignments
with unacceptable covariate imbalance. A general rerandomization design consists of the
following steps.

1. Collect the covariate data for the experimental units, and specify a covariate balance cri-
terion.

2. Randomly assign 7 units to treatment group and the remaining ng units to control group.

3. Check the covariate balance for the treatment assignment from Step 2. If the balance
criterion is satisfied, proceed to Step 4; otherwise return to Step 2.

4. Conduct the experiment using the acceptable treatment assignment from Step 3.

The balance criterion in Step 1 is an accept-reject function of the treatment assignment vector
Z and the pretreatment covariates X ;’s. Morgan and Rubin (2012) suggested to use the Ma-
halanobis distance between covariate means in two treatment groups as the covariate balance
criterion, which enjoys the affinely invariant property. Specifically, the difference-in-means
of covariates between the two treatment groups is

e 1<
(1) Tx=X1-Xo= - ;zzxz o ;u Zi) X,
where X ., denotes the covariate mean for units under treatment arm z, and the corresponding
Mahalanobis distance for measuring covariate imbalance is

~1
A —1/a A A n A
M =+ %Cov 1(7)()7’)(:7'}( S?X> Tx
ning
n1No

=0 (X1 - Xo) | (S%) (X1 - Xo).

Under rerandomization using the Mahalanobis distance (ReM) with a predetermined thresh-
old a, a treatment assignment Z is acceptable if and only if the corresponding Mahalanobis
distance is less than or equal to the threshold a, i.e., M < a. Throughout the paper, we will fo-
cus on ReM to illustrate our theory. Our results can be generalized to other covariate balance
criteria as well.

2.3. Recent results and challenges. Rerandomization has a long history and has been
utilized a lot in practice, although often implicitly. A formal proposition of rerandomization
does not appear until Morgan and Rubin (2012), likely due to the critique that the classical
Gaussian distribution theory is no longer valid for rerandomization; see Morgan and Rubin
(2012) and references therein. Recently, Li, Ding and Rubin (2018) demonstrated that the
usual difference-in-means estimator,

1 < 1 <
N=Yo=-m3 2% o) (1= Z)Y,,
i=1 i=1

2 T

is indeed asymptotically non-Gaussian distributed, where Y, denotes the average observed
outcome for units under treatment arm z. Specifically, they proved that, with a fixed positive
threshold a and a fixed number of covariates K that do not vary with the sample size n, the
asymptotic distribution for 7 under ReM has the following form:

3) \/ﬁ(%—T)\Mga&\/nVTT(\/l—RZ-E—l—R-LKﬂ),

where ~ means that the distributions on both sides of (3) converge weakly to the same distri-
bution. In (3), € ~ N(0, 1) follows a standard Gaussian distribution, L, ~ D1 | D' D <a
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follows a constrained Gaussian distribution with D = (D1, Do, ..., Dg)" ~N(0,I), and
¢ and L , are mutually independent. Besides, V- is the variance of 7 under the CRE, R?
is the squared multiple correlation between 7 and 7 x under the CRE, and we defer the ex-
plicit expression for V- and R? to Section 3.1. From (3), the difference-in-means estimator
under ReM is asymptotically distributed as the convolution of a Gaussian and a constrained
Gaussian random variables. Intuitively, the € component represents the part of 7 that cannot
be explained by 7 x, and the Lk , component represents the part that can be explained by
7 x and thus it depends on both the threshold a for balance criterion and the number K of
involved covariates.

The asymptotic derivation for (3) requires that both the threshold a and number of co-
variates K for the Mahalanobis distance criterion are fixed and do not change as the sam-
ple size n increases. However, both requirements are likely to be violated in practice. We
first consider the choice of threshold for rerandomization. Generally, smaller threshold can
provide us better covariate balance and more precise treatment effect estimator as indi-
cated by (3); see Li, Ding and Rubin (2018, Theorem 2). Therefore, researchers (Kasy, 2016;
Kallus, 2018) have suggested to use as small threshold as possible, say the minimum Maha-
lanobis distance between covariate means in the two treatment groups. However, as argued
by Morgan and Rubin (2012) and Li, Ding and Rubin (2018), too small threshold can lead
to powerless randomization tests and inaccurate asymptotic approximations. For example,
with general continuous covariates and using the minimum Mahalanobis distance as the co-
variate imbalance threshold, very likely there is only one (or two when n1 = ng) acceptable
treatment assignment, and the corresponding minimum p-value that we can get from ran-
domization tests is 1 (or 0.5 when nj = ng), indicating no power to reject any hypothesis at
a reasonable significance level. Besides, the resulting difference-in-means estimator is either
deterministic or having only two possible values, under which it is impossible for the estima-
tor to converge to any continuous distribution, and thus the asymptotic approximation derived
in (3) no longer holds. Based on these observations, Li, Ding and Rubin (2018) suggested to
use small, but not overly small threshold, for conducting rerandomization, which not only
provides better covariate balance but also allows large-sample valid inference for the average
treatment effect that bases only on the randomization of the treatment assignments.

Nevertheless, there is still a theoretical gap for the choice of the rerandomization thresh-
old. The existing study assumes a fixed threshold a that does not vary with the sample size
n. It is then natural to ask: can we decrease the threshold with the sample size such that the
difference-in-means estimator under ReM converges weakly to a Gaussian distribution as the
right-hand side of (3) with a = 0, the ideally optimal precision we expect when the covariates
are perfectly balanced? This essentially requires a theoretical understanding of rerandomiza-
tion when the threshold a (or the acceptance probability) varies and especially converges to
zero as the sample size goes to infinity.

We then consider the number of covariates for rerandomization. With the rapidly growing
ability for collecting data, it is common to have a large number of covariates for the ex-
perimental units. For example, Bloniarz et al. (2016), Wager et al. (2016) and Lei and Ding
(2020) studied regression adjustment for the CRE in the analysis stage when the experiments
were completed. However, only a few studies have considered a large number of covari-
ates in the design stage of an experiment; two examples are Branson and Shao (2021) and
Zhang, Yin and Rubin (2021) where the authors proposed ridge and PCA rerandomizations
to deal with collinearity among covariates, an issue that becomes increasingly serious as
the number of covariates increases with the sample size. There is even fewer studies on the
theoretical property of rerandomization when the amount of covariate information increases
as the sample size grows. Note that practitioner often tends to balance as many covariates
as possible with the hope to get more precise estimator. This is also hinted by the previ-
ous asymptotic result (3) in which the asymptotic distribution becomes more concentrated
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around zero as R? (a measure for the association between covariates and potential outcomes)
increases. Therefore, it is important to establish a theory for rerandomization allowing di-
verging number of covariates, which can also provide guidelines on how to choose covariates
for rerandomization in practice.

3. A Multivariate Berry—Esseen-type Bound for the Finite Population Central Limit
Theorem.

3.1. Motivation and finite population central limit theorem for a fixed dimension. The
key for deriving the asymptotic property of ReM in (3) includes the following facts. First,
the distribution of the difference-in-means estimator under ReM is essentially the same as its
conditional distribution under the CRE given that the treatment assignment satisfies the Ma-
halanobis distance criterion, as indicated by the left-hand side of (3). This then motivates us
to investigate the joint distribution of the difference-in-means of the outcome and covariates
in (1) and (2) under the CRE. Second, by the finite population central limit theorem (H4jek,
1960; Li and Ding, 2017), the joint distribution of (7, %})T under the CRE is asymptotically
Gaussian with mean and covariance matrix the same as its sampling mean and covariance
matrix under the CRE: E(7,7%)" = (7,05)" and

“4)

cov( g ) _ <nzls% 05153 —n 1820181 x +nalso,x> _y- (vw vm>
Tx n'Sx1+ny'Sx.0 n/(ning) - S% = T\ Var Ve )’

where we introduce V' to denote the covariance matrix of (7, f'} T under the CRE and V.,
to denote the variance of 7 used in (3). Specifically, /n(7 — 7,7 x )| ~ N(0x11,nV), re-
calling that ~ means that the two distributions have the same weak limits. Based on these
observations, Li, Ding and Rubin (2018) demonstrated that the asymptotic distribution of the
difference-in-means estimator under ReM is essentially a conditional distribution from a mul-
tivariate Gaussian distribution, which simplifies to (3) and depends crucially on the squared
multiple correlation between potential outcomes and covariates (or more precisely between
7 and T x under the CRE):

B 12 “1q2 -1
 VaVaiVae, i Six g Sox —n S x

5 R? = Corr®(7, 7 = ,
( ) ( X) VTT nl—ls% _’_no—lsg —TL_1572_

where S;X =5.x S;f Sx . and SE|X =5, x S;fSX; are the finite population variances
of the linear projections of potential outcomes Y;(z)’s and individual effects 7;’s on the co-
variates X;’s.

Apparently, the above arguments require a fixed number of covariates K. Moreover, the
weak convergence from the joint distribution to the conditional distribution requires that the
probability of the conditioning event P(M < a) has a positive limit, which implies a posi-
tive and non-diminishing threshold a for the Mahalanobis distance criterion. Otherwise, the
original derivation in Li, Ding and Rubin (2018) will involve ratios between terms of order
o(1),eg, P{y/n(t—7)<c|M<a}=P{\/n(7—7)<e,M <a}/P(M < a), of which
the limits are unclear.

From the above discussion, it is obvious that the original form of finite population central
limit theorem is not enough for studying the asymptotic property of rerandomization with a
diminishing threshold and a diverging number of covariates. Furthermore, it lefts the ques-
tion that whether rerandomization with threshold or acceptance probability diminishing at a
certain rate can lead to difference-in-means estimator with the ideally optimal precision. We
will address these concerns in the remaining of the paper.



3.2. Gaussian approximation under the completely randomized experiment. We first
study the convergence rate for the finite population central limit theorem under the CRE.
More precisely, we will focus on the convergence rate for the Gaussian approximation of the
joint distribution of the difference-in-means of the outcome and covariates under the CRE,
and investigate explicitly how the convergence rate depends on the finite population including
the dimension of the covariates.

Let 1 = ny/n and ro = ng/n be the proportions of treated and control units, and for
each unit 1 <i < n, let u; = (roYi(1) + 71Y;(0), X, )T € RE*! be a vector consisting of
a weighted average of the two potential outcomes and the covariates. By the definitions in
(1) and (2), we can verify that the difference-in-means vector (7,7 X) has the following
equivalent form:

7 n o — n (Y(0)
6 L =) Ziui—— | |
©) <TX> ning = v no < X >

which, up to a linear transformation, is essentially the summation of a simple random sample
of size ny from the finite population U,, = {u; : i = 1,2,...,n}. Thus, the sampling property
of the difference-in-means (7, %})T can be fully characterized by the population U/,. Let
u=n"1Y" w;and S% =(n—1)"1 3" (u;—u)(u;—u)" be the finite population mean
and covariance matrix for U,,, and let S,,* denote the inverse of the positive semidefinite
square root of S2 . Define

K 1
(7) %E( i ZHS =),

nrlro n

which is the third moment of the standardized finite population {S,'(u; — @) : i =
1,2,...,n} up to a certain scale. For descriptive convenience, we define -, to be infinity
when r; or rg equals zero or Si is singular. In (7), we use the subscript n to emphasize the
dependence of -y, on the finite population I/, of size n. Note that -, is uniquely determined
by r1, 7 and the potential outcomes and covariates of the n experimental units.

Below we consider the Berry—Esseen-type bound for the Gaussian approximation of the
difference-in-means vector in (6) under the CRE. Note that, under the CRE, (7,7 X) has
mean (7,07« K)T and covariance matrix V as in (4). Let Cx 11 denote the collection of all
measurable convex sets in R 1. We then focus on bounding the supremum of the absolute
difference between the probabilities of being in any measurable convex set for the standard-
ized difference-in-means vector and the standard Gaussian random vector:

IP’{V—l/2 <Z__XT> S Q} ~P(e€ Q).

By some algebra, V' = (nryrg)~'S82, and thus A,, is well-defined as long as +,, < co. For
descriptive convenience, we define A, to be 1 when 1 or ¢ equals zero or S i is singular.
The bound for (8) is a natural multivariate extension of the classical univariate Berry—Esseen
bound for the absolute difference between two distribution functions. More importantly, it
suffices for our asymptotic analysis of rerandomization, noticing that the acceptance region
for #x under the Mahalanobis distance criterion is indeed a convex set in R, From (6),
we essentially need to understand the Berry—Esseen-type bound for the central limit theorem
under simple random sampling, which itself is also a special case of the combinatorial central
limit theorem. Below we give a brief literature review.

Berry (1941) and Esseen (1942) independently discovered the original Berry—Esseen the-
orem when studying the convergence rate for Gaussian approximation of summations of in-
dependent univariate random variables. Bentkus (2003, 2005) and Rai¢ (2019) then extended

(8) A, = sup
Q€eCk 41
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it to the multivariate case, considering the Gaussian approximation for probabilities of be-
ing in any measurable convex sets. Recently, Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Kato (2017),
Chernozhukov, Chetverikov and Koike (2020) and Fang and Koike (2021) achieved tighter
bounds by focusing only on Gaussian approximation for probabilities of being in hyperrect-
angles (or more generally sparsely convex sets), where the bounds can vanish even when the
dimension of random vectors is much larger than the sample size in the summation. Note that
all of these results are for independent summands.

In the context of combinatorial central limit theorem (including the central limit theorem
for simple random sampling as a special case), the summands become weakly dependent.
Bikelis (1969) and Hoglund (1978) studied the corresponding Berry—Esseen-type bound in
the univariate case. However, there has been much less study for the multivariate case, in con-
trast to the rich literature for independent summands. One exception is Bolthausen and Gotze
(1993), who established the Berry—Esseen-type bound for the multivariate combinatorial cen-
tral limit theorem. Based on their results, we can show that there exists an absolute constant
Ck that depends only on the dimension K such that A,, < Ck~y,, with v, and A,, defined
in (7) and (8). However, the authors did not characterize how the constant Cx may increase
with the dimension K and thus the bound is not sufficient for studying rerandomization with
diverging number of covariates. To the best of our knowledge, there has not been any formal
result of the Berry—Esseen-type bound for the combinatorial central limit theorem with ex-
plicit dependence on the dimension, except for an informal result presented by Raic¢ (2015)
at a workshop. Based on the result in Rai¢ (2015), we can show that there exists an absolute
constant C' such that A,, < Cy,, noting that the definition of ~,, in (7) involves a term of
(K + 1)1/ 4 that depends explicitly on the dimension of the difference-in-means vector in (6).

Since the result in Rai¢ (2015) has not been proved yet, we also derive a Berry—Esseen-
type bound for the central limit theorem under simple random sampling ourselves. Our proof
makes use of the multivariate Berry—Esseen-type bound for sum of independent random vec-
tors (see, e.g., Rai¢, 2019) and the coupling between simple random sampling and Bernoulli
independent sampling utilized by Hajek (1960). Based on our proof, we can derive that

A, < 174y, + 7%1/ 3, where the first term of ~,, is from the Bernoulli independent sampling
or more generally the Berry—Esseen-type bound for sum of independent random vectors, and

the additional term of %1/ ® comes from the coupling between simple random sampling and
Bernoulli independent sampling. There is actually a tighter bound than 771/ ? for the coupling,

but we present the bound %1/ ? for the ease of understanding; see the Supplementary Material
(Wang and Li, 2022) for more details. Obviously, our rate of convergence is slower than that
conjectured in Raic¢ (2015). Nevertheless, it is still able to reveal the interesting property of
rerandomization with diminishing threshold for covariate imbalance and diverging number
of covariates, as studied in detail shortly. We summarize these results for bounding A,, in the
following theorem.

THEOREM 1. Forany n > 2, K >0, ry,ro € (0,1), and any finite population 11,, =
{(Y;(1),Y;(0), X;) : 1 =1,2,...,n} with nonsingular V defined as in (4), define ~,, and A,
as in (7) and (8). Then

(1) there exists an absolute constant C'i that depends only on K such that A, < Cgyn;
(i1) if the conjecture in Raic¢ (2015) hold, then there exists a universal constant C such that

An < C'Vn;

(ii) Ay, < 174y, + Tw'>.

3.3. Gaussian approximation with stronger moment conditions. Theorem 1 provides
Berry—Esseen-type bounds for the finite population central limit theorem under complete
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randomization, with (ii) and (iii) characterizing explicit dependence on the dimension of
covariates K and thus crucial for studying rerandomization with diverging number of co-
variates. Compared to that conjectured by Rai¢ (2015), our derived bound in Theorem 1(iii)

has an additional term of order 771/ 3. As discussed before, this additional term is due to the
coupling between simple random sampling and Bernoulli independent sampling. Intuitively,
under simple random sampling (or equivalently complete randomization), the treatment in-
dicators for all units are dependent, because the total number of units assigned to the active
treatment is constrained to be n;. Such a dependence among these indicators makes it more
challenging to bound the error for Gaussian approximation. Ignoring the dependence on K,
4 is of order n~1/2, making 7,1/3 of order n=1/6
than usual Berry-Essen-type bounds.

Below we also provide more accurate bounds for the coupling between simple random
sampling and Bernoulli independent sampling and consequently improve the Berry—Esseen-
type bound for the Gaussian approximation in Theorem 1(iii), at least in terms of the explicit
dependence on the sample size n, with stronger moment conditions on the centered finite
population {S, ' (u; — @) : 1 <i <n}. We summarize the results in the following theorem.

and thus the bound in Theorem 1(iii) larger

THEOREM 2. Under the same setting as Theorem I,
3(logn)3/4(K +1)3/4

-1
An < 180y, + = e max |8y (ui — ),
and, for any 1 > 2, there exists a universal constant C, depending only on v such that
C,(K+1 3u/{4(:4+1)}
An < 174y, + SLELD ZH @),

nt/ D} pyr /2 '

From Theorem 2 and ignoring the dependence on K, if all coordinates of the centered
finite population have bounded (th moments for some ¢ > 2, then the additional term in
the Berry—Esseen-type bound is of order n=*/{4(+1)}: if further they are bounded, then the
additional term becomes of order n~'/* except for a logn term. These bounds are more
accurate than that of order n~'/ in Theorem 1(iii), but there are still gaps between them and
that of order n~/2 conjectured by Rai¢ (2015), which requires future work. Nevertheless, the
derived bounds are already sufficient to discover interesting properties of rerandomization
and provide almost the same quantitative message for the design of rerandomization (see,
e.g., Table 1 and its discussion).

It is worth mentioning that there are other approaches for deriving Berry—Esseen-type
bound, such as Stein’s method that was actually used by Bolthausen and Gétze (1993) and
helps justify Theorem 1(i); see also the recent work by Shi and Ding (2022). Here we use
the coupling approach, mainly because we can utilize the recent results on Berry—Esseen-
type bounds for Gaussian approximations of summations of independent random vectors
(Bentkus, 2005; Rai¢, 2019). It will be interesting to investigate whether other approaches can
give tighter Berry—Esseen-type bounds or even prove the conjectured rate in Rai¢ (2015). In
addition, the coupling approach also justifies central limit theorems for stratified randomized
experiments (Bickel and Freedman, 1984; Liu, Ren and Yang, 2021), and our results can be
useful for deriving the corresponding Berry—Esseen-type bounds. We leave these for future
work.

4. Asymptotic Property of Rerandomization with Sample-size Dependent Maha-
lanobis Distance Criterion. Throughout the paper, we conduct finite population asymp-
totic analysis for rerandomization. Specifically, we embed the finite population of size n into
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a sequence of finite populations with increasing sizes. Importantly, we allow both the thresh-
old a and dimension of covariates K for the Mahalanobis distance criterion to depend on the
sample size n, and will write them explicitly as a,, and K,,, using the subscript n to empha-
size such dependence. We further define p,, = ]P’(X%(n < a,), where X%(n denotes a random
variable following the chi-square distribution with degrees of freedom K,,. By the definition
of A,, in (8), we can derive that the acceptance probability of a completely randomized treat-
ment assignment under ReM, P(M < a,,), is bounded between p,, — A,, and p,, + A,,. Thus,
we can intuitively understand p,, as the approximate acceptance probability for rerandomiza-
tion; specifically, P(M < a,)/pn, =1+ o(1) when p,, > A,,. In practice, given the number
of covariates K, the choice of the threshold a,, is often based on the approximate acceptance
probability p,, i.e., a, is the p,th quantile of the chi-square distribution with degrees of free-
dom K. For example, Morgan and Rubin (2012) and Li, Ding and Rubin (2018) suggested
to choose small but not overly small approximate acceptance probablity, e.g., p, = 0.001.
Therefore, in the remaining discussion, we will mainly focus on the approximate acceptance
probability p,, and number of covariates K, since they are more relevant for the practical
implementation of ReM, and view the threshold a,, as a deterministic function of p,, and
K,,. For descriptive convenience, we sometimes call p,, simply as the acceptance probability,
while emphasizing P(M < a,,) as the actual acceptance probability.

4.1. Asymptotic distribution under ReM. We first invoke the following regularity con-
dition on the sequence of finite populations, which, by Theorem 1, implies the Gaussian
approximation for the difference-in-means of the outcome and covariates under the CRE.

CONDITION 1.  As n — oo, the sequence of finite populations satisfies that v, — 0.

Recall the definition of ~,, in (7). Condition 1 requires that, for sufficiently large sample
size n, there are positive proportions of units in both treatment and control groups (i.e., 71 >0
and rp > 0), and the covariance matrix V' in (4) for the difference-in-means vector (7, %})T
is nonsingular. The latter essentially requires that the covariates are not collinear, which can
be guaranteed by our design, and that the potential outcomes cannot be pefectly explained
by covariates, in the sense that the corresponding R? in (5) is strictly less than 1, which is
likely to hold in most applications. Besides, as demonstrated in the Supplementary Material
(Wang and Li, 2022),

) o > 2732 (o) T2 (K + 1)/

Thus, a necessary condition for Condition 1 is K,, = o((nr179)%7) = 0o(n?/7), i.e., the num-
ber of covariates increases at most a polynomial rate of the sample size as n goes to in-
finity. If the standardized finite population {S,'(u; — @) : 1 <4 < n} is coordinate-wise
bounded, and the proportions of treated and control units r; and ry are bounded away from
zero, then K, = o(n2/ 7) is also sufficient for Condition 1; see the Supplementary Material
(Wang and Li, 2022) for details. We defer more detailed discussions about Condition 1 to
Section 7.

We then invoke the following regularity condition on the choice of the acceptable prob-
ability, which is coherent with our intuition that too small threshold can prevent asymptotic
approximation for ReM based on Gaussian and constrained Gaussian distributions, as dis-
cussed in Section 2.3.

CONDITION 2.  Asn — 00, pp/A, — 00.
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We are now ready to present our formal result for the asymptotic distribution of the
difference-in-means estimator 7 under ReM. Recall that V- in (4) is the variance of 7 under
the CRE, R? in (5) is the squared multiple correlation between the difference-in-means of the
outcome and covariates under the CRE, and ¢¢ and Lk ,, are independent standard Gaus-
sian and constrained Gaussian random variables defined as in Section 2.3. To emphasize its
dependence on the sample size n, we will write R? explicitly as R2.

THEOREM 3. Under ReM and Conditions I and 2, as n — oo,

(10) sup [P{V2( =) S e| M < an} = P(v/T= B3 0+ V2 Lig,a, £¢)| 0.

ceR

From Theorem 3, under ReM, the difference between the difference-in-means estima-
tor and the true average treatment effect, 7 — 7, follows asymptotically the distribution

of Vl/ 2(\/1 — R2¢0 + \/R_,%L K..a, ) @ convolution of standard Gaussian and constrained
Gaussian random variables, with coefficients depending on V;, and R2. Compared to (3),
the asymptotic distribution in Theorem 3 has the same form as that in Li, Ding and Rubin
(2018, Theorem 1), which is not surprising given that both theorems focus on the same es-
timator 7 and the same design ReM. However, Theorem 3 is more general and it covers
Li, Ding and Rubin (2018, Theorem 1) as a special case. Specifically, when both K, and
an > 0 are fixed and do not change with n, p,, is a fixed positive constant and Condition 2
holds immediately from Condition 1 and Theorem 1. Besides, Condition 1 is almost implied
by the regularity condition involved in Li, Ding and Rubin (2018); see the Supplementary
Material (Wang and Li, 2022) for more details.

More importantly, Theorem 3 allows the dimension of covariates and the acceptance prob-
ability, as well as the rerandomization threshold, to vary with the sample size. Note that from
Theorem 1, ~,, — 0 implies A,, — 0. Thus, Condition 2 holds naturally if we choose p,, to be
any fixed positive number. Moreover, we can also let p,, decrease with n and eventually con-
verge to zero as n — co, while maintaining that p,, > A,,, under which the actual acceptance
probability P(M < a,) = pn(1 + o(1)) also converges to zero as n — co. In simple words,
Theorem 3 allows the acceptance probability to converge to zero as the sample size goes to
infinity.

Note that all potential confounding factors, no matter observed or unobserved, can always
be viewed as potential outcomes unaffected by the treatment. Therefore, Theorem 3 also
implies that any potential confounding factor is asymptotically balanced between the two
treatment groups.

4.2. Asymptotic improvement from ReM. We now investigate the improvement from
ReM compared to the CRE, and in particular how such improvement depends on the ac-
ceptance probability and the covariate information. Note that the CRE can be viewed as a
special case of ReM with X = () and a,, = co. By the same logic as Theorem 3, we can
derive that
an Sup‘IP){V 1/2 7)§c}—IP>(50§c)‘—>O,

ceR
1.e., T — 7 is asymptotically Gaussian distributed with mean zero and variance V. under the
CRE. Obviously, the asymptotic distribution in (11) is a special form of that in (10) with
R? =0, which is intuitive in the sense that ReM with irrelevant covariates is asymptotically
equivalent to the CRE. However, when R2 > 0, which is likely to hold in practice, we expect
ReM to provide more precise difference-in-means estimator than the CRE, as discussed in
detail below.
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From Theorem 3 and by the same logic as Li, Ding and Rubin (2018, Corollaries 1-3),
we can derive the following asymptotic properties of ReM, demonstrating its advantage
over the CRE. For o € (0,1), let vy k o(R?) denote the ath quantile of the distribution of
V1 — R%gq + VR2L K,a» and z, denote the ath quantile of the standard Gaussian distribu-
tion. We further introduce vy , = Var(L ) to denote the variance of the constrained Gaus-
sian random variable. From Morgan and Rubin (2012), vk, = P(x%_ 5 < a)/P(x% < a),
where X%{ 4o and X%{ follow chi-square distributions with degrees of freedom K + 2 and K,
respectively.

COROLLARY 1. Under ReM and Conditions 1 and 2, the asymptotic distribution of
v 2(# = 1), /1= R2e0 + VR2Lk, 4., as shown in (10) is symmetric and unimodal
around zero. Compared to the asymptotic distribution in (11) under the CRE, the percentage
reductions in asymptotic variance and length of asymptotic 1 — o symmetric quantile range
for a € (0,1) are, respectively,

Vi—a/2,K,,an (Ri)

(12) (1 —vg,q,)R2 and 1-—
Rl-a/2

Both percentage reductions in (12) are nonnegative and are uniquely determined by
(R%,p,, K,), and they are nondecreasing in R2 and nonincreasing in p,, and K,,.

First, from Corollary 1, the difference-in-means estimator 7 is asymptotically unbiased for
the average treatment effect 7. As pointed out by Morgan and Rubin (2012), when the treated
and control groups have different sizes (i.e., n1 # ng), the difference-in-means estimator
is generally biased. Corollary 1 shows that the bias goes away as the sample size goes to
infinity when Condition 1 holds, which requires that 1 and r are not too close to zero as
implied by the definition in (7). Second, the improvement from ReM on estimation precision
is nondecreasing in the strength of the association between potential outcomes and covariates
measured by R2. Generally, the more covariates involved in rerandomization, the larger the
R? will be. However, this does not mean that we should use as many covariates as possible. If
the additional covariates provide little increment for R2, the gain from ReM will deteriorate
since the percentage reductions in (12) are nonincreasing in K, with fixed R2 and p,,. Third,
both percentage reductions in (12) are nonincreasing in the acceptance probability p,,, and
approach their maximum values R2 and 1 — /1 — R2 when p,, equals 0. Again, this does
not mean that we should use as small threshold as possible, since the asymptotic derivation in
Corollary 1 requires that p,, /A,, — 0o as n — co. This then raises the question that if we can
choose p,, such that both percentage reductions in (12) achieve their maximum values as n —

oo or the asymptotic distribution of VT_Tl/ 2(% — 7) under ReM becomes essentially Gaussian
with mean zero and variance 1 — R?L (i.e., the asymptotic distribution in (10) with Lk, 4,
replaced by zero), while still maintaining p,,/A,, — co. In other words, can we choose the
acceptable probability such that rerandomization achieves its ideally optimal precision? We
will answer this question in the next section.

5. Optimal Rerandomization with Diminishing Acceptance Probability. In this sec-
tion, we investigate whether rerandomization can achieve its ideally optimal precision by
diminishing the acceptance probability to zero at a proper rate as the sample size increases.
Specifically, we wonder if the asymptotic approximation in (10) can hold with Lk, ,, re-
placed by zero, and what conditions we need to impose on the sequence of finite popula-
tions as well as the choice of acceptance probability. These questions rely crucially on the
asymptotic behavior of the constrained Gaussian random variable L ,,, and in particular
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its dependence on the acceptance probability p,,. Below we will first study the asymptotic
property of Lk, .., and then investigate whether we are able to achieve the ideally optimal
rerandomization.

5.1. Asymptotic properties of the constrained Gaussian random variable. In this subsec-
tion, we will mainly focus on the asymptotic behavior of the variance of L, ,,, which as
mentioned earlier has the following equivalent form: vk, ,, = Var(Lg, 4,) = ]P’(X%(n 12 <

an)/P(x%. < an), due to the following two reasons. First, as n — 00, L, q, L5 0if and
only if vk, q, — 0. This is because the random variables L7  for all n are always uni-
formly integrable, regardless of how K, and p,, vary with n, as demonstrated in the Supple-
mentary Material (Wang and Li, 2022, Proposition A2). Second, as shown in Corollary 1, the
percentage reduction in asymptotic variance under ReM is (1 — vk, o, )R2, and its relative
difference from the ideally optimal percentage reductionis 1 — (1 — vk, o, )R2/R2 = vk, a,.
Thus, the variance of Lk, ,, characterizes how different ReM is from the ideally optimal
one in terms of the improvement on estimation precision, and such a difference will become
asymptotically negligible if and only if vg, o, — 0 as n — oo.

The following theorem shows the asymptotic behavior of vk, 4, , which depends crucially
on the asymptotic behavior of the ratio between log(p,, ) and K.

THEOREM 4. Asn — oo,

(i) iflog(p,t)/ Ky — oo, then v, a4, — O;
(ii) if limsup,,_, log(py, 1)/ Kn < 00, then liminf,, o0 Vi, o, > Oy
(iii) if liminf,, o log(p,, 1)/ Ky > 0, then imsup,,_, o0 VK, a0, < 1;
(iv) iflog(p,t)/Kn — 0, then vi, 4, — 1.

From Theorem 4, the smaller the p,, and K, the larger the ratio log(p,!)/K,, and the
smaller vy, o, tends to be. This is intuitive noting that Corollary 1 implicitly implies that
VK, .a,» viewed as a function of (p,,, K},), is nondecreasing in p,, and K,. Theorem 4 has the
following implications. First, vg, ,, or equivalently Lk, o, becomes asymptotically neg-
ligible if and only if log(p,!)/K, — oo as n — oo. Intuitively, this means that the con-
strained Gaussian term in the asymptotic distribution in (10) becomes asymptotically negli-
gible if and only if the acceptance probability p,, decreases super-exponentially with respect
to the dimension of covariates, i.e., p, = exp(—c, K,,) with ¢,, — 00 as n — oo. Second, if
log(p, 1)/ Ky — 0, then the variance of the constrained Gaussian variable Ly, o, becomes
asymptotically equivalent to that of the unconstrained standard Gaussian random variable,
and, from Corollary 1, ReM asymptotically provides no gain compared to the CRE in the
sense that the percentage reduction in asymptotic variance converges to zero as n — co. Thus,
when the acceptance probability is too large and in particular decreases sub-exponentially
with respect to the dimension of the covariates, i.e., p, = exp(—o(1) - K,), then ReM is
essentially equivalent to the CRE in large samples. Third, when the acceptance probability
decreases exponentially with respect to the dimension of covariates, i.e., p, = exp(—c, K},)
with ¢, being of constant order, and assume that the squared multiple correlation R? is of
constant order and thus does not diminish to zero, asymptotically, ReM provides strictly
more precise difference-in-means estimator than the CRE, although there is still a gap from
the ideally optimal one.

From the above, the performance of ReM, in particular its asymptotic improvement over
the CRE, depends crucially on the ratio between log(p,, ) and K, as well as R? measuring
the association between potential outcomes and covariates. To minimize vk, 4, , Corollary 1
and Theorem 4 suggest to use as small acceptance probability and number of covariates as
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possible. However, there is trade-off for the choice of both of them. First, although smaller
K,, implies smaller vk, ,,, it at the same time reduces the outcome-covariates association
R2. Second, although smaller p,, decreases vk, 4, , it at the same time renders the asymp-
totic approximation inaccurate and may eventually invalidate the asymptotic approximation
in (10); see Condition 2. While the former trade-off for K, involves more subjective judg-
ments concerning the unknown outcome-covariates dependence structure, the latter trade-off
for p,, lies more on the technical side and will be studied in more detail in the next subsection.

5.2. Optimal rerandomization and its implication. From Theorem 4, to achieve the ide-
ally optimal rerandomization with given number of covariates, we want to choose the accep-
tance probability such that the following condition holds.

CONDITION 3. Asn — oo, log(p,; )/ K, — co.

We further assume that the outcome-covariates association R,% is bounded away from 1,
under which the first term /1 — R2 in the asymptotic approximation in (10) is not negligible
as n — oo. This condition on R2 is likely to hold in practice, since we generally do not
expect that the covariates can perfectly explain the potential outcomes, which is too ideal for
most applications. Moreover, if R2 indeed converges to 1 as n — oo, then the asymptotic
approximation in (10) can be of op(1) itself, implying that 7 — 7 can converge to zero faster
than the usual n~1/2 rate, under which the causal effect estimation becomes much simpler.

CONDITION 4. Asn — oo, limsup,,_, ., R2 < 1.

The following theorem shows that, under certain regularity conditions, ReM can achieve
its ideally optimal precision.

THEOREM 5. Under ReM and Conditions 14,

(13) sup (P{V;l/?(% —r)<e|M<a,} —P(VI-RZe < c)‘ 0.
ceR

From Theorem 5, 7 can be asymptotically Gaussian distributed under ReM. Moreover, its
asymptotic distribution is the same as that of the regression-adjusted estimator under the CRE
(Lin, 2013; Lei and Ding, 2020). Therefore, rerandomization and regression adjustment are
essentially dual of each other (Li and Ding, 2020), and Theorem 5 closes the previous gap be-
tween them that is due to the constrained Gaussian random variable L, ,, . This new insight
is important for practitioners who may worry about efficiency loss of rerandomization com-
pared to regression adjustment. Moreover, compared to regression adjustment in the analysis
stage, rerandomization in the design stage is blind of outcomes and has the advantage of
avoiding data snooping (Lin, 2013). Besides, the difference-in-means estimator is simpler
and provides more transparent analysis for treatment effects (Cox, 2007; Freedman, 2008;
Rosenbaum, 2010).

Theorem 5 has important implications. First, it shows that, by diminishing the imbalance
threshold as the sample size grows, rerandomization can achieve its ideally optimal precision
that we can expect from an optimal design with even perfectly balanced covariates. Second,
we should not choose too small rerandomization threshold (or acceptance probability), as
implied by Condition 2, so that it is still possible to conduct robust randomization-based in-
ference as completely randomized experiments, without imposing any distributional assump-
tions on potential outcomes and covariates. These imply that rerandomization with properly
diminishing covariate imbalance threshold can achieve optimal efficiency as an ideal optimal
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design while maintaining robustness as a randomized design, i.e., such an optimal rerandom-
ization can enjoy advantages from both optimal and randomized designs. Therefore, Theo-
rem 5 helps reconcile the long-time controversies between the two philosophies (randomized
versus optimal) for conducting experiments in an asymptotic sense.

Theorem 5 also provides important insights for practitioners that are more used to optimal
designs. First, the usual optimal designs and the corresponding inference are often sensitive
to their model assumptions. Our theory shows that the optimal rerandomization can always
achieve the ideally optimal precision, while still being robust to model misspecification. Sec-
ond, it helps mitigate the computation burden for conducting optimal designs. In particular,
Theorem 5 suggests that we should not pursue the best allocation minimizing the covariate
imbalance between the two treatment groups, which is generally NP-hard. Instead, we only
need to randomly choose one from the best approximately p,, proportion of all assignments,
with p,, satisfying both Conditions 2 and 3. As discussed later in Section 7, p,, can often
decrease at a polynomial order of the sample size n. This indicates that, in expectation, the
computational complexity for getting one acceptable assignment is often of polynomial order
of the sample size; see Section 7.3 for the more explicit rate. In sum, the optimal rerandomiza-
tion can maintain the efficiency gain as an ideal optimal design, while being more robust and
requiring less computation. In the Supplementary Material (Wang and Li, 2022), we provide
more discussions on its connection with optimal designs under certain model assumptions.

The validity of the asymptotic Gaussian approximation for rerandomization depends cru-
cially on Conditions 1-4, among which Conditions 2 and 3 involves the choice of the ac-
ceptance probability. Below we assume that the number of covariates I, involved in reran-
domization has been given and that Conditions 1 and 4 hold, and focus on investigating the
existence of choice of acceptance probability p,, such that both Conditions 2 and 3 hold, or
equivalently such that rerandomization can achieve its ideally optimal precision as in (13). It
turns out the existence of such a choice of p,, relies crucially on the ratio between K,, and
log(A;; 1), recalling the definition of A,, in (8).

THEOREM 6. Under ReM and Conditions 1 and 4,

(i) if and only if log(A; 1)/ K, — oo, there exists a sequence {p,} such that both Con-
ditions 2 and 3 hold, under which ReM achieves its ideally optimal precision and the
asymptotic Gaussian approximation in (13) holds;

(iii) iflimsup,, ., log(A-1) /K, < 0o, then for any sequence {p,} satisfying Condition 2
such that the asymptotic approximation in (10) holds, liminf, . vk, 4, > 0;

(i) if liminf, .., log(A; 1)/ K, >0, then there exists a sequence {p,} satisfying Condi-
tion 2 such that (10) holds and limsup,, , VK, a4, <1,

(iv) iflog(A;Y)/ K, — 0, then for any sequence {p,} satisfying Condition 2 such that (10)
holds, the corresponding vk, o, — 1 as n — 0o, under which ReM asymptotically pro-
vides no gain on estimation precision compared to the CRE.

From Theorem 6, the optimal precision that ReM can achieve depends crucially on the
asymptotic behavior of the ratio log(A; 1)/ K,,. For any fixed n, in general, as K, increases,
A,, will increase, and thus the ratio log(A,, 1)/ K,, will decrease. Therefore, intuitively, the
smaller the number of involved covariates for rerandomization, the more likely we are able
to satisfy the condition in Theorem 6(i), and consequently, to achieve the ideally optimal
precision. Moreover, when ReM involves more and more covariates, it will eventually lose
its advantage over the CRE. Therefore, Theorem 6 suggests that we should not use too many
covariates when performing rerandomization. In practice, we should try to use a moderate
number of covariates that are most relevant for the potential outcomes of interest, as measured
by the corresponding R2. For example, when +,, has the same order as its lower bound in
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(9), and 71 and r are bounded away from zero, then we can choose K,, = O(logn) number
of covariates, under which lim inf,, . log(A, 1)/ K, must be positive and ReM can provide
non-negligible gain over the CRE as implied by Theorem 6(iii). As -y,, becomes further from
its lower bound, we generally want to use fewer covariates. We defer more detailed discussion
on the rate of log(A, 1)/ K, to Section 7.

6. Large-sample Inference under Rerandomization. Theorems 3 and 5 provide
asymptotic approximations for the distribution of the difference-in-means estimator 7 un-
der ReM, based on which we can construct large-sample confidence intervals for the average
treatment effect 7. From the asymptotic approximations in (10) and (13), the asymptotic
distribution of 7 under ReM depends on the variance V., for the CRE and the squared mul-
tiple correlation R2, both of which are determined by the finite population variances of the
potential outcomes and individual effects as well as their linear projections on covariates.
For each treatment group z € {0,1}, recall that Y, and X, are the average observed out-
come and covariates, and define s? = (n, —1)"'> ., (Y; = Y.)? and s. x = sy , =
(n, —1)~t iz (Vi = Y) (X — X )" as the sample variance and covariance for the
observed outcome and covariates. We further introduce 32\ x = sg - XS;(ZS x,. and
SE‘X =(s1,x — sO,X)S;f(sXJ — sx,). We can then estimate V;, and R? in (4) and
(5) through replacing the finite population variances in their definitions by the corresponding

sample analogues:

A

oo o-12 o -12 12 P2 _ —~1(,—1.2 ~1.2
(14)  Vir=ny s1+ng sp—n  s;x, R, =1-V_ (n1 sT\x + 7 sO\X).

Note that the finite population variance of individual effects S? is generally not identifiable,
since we can never observe the individual effect for any unit. Thus, we do not expect any
consistent estimator for it as well as V., (Neyman, 1923). However, because S? is bounded
below by S$| x that has sample analogue si‘ x> We can still estimate V., conservatively as in
(14).

Based on the asymptotic approximation established in Theorem 3 and the estimators in
(14), for any « € (0,1), we can then construct the following 1 — « confidence interval for 7:

(15) éa = [% - ‘77_1T/2 : Vl—a/Z,Kn,an(ﬁ?L% 7+ V’rl7'/2 : Vl—oz/2,Kn,an (Ri)],

recalling that v _, /o, k.a(R?) is the (1 — o/2)th quantile of the distribution of v/1 — R? g9 +
VR? L 4.

To ensure the asymptotic validity of the confidence interval in (15), we invoke the follow-
ing regularity condition. We defer more detailed discussion of the condition to Section 7. For
z=0,1, let Sg\ x = S2 - Sg‘ x denote the finite population variance of the residuals from

the linear projection of potential outcomes Y;(z)’s on covariates X;’s.

CONDITION 5. Asn — 0o,
(16)
max,e 0,1} Maxi<i<n{Yi(z) — Y (2)}? ‘ max{K,,1} . max{1,log K,,, —logp, } 0
roSf\X + rng\X riro n ’

The following theorem shows that the confidence interval in (15) is asymptotically conser-
vative, and becomes asymptotically exact when Sf\ x=952- Sf‘ « is asymptotically negli-
gible.

THEOREM 7. Under ReM and Conditions 1, 2 and 5, as n — 00,
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(i) the estimators in (14) are asymptotically conservative in the sense that

max {|Vor(1 = R}) = Vor (1 = R) — S x /nl, [Ver RE — Vi B2}

—op (Vor(1 = R2) + 8% x /n)

(ii) for any « € (0,1), the resulting 1 — « confidence interval in (15) is asymptotically
conservative, in the sense that liminf,, . P(r €Co | M < a,) >1—«;
(iii) if further SE\X =nV;-(1— Ri) -0(1), the 1 — « confidence interval in (15) becomes

asymptotically exact, in the sense that lim,,_,., P(7 € C, |M<a,)=1-a.

Note that in Theorem 7, we do not make the typical assumption that R? and V,, have
limiting values as the sample size goes to infinity (see, e.g., Li, Ding and Rubin, 2018), since
such an assumption may not be very satisfying given that we allow the number of covariates
K, to vary with the sample size (which consequently affects R2). This brings additional chal-
lenge to the proof of Theorem 7. Theorem 7 also highlights the conservativeness in the finite
population inference that dates back to Neyman (1923)’s analysis for the CRE. The conser-
vativeness of the confidence interval comes mainly from Sf\ x as indicated in Theorem 7(i),
which characterizes the individual effect heterogeneity after taking into account the covari-
ates. The intervals become asymptotically exact when the individual effect heterogeneity is
asymptotically linearly explained by the covariates, as shown in Theorem 7(iii).

If further Conditions 3 and 4 hold as in Theorem 5, not surprisingly, we can then use the
usual Wald-type confidence intervals based on Gaussian quantiles, ignoring the term involv-
ing the constrained Gaussian random variable. Specifically, for any « € (0, 1), let

(17) C, = [% Ve (1= R2) - 210, 7+ \/Ver(1— R2)- zl_a/Q] .

The following theorem shows the asymptotic validity of the above Wald-type confidence
intervals.

THEOREM 8. Under ReM and Conditions 1-5, Theorem 7(i)(iii) still hold with (fa in
(15) replaced by C,, in (17).

Theorem 8 shows that the usual Wald-type confidence intervals can be asymptotically
valid for inferring the average treatment effect under ReM. However, we want to emphasize
that it does involve additional regularity conditions, in particular Condition 3 on the choice of
acceptance probability. While Theorem 8 provides confidence intervals of more convenient
forms, we still recommend constructing confidence intervals based on Theorem 7, which
takes into account explicitly the constrained Gaussian random variable that is determined by
the acceptance probability and the number of covariates for rerandomization. The intervals
from Theorem 7 not only requires fewer regularity conditions, but also becomes asymptot-
ically equivalent to the ones from Theorem 8 when the additional Conditions 3 and 4 hold,
under which the constrained Gaussian random variable Ly, ,, is of order op(1) and is thus
negligible asymptotically.

Below we give a brief remark on improving the finite-sample performance of the con-
fidence intervals. Note that s%\ x and 3(2)\ x are almost equivalent to the sample variances
of the residuals from the linear projection of observed outcome on covariates in treated
and control groups, respectively. Inspired by the regression analysis (see, e.g., MacKinnon,
2013; Lei and Ding, 2020), we can consider rescaling the residuals to improve their finite-
sample performance. For example, letting é; denote the residual from the linear projection
of observed outcome on covariates for unit 7, we can rescale é; to be x;é;, with k; = 1
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for HCO, ; = /(n,, —1)/(n,, — K, — 1) for HC1, x; = 1/,/1 — H,, ;; for HC2, and
ki =1/(1 — H,, ;;) for HC3, where H ;; is the leverage of unit ¢ for the covariate matrix
consisting of the intercept and K, covariates under treatment arm z.

Finally, we remark that throughout Sections 4 to 6 we assume Conditions 1 and 2, which
are stronger than that required by completely randomized experiments. When these condi-
tions fail, the asymptotic properties of rerandomization may fail, making it challenging to
conduct robust randomization-based inference for rerandomization; see Appendix Al in the
Supplementary Material (Wang and Li, 2022) for a finite-sample worst-case analysis and its
application for practical diagnosis of rerandomization.

7. Regularity Conditions and Practical Implications. From the previous discussion,
the asymptotic approximation of the difference-in-mean estimator 7 under ReM relies on
Conditions 1 and 2. Once further Conditions 3 and 4 hold, we can achieve the “optimal”
rerandomization, under which 7 becomes asymptotically Gaussian distributed. The large-
sample inference for the average treatment effect 7 under ReM relies additionally on Con-
dition 5. These regularity conditions depend crucially on the convergence rate of A,, or its
upper bound 7, In the following, we first investigate the convergence rate of 7y, when units
are i.i.d. samples from some superpopulation, and discuss its implication on the validity of
these regularity conditions. We then consider practical strategies that can make these regular-
ity conditions more likely to hold, utilizing the advantage of finite population inference that
requires no model or distributional assumptions on the potential outcomes and covariates.
Finally, we discuss the computational cost of (optimal) rerandomization.

7.1. Regularity conditions under i.i.d. sampling and their implications. Throughout
this subsection, we assume that the potential outcomes and covariates (Y;(1),Y;(0), X;),
for + =1,2,...,n, are i.i.d. from a superpopulation that depends implicitly on the sam-
ple size n, noting that the dimension of covariates is allowed to vary with n. Recall that
w; = (roYi(1) + mY;(0), X,)T € RE»*1 and ~, in (7) is uniquely determined by the treat-
ment group proportions r1, g, the dimension of covariates K, the sample size n, and the
finite population {u,us, ..., u,}, which is further assumed to consist of i.i.d. draws from a
superpopulation. Below we impose some moment conditions on the sequence of superpopu-
lations as n — oo.

CONDITION 6. For each sample size n, wj,uo,...,u, are ii.d. random vectors in
RE»+1 with finite and nonsingular covariance matrix. The standardized random vector
¢, = Cov(u;) ™2 (u; — Eu;) € RE+1 satisfies that sup,cprnii,y Elv €] = O(1)
for some § > 2, i.e., there exists an absolute constant C' < co such that E’VTEi’5 < C for all
n and all unit vector v in RE~+1,

From Lei and Ding (2020, Proposition F.1), a sufficient condition for the uniform bound-
edness of SUp, cgi,+1.,7,—1 E|lT€;|® in Condition 6 is that £; has independent coordinates
whose absolute d-th moment is uniformly bounded by a certain finite constant. The following
proposition, which is a direct corollary of Lei and Ding (2020, Lemma H.1), gives a stochas-
tic upper bound of ~y,, under Condition 6.

PROPOSITION 1. If Condition 6 holds and the dimension of covariates K,, = O(n") for
some w € (0, 1), then

1 (K, + 1)7/4>

Vn:O]Ib(m ’I’L1/2_1/5
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Note that y,, > 273/2(nry79)~/2(K,, +1)7/* as shown in (9). Therefore, the rate in Propo-
sition 1 is precise up to an nt/d factor; when ¢ = oo, the rate matches the lower bound rate
in (9). From Proposition 1, we can immediately derive the following implications. Recall
that 1 and r( are the proportions of treated and control units. In practice, both treatment
groups are likely to have non-negligible proportions of units, and thus it is reasonable to
assume that both | ! and Ty ! are of order O(1). Recall that R2 in (5) denotes the finite
population squared multiple correlation between potential outcomes and covariates. We in-
troduce R2, ,, = Corr?(r1Y (0) + oY (1), X) to denote the superpopulation analogue with

sup,n

(Y(1), Y(O) X') following the superpopulation distribution at sample size n.

COROLLARY 2. If Condition 6 holds, 7, = O(1) for z = 0, 1, and K, = o(n?/7=4/(79)),
then

() v =op(1), and thus A,, in (8) is of order op(1);

(ii) the finite population and superpopulation squared multiple correlations R? and Rgup n
are asymptotically equivalent, in the sense that R2 — Rgup n=op(1);

(iii) if further the standardized potential outcomes have bounded bth moments for some
b > 4, both Var(Y (1)) and Var(Y (0)) are of the same order as Var(roY (1) + 1Y (0)),
limsup,, ,o, R2,,, < 1, and K, = O(n®) and —logp, = o(n*=*/v=2¢) for some ¢ <
1/2 — 2/b, then the quantity on the left hand side of (16) is of order op(1).

Corollary 2(i) implies that Condition 1 holds with high probability, which, based on The-
orem 3, further implies that the asymptotic approximation for the difference-in-means esti-
mator under ReM using Gaussian and constrained Gaussian distributions is valid with high
probability, given that the acceptance probability is chosen to satisfy Condition 2 with high
probability (i.e., A, /p, = op(1)). With additional regularity conditions on the superpopu-
lation variance and squared multiple correlations, Corollary 2(iii) implies that Condition 5
holds with high probability, which further implies that the large-sample inference for the av-
erage treatment effect discussed in Section 6 is valid with high probability. From the above,
when the experimental units are i.i.d. from some superpopulation satisfying the moment con-
ditions in Condition 6 and Corollary 2(iii), the number of covariates is not too large, and the
acceptance probability is not too small, with high probability, we are able to asymptotically
approximate the distribution of 7 under ReM, as well as constructing asymptotically valid
confidence intervals for the average treatment effect 7.

Furthermore, Corollary 2(ii) implies that Condition 4 holds with high probability when
Rgup n < 1 — ¢ for some absolute constant ¢ > 0. Thus, based on Theorem 5, as long as the
choice of acceptance probability satisfies Condition 3, with high probability, we can approxi-
mate the distribution of 7 under ReM by a Gaussian distribution, under which ReM achieves
its ideally optimal precision. Based on Theorem 5, we can then derive the following corollary.
Recall that U,, = {u1,us,...,u,}. In the corollary below, we will write the conditioning on
Uy, explicitly to emphasize that we are considering the randomization distribution of 7 under
ReM.

COROLLARY 3. If Condition 6 holds, 7;* = O(1) for z=0,1, R, , <1 — ¢ for some
absolute constant ¢ > 0, and K,, = o(log n), then there exists a sequence of acceptance proba-
bilities p,, (or equivalently a sequence of thresholds a,,) such that, with probability converging
to 1, the distribution of the difference-in-means estimator under ReM can be asymptotically
approximated by a Gaussian distribution with mean zero and variance V., (1 — R2), i.e

sup(P{V V23— 7)< e| M < an,Un} —P(VT— R g0 < ¢ | Uy)| = 0p(1).
ceR
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TABLE 1
Asymptotic properties for rerandomization under various rates for the number of involved covariates. Column 1
shows the asymptotic rate of the number of covariates Kn, as n increases. Column 2 shows the corresponding
stochastic rate of yn based on Proposition 1. Column 3 shows the choice of acceptance probability that is
sufficient for Condition 2 with high probability. Column 4 shows the asymptotic rate for the variance v, o, of
the corresponding constrained Gaussian random variable.

Kn n Pn vKnyan
1 7/4 —

Kn =o(logn) op (%) pnXn 6,66(0,% - %) o(1)
1 7/4 _

K = logn Op (U55) =i tpe05-5) 0.1)

Kn=n,(€(0,3 - %) OIP(n_(%_%_T)) pn=n"P e (05 -5 -1 1-0(1)

Below we further consider the choice of acceptance probability under various cases for
the number of covariates involved in rerandomization. We assume that Condition 6 holds and
both treatment groups have non-negligible proportions of units, i.e., 7, ' = O(1) for =0, 1,
and consider the cases where the number of covariates K, increases sub-logarithmically,
logarithmically and polynomially with the sample size n, as shown in the first column of
Table 1. Proposition 1 then gives an upper bound of the stochastic rate of ~,,, as shown in
the second column of Table 1, all of which are of order op(1). Note that in the polynomial
increase case, the rate of K, is restricted to K, =< n with ¢ € (0, % — %); otherwise ~y,, may
not converge to zero in probability, under which Condition 1 may fail and the asymptotic
inference will become difficult. From Theorem 1, under all the three cases, we can choose the
acceptance probability p,, to decrease polynomially with the sample size such that Condition
2 holds with high probability, although there are various constraints on the exact polynomial
decay rate. This is shown in the third column of Table 1, where ~ can at least take value 1/3
based on our result in Theorem 1(iii) and it can take value 1 if Rai¢ (2015)’s conjecture as
in Theorem 1(ii) holds. The last column of Table 1 then shows the corresponding asymptotic
behavior of the variance vk, 4, of the constrained Gaussian random variable. Recall that the
gain from ReM on estimation precision depends crucially on vk, 4, as shown in Corollary
1. From Theorem 4, (i) when K, increases sub-logarithmically with n, vk, ., converges
to zero and rerandomization achieves its ideally optimal precision; (ii) when K, increases
logarithmically with n, vk, ., is strictly between 0 and 1 when n is sufficiently large and
thus rerandomization provides gain in estimation precision compared to the CRE, although
there is still a gap from the ideally optimal gain; (iii) when K, increases polynomially with
n, VK, a, converges to 1 as n — oo and rerandomization provides no gain over the CRE.
Therefore, in practice, we do not recommend using too many covariates, under which we
will essentially lose the advantage from rerandomization. As a side note, these observations
hold no matter which Berry-Essen bound we use for the asymptotic Gaussian approximation
(either the conjectured (ii), our derived (iii) in Theorem 1, or the ones in Theorem 2), except
for the explicit rate of the polynomially decaying acceptance probability.

7.2. Practical implication. From the previous discussion, the asymptotic approximation
of rerandomization depends crucially on -, (which involves K,,) and p,,. Below we provide
suggestions and guidance on how to leverage these factors to improve the performance of
rerandomization in practice.

We first consider K,,. From Theorem 6 and the discussion in Section 7.1, we suggest to
choose at most O(logn) covariates, otherwise we may lose the advantage of rerandomiza-
tion. Note that our finite population inference does not impose any model or distributional
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assumptions on the potential outcomes and covariates as well as their dependence structure.
Thus, we have the flexibility to pre-process the covariates in an arbitrary way. Note that the
covariates, although do not affect our asymptotic inference as long as the corresponding reg-
ularity conditions hold, do affect the improvement from rerandomization as indicated by the
outcome-covariates association R2. Therefore, we suggest to choose a moderate subset of
covariates or a moderate dimensional transformation of original covariates to conduct reran-
domization. For example, we can choose a subset of covariates of size O(logn) based on
our subjective knowledge about the importance of these covariates for predicting/explaining
the potential outcomes or based on some pilot studies. Recently, in the presence of high-
dimensional covariates, Zhang, Yin and Rubin (2021) proposed to use principle component
analysis to find some proper subspace of covariates to conduct rerandomization.

We then consider v,,. Below we give an equivalent form of ~,, that can be more in-
formative for its practical implications. For z = 0,1 and 1 < i < n, let e;(z) = Yi(z) —
Y (2) — S..x(8%) "' (X; — X) be the residual from the linear projection of potential out-
come Y;(z) on covariates X;. Then rpe;(1) + r1¢;(0) is the residual from the projection
of roY;(1) + r1Y;(0) on X ;. We further introduce e; to denote the corresponding standard-
ized residual for unit i, i.e., roe; (1) 4+ r1e;(0) standardized by its finite population mean and
standard deviation. Let X = (X1,X5...,X,)" € R™*Kx be the matrix consisting of the

covariates for all n units, H = X (X TX )_15( i € R™*™ be the corresponding projection
or hat matrix, and H;; be the ith diagonal element of H, which is usually called the lever-
age score for unit ¢ in regression analysis. As demonstrated in the Supplementary Material
(Wang and Li, 2022), ,, in (7) can be bounded by

n

(Kn+ 1)1 2 i [ ok N]
n— = —— i+ —1Hii € |—= m\/in )
= o n;(e (n =1 H:) VoA

with
K, + 1)1 K, + 1)1/

(18) = Bt DLy Bt DS gz
vrron e 7o ia

Obviously, 7y, and 7, are of the same order, and it is thus equivalent to consider .
From (18), 7,, depends crucially on the absolute third moment of the standardized residuals
n~t Yo les | and the summation of the leverage scores to the power of 3/2 over all n units.
Note that e;’s depend on the true potential outcomes and are generally unknown in the design
stage of an experiment. When the potential outcomes Y;(1) and Y;(0), or more precisely their
residuals e;(1) and e;(0) are not too heavy-tailed, we expect n™+ >_" | |e;|3 to be of constant
order, under which the first term in (18) is likely to be well-controlled. The second term in
(18) seems to be more complicated, but fortunately it is known in the design stage since it
depends only on the pretreatment covariates. Thus, we can and should check the leverage
scores for all units before conducting rerandomization. If > | H 2-/ % is small, then we ex-
pect the asymptotic approximation for rerandomization to work well; otherwise, we need to
be careful. As discussed before, under the finite population inference framework, we have the
flexibility to pre-process the covariates in an arbitrary way. In particular, we can try to shrink
the leverage scores via trimming, a practical strategy that is also recommended when con-
ducting regression adjustment for completely randomized experiments (Lei and Ding, 2020).
Note that too much trimming may reduce the outcome-covariates association R2 and thus
deteriorate the improvement from rerandomization. Besides, as demonstrated in the Supple-
mentary Material (Wang and Li, 2022), > | H f’/ % s always lower bounded by K32 /V/n.
In practice, we may consider performing the minimum possible trimming such that the re-

sulting > 7" | H;’/ 2 is close to its minimum value K./° /v/n. As a side note, both ridge
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and PCA rerandomizations recently proposed by Branson, Dasgupta and Rubin (2016) and
Zhang, Yin and Rubin (2021) can also help reduce leverage scores. Thus, our theory also pro-
vides some justification for these two designs. Moreover, compared to their pre-processing
on the covariates, trimming can be more robust to outliers. Besides, it does not change the
original covariates (as well as their meaning) much and may be more helpful in preserving
the explainability of original covariates (more precisely, their squared multiple correlation
with the potential outcomes).

Finally, we consider p,,. The discussion in Section 7.1 suggests choosing the acceptance
probability p,, such that it decays polynomially with the sample size n. However, such re-
sults may not be helpful for the choice of p,, under a finite sample size. Below we give some
practical guideline on the choice of p,, with a moderate number of covariates K,. First, from
Corollary 1, the gap between rerandomization with a certain p,, and the ideally optimal one
is characterized by v, 4, , the variance of the constrained Gaussian random variable. There-
fore, we suggest choosing p,, such that the corresponding vk, 4, is small, say, 0.01. Second,
with a given p,,, we can check the asymptotic approximation by using some pseudo potential
outcomes as proxies, e.g., some linear/nonlinear combinations of covariates based on some
prior knowledge. Third, note that, with acceptance probability p,,, the number of randomiza-
tions needed for getting an acceptable treatment assignment is about 1/p,,. In practice, our
choice of p,, can also take into account this computation cost; see also Section 7.3.

7.3. Computational cost of rerandomization. Below we briefly discuss the computa-
tional cost for getting one acceptable treatment assignment from ReM with n units, K-
dimensional covariates (K < n) and acceptance probability p > 0. To facilitate the computa-
tion, we can first standardize the covariates, i.e., getting S ;{1 (X, — X ) for each ¢, which has
a complexity of O(nK?). Then the Mahalanobis distance M is equivalently the Euclidean
norm of the difference-in-means of standardized covariates up to some scale, whose computa-
tion has complexity of O(nK) and in expectation needs to be done approximately p~! times.
Besides, in each iteration, one has to do a complete randomization of experimental units
into treatment and control groups, which has complexity of O(n) (Fan, Muller and Rezucha,
1962); see also Meng (2013). Consequently, in expectation, the computational complexity for
getting one acceptable assignment from ReM is approximately of O(nK (K + p~')). From
the discussion in Section 7.1 and in particular Table 1, to achieve the ideally optimal reran-
domization, we will choose K = o(logn) and can choose p L= n? for sufficiently small 3,
under which the computational complexity for getting an acceptable assignment from ReM
is in expectation approximately of order o(n'*#logn) (i.e., polynomial in n with exponent
slightly greater than 1). This implies that the optimal rerandomization is computationally
feasible even for relatively large sample size.

8. Conclusion and Discussion. There is a long-time controversy between the two
philosophies for designing an experiment: randomization versus optimal and thus often de-
terministic assignment. In the context of balancing covariates in randomized experiments,
the optimal design tries to find the treatment assignment minimizing the covariate imbalance
(say the Mahalanobis distance), while rerandomization tries to restrict the covariate imbal-
ance and at the same time maintain sufficient randomness of the design, which is necessary
for robust inference of treatment effects. In this paper, we demonstrated that, by letting the
acceptance probability diminish to zero at a property rate (e.g., a polynomial rate), reran-
domization can still have sufficient randomness for robust randomization-based inference of
treatment effects, and more importantly, it can achieve the ideally optimal precision that one
can expect from the optimally balanced design. Note that our theory also helps mitigate the
computation burden for usual optimal designs. In particular, to achieve the ideally optimal
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precision, we only need to randomly select assignments from a small proportion (which gen-
erally decreases with the sample size polynomially) of all assignments with the best covariate
balance, whose computational complexity is generally of a polynomial order of the sample
size with exponent slightly greater than 1 as discussed in Section 7.3.

The derived theory for rerandomization also allows for a diverging number of covariates.
In particular, we found that, when the number of covariates is too large, not only will the
asymptotic approximation for rerandomization become inaccurate, but also rerandomization
will lose its gain on efficiency. Therefore, we suggest practitioners to use a moderate number
of covariates, especially those important and useful for explaining the potential outcomes, and
to also perform trimming as suggested in Section 7. Importantly, because our finite population
inference imposes no distributional assumptions on potential outcomes and covariates, we are
free to adjust the covariates in an arbitrary way, such as trimming or transforming using, e.g.,
principle components. In the Supplementary Material (Wang and Li, 2022), we also provide
additional finite-sample diagnosis tools, discuss the choice of covariates and threshold for
rerandomization, and conduct a simulation study.

In this paper, we mainly focused on the asymptotic properties of rerandomized treatment-
control experiments using the Mahalanobis distance criterion; see the Supplementary Ma-
terial (Wang and Li, 2022) for extension to regression adjustment under rerandomization.
Beyond that, the derived theory, including both the finite population central limit theorem
and the asymptotic behavior of the constrained Gaussian random variable, can also be useful
for analyzing other covariate balance criteria, such as the Mahalanobis distance criterion with
tiers of covariates (Morgan and Rubin, 2015; Li, Ding and Rubin, 2018). It will also be inter-
esting to extend the theory to rerandomization in more complex experiments, such as blocked
experiments (Schultzberg and Johansson, 2019; Wang, Wang and Liu, 2021), factorial exper-
iments (Branson, Dasgupta and Rubin, 2016; Li, Ding and Rubin, 2020) and sequential ex-
periments (Zhou et al., 2018). Besides, we mainly considered finite population inference fo-
cusing on the average treatment effect of the experimental units in hand. It will be interesting
to also consider superpopulation inference of some population average treatment effect when
the units are randomly sampled from some superpopulation (Schultzberg and Johansson,
2020).
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplement to “Rerandomization with Diminishing Covariate Imbalance and Di-
verging Number of Covariates”
First, we provide additional finite-sample diagnosis tools for rerandomization, and conduct
a simulation study. Second, we extend the asymptotic theory to regression adjustment under
rerandomization. Third, we study the Berry—Esseen-type bound for finite population central
limit theorem under simple random sampling. Fourth, we prove all the theorems, corollaries
and propositions. Fifth, we connect rerandomization with usual optimal designs.
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SUPPLEMENT TO “RERANDOMIZATION WITH DIMINISHING
COVARIATE IMBALANCE AND DIVERGING NUMBER OF
COVARIATES”

Appendix Al provides some finite-sample diagnosis tools, discusses the choice of covari-
ates and threshold for rerandomization, and conducts a simulation study.

Appendix A2 studies regression adjustment after rerandomization.

Appendix A3 studies Berry—Esseen-type bound for finite population central limit theorem
in simple random sampling.

Appendix A4 studies asymptotic properties for completely randomized and rerandomized
experiments. It includes the proofs of Theorems 1-3, Corollary 1; and technical details about
the comments of (9).

Appendix A5 studies the limiting behavior of the constrained Gaussian random variable.
It includes the proof of Theorem 4.

Appendix A6 studies asymptotics for the optimal rerandomization. It includes the proofs
of Theorems 5 and 6.

Appendix A7 studies large-sample inference for rerandomization. It includes the proofs of
Theorems 7 and 8.

Appendix A8 studies the regularity conditions and finite-sample diagnoses for rerandom-

ization. It also provides the technical details for the comments on v, and > ; HZ-Z-/ %in
Section 7.2.
Appendix A9 studies the asymptotic properties of regression adjustment under rerandom-
ization with a diverging number of covariates. It includes the proof of Theorem Al.
Appendix A10 studies connections to optimal design under certain hypothesized model of
the potential outcomes.

Al. Finite-sample Diagnoses and Simulation Studies.

Al.1. Finite-sample diagnoses for rerandomization. Our theoretical results are mostly
concerned with the asymptotic properties of rerandomization designs. In this section, we
further provide some additional tools for the diagnosis of rerandomization in finite sam-
ples. Our diagnosis is based on the bias and mean squared error (MSE) of the difference-in-
means estimator 7 for estimating the average treatment effect 7. Kapelner et al. (2020) and
Nordin and Schultzberg (2020) also considered the MSE of 7 under rerandomization, but
they focused mainly on the case with equal treatment group sizes (i.e., 11 =19 = 1/2). In
the following, we consider a general design D that randomly assigns 7 proportion of units
to treatment and the remaining ry proportion to control. For descriptive convenience, we in-
troduce Ep(-) and Varp(-) to denote the mean and variance under the design D. The bias
and MSE of the difference-in-means estimator 7 under the design D can then be written as
E’D(f' — T) and E’D{(f' — T)2}.

Recall that Z = (Zy,...,7Z,)" is the treatment assignment vector for all n units. Let
w=Ep(Z) €R" and 2 = Covp(Z) € R™*™ be its mean and covariance matrix under the
design D. Let y; = roY;(1) + r1Y;(0) denote the weighted average of potential outcomes
for unit 4, §j = n~" > i1 y; be the corresponding finite population average, and § = (y; —
YyonoosYn — gj)T € R™ be the vector consisting of the centered weighted averages of potential
outcomes for all units. As demonstrated in Appendix A8, the bias and MSE of the difference-
in-means estimator 7 have the following forms:
(Al.1)

Ep(rr)= TForl)8 g {2+ (7 nln)(;r —rl.) '}y
nriro (nr IKA 0)

)
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where 1,, denotes an n-dimensional vector with all elements being 1. In (A1.1), ¥ depends
on the potential outcomes and is generally unknown in the design stage of an experiment.
However, the other quantities in (A1.1) are fully determined by the design D, and can be
computed or at least approximated by Monte Carlo method before actually conducting the
experiment. Below we consider the worst-case behavior of the design in terms of the estima-
tion bias and MSE in (A1.1) over the unknown potential outcomes. Recall that V. in (4) is
the variance of 7 under the CRE. As verified in Appendix A8, we can equivalently write V.,

as V., = @'[/T/{n(n — 1)riro}.

PROPOSITION Al. For any design D that randomly assign r; proportion of units to
treatment and the remaining 7 to control, the maximum absolute bias and the maximum root
MSE of the difference-in-means estimator 7 under D, standardized by the corresponding
standard deviation of 7 under the CRE, have the following forms:

-1
(A1.2) maxVZY2|Ep(7 —7)| = - Al —r11nly >0
J#0 nriro
(A1.3)
maXV 1/2\/IE'D{— )\rlr{zfx (Q + (7\' — Tlln)(ﬂ' — Tlln)—l—) 2 17
nriro

where ¢, 7 and Q are the same as defined before, and Ay« (-) denotes the largest eigenvalue
of a matrix.

Proposition Al characterizes the maximum bias and root MSE under any given design.
It is not difficult to see that, when the design D is the CRE, the maximum mean in (A1.2)
achieves its minimum value 0, and the maximum root MSE in (A1.3) achieves its minimum
value 1. This implies that the CRE is minimax optimal; see also Wu (1981). However, this
does not contradict with our Corollary 1, which shows that the difference-in-means estimator
under ReM always has smaller or equal variance and shorter or equal symmetric quantile
ranges than that under the CRE asymptotically. The reason is that Proposition A1 considers
all possible configurations of potential outcomes, including the case with R2 = 0, i.e., the po-
tential outcomes are uncorrelated with the covariates. In this case, the asymptotic distribution
of 7 under ReM reduces to that under the CRE.

More importantly, Proposition Al can help us conduct some finite-sample diagnoses for
rerandomization. Given any acceptance probability p and covariates X for each unit, we can
estimate 7r and €2 by simulating treatment assignments from the corresponding ReM, based
on which we can then investigate the maximum bias and root MSE in (A1.2) and (A1.3). In
practice, we may consider several choices of p and X, and compare them taking into account
both the improvement they can bring as shown in Corollary 1 and the finite-sample biases
they may cause as shown in Proposition A1; see the next subsection for details.

A1.2. Choice of covariates and acceptance probability for rerandomization. Below we
consider some practical strategy to choose the covariates and imbalance threshold for the
design of rerandomization in practice. From Corollary 1, if the sample size is large and
the asymptotic approximation works well, then rerandomization can reduce the MSE of the
difference-in-means estimator by 100(1 — v, ., ) R2 percent, or equivalently the standard-
ized MSE is approximately 1 — (1 — vk, 4, ) R2. On the contrary, from Appendix Al.1, with
a finite sample size, the worst-case MSE of the difference-in-means estimator under reran-
domization is no less than that under the CRE, and their ratio is the square of the quantity
in (A1.3). Obviously, there is a trade-off for the choice of covariates and imbalance thresh-
old. First, when the threshold (or equivalently the acceptance probability) decreases and the
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covariates are fixed, the asymptotic percentage reduction in MSE will increase (due to the
decreasing v, 4, ), while the finite-sample worst-case MSE is likely to increase. When the
number of covariates increases and the acceptance probability is fixed, the asymptotic per-
centage reduction in MSE may increase or decrease (due to the increasing vy, o, and R2),
while the finite-sample worst-case MSE is likely to increase.

Inspired by the above trade-off, we propose the following measure for the choice of co-
variates X and acceptance probability p for rerandomization, which takes a geometric mean
of the standardized MSEs in the worst case and the best case (in which the asymptotics works
well):

(Al4) ¢(X,p) =MSE(X,p) x {1 — (1 — vk,o) Rk };

other possible measures taking into account the best- and worst-case MSEs can also be con-

sidered for practical diagnosis. In (A1.4), 1\//I§E(X ,p) denotes the worst-case standardized
MSE under rerandomization with covariates X and acceptance probability p, K is the di-
mension of covariates, a is the p-th quantile of the chi-squared distribution with degrees of
freedom K, and R?X denotes the squared multiple correlation between potential outcomes
and covariates X . We can then use (A1.4) as a measure for comparing different rerandom-
ization designs, and can choose the one with minimum value of (A1.4) for the actual imple-
mentation of the experiment. Note that R?X in (A1.4) depends on the potential outcomes and
is thus unknown in the design stage of experiments. In practice, we can use some domain
knowledge or some prior (pilot) studies to estimate R?X.

Below we illustrate the use of the measure in (A1.4) using the dataset from the Student
Achievement and Retention (STAR) Project (STAR, Angrist, Lang and Oreopoulos, 2009), a
randomized evaluation of academic services and incentives conducted at a Canadian univer-
sity. We focus on the treatment group where the students were offered some academic support
(including peer-advising service) and scholarships for meeting targeted grades, and the con-
trol group receiving neither of these. Similar to Li, Ding and Rubin (2018), we dropped the
students with missing covariates, resulting a treated group of size n; = 118 and ng = 856.
We generate 200 covariates for each unit, where the first five are from the STAR project, i.e.,
high-school GPA, age, gender and indicators for whether lives at home and whether rarely
puts off studying for tests, and the rest 195 are drawn independently from the ¢ distribution
with degrees of freedom 2; once generated, these covariates are kept fixed, mimicking the fi-
nite population inference. We consider rerandomization with the first K = 5,10, 50, 100, 200
covariates, and consider acceptance probability p = 0.001,0.05,0.01,0.1,0.5. The left half
of Table Al shows the worst-case MSEs, standardized by that under the CRE, under vari-
ous choices of (K,p), where each worst-case MSE is estimated based on at least about 10°
randomly generated treatment assignments from each design. It shows that the worst-case
MSE generally increases as the number of covariates increases and the acceptance probabil-
ity decreases. We further hypothesize that R?X takes values 0.4, 0.5,0.6,0.7, 0.8, respectively,
when K increases from 5 to 200. Intuitively, this implies that the additional gain from includ-
ing more covariates decreases with the number of included covariates. The right half of Table
A1l shows the value of the measure in (A1.4), which suggests to use rerandomization with
K =5 covariates and acceptance probability p = 0.01.

Al.3. A simulation study. We now conduct a simulation study to demonstrate the poten-
tial gain from trimming, as well as investigating the inference for rerandomization in finite
samples. We use again the dataset from the STAR project, and consider in total nine reran-
domization designs for the n + ng = 974 units, with number of covariates K ranging from
0 to 200 and acceptance probability fixed at p = 0.001, where the covariates are generated
in the same way as in Appendix Al.2. Note that when K = 0, rerandomization without any
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TABLE Al
The worst-case mean squared error (standardized by that under the CRE) and the measure in (Al.4) for
choosing and diagnosing rerandomization designs under various choices of covariates (whose number is
denoted by K ) and acceptance probability (denoted by p).

worst-case mean squared error The measure in (A1.4)

N 0.5 0.1 0.05 0.01  0.001 0.5 0.1 0.05 0.01  0.001
5 1.012 1.025 1.033 1.068 1.216 0.819 0.704 0.685 0.674 0.744

10 1.015 1.095 1.147 1264 1414 0.839 0.754 0.752 0.762 0.792

50 1.023 1.340 1.523 1935 2477 0925 1.083 1.188 1411 1.676

100 1.029 1.448 1.684 2225 296 0948 1.212 1367 1.702 2.114
200 1.038 1.495 1.752 2356 3.189 0972 1294 1479 1.892 2417

TABLE A2

Properties of rerandomization with fixed acceptance probability pa = 0.001 and varying number of covariates
K. The Ist column shows the number of covariates for each design, the 2nd column shows the corresponding
value of 1 — vy . The 3rd to 6th columns show the maximum standardized bias and mean squared error in
(A1.2) and (A1.3), the summation of leverages to the power of 3/2, and the maximum leverage over all units.
The 7th—10th columns show the analogous quantities for the design using trimmed covariates. The 11th and 12th

columns show the minimum possible values of > H ?/ 2 (which equals K 3/2 /+/n) and max; H;; (which
equals Kn /n) for each K.

K 1-vg, Covariates without trimming Trimmed covariates Minimal
Bias RMSE Y7, HY? max;H;  Bias RMSE S0, HY? maxiHy X0 HY? max; Hy

0 0 0.10 1.10 NA NA 0.10 1.10 NA NA NA NA

5 0.97 0.13 1.10 0.39 0.02 0.11 1.10 0.39 0.02 0.36 0.01

9 0.90 076 118 1.78 0.66 0.16  1.10 0.94 0.03 0.87 0.01
15 0.80 0.91 1.25 3.48 0.66 020  1.10 1.97 0.05 1.86 0.02
24 0.70 1.28 146 8.00 0.98 023 111 3.92 0.06 3.77 0.02
37 0.60 1.33 1.52 12.71 0.98 0.25 111 7.41 0.09 721 0.04
60 0.50 1.47 1.62 23.45 0.98 0.27 111 15.13 0.13 14.89 0.06
100 0.41 156  1.72 43.87 0.98 029 112 32.33 0.16 32.04 0.10
200 0.30 1.62 179 104.57 0.99 0.31 1.13 91.01 0.28 90.63 0.21

covariate essentially reduces to the CRE. We then simulate 10° treatment assignments from
each of these designs.

Table A2 reports the simulation results. The first column shows the number of covariates
involved in the nine rerandomization designs, and the second column shows the value of
1 — vk q under various values of K and fixed acceptance probability p = 0.001. From Corol-
lary 1, if the additional covariates do not increase the squared multiple correlation R? be-
tween potential outcomes and covariates by a relatively large amount, the improvement from
rerandomization may decrease as the number of covariates increases. The 3rd—6th columns
in Table A2 show the maximum absolute bias in (A1.2), the maximum root MSE in (A1.3),
the summation of leverages to the power of 3/2 as in (18) and the maximum leverage over
all units, where the first two are estimated based on the 10° simulated assignments from each
of these designs. Note that when K = 0, the design is the CRE, and from the discussion after
Proposition Al, the maximum mean is 0 and the maximum root MSE is 1. Thus, there is
some variability for estimating the maximum mean and MSE; in practice, we may increase
the number of simulated assignments to improve the precision. Nevertheless, the 3rd—6th
columns in Table A2 show the trend that, as the number of covariates increases, the maxi-
mum bias and MSE under rerandomization will increase, which may render our treatment
effect estimation inaccurate, and the leverages will increase as well, which may make the
asymptotic approximation less accurate as discussed shortly. We further perform trimming
on the covariates, as suggested in Section 7.2. Specifically, we trim each covariate at both its
2.5% and 97.5% quantiles. From the 7th—10th columns in Table A2, trimming significantly
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reduces the maximum biases, maximum MSEs and leverages. Moreover, compared to the

11th and 12th columns, the values of > " | H, f’/ ? and max; H; after trimming become quite
close to their minimal possible values. This agrees with the suggestion we gave in Section 7.2.

TABLE A3
Asymptotic approximation and coverage property under the nine rerandomization designs in Table A2. The top
half uses the first-year GPA from the STAR dataset as the potential outcomes, and the bottom half use the
average propensity score from the nine design without trimming, after a quantile transformation using t
distribution with degree of freedom 3, as the potential outcomes. The K column shows the number of covariates

in each design, Bias column shows the absolute empirical bias standardized by V.rl/ 2, Ratio column shows the
ratio between empirical and asymptotic mean squared errors, and HCO-3 columns show the coverage
probabilities in percent of the 95% confidence intervals using the methods HCO-3 described in Section 6.

K Covariates without trimming Trimmed covariates
Bias Ratio HCO HCl1 HC2 HC3 Bias Ratio HCO HC1 HC2 HC3
0 0.001 1.00 975 975 975 9715 0.000 1.00 974 974 974 974
5 0.002 1.00 973 975 975 97.8 0.000 1.00 972 974 975 977
9 0.012 1.01 969 973 973 978 0.004 1.01 97.0 975 975 979
15 0.012  1.02 969 975 975 98.1 0.011 1.02 967 973 973 979
24 0.018 1.02 967 974 974 982 0.006 1.01 965 973 974 98.0
37 0.003 1.03 962 973 973 98.0 0.006 1.02 96.1 972 972 979
60 0.012 1.04 955 97.1 972 9717 0.020 1.04 953 97.1 971 976
100 0.008 1.05 944 968 968 974 0.014 1.04 943 968 968 973
200 0.006 1.07 939 940 940 944 0.015 1.06 937 938 938 939
0 0.005 099 975 975 975 975 0.002 1.00 975 975 975 975
5 0013 1.01 972 973 973 974 0.003 1.00 972 974 974 974
9 0346 1.03 932 939 943 950 0.021  1.01 9.6 970 971 975
15 0513 1.16 895 909 915 926 0.032 1.02 96.1 96.8 968 974
24 0.838 1.57 792 821 834 86.0 0.048 1.02 956 965 966 974
37 0923 1.73 749 790 804 83.1 0.056 1.03 951 964 964 974
60 1.022 192 688 749 76.1 787 0.062 1.03 946 964 965 973
100 1.094 211 627 708 715 745 0.054 1.04 934 960 960 96.8
200 1.065 211 63.1 636 641 683 0.067 1.07 925 926 926 928

We then consider the asymptotic approximation and coverage probabilities of confidence
intervals under these rerandomization designs with different numbers of covariates. We first
consider the case where both potential outcomes are the same as the observed first year GPA
from the STAR dataset. The top half of Table A3 shows the absolute empirical bias standard-
ized by VTIT/ 2, the ratio between empirical MSE and the corresponding asymptotic variance,
and the empirical coverage probabilities of 95% confidence intervals using methods HC0-3
described in Section 6. Note that when K = 200, the number of covariates are greater than the
size of treated group, under which we can only perform HC1-3 for the control group. From
Table A3, under all the nine designs, the biases are close to 0, the ratios between empirical
and asymptotic MSEs are close to 1, and the coverage probabilities are close to the nomi-
nal level, all of which indicate that the asymptotic approximation for rerandomization works
quite well. These in some sense show the robustness of rerandomization. To illustrate the
potential drawback of rerandomization with a large number of covariates, we also consider
potential outcomes constructed in the following way: we first estimate the propensity scores
for all units under these nine designs, then calculate the average of them for each unit, and
finally take a quantile transformation using the ¢ distribution with degrees of freedom 3 to get
both potential outcomes. The bottom half of Table A3 shows analogously the standardized
absolute empirical bias, the ratio between empirical and asymptotic MSEs and the coverage
probabilities of 95% confidence intervals using HCO-3. From Table A3, as K increases, the
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standardized biases increases, the ratio becomes further from 1, and the coverage probabil-
ities becomes much smaller than the nominal level, all of which indicates poor asymptotic
approximation under rerandomization with a large number of covariates. Comparing Tables
A2 and A3, we can find that the ratio and the coverage probabilities become further off from
their ideal values as the maximum standardized bias and root MSE in Table A2 get larger,
which indicates that (A1.2) and (A1.3) can be used as viable tools to help assist the design
of ReM in practice. Finally, we also consider rerandomization with trimmed covariates for
both cases. From the right half of Table A3, trimming helps improve the finite-sample perfor-
mance of rerandomization in terms of both point and interval estimates. Moreover, compared
to HCO, HC1-3 help improve the coverage probabilities of the confidence intervals, espe-
cially when the number of covariates is relatively large.

A2. Regression adjustment under rerandomization. Regression adjustment is a pop-
ular approach to adjusting for covariate imbalance between two treatment groups after the
experiments were conducted. Below we consider linearly regression adjusted estimator after
ReM, which can be particularly useful when the analyzer is able to observe more covariate
information after conducting the experiment. Let W; € R’» denote the available covariate
vector for unit ¢ in analysis, and 7w denote the corresponding difference-in-means of covari-
ates between treatment and control groups. Following Li and Ding (2020), a general linearly
regression adjusted estimator has the following form:

(A2.5)

#(81,8y) = nilzzi{n — B (W;—W)} - niOZ(l — Z){Yi = By (Wi — W)}
=1

=1
=7 —(roBy +71B8y)  Tw,

where 3, and 3, are the covariate adjustment coefficients. From (A2.5), the regression
adjusted estimator 7(3;, 3,) is essentially the difference-in-means estimator with adjusted
treatment and control potential outcomes Y;(1) — 8] (W; — W)’s and Y;(0) — 3] (W; —
W)’s. Therefore, its asymptotic property can be similarly derived as Theorems 3 and 5. Be-
low we focus on a specific regression adjusted estimator %(,@1, BO), which enjoys certain
optimalities (see, e.g., Lin, 2013; Li and Ding, 2020) and uses the following least squares

coefficients for covariate adjustment:
n
B, =argmin Y {Yi(z) =Y (2) =B (Wi = W)Y = (Siy) 'Swz,  (2=0,1)
i=1

where S%V and Syy . denote the finite population covariance matrices for covariates and
potential outcomes.

For each unit ¢ and z = 0, 1, let é;(2) = Y;(z) — BZT(WZ — W) denote the adjusted po-
tential outcome, and @; = (roé;(1) + 71&;(0), X ). Define 4,, and A,, analogously as (7)
and (8), but with Y;(z) replaced by &;(z), u; replaced by ; and 7 replaced by 7(8;,3,).
Analogous to (5), we define éi as the squared multiple correlation between adjusted po-
tential outcomes and covariates X;’s, and p2 as the squared multiple correlation between
original (unadjusted) potential outcomes and covariates W;’s. We first invoke the following
regularity condition, which essentially assumes Conditions 1 and 2 for the adjusted potential
outcomes.

CONDITION Al. Conditions 1 and 2 hold with ~,, and A,, replaced by 7,, and A,.
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Note that both adjustment coefficients ,[:}1 and Bo depend on all potential outcomes and
are thus unknown. In practice, we can estimate them using the sampling analogues BZ =
(S%V)_lsz,w for z =0, 1, where s w is the sample covariance between observed outcomes
and covariates for units under treatment arm z, and use the regression adjusted estimator
7(81, By) with the estimated coefficients. We then invoke the following regularity condition,
which ensures that the regression adjusted estimators with true and estimated coefficients
have the same asymptotic distribution.

CONDITION A2. Asn — 00,

max,efo,1} Maxi<i<n Yi(z) — }7(2’)\ T max{1,log J,, —logp,} 0
n’ 2,.2 :

VVer(1— p2) {1 R2) nriTo

We summarize the asymptotic distribution of %(,@1, ,@0) under ReM in the theorem below.

THEOREM Al. Under ReM and Conditions Al and A2, as n — 0o,

%(131750)_7 { 2 3 }
P ————<c|M<a,p—P\/1—-R2eo+\/R2 Lk, a, <cC
{ V(1 _p%) =el B ’ o

If further Condition 3 holds and lim sup,,_, ]:2% <1, then
7A'(,E'}MBO) -7 { 5 }
P ————<c¢|M<a,;—P\/1-RZ2ey<c
{ Ver(1=p2) M= ’

Theorem A1 implies that we can still perform covariate adjustment under ReM with di-
minishing covariate imbalance threshold as well as diverging numbers of covariates in both
design and analysis, which extends the discussion in Li and Ding (2020) with fixed threshold
and fixed numbers of covariates. Moreover, with covariate imbalance diminishing at a proper
rate, the regression adjusted estimator becomes asymptotically Gaussian distributed, and its
improvement over the CRE is nondecreasing in REL.

sup
ceR

— 0;

sup — 0.

ceR

A3. Berry-Esseen-type Bound for Finite Population Central Limit Theorem in Sim-
ple Random Sampling.

A3.1. Main theorem.

THEOREM A2. Consider any finite population {uy,us,...,ux} with u; € R?, with
u=N""! Zf\il w; and 8% = (N — 1)~} Zf\il(ul —a)(u; — )" denoting the finite pop-
ulation average and covariance matrix. Let (Z1,Zs,...,ZN) denote the indicators for a
simple random sample of size m, i.e., the probability that Z takes a particular value z =
(z1,..,2n) € {0, 1} is m!(N —m)!/N! ifo\il z; =m and zero otherwise, f =m/N be
the fraction of sampled units, and

1 N
—§7! Ziw; —mu p .
VNF1=f) {; }

Let € ~ N (0, 1) denote a d-dimensional standard Gaussian random vector, and define

1 ai/a X . s
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(i) There exists Cy that depends only on d such that for any N > 2, f € (0,1), any finite
population {u; : 1 < i < N} with nonsingular finite population covariance S2, and any
measurable convex set Q C RY,

IP(W € Q) — P(e € Q)| < Cay

(i1) If the theorem in Rai¢ (2015) holds, then there exists a universal constant C such that
forany N >2,d>1, f €(0,1), any finite population {u; : 1 <i < N} with nonsingular
finite population covariance S*, and any measurable convex set Q C R,

IP(W e Q)—-Pe€ Q)| <Cvy

(iii) Forany N >2,d>1, f € (0,1), any finite population {u; : 1 <1i < N} with nonsin-

gular finite population covariance S?, and any measurable convex set Q C R?,

d1/2

{Nf(L =3~
(iv) Forany N >2,d>1, f € (0,1), any finite population {u; : 1 <i < N} with nonsin-

gular finite population covariance S?, and any measurable convex set Q C R,

3(log N 3/4d3/4 _

(log V) - max ||(S%) 12 (u,—ﬁ)H
NVAFA=F) 1<i<n
(v) Forany N >2,d>1, f € (0,1), any finite population {u; : 1 <i < N} with nonsin-

gular finite population covariance S?, any 1 > 2, and any measurable convex set Q C R?,

IP(W € Q) —P(e € Q)| <174y +3.2%/3 <174y + 7413,

IP(W € Q) —P(e € Q)| <1807 +

o0

de3L/{4(L+1)}

IP(W € Q) —P(e € Q)| <174y +

where C, is a universal constant depending only on t.

A3.2. Proof of Theorem A2(i) and (ii) based on combinatorial central limit theorem.
To prove Theorem A2(i), we need the following lemma, which follows immediately from
Bolthausen and Gotze (1993, Theorem 1).

LEMMA Al. Consider any integer N > 1 and any constant vector a(i,j) € R? for all
1 <4,75 < N satisfying that

(A3.6)

S 7 ; 1 Al .o . oNT 1 N . T
;a(Z,J)ZO,lﬁzéN and ———% > a(i.ja(i,j) —mzb(])b(j) -

i=1 j=1 j=1

where b(j) = Zf\; 1a(i,j). Let m denote a uniformly distributed random permutation of
{1,2,...,N}, W = Zf\il a(i,n(i)), and e ~ N (0,1,) denote a d-dimensional standard
Gaussian random vector. Then there exists a constant Cy that depends only on d such that
forany N > 2, any {a(i,j) : 1 <1,j < N} satisfying (A3.6), and any measurable convex set
QCRY,

| NN
P(WeQ)-PleecQ) < N;gmlﬂb

~1/2
NAAHDI f(1 — f)}b/2N ZH (%) (u; —w)ll;,
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Proof of Theorem A2(i). Let S denote the positive definite square root of 2, and define

ali ) = {m(1— /)y 287 (1= f)(u; — @), f1<j<m,
DI w1 = YRS (@), ifm<j<N,

We can then verify that

(1<i<N).

N
> a(i,j)={m1—f)} 28 {m(1 - f) = (N =m)f} (wi—u) =0, (1<i<N)
j=1

N
()= ali,j)=0, (1<j<N)
=1
and
1 L 1
i ;;a(z‘,y‘)a(z‘,ﬁ - =D ;b(j)b(j)T
m —f)? N —m 2 N
“N_1 77(11(1 ;f?f) s ;(ui —a)(u;—a) ST+ ]]VV — m(if_ f)S_l ;(Ui —a)(u;—u)' S

— (1 _ f)S_1525_1 + fS_1525_1 — Id7

ie. {a(i,j):1<i,j < N} satisfies the conditions in (A3.6). Besides, > "%, |a(i, §)|?
simplifies to

Zlea (i 3)I3 = }3/2 ZHS D+ V= m) e }3/2 ZHS = o)l

_A=THF F+a-nHy
LB LS st -l < L0 S s

3 N
W Z” wi =), = g
where the last equality holds by definition.

Let m denote a uniformly distributed random permutation of {1,2,..., N}, and W =
val a(i,7(i)). Then, by definition,

sz

i) <m){m(1— f)} /287! i) >m){m(1— f)} V287" fu,

||M2

@
Il
—

|
—

N 1 N
={m(1— )} 287> {L(n(i) <m) — flu; = 7f)s—1 {Z 1(m(i) < m)u; — mu}
=1

Nf(l-
1 N
~N— -1 U — u =
Nf(l—f)S {;Zm, mu} W,

where the last ~ holds because (1(7(1) <m),1(7(2) <m)),...,L(7(N) <m)) follows
the same distribution as (Z1, Zs, ..., Zy). Applying Lemma Al, we can know that there
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exists C,; that depends only on d such that, for any measurable convex set Q C R,

N N
1
P(W € Q) ~B(e € Q| < Cugy 33 llali. )l = Cad /1.

i=1 j=1
This immediately implies that Theorem A2(i) holds. O

To prove Theorem A2(ii), we need the following lemma from Rai¢ (2015). However, the
author did not provide a formal proof there.

LEMMA A2. Consider the same setting as in Lemma Al. There exists a universal con-
stant C' such that for any N > 2, any d > 1, any {a(i,j) : 1 <1i,j < N} satisfying (A3.6),
and any measurable convex set Q C R4,

N N
IP(W € Q) — e € Q)| < Cd””‘% SO Jai, ).

i=1 j=1

Proof of Theorem A2(ii). Theorem A2(ii) follows from Lemma A2, by almost the same
logic as the proof of Theorem A2(i). Therefore, we omit its proof here. U

A3.3. Proof of Theorem A2(iii) based on Hdjek coupling.

A3.3.1. Technical lemmas. To prove Theorem A2(iii), we need the following eight lem-
mas.

LEMMA A3. Consider a finite population {uy,us, ..., uy} for N units, where u; € R?

foralli. Letu= N1 Zfil u; denote the finite population average. There must exist a pair
of random vectors Z and T in {0,1}" such that

() Z =(Z1,%a,...,ZN) is an indicator vector for a simple random sample of size m,
i.e., the probability that Z takes a particular value z = (z1,...,zy) € {0, 1} is m!(N —
m)!/N! ifzi]il z; =m and zero otherwise;

(i) T = (T1,Ts,...,Tn) € {0,1}V is an indicator vector for a Bernoulli random sample
with equal probability m/N for all units, i.e., T; S Bern(m/N);

(iii) the covariances for A = Zfil Ziu;, B= le\il T;(u; — u) +mu and their difference
satisfy Cov(B) = (1 — N~') - Cov(A) and

1 1

Cov'/?(B)-E{(B-A)(B—-A)"} - Cov"*(B) < —

I,

LEMMA A4 (Rai¢ (2019)). Let &,...,&x be N independent d-dimensional random
vectors, satisfying B&; = 0 for all 1 <i < N and )N Cov(¢;) = I, and e ~ N'(0,1)
be a d-dimensional standard Gaussian random vector. Define W = sz\i 1&;- Then for any
measurable convex set Q C RY,

N
IP(W € Q) —P(e € Q)| <58d"/* Y E|l&,]13.

i=1

LEMMA AS. Let {ui,us, ..., uy} be afinite population of N units, with u; € R? for all
i,and T = (T1, Ty, ..., Tn) € {0, 1} be an indicator vector for a Bernoulli random sample
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with equal probability f =m/N for all units, i.e., T; i Bern(f). Defineu = N1 Zz]\;1 u;,
S2=(N-1)'N (u; — a)(u; — )7, and B= "N | Ti(u; — @) + ma. Let € be a d-
dimensional standard Gaussian random vector. Then for any N > 2, d > 1, f € (0,1), and
any finite population {u; : 1 <1i < N} with nonsingular finite population covariance S2, we
have, for any measurable convex set Q C R4,

IP{Cov="*(B)- (B-EB)€ Q} ~P(e€ Q)| <

e

LEMMA A6. Let Q C RY be a convex set in R,

(i) Foranyc>0, Q.= {x € R?: 3z’ € Q s.t. |x — '||2 < c} is a convex set in R
(ii) Foranyc>0, Q ={x eR?:|a’ —x|]s > c V&' & Q} is a convex set in R°.
(iii) For any matrix A € Rixd Q= {x e Re: Az e Q} is a convex set in R<,

LEMMA A7. Forany set Q C R4 and any ¢ > 0, define
Q.={zeR": 3 € Qst|z—2|a<c}, Q ={zxeR’: |z —z|s>cVe' ¢ Q}.
(i) For any set Q C R and any positive c,h, (Q.), = Qcih-

(ii) For any set Q C R? and any ¢ > 0, (QC)C = B,, where B = QC.

(iii) For any set @ C R? and any positive c, h, (gc)h =9

LEMMA AS8. Let € be a d-dimensional standard Gaussian random variable, ¢4(-) be the
probability density function of €, and Cg4 be the collection of convex sets in R%. We have that

=\~ Pa(€)de L
fQC\Q ©) < 4d+

sup ———— <
c>0,0€Cy c
and
i) bq(€)de
sup AL T 4dh
¢>0,9€C, &

LEMMA A9. Let B and A be two d-dimensional random vectors with equal means
EB = EA and nonsingular covariance matrices X g and X o, and € be a d-dimensional
standard Gaussian random vector. Let Cq denote the collection of convex sets in R If S g =
(1 —1)22 4 for somel € (0,1),

Sup |P(= 1/2(B EB) € Q) —P(e € Q)| <a for some finite a >0
QeC

and
w12 g T —1/2 42
5 E{(B-A)(B-A)'} 25" <b1; forsomebec (0,1),
then for any positive constants c and h,

sup [P(£,"%(A-EA)c Q) —P(c € Q)
Qely
2
§4d1/4(c+h)+2d'exp< 2Zzz>+a+P(IIE‘”2(A B)|2>c)

h? 1—1)%%d
§4d1/4(c+h)+2d-exp< 2de> +a+%.
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LEMMA A10. Under the same setting as in Theorem A2,

@ Zf\; HS_l(Ui _)Hz =(N-1)d;
i) N7 1S (i — )3 > (d/2)%2;
(iii) +y defined in Theorem A2 satisfies that

d7/4

e e S e A

A3.3.2. Proofs of the lemmas.

PROOF OF LEMMA A3. Let T = (T}, Ts,...,Tx) € {0,1}"V be an indicator vector for
a Bernoulli random sample with equal probability n/N for all units. Below we construct
the indicator vector Z for a simple random sample of size n based on T'. We consider the
following three different cases depending on the size 7 of the set T ={i: T; = 1,1 <i <
N} ie,m=|T|.

(i) If m = m by accident, we define Z =T

(ii) If m > m, we introduce a set D to be a simple random sample of size /. — m from T,
and define Z; = 1 if i € T \ D and 0 otherwise;

(iii) If m < m, we introduce a set D to be a simple random sample of size m — m from
{1,2,...,N}\ T, and define Z; = 1 if i € T U D and 0 otherwise.

We can verify that Z must be an indicator vector for a simple random sample of size m. This
is essentially the coupling between simple random sampling and Bernoulli random sampling
used in Héjek (1960).

By definition, B — A = Zf\il(TZ — Z;)(u; — u). By the construction of T" and Z, con-
ditioning on 7, the difference between B and A is essentially the summation of a simple
random sample of size

(A3.7)
m — m from the population {u; — w,us — @,...,uy — u}, if m >m;
m — m from the population {—(u; — @), —(uz — @),...,—(uy —a)}, ifm<m.

Let A = |m —m)|. By the property of simple random sampling, this difference satisfies E(B —
A|m)=0and

A
Cov(B—A|Th):N

A Y _ A , i
T W - w)T S D (- @) -9

By the law of total expectation and total variance, and the fact that {E(A)}? < E(A?) =
Var(m), we have E(B — A) =E{E(B — A|m)} =0, and

E(A) &
Cov(B—A):E{COV(B—A|771)}+C0V{E(B—A|m}gT; —a)"
Var(m) _
< N - (u; — ) (u; — u)T
(A3.8) - N% (1 - %)% >~ (s — )~ @)
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By the property of bernoulli sampling and simple random sampling, we can derive that

N
(A3.9) Cov(B) = % (1 - %) > (i - a)(ui —a) "
i=1
and
m(N —m) al _ T N
Cov(A) = NON-1) z:(uZ —u)(u;—u)' = N 1COV(B).
i=1

(A3.8), (A3.9) and the fact that E(B — A) = 0 immediately imply that

Cov '/?(B)-E{(B - A)(B—A)"} -Cov '/?(B) = Cov_"/*(B) - Cov(B — A) - Cov~'/*(B)

< 1+ 1
“Vm N-m

From the above, Lemma A3 holds. O

1

PROOF OF LEMMA A4. Lemma A4 follows immediately from Rai¢ (2019, Theorem
1.1). O

PROOF OF LEMMA AS5. By definition, we can derive that

Cov™/?(B)-(B—EB) = Cov™V2(B ZT =Cov '2(B) Y (Ti~f)(ui—w),

i=1

where the last equality holds due to the centering of the u;’s. Define &; = (T; — f)Cov™/%(B)-

(u; —u). We can verify that ;s satisfy the condition in Lemma A4. Thus, from Lemma A4,
for any measurable convex set Q C R,

N
(A3.10) [P{Cov~'/*(B)- (B —~EB) € Q} —~P(e € Q)| <58d"* > "E|i&,]13.
=1

By definition, E{|T; — fI*} = /(1 — £){7* + (1 - /)?}. From (A3.9). Cov(B) = f(1 -
F)(IN —1)82. We can then simplify >-~ | E||&; |3 as

ZEHéuz Ny E{'T f'}}3/2H o), = fﬁ/zﬁZH

3/2
& NZH W)l

where the last inequality holds becomes 2+ (1 — f)2<{f+(1— f)}*=1and N — 1>
N/2. From (A3.10), we then have, for any measurable convex set Q C R4,

)

|P{Cov™"/*(B)- (B —EB) € Q} — P(e € Q)| < 584"/*

232 1 .
mﬁg”s

< S sl

Therefore, Lemma A5 holds. |

— ),

a),
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PROOF OF LEMMA A6. We first prove (i). Consider any ¢,y € Q. and any A € (0,1). By
definition, there must exist ’,y’ € Q such that |z — @'[|2 < c and ||y — ¥'||2 < c. Because
Q is convex, A\x’ 4+ (1 — \)y’ € Q. Moreover, by the triangle inequality,

Az + (1 =Ny — {Az’ + (1= Ny'Hl2 < Alz — 2]l + (1= Mly — 'l <e.

Thus, we must have Az + (1 — \)y € Q.. Therefore, Q. must be a convex set.

We then prove (ii). Consider any z,y € Q_ and any A € (0,1). We prove that z = Az +
(1= Xy € Q_ by contradiction. Suppose that z ¢ Q . By definition, there must exist 2’ ¢ Q
such that ||z — 2'||2 < ¢. Define ' =x + 2’ — z and y' =y + 2’ — z. Because ||z — @'||2 =
ly —¥'ll = ||z = 2|2 < cand z,y € Q_, by definition, we must have =’,y’ € Q. Due to
the convexity of A, this further implies that A’ + (1 — \)y’ € Q. By some algebra, we can
show that 2’ = Az’ + (1 — \)y’ € Q, which contradicts with 2’ ¢ Q. Therefore, we must
have z = Az 4 (1 — \)y € Q_. Consequently, Q _ is a convex set.

Finally, we prove (iii). Consider any x,y € Q and any A € (0,1). By definition,
Az, Ay € Q. By the convexity of Q, this implies that A{A\x + (1 — \)y} = AAxz + (1 —
M)Ay € Q. Consequently, A\ + (1 — )y € Q. Therefore, Q must be a convex set.

From the above, Lemma A6 holds. O

PROOF OF LEMMA A7. We first prove (i). We first prove (Q.), C Qqip. For any = €

(Q.),» by definition, there exists ' € Q.. such that ||z — &’||3 < h. By the same logic, there
exists ” € Q such that ||z’ — x”||2 < ¢. By the triangle inequality, || — =" |2 < ||z —
z'||2 + ||z’ — |2 < ¢ + h, which then implies that © € Q.. Therefore, we must have
(Qc);, € Qcin- We then prove (Q.);, D Qcyh. For any @ € Q. by definition, there exists
' € Qsuchthat [|[x — &'||s <c+ h.Let \=c¢/(c+ h), and " = 2’ + A\(x — x’). We then
have ||z’ — 2"||s = M| — /|2 < ¢, and ||&” — z||2 = (1 — \)||x — 2'||2 < h. Consequently,

z" € Q., and = € (Q.);,. Therefore, we must have Q. C (Q.),. From the above, we have

(@c)h - Qc—i—h-
We then prove (ii). By definition,
(QC)C —{zeR’: o' —z|y>cVe' ¢ Q) ={z cR%: ||z’ — x|y > c V' € B)E

={xecR?:3x' € Bs.t |z —a'||]s < c} =B..

Finally, we prove (iii) using (i) and (ii). From (ii), we have ( gc)h = (5h)c, where D =

(gc)c. By the same logic, D = (gc)c — B, where B = QF. Consequently, using (i) and (ii),
we have

_ — C _ C
(Q_C)h = (Dh)c = ((Bc)h> = (Ben) =9 i
From the above, Lemma A7 holds. |

PROOF OF LEMMA AS8. This is a direct consequence of (1.3)-(1.4) of Bentkus (2005).
See also (Ball, 1993; Nazarov, 2003) Ol

PROOF OF LEMMA A9. Let( = 2;1/2(A—B) and A = 2;11/22}5{2 = (1—1)I4. Then,
by definition, E(¢¢ ") < b2I 4, and
»,"*(A-EA)=AS;*{B-EB+(A-B)} = AX;/*(B-EB) + A
First, for any convex set Q C R% and any c > 0, define
O.={xcR¥: 32’ c st ||z —2'|a<c} and Q.={zc RY: ||l&" — x|y > ¢ Vo' & QF.
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Intuitively, Q(c) contains all the points whose distance from Q is at most ¢, and Q(c) contains
all the points whose distance from QG is at least c. Then, by definition,

P{x,'"*(A-EA)c Q} <P{x,"*(A—EA) € Q,||Alls <} + P(|AL|2 > ¢)
(A3.11) <P{AX;*(B-EB)cQ.} +P(||A¢l2 > ¢),
and
P{x,"*(A-EA)c Q} >P{x,"*(A-EA) € Q,|A¢|s < ¢}
>P{AS,;*(B-EB) € Q_||Al|l2 <c}
(A3.12) >P{AS,*(B-EB)c Q. } —P(||ACl2 > ¢).
From Lemma A6 and the condition in Lemma A9, these imply that
P{x,"*(A—EA)c Q} <P(Ac€Q,) +a+P(|All2>c),
and
P{s,*(A-EA)€Q} >P(Ace Q) —a—P(|A¢[2>c).

Second, by definition, || (A — 1) €H2 = lH€H2. By the Gaussian tail bound, for any h > 0,

2

d d
h h?
]P){H(AN - Id)€H2 2 h} <P{lllela>h} =P (§ Ei > l_2> < g P <5z > m)
k=1 k=1

=2d-P >L <2d-e —h—2
- =g ) =EC P T )

By the same logic as (A3.11) and using Lemma A7,
P(Acc Q) <P(Acc Q. [[(A - Ip)e], <) +B(|(A -~ Li)e], > )

_ h?
<P(e € Qcyn) +2d - exp <—W> ;

and by the same logic as (A3.12) and using Lemma A7,
P(Ave€Q,) 2 P(Acc Q [[(A - Li)e]l, < h) 2 P(e € Q. [[(A ~ Ta)e]l, < 1)

>Becg,,,) (A~ Le],> h)

h2
2 ]P(E ch+h) — 2d exXp <—W> .
These imply that
~1/2 — b%d

2

i )+a+PmAszd,

< IP’(E € §c+h) + 2d - exp <—W

and
e b2d
P{x, (A—EA)eQ}zP(AEEQC)—a—m

2

i )—a—PMAsz@.

> ]P(E ch+h) — 2d-exp <_W
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Third, from Lemma A8, we have
P(e € Qcn) <P(e € Q) +4d*(c+h) and P(e€ Q_,,) > P(e € Q) —4d'/*(c+ h).
From the above, we must have that, for any Q € Cy,
P{=,"*(A-EA) € Q) —P(c € Q)
2

< 4dY*(c+ h) +2d - exp < 52

)+a+PmAab>@

By Chebyshev’s inequality, we can bound the tail probability of A{ = Z;ll/ 2(A — B) by

2
PG > 0 =P~ D¢l > o < e = mee))
_a- 1)?bd

Therefore, Lemma A9 holds. |

PROOF OF LEMMA A10. By definition and some algebra, we can verify that
N

N N
> IS (us - a2 = > (ui—w) S (u;— )= (Z S72(u; — w)(u; — a)T>
i=1 i=1

i=1
= (S (N-1)8%) =t ((N - 1)Iz) = (N —1)d.
By Holder’s inequality,

1 . 5 1 ) ) G (N —1)3/243/? )
52157 wi —a)lf; > (NZHS— <uz-—u>|!2> a2 /2",
i=1 i=1

where the last inequality holds because (N — 1) /N > 1/2. Consequently, we have

1 d1/4 d3/2 d7/4

7= /Nf N ZH HZ— /Nf 23/2 93/2 /Nf(l—f)
Therefore, Lemma A 10 holds. O

A3.3.3. Proof of Theorem A2(iii).

Proof of Theorem A2(iii). Let Z and T be the pair of indicator vectors for si jgle ran-
dom samphng and Bernoulli sampling satisfying Lemma A3. Recall that A =) ." | Z;u;

and B =YV Tj(u; — @) + ma, and define further £ 4 = Cov(A) and £ = Cov(B). By
definition, we can verify that W = Z;I/ 2(A —EA).
First, from Lemma A3, Xp = (1 —[)?- X4 with[=1—+1— N1, and

s,2 E{(B-A)(B- A) T}.z:;}/z <bI,

with 2= /1/m +1/(N —m)=1//Nf(1— f

Second, from Lemma A5,

sup [P{£5"* - (B—EB)e Q} —P(c€ Q)| < 10 N ZHS

QeCy “= VNf(1
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where the last equality follows from the definition of v in Theorem A2.
Third, let

1 1/3 1/2
62{5(1_1)21)%3/4} , and h={dl* logN}"'".

From Lemma A9, we have

sup |P(W € Q) —P(e € Q)|

Qely
h2 (1—1)22d
1/4
< 4d" (c+h)+2d'exp<—m>+a+072
_ 1/4 (1 _ l)2b2d h2 1/4
—a+{4d/c+T +2d-exp | — 5o +4d"*h

—a+3-2231—1)2Bd 263 4 2dN~Y? + ad®/11 - \/log N.

Fourth, from Lemma A10 and by definition, we have

3 3/2
{3 L22/3(1 — 1)2/3d1/2b2/3} =108(1 —1)2d%/%p? < _L08dTT . 2%/2y < 73,

VN f)

d d7/4
VN/AT \/Nf1-])
N1 2d7/4 log N
4d3/41 - \/log N = 4d%/* Vo 981 < 95/2,

TvionT VeV =TV N

These then imply that

sup |P(W € Q) — P(e € Q)| < 1657 + 232 + 2%/ 4 3. 2%/3(1 — 1)?/3q"/2p*/3
Qely
d1/2

{Nf(1—=f)}S

<174y +3-2%/3
<174y + 771/3.
From the above, Theorem A2(iii) holds. O

A3.4. Proof of Theorem A2(iv). To prove Theorem A2(iv), we need the following two
lemmas.

LEMMA All. Let X = {x;}}¥, be N zero-centered real valued quantities; and let
X1, -+, Xy, be m random sample drawn without replacement from X, then for all € > 0,

m
2¢2
P Xi|ze | <2exp| —
(Z 1= >_ Xp( m(maX1§z‘§Nﬂ?i—miHISiSN"Ei)2>

i=1
PROOF OF LEMMA A1l1l. Lemma A1l follows immediately from Bardenet and Maillard
(2015, Proposition 1.2). O
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LEMMA A12. Let Z and T be the pair of random vectors constructed as in Lemma A3.
For any c,t > 0,

P{HCOV_1/2(A) (B — A)H2 > c} < 2dexp <—W> + 2exp (—2152) ,

where f =m/N and { = max;<i<p

(52" )

PROOF OF LEMMA A12. For1<¢:< Nand1<k<d,letv; = (Si)_l/2 (u; —u), and
vk denote the k-th coordinate of v;. From the proof of Lemma A3, we then have

N
1
(A3.13) Cov 2(A)- (B-A)= | =Y (Ts - Z)v;.
) (B-A)= [y -2
We first consider bounding the tail probability of Zf\;l(T, — Z;)v;. By definition, 2§ =

2maxi<i<n ||Villoo > 2maxi<i<p [vik| > max; v;, — min; vy, for 1 < k < d. From (A3.7)
and Lemma A11, we then have, for 1 <k < d and any ¢ > 0,

P >clm| <2 2
crm ex —
- - P ’Th — m\(maxlgiSN Vik — minlgiSN Uz’k)2

<9 ¢
=2 o)

where 2 /(2| — m|£2) is defined to be infinity when 77 = m. This further implies that

d
P Zc|ﬁz>§ IP( zi|m>
< 2 k=1 \/E

c2
< 2d - .
= exp( 2rm—m\ds2>

Note that, by Hoeffding’s inequality, for any ¢ > 0, P(]/i — m| > t) < 2exp(—2t2/N). From
the above, we can know that, for any ¢, ¢ > 0,

2

i=1

n

> Ty = Ziyva

1=1

n

Z(Ti — Z;)v;

i=1

n

Z(TZ — Zi)vi

i=1

§P< > (T = Zvi|| Zcllm—m] <t\/ﬁ> +P([ — m| > tVN)
i=1 5

C2
2tde2/ N

Consequently, for any ¢, t > 0,

< 2dexp <— > + 2exp (—2t2) .

N

> (T = Ziv,

i=1

P{HcOv—l/2(A) (B - A)H2 > c} - IP’{

20\/f(1—f)N}

2

< 2dexp <_W> + 2exp (—2t2) .

From the above, Lemma A12 holds. |
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Proof of Theorem A2(iv). Let Z and T be the pair of indicator vectors for simple ran-
dom sampling and Bernoulli sampling satisfying Lemma A3, and adopt the same notation
from the proof of Theorem A2(iii). From the proof of Lemma A9 and Theorem AZ2(iii), for
any c,h >0,

sup |P(W € Q) —P(e € Q)|
QeCy

2 1232
<4dY*(c+h) + 2d - exp <—%> +a+(16l#

—a {2t exp (— g ) - 4atn b+ [a e 2 {2328 - ) 2 o).

where @ = 165y and [ =1 — /1 — N—1. Letting h = {dI? - log N }'/2 and from the proof of
Theorem A2(iii), we can know that, for any ¢ > 0,

sup IP(W e Q) —P(e € Q)| <174y + [4d1/4c+P{Hz:;1/2(B - A)H2 >c}].

Applying Lemma A12 and letting
1/2
o log N 1/2 1 logNd§2 / ‘o log N 1/2
N N fa—f) 2 o\ 4 ’

M) +2exp (—2t2)

we have

1/4 -1/2(g _ H > oL ggl/4 _
Ad c—HP’{HEA (B A)2_c}_4d ¢+ 2dexp T

3/4 33/4
=22 (log N)™d &+ 2dNTY2 4 oNT1/2

NV = f)
(log N )3/4d?/4 . -1/2
§3N1/4 ) E+4dN~7,

(S

u

A2(iii), we can know that 4dN—1/2 < 25/27 < 6. From the above,

where £ = max;<;<, )_1/ 2 (u; — ) H . From Lemma A 10 and the proof of Theorem
o

(log N)3/4d3/4
sup |IP(W € Q) —-Plec Q)| <174y + 3 E+6
sup [P(W € Q) = Ple € Q)f < 17y + 83 e £+ O
log N)3/443/4 3
<180y 4+ 3-UB N AT (S2) 1/2(u,-—a)H .
NVAJFA = f) 1<i<n 00
Therefore, Theorem A2(iv) holds. O

A3.5. Proof of Theorem A2(v). To prove Theorem A2(v), we need the following two
lemmas.

LEMMA Al3. Let X = {2;}Y, be N zero-centered real valued quantities, and let
X1, , Xy, be m random sample drawn without replacement from X. Then for any t > 0
and v > 2, we have

|

iXZ )

i=1

L/2
) (Fxtia)” + ol fal
>t| <R, m
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where f =m/N and R, is a universal constant depending only on .

PROOF OF LEMMA A13. From Markov’s inequality, for any ¢ > 2,

]P>< 215):]?( 2#>§7E’ZZ;IX"’.

m m

>_Xi >_Xi

i=1 1=1
From Hoeffding (1963, Theorem 4), we further have E|>°7" | X;|* <E|31", X;|*, where
X1, , X, are i.i.d. random samples drawn with replacement from X. From Rosenthal’s
inequality, we then have

( ) E|Y, &
P >t <
i I
N 22 and

m
>_Xi
=1
where R, is a universal constant depending only on ¢. Note that EXZ? =N"! Yol T
E| X, =N~! Zf\il |z;|*. We can then derive Lemma A13. O

L

~ o\ U/2 ~
(T EX?) " + X B
<R, o ,

LEMMA Al4. Let Z and T be the pair of random vectors constructed as in Lemma A3.
Forany > 2 andt >0,
CLdL/2+1 CLdL/2§L
CNTHFA= DY T eNCIR{f(1- PY-D7

P{HCOV_1/2(A) (B - A)H2 > c} -

where C, is a constant depending only on 1, and &, = N~' SN | (Si)_l/2 (u; —u)||".

PROOF OF LEMMA A14. We construct Z and T in the same way as in the proof of Lem-
mas A3 and Al2, and we adopt the same notation as in Lemma A12. We further define
& = N1 Zi\il |vik "

We first consider bounding the tail probability of || """, (T; — Z;)v;||,. From Lemma A13,
forany c>0and 1 <k <d,

]P (
CL
where the last inequality holds because N ! Zf\i L% = (N —1)/N < 1. This then implies

that
]P)<
Y24 | —ml - &k,

d ~
|m_m| /2
S RL ; CLd_L/z = RLd .

n

Z(Ti — Zi)vik

1=1

R B L/2 B _
(10— ml- NU X 03 ) " i —ml - NUY o

CL

ZC|T~TL> <R,

\ﬁ@—m[”z +|m—m|- &,

<R,

9

n

> (T = Ziv,

1=1

n

> (T = Ziyva

i=1

Zc/ﬂ\fn)

2

dlin —m|/? + | —m| - ¢, &k
ct ’

)

By the law of iterated expectation,

n»< fc):E{ﬂ»(

< RJ?. d-E{|m —m|"/*} + E{jin —m|} - Zzzlﬁm'

CL

n

> (T = Ziv,

1=1

n

> (T = Ziv,

i=1
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We then consider bounding the moments of |/ — m|. By Hoeffding’s inequality, for any
t >0, P(J/m — m| >t) < 2exp(—2t2/N). Using (Rigollet and Hiitter, 2015, Lemma 1.4),
this implies that

t/4
B(m-ml) < (5) @210,

Besides, E{|i — m|} < /Var(m —m) = /N f(1 - f)
Finally, we consider bounding the tail probability of Cov~*/2(A) - (B — A). From
(A3.13),

]P’{HCOV_I/2(A)-(B—A)szc}:IP’{ i(:r,-—zi)v,- zcm}
i=1 9

d-E{jm — m|"?} + E{jm —ml} - 30, &,
cNU2{f(1— [}/

f{LdL/2 N L/4
< AN (1= f)}2 {d- <§> (1/2)-T(¢/4) + \/NfT Z&“}

SRLdL/2'

C,d"/?
< . d-NY*+ \/Nf(1—f)-N! I
— ML/Z{f(l _f)}l,/2 { + f ZH’U H }

CLdL/2+1 CLdL/Q L
T AN DY T e N1 )y Z il

From the above, we can immediately derive Lemma A14. O

Proof of Theorem A2(v). Letting Z and 7" be the pair of indicator vectors for simple
random sampling and Bernoulli sampling satisfying Lemma A3, and by the same logic as the
proof of Theorem A2(iv), for any ¢ > 0,

sup IP(W € Q) —P(ce Q) <174y + [4d1/4c+]1>{H2;1/2(B - A)H2 > CH .

Applying Lemma A12 and letting ¢ = N—+/ {4041} . q2e=D/{40+D} e have
adt e + P{HE;{”(B - A)H2 > c}

C Ju/2+1 C dL/2§
< 4d1/4 L L L
SN T AN YR T NP e
J3t/{AG+1)} CLd3L/{4(L+1)} .d C, - d3L/{4(L+1)}§L

- 4NL/{4(L+1)} + NL/{4(L+1)}{f(1 _ f)}L/2 + N(L2—2)/{4(L+1)}{f(1 _ f)}(L—l)/2

q3u/{40+1)} CLd3L/{4(L+1)} . (d—l— &) 3401} (2d _1_&)

< 4NL/{4(L+1)} NL/{4(L+1)}{f( _ )}L/2 - X{4 C} NL/{4(L+1)}{f(1 _ f)}l,/27

where & = N' N [ (S2)” 12 (u; — u)||*. Adopting the notation from the proof of
Lemma Al4,

122\%\‘ Z (N_lé‘vik‘L> Zé (N_livz?k>b/2:zd: <%>L/z

i=1 k=1 1=1 k=1
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>2742 . g,
From the above, we then have

sup |[P(W € Q) —P(e € Q)|
Q€eCa

3401} (1+d+¢&)
NG (1= )} P2
B/AGHDY . (2241 4 7y,
N F{L = )}

<174y + max{4,C,} -

<174y + max{4,C,} -

3/ {40+1)} 1 XN 172
<14y +C) - —r 75 v 2 (8%) T (wi— )l
NYAEDIH (1 - fH}/2 N —

where C/ = max{4, C, } - (2//>1 4-1) is a universal constant depending only on ¢. Therefore,
Theorem A2(v) holds. O

Ad4. Asymptotic Distributions in Completely Randomized and Rerandomized Exper-
iments.

Proof of Theorems 1 and 2. Following the notation in Section 3.2 and from (6), the
difference-in-means vector (%,%})T is essentially the sample total of a simple random

sample of size n; from the finite population of {u; = (roY;(1) + r1Y;(0), X)) :i =

1,2,...,n}, up to some constant scaling and shifting. This then implies that
A, = sup P{V_1/2<TA_T>GQ}—IP’(EEQ)': sup [P(WeQ)-P(ecQ),
QeCk 1 TX QeCk 1

where W = COV_1/2(Z:-L:1 Ziu;) > " | Ziyu; is the standardization of )" | Z;u,. By the
definition of +y,, in (7) and the definitions of 71,7, K, Theorem 1 then follows immediately
from Theorem A2 (i - iii); Theorem 2 follows from Theorem A2 (iv - v). O

Proof of Theorem 3. Under Condition 2, there must exist n > 2 such that p, > A,, for
alln > n. Let (7,7 %) denote a Gaussian random vector with mean (7, 0.) and covariance

matrix V' in (4). By the definition of A,, in (8), we can know that, for any measurable convex
set Q in RE+L

P { @‘XT) e Q} —P { (t;) e QH = ‘]P’ {V—1/2 (i;) e v—1/2Q} ~Pec V‘1/2Q)'

<A,

This implies that,

P (+kVidix <an) —P(FXVilfx <an)

= |P(M <a,) - P < a)

and for any c € R,

(A4.14) :(P(%—Tgc,Mgan)—P(%—T<C,M<an>
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where M = %} V;%%X ~ X%{n. By definition, p,, = IP(M < ay). Thus, for n > n, we must
have P(M < a,,) > p, — A, >0, and consequently

1 1 1
A4.15 < < .
( ) pnt A, T P(M<a,) ” pn—A,

From (A4.14) and (A4.15), we then have, for all n > n and ¢ € R,

< < F_r<ceM<
]P’(%—TéclMéan)ZP(T rseMsan) PE-rseMSdn)t+An

P(M<a,) = P(M<a,)-A,

CP(F-7<c|M<an)+An/pn

- 1—Ayn/pn

PG -7 <e| M <an)(l = Anfpn) +280/pn
20, /pn

=Pr—7<c MS& 4+ —
( | n) T— A, /p,

and

P(f—1<cM<a,) _PF-T<cM<a,)— A,

>

P(7 —7<c|M<a,)=

P(M < a,) P(M <ap) + A,
_]P’(%—Tgc]Mgan)—An/pn
- 1+ A,/pn
o P -7 <c| M <an)(l+ An/pn) = 280 /pn
R ~ 20, /pn
(T T_C’ _a) 1+An/pn

These imply that, for all n > n,

sup P{V2(7 - 1) <c| M <anf —P{VZ2(7 - 7) §C|M§an}‘

gmax{ 20, /P 20, /Dy }< 20y, /pn,

1_An/pn71+An/pn _1_An/pn.

Under Condition 2, we then have, as n — oo,

sup IP){VT_Tlﬂ(?—T)§c|M§an}—P{VT;1/2(?—T)§C|M§CL”H — 0.
ceR

Finally, from the proof of Li, Ding and Rubin (2018, Theorem 1), for any c € R,
P{V 27— 1) <c| M <an} =P{(V1= R+ VRLi, 4, ) <c},

with g and L, ., defined as in Section 4. Therefore, we derive Theorem 3. O

ny

Comment on Condition 1 and regularity conditions in Li, Ding and Rubin (2018). By
the definition in (7),

(K + 1)/ S SN
fyngﬁlrg%xn“su (’U;Z—’U/)H2E;HSU (’U,Z—’U,)H2
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=-———— . max HS;l(ui —ﬁ)HZ :

A/ Nriro 1<i<n

(K +1)54 -1 1

— 1Szt —= max [|u; — ully
Note that
1 2 1 _ _ 2 1 — 12
o max s —afy = - max [ro{Yi(1) = Y(1)} +r1{¥i(0) = Y(0)}]" + - max || X - X[,

2 — 2 2 — 2 1 112

< = . — _ . — — P .

(A4.16) < 11;1%{1@(1) Y1)} + - 11;1%{1@(0) Y(0)}* + - X — X||;

Under Li, Ding and Rubin (2018, Condition 1), as n — oo, both 1 and ry have positive lim-
its, Si has a limiting value (in particular, the limit of S?X is nonsingular), and the quantities
on the right hand side of (A4.16) converge to zero. If additionally the limit of R? is less than
1, then the limit of Si will be invertible, and thus ~,, must converge to zero as n — oo, i.e.,
Condition 1 holds. O

Proof of Corollary 1. Corollary 1 follows by the same logic as Li, Ding and Rubin
(2018, Corollaries 1-3). [l

Comments on the lower bound of ~,, in (9). The lower bound of ,, follows by the same
logic as Lemma A10. O

Comments on the upper bound of ~,,. By the definition in (7),

CEa DTN et s (K A DV 32 | @170 |32
Tn = —o— W;;HSu (Uz—“)“zﬁﬁg;u{wfl) 18" (wi = w) ||

(Kn + 1)7/4 -1 _\113/2
< ¢ u (ul - u) H :
V/nrirg  1<i<n 0
If the standardized finite population {S,!(u; — @) : 1 <i < n} is coordinate-wise bounded,

and the proportions of treated and control units are bounded away from zero, then there exist
finite positive constants ¢ and C such that for all n and 1 <i < n, [|S, (u; — @)||oc < C and

min{ry,ro} > c. Consequently,
7/4 7/4 7/4 ~3/2
<M max HSQ—Ll(ui_ﬁ)HZ2SMC3/2: <K"27_71> C
n

Tn = ynrirg  1<i<n vVne2

under which K,, = o(n?/7) implies that ,, = o(1). O

)
C

AS. Limiting Behavior of the Constrained Gaussian Random Variable. In this sec-
tion, we prove Theorem 4 regarding the limiting behavior of the constrained Gaussian ran-
dom variable Ly, ,,. We first give some technical lemmas in Section A5.1, and then study
the limiting behavior of Lk, 4, in Sections A5.2—A5.5 under various relationship between
log(p; ') and K,,. Sections A5.2-A5.5 essentially prove Theorem 4(i)—(iv) respectively, as
briefly commented in Section AS.6. For descriptive convenience, we introduce X%{ to denote
a random variable following the chi-square distribution with degrees of freedom K.

AS5.1. Technical lemmas and their proofs.
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AS5.1.1. Lemmas for the acceptance probability p = P(x% < a).

LEMMA A15.  Foranyinteger K > 1, VTK{K/(2e)}(/? <T(K/2+1) < 2T K{K/(2e)}¥/2.

PROOF OF LEMMA A15. We can numerically verify that Lemma A15 holds when K =
1. Below we consider only the case with K > 2. From Karatsuba (2001), the Gamma function
can be bounded by

K K/2 K 1 1/6 K K/2 K 1 1/6
— K34+ K24+ — 4+ — <I(K/2+1)< = K34+ K24+ — 4+ —
ﬁ<2e> < + +2+100> <I( /+)_ﬁ<2e> < tATE S Ty ’

pefi by L1 1/6< NULES I AU B 1/6<2
- K 2K?  100K3 T VrK{K/(2e)}K/2 ~ K  2K?  30K3 -

From the above, Lemma A15 holds. O

LEMMA A16. For any integer K > 1 and a > 0, define p=P(x% < a). Then

K - 2K 2
Moreover, if a/ K < 1, then

L1 log

o) ol 1 L (e 1w ()}

log(p™) _ 1 {

23 g—1—log<£>}—i—M—Fibg@—i).

K K 2K K K

PROOF OF LEMMA A16. By definition and using integration by parts, we have

1 a % 1 tK/2 a 1 atK/2 1
b= / /21 12 g, ‘ ot2]% 1 ' ot/2ly
2K21 (K /2) /o 2K21(K/2) K/2 o 2K2T(K/2) Jy K/2 2
(AS5.17)
K/2_ —a/2 a
S e + 2 ! / t- i/ 1et2qy
2K2D(K/2+1) K 2K2T(K/2) J,
K/2_ —a/2 a
<— e + 2 = / tRK/2=1e=t2 gy
2K2T(K/2+1) K 2K12T(K/2) J,
a¥/2p—a/2 a
T ORAN(K2+1) KD
and
K/2_—a/2 a K/2_—a/2
Jp—" e +i;/t-tm2_le_t/zdt> aflPeme?
2K2D(K/241) K 2K2T(K/2) J, ~ 2K2T(K/2 +1)
These implies that
K/2
(1-L)ps aie (oK )RR Qo)
K)" = 2KRT(K/2+1) ViK LE/2+1)

From Lemma A15, we then have

(a/K . el_a/K)K/2
v K

1 a (a/K - el_“/K)K/2
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Consequently,

log(p™!) log(4rK) 1(a a
< — — .
K = 2k 3 { (%)
and, when a/K < 1,
log(p™) _1a a log(rK) 1 a
=V VALl R Sl ot = koIl 2.
K _Q{K ! 1Og<K>}+ * log(l )
Therefore, Lemma A 16 holds. Ol

AS5.1.2. Lemmas for the variance of L , and its bounds.

LEMMA A17. For any integer K >0 and a > 0,

(i) Var(Lica) = KE(G | Xk < a) = Py < a) /B < a).
(i) Var(Lk q) is nondecreasing in a for any given fixed K > 1.

PROOF OF LEMMA A17. Lemma A17 follows immediately from Morgan and Rubin
(2012, Theorem 3.1) and Li, Ding and Rubin (2018, Lemma AS5). ]

LEMMA A18. Forany integer K > 1 and a > 0, it holds that

. a K-2 a

mln{4K, K } <Var(Lg,q) < &

PROOF OF LEMMA A18. The upper bound of Var(Lg,) is a direct consequence of

Lemma A17(i). The lower bound of Var(Lg ,) holds obviously when a = 0 or K < 2.

Below we consider only the lower bound of Var(Lg ,) when a > 0 and K > 3. De-

fine @ = min{a, K — 2}. By the property of chi-square distribution, the density function

of X%{ is monotonically increasing on the interval [0, K — 2] D [0,a]. This implies that
P(x% <a/2) <P(a/2 < xj < a) and

P(a/2 < x% < a)
P <a/2) 1P a<a) 2 V2

Consequently, from Lemma A17, the variance of L , multiplied by K can be bounded by

(A5.18)  P(@/2<xk <a|xk<a)=

KVar(Lia) > KVar(Lia) = E[xi | Xk <@ > P(@/2 < x% <a|xk <a) - Elxj | /2 < x% <]
< 1 & min{a, K —2}

2 2 4
where the first inequality holds because a > a and the last inequality holds due to (A5.18).
From the above, Lemma A18 holds. |

LEMMA A19. For any integer K > 0 and a > 0, with p=P(x% < a),

g—1—log

log {1 — Var(Lica)} > % {K ( a) B 2log(p~") n log(mK) }

K K K

PROOF OF LEMMA A19. From (A5.17),

K/2_,—a/2 a
)= o P 41 = / tR/2e7t24¢
OKI2T(K/211) | K 2K2T(K/2) J,

p=P(xk <a
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_ aX/2e—a/2 N 1 /a t(K+2)/2—1e—t/2dt
2K2T(K/24+1) * 2E+I2T((K +2)/2) Jo
aK/2e—a/2
— P(x%., < a).
From Lemmas A15 and A17, this implies that

(A5.19)
]P) 2 < K/2 —CL/2 K/2 —[1/2
1—Var(Lg,)=1- (XK2+2_a) = KC; - 'lg — ¥
P(xj <a)  2KPD(K/2+1) p =~ 2K2VrK{K/(2e)}5/2 p
(a/K)K/2e(K—a)/2

pvVrTK

Consequently,

K K — 1
—log{l — Var(Lgq)} > ——log <£> - ¢4 log(p) + 3 log(7mK)

2 K 2
K (a a 2log(p~t)  log(rK)
=—<J—=—-1-1 — ) - .
2 {K 8 (K) K K
Therefore, Lemma A19 holds. O

LEMMA A20. Forany K >2,a€ (0, K —2]and ¢ € (0,1),

¢

~log {1 - Var(Li.o)} 2 ~log(2) + log(K¢) - 57—

{aC+(K—-2—a)}.

PROOF OF LEMMA A20. From (A5.19),

af/2¢—a/2 1 af/2¢—a/2 2K/2F(K/2)
2K (K/2+1) P(x% <a) 2KPD(K/2+1) [)tK/2-1e~1/2dt
9 gK/20-a/2

K [tK2-1e-t2dt"

1—Var(Lg,) =

By the property of chi-square distribution, t//2~1e=%/2

[0, a], which implies that
/a PR/2-1 2y > /a 1E/210=t20 > . {(1 — ()a} /21— (=02
0 (1-¢)a
(1= )R/ K 2= (1-0a2

is nondecreasing in ¢t € [0, K — 2] D

Thus,

2 CLK/2e—a/2 2 CLK/2e—a/2 2 e—(a/2

K JER Tt S K C(1— QKR 1gK2e=(1=0a/2 ~ K ((1— (K21

1 —Var(Lg,q)
and consequently

—log{l — Var(Lk q)} > —log(2) + log(K() + C2_a + <§ - 1> log(1 — ().
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Using the inequality that log(1 + z) > /(1 + z) for all x > —1, we have log(1 — () >
—(/(1 = (), and thus

—log {1 — Var(Lg q)}
¢

> _log(2) + log(K¢) + %“ - <§ _ 1) 1%( = —1og(2) + 0g(K) + 5 {a — aC — (K ~2))
— _log(2) + log(K¢) — ﬁ {aC+ (K —2—a)}.
Therefore, Lemma A20 holds. O

AS5.2. Limiting behavior when lim,,_,,log(p;; ')/ K, = cc.

LEMMA A21. Asn — oo, iflog(p,1)/Ky, — oo, then a, /K, — 0 and Var(Lg, a,) —
0.

PROOF OF LEMMA A21. From Lemma A18, it suffices to show that a,, /K,, — 0 asn —
oo. We prove this by contradiction. If a,, / K, does not converge to zero, then there must exist
a positive constant ¢ > 0 and a subsequence {n; : j = 1,2,...} such that a,, /K, > c for
all j > 1. Thus, for any j > 1, p,, = ]P’(X%(nj <ap,)> ]P’(X%(nj < cK,,). From Lemma A16,

this then implies that
_ 2 -1
log(pnjl) . log{IF’(XKnj <cKp,)"} - log(4m Ky, ) 4 e 1—log(c) < log(4) Lo 1 —log (c)
K, = Ky, = 2K, 2 =2 2 ’
where the last inequality holds because log(47 K')/(2K) is decreasing in K for K > 1. How-

ever, this contradicts the fact that log(p,, 1)/ K,, — oo. Therefore, we must have a,,/K,, — 0
as n — oo. From the above, Lemma A21 holds. O

AS.3. Limiting behavior when limsup,,_, .. log(p;; 1)/ K, < oc.

LEMMA A22. If limsup,,_,.. log(p,!)/K, < oo, then liminf, . a,/K, > 0 and
liminf, o Var(Lk, a,) > 0.

PROOF OF LEMMA A22. We first prove liminf, . a,/K, > 0 by contradiction. If
liminf, . an/K, = 0, then there exists a subsequence {n; : j = 1,2,...} such that
an,/Kn, = 0as j — oo and a,,/K,, <1 for all j. From Lemma A16, we then have, for
any j > 1,

log(py, 1) Tfan, o (9 _i_log(ﬂKnj)_i_ Lo (1 9
K, -~ 2K, S\ K, 2K, K, o\ K,

S 1 11 np, . L O,
=72 2%\k, )UK, )

which converges to infinity as j — oco. However, this contradicts with the fact that
lim sup,,_,, log(p, 1)/ K, < co. Thus, we must have lim inf,, o0 a,, /K, > 0.

Second, we prove that lim inf,, ., Var(Lg, 4, ) > 0 by contradiction. If lim inf,,_, Var(Lg, ,,) =
0, then there exists a subsequence {n; : j = 1,2,...} such that Var(Lg, ., ) — 0 as
n — oo and Var(Lg, ., ) < 1/12 for all j. Below we consider two cases, depending on
whether limsup,_, njj is greater than or equal to 3. If limsup,_,, Ky, > 3, then there
exists a further subsequence {mi,ms,...} C {ni,ng,...} such that K,, > 3 for all j.

V
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Because (K, — 2)/(4Kp,) > 1/12, from Lemma A18, we must have Var(Lk,, ., ) >
am, /(4K ;). This then implies that

J

0= lim Var(Lg,, ., )= liminfa,, /(4K )>liminfa,/(4K,) > 0,
j—o0 7 Jj—o0 n—o0

a contradiction. If limsup,_, ., Ky, < 3, then there exists a further subsequence {m1,ma,...} C
{n1,n2,...} such that K, <2 for all j. Because

0 <liminfa,/(4K,) <liminfay,, /(4Ky,) <liminf a,,, /4,

there must exist a positive constant a > 0 such that a,,; > a for all j. From Lemma A17, this
then implies that
0= lim Var(Lr,, q, )>liminfVar(Lg, o) >min{Var(L4), Var(Lag)} >0,

Jj—00 Jj—o0

a contradiction. Therefore, we must have liminf, ., Var(Lg, 4, ) > 0, i.e., Lemma A22

ny

holds. |
AS5.4. Limiting behavior when lim inf,, . log(p,; 1)/ K, > 0.

LEMMA A23. [Ifliminf, . log(p,')/K, > 0, then

(i) forany subsequence{n;:j=1,2,...} withlim;_, Ky, = oo, imsup;_, o, an,; /Kn; <
1.
(i) limsup,, . Var(Lk, q,) <1.

PROOF OF LEMMA A23. First, we prove (i) by contradiction. Suppose that there exists a
subsequence {n; : j =1,2,...} such that K,;, — oo as j — oo and limsup;_,, an;/Kpn; >
1. Then there exists a further subsequence {m; :j =1,2,...} C {n;:j=1,2,...} such
that lim;_, o @y, /Ky, > 1. Define a,,, = min{1, a,,, /K, } - Ky,,. We can then verify that

Um,; <, and lim; o0 Ay, /ij = 1. From Lemma A16, for any j > 1,

log(py,!) log{P(x%, <am,)"'} | Gim, Qm,
0g(Prm; ) - Ko, - log(4m Ky, ) N 1 { m;, | log < Qm, )}’

Km, ~ K = 2K, 2 | K, Ko,

where the right hand side converges to 0 as j — oo. Consequently, log(p;é) [Km, =0
as j — oo. However, this contradicts with the fact that liminf, . log(p;')/K, > 0.
Therefore, for any subsequence {n; : j = 1,2,...} with lim;_, K, = co, we must have
imsup;_, o an, /Kp, < 1.

Second, we prove (ii) by contradiction. If limsup,,_, ., Var(Lg, 4, ) = 1, then there exists
asubsequence {n; : j=1,2,...} suchthat Var(Lg, ,, )— 1asj— oco.Below we consider
two cases, depending on whether limsup;_, Knjjis finite. If lim SUP;_y00 Kn; = 00, then
there exists a further subsequence {m; :j =1,2,...} C {n;:j=1,2,...} such that K,,, —
oo as j — oo. From Lemma A 18 and the discussion before, we have

1> limsup ay,,; / Km, > limsup Var(Lk,, q,.,) =1,

Jj—o0 Jj—00
a_contradiction. If limsup;_, , Ky, < 00, then there exists a finite integer K such that Ky, <
K for all j. Because liminf, .., log(p;!)/K, > 0, there must exists a positive constant

¢ > 0 such that log(p,!)/K, > c for all n. This immediately implies that log(p;!) > ¢
and p, < e~ ¢ for all n. Consequently, for all j, we have a,, = F I}} (Pn,) < F 1}1 (e79) <

i)
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max, 7 Fi'(€7¢) =@, where Fiz'(+) denotes the quantile function for the chi-square
distribution with degrees of freedom K. From Lemma A17, we then have

1= hm Var(LK ) <limsup Var(Lg, ) < max Var(Lgg) <1,
Jj—o0 1<K<K

n;s0n;

a contradiction. Therefore, we must have limsup,,_, ., Var(Lg, 4,) < 1.
From the above, Lemma A23 holds. |

AS5.5. Limiting behavior when lim,,_,, log(p; ')/ K, = 0.
LEMMA A24. Iflog(p,t)/K, — 0 asn — oo, then liminf, o an /K, > 1.

PROOF OF LEMMA A24. We prove the lemma by contradiction. Assume that lim inf,,_,~ a,, /K, <
1. Then there must exist a subsequence {n; : j = 1,2,...} such that a,,/K,, <1 and
an, /Ky, converges to some c € [0,1) as n — co. From Lemma A16, for any j > 1,

log(p;? . . 1 K,. .
g(pn] ) > l QL - log G n Og(ﬂ' n]) n 1 log 1_ CL& ‘
K, -2\K, Ky, oK, | K, Ky,

If limsup;_,, Ky, = 0o, then there exists a further subsequence {m; : j = 1,2,...} such
that K,,, — oo as j — oo, under which we have

G, G, log(mK,y,.) 1 A,
— —1-1 ? ? 1 1-— !
{ij o <Km]‘ > } " 2ij " ij o ij

However, this contradicts with lim,, . log(p,!)/K, = 0. If lim SUp;_ o0 Kn; < 00, then
there exists a finite X < oo such that Ky, < K for all j. Thus, (p, = Qp, / Ky, Ky, < K for
all j, under which we have

Pn, :IP’(X%{H_ <ap,) <P(x %{ <K)< max P(x% <K),
3 1<K<K
and
log(p;; ! log(p;,
g(pnj)_ g(p])>i1 1 I O
Ky, K K maXngg?P(X%{ <K)

However, this contradicts with lim,, . log(p,,;*)/K,, = 0. From the above, Lemma A24
holds. O

LEMMA A25. Iflog(p,t)/K, — 0, then Var(Lk, 4,) — 1.

PROOF OF LEMMA A25. We prove the lemma by contradiction. Assume lim inf,, o, Var(Lg, 4, ) <
1. Then there exist a constant ¢ € [0,1) and a subsequence {n; : j = 1,2,...} such that
Var(L Ko, ) < c for all j. Below we consider several cases, depending on the values of
hmmf]_,oo ny» IMSUP; o ap, /Ky, and liminf;_, o (K, — ap,)/\/Kn,.

First, we consider the case in which liminf; ,, K,, < co. Then there exist a finite
constant K < oo and a subsequence {m; : j = 1,2,...} C {n; : j = 1,2,...} such that
K,,, < K. Thus, for any j > 1, we have

log(pt
&(Pm,) N

1 1 _
min lo — <o — > =1Io _1, <K
LSKEE { P(x% < am,) } = { P(x%,, <am,) } 8lbm,) < K
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which must implies that a,,, — oo as j — oo. Consequently, from Lemma A17,

2
1>c>Var(Lk,, a,,) > min_Var(Lkg, )= min M —1,
70T CK <K 1<k<k P(X% < am,)
a contradiction.
Second, we consider the case in which lim inf;; ,, K, = oo and lim SUD; 500 n; / Knj >
1 Then there exist a constant § > 1 and a further subsequence {m;:j=1,2,..} C{n;:j=
..} suchthat a,,, /Kp,, > 6 and K,,,; > 3 for all j. Note that the functlon x—1—log(x)
is increasing in z € [1,00) and takes positive value when x > 1. From Lemma A19, we then
have

_2log(1 —c) > _ 2log{1 —Var(LKm A )} S Gmy ~log am; \ QIOg(pr_ni) n log(m Ky, )
Ko, - Ky, ~ Ko, Ko, Ky, Ky,
2log(pyt)  log(mK .
>6—1—1logd — B(p j)+0g(ﬂ ])—>5—1—log5>0.

Ky, Ky,
However, as j — 0o, K,, — 0o and thus —2log(1 — ¢)/K,,, — 0, a contradiction.
Third, we consider the case in which liminf; ;. K, = oo and liminfj_mo(Knj —
an,)/+/Kn, < co. Then there exists a finite constant 3 and a subsequence {m; : j =
2,...}C{n;:j=1,2,...} such that (K,,, — am,)/+/Km, < B.By the central limit the-
orem,

2
P, =P(x% <ap )=P XK Km]< Km > P M<_£ _>q)<_£>
n =Pk, Sam) =P | = < K, V2 Vi)

which implies that lim sup;_, ., log(pfnj) < 00. From Lemma A19 and the inequality z — 1 —
log(z) > 0 for all > 0, we then have

K. [ am. G, _ log(m K,
—log(1 —¢) > —log{l — Var(Lk,, ., )} = % {Kimjj —1—1log <Kimjj> } — log(pmi) + %
1 K,,.
—log(p 1) + 7og(7r2 m,) — 00,

a contradiction.

Finally, we consider the case in which liminf; ,, K,, = oo, lim SUDP; _y00 O, /K. ;<
1 and liminf; oo (K, — ap,)//Ky, = co. From Lemma A24, liminf;_,a,, /K,, >
liminf, o an/K, > 1, which implies that a,, /Knj — 1 as j — oo. Moreover, there
exists a finite j such that a,, < K, — 3 for all J = j. For any j > j, define Ay,
(Kn, =2 —ay,)/Kp, and ¢, = mln{A 1/2 /KnJ,KJJ?’M} € (0,1). We can then verify that
as j — 00, Ay, =0, G, — 0, Ky (p, = min{ Ay, 1/2 K1/4}—>oo, and

K, —2—ay,.
an]Cn <an, K, 3/2 K_l/anJ =0, GKn, —2—ap,) < A;jl/znj—anj = A}f — 0.
n; n;j

From Lemma A20, this further implies that, for any j > j,

an,CnJ"i_CnJ( n,_2 anj)
2(1 = Gny)

—log(1—¢c)>—log {1 — Var(Lx, a,, )} > —log(2) + log(Kn,Cn,) —

— 00,

a contradiction.
From the above, Lemma A25 holds. |
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AS5.6. Proof of Theorem 4 and an additional proposition .

Proof of Theorem 4. (i) is a direct consequence of Lemma A21. (ii) is a direct conse-
quence of Lemma A22. (iii) is a direct consequence of Lemma A23. (iv) is a direct conse-
quence of Lemma A25. O

The following proposition establishes the equivalence between convergence in probabil-
ity and convergence of variance for the constrained Gaussian random variable discussed in
Section 5.1.

PROPOSITION A2. Asn — 00, L, o, — 0 if and only if Var(Lg, o, ) — 0.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION A2. The “if” is a direct consequence of Chebyshev’s inequal-

ity. Below we focus on the “only if” direction. Suppose that L, ., 5 0. Note that when
ap = 00, Lk, 4, ~ €, a standard Gaussian random variable. From Lemma A17, for all
n>1, E(L%man) = Var(Lg, q,) < Var(Lg, o) = Var(¢) = 1. From Durrett (2019, The-
orem 4.6.3), to prove that Var(Lk, 4,) = E(L% , ) — 0, it suffices to show that {L7 , -
n > 1} is uniformly integrable. From Li, Ding and Rubin (2018, Lemma A5), |Lg, 4, | is

ny

stochastically smaller than or equal to |¢|. Because x1(x > ¢) is a nondecreasing func-
tion of = € [0,00) for any given ¢ > 0, by the property of stochastic ordering, we have
E{L%{n an]l(L%{m 0, >0} < E{e?1(¢? > ¢)}. By the dominated convergence theorem, this
further implies that

lim <supE{L%{man]l(L§{man > c)}> < lim E{e’1(e* > )} =0,

c— 00 n>1

ie., {L%{ a, (M2 1} is uniformly integrable. From the above, Proposition A2 holds. U
A6. Asymptotics for Optimal Rerandomization.

LEMMA A26. For any two random variables 1 and 1, and any constant § > 0,

sup|P(¢ < ¢) —P(¢p <c)| <P([¢p — )| > 8) +supP(b < ¢ < b+ )
ceR beR

PROOF OF LEMMA A26. Forany ¢ € R and § > 0, we have
P <c)=Pp<c—08)+P(c-d<y<c)
<Py <c—6,[¢ —¢| <8) +P(jp— 9| > 8) +P(c— b < <¢)
<P <c)+P(|¢p — 1| >6) +Plc— 6 < <c)
and
P <c) =P(p <c+06) —Ple < <c+08) > P <c+ 08, — | <8) —Plc < <c+0)
>P(¢<c | —¢| <0) —Plc<ip < c+0)
>P(p<c)—P(|p — | >6) —P(c <tp < c+96).
These imply that
|P(4) < c) —P(y < c)| gp(m—m>5)+§2§P(b<¢gb+5).

Taking supremum over ¢, we then derive Lemma A26. O
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LEMMA A27. Let {4} and {n} be two sequence of random variables satisfying that
Uy, = Bneo + Cn and Yy, — 1y, = op(By), where {5,} is a sequence of positive constants,
{¢n} is a sequence of random variables independent of <o, and g is a random variable with
bounded density. Then we have, as n — 00, sup,cg [P(¢, < ¢) —P(¢, < ¢)| = 0.

PROOF OF LEMMA A27. For any constant 1 > 0, using Lemma A26 with § = 3,7, we
have

sup [P(¢y, < ¢) = P(¢b, < €)| <P(|thn — thn| > Bun) +supP(b < b < b+ Byn)
ceR beR

(A6.20) =P(|thn — /B > 1) + 2u£1@(b <Pn/Bn <b+1).
[S

Below we consider the two terms in (A6.20), separately. First, by the fact that 1, — 1/7,1 =
op(By), the first term in (A6.20) satisfies that P(|¢,, — ¢n|/Bn > 1) — 0 as n — oo. Second,
let C be the upper bound of the density of €(. For any b € R, we then have,

and thus, by the law of iterated expectation,

P(b<tn/Bn <b+n) =E{P(b <thn/Bn <b+n| )} <Cn.
Consequently, we have supycg P(b < ¢y, /8, <b+n) < Cn.
From the above, for any constant > 0,
lim sup sup ‘P(zﬁn <c) =P, < c)! < limsupIP’(W;n —Un|/Bn >n) +Cn<Ch.
n—oo

n—oo ceR

Because the above inequality holds for any 7 > 0, we must have lim sup,, _, . Sup.cg ‘]P)(TZJ” <
¢) — P(¢, < ¢)| = 0. Therefore, Lemma A27 holds.

Proof of Theorem 5. From Theorem 4(i) and Proposition A2, under Condition 3, we
must have Lk, = op(1l). From Condition 4, we can know that for sufficiently large n,

1 — R? is greater than certain positive constant, and \/R2 L, o, = op(y/1 — R2). Using
Lemma A27 with ¢,, = /1 — R2 gp and ¢, = \/1 — R2 &0 + \/R2 Lk, 4, , we then have

sup ]P’(x/l—R% EQSC)—P{(\/l—R% g0+ VR2 Lk, a,) Sc} — 0.
ceR
From Theorem 3, as n — oo,
sup IP){VT_Tl/Q(%—T)§c|M§an}—P{\/1—R% eogc}‘
ceR
<sup [P{V,; 27— 7)< e| M <an} ~P{(VI— RZ 20+ VR Li,a,) < c}‘
ceR
+ sup ]P’{\/l—R% aogc}—]P’{(\/l—R,% g0+ VR2 Lk, a,) SCH
ceR
— 0.
Therefore, Theorem 5 holds. Ol

Proof of Theorem 6. Note that Condition 2 is that p,, /A,, — oo as n — oo, and Condi-
tion 3 is that log(p,, *)/ K, — oo as n — co. Below we prove Theorem 6(i)—(iv) respectively.
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First, we prove (i). Consider first the “only if” part. If both Conditions 2 and 3 hold
for some sequence {p,}, then we must have, for sufficiently large n, log(A, 1)/ K, =
log(p;, 1)/ Kn + log(pn/An) /Ky > log(p, ')/ Ky, which must imply that log(A 1)/ K, —
oo as n — oo. Consider then the “if” part. Because log(A, 1) /K, — oo as n — oo, we
can construct a sequence {p,} such that, as n — oo, A, /p, — 0, and log(A,,/p,)/ K, +
log(A,;1)/K, — co. For such a choice of {p,}, Condition 2 holds obviously, and
log(p;, 1)/ Kpn =log(An/pn)/Kn +log(A,1) /K, — oo, i.e., Condition 3 holds.

Second, we prove (ii). For any sequence {p,,} such that Condition 2 holds, we have

-1 -1 .
msup 2805 o 108B/p) o Tog(AY) ) los(Arh)

Fro Theorem 4(ii), this further implies that liminf,,_, vk, 4, > 0.

Third, we prove (iii). Because Condition 1 holds, from Theorem 1, we can construct a
sequence {p,} such that lim,, o p,/A, = co and limsup,,_, .. log(pn/A,)/log(A; 1) <
1 — ¢ for some ¢ > 0. This then implies that

~1
liminflOgI((A)zl log {1 log(pn/An)/log(A; 1)} | > climinf

n—oo n TL—)OO n—oo n

From Theorem 4(iii), we then have hm SUD, 00 VK, an < L.
Fourth, we prove (iv). For any sequence {p,, } such that Condition 2 holds, we have

: log(py") _ .. log(An/pn) | . log(ALY) _ . log(A;1)
limsup ——2~ < limsup ——"—% + limsup ——22 < limsup ——22 =(.
From Theorem 4(iv), this further implies that vg,, o, — 0 as n — oo. O

A7. Asymptotic Validity of Confidence Intervals.

A7.1. Technical lemmas. For descriptive convenience, throughout this section, we define
a/b as +00 when a > 0 and b = 0.

LEMMA A28. Let {u; € R:i=1,2,...,n} be a finite population of N > 0 units, with
a=N"! le\il u; and 02 = N~! Zfil(ul — )2 Let (Zy,--- , ZN) denote a sampling indi-
cator vector for a simple random sample of size m > 0, and 4. =m ™" Zi\;l Ziu; denote the
corresponding sample average. Define f =m/N. Then for any t > 0,

o 702 N f2¢2

LEMMA A29. Let {(u;,w;) €R?:i=1,2,..., N} be afinite population of N > 2 units,
with finite population averages and covariance i = N ! Zf\il wj, W= N1 Zi\il w; and
Suww = (N = 1)"'SN (u; — @) (w; — @). Let (Z1,---,Zx) denote a sampling indicator
vector for a simple random sample of size m > 2, with corresponding sample averages and
covariance i =m ™" Zf\;l Ziwg, w=m"} Zf\il Ziw; and sy = (m — 1)1 Zf\il Zi(u; —
@)(w; — ). Define f =m/N,

N
_ N-—-1
ZZZ(UZ — u)(w - U)) - —N Suun

i=1

1
m

1 & 1 & 1 & N-1
ey P o= S0P =y D ) -

log(A,1)

> 0.
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Then |Syw — Suw| < 2|Auxw| + 2|Au||Aw| + 2(1 — f)|Suw|/m, and for any t > 0,

702 Nf2t2 702 Nf2t2
P<|Au|2t>§2exp< 7127>, P(IAWIZt)gzexp< 7120—2>,

702 N f2¢2
P<|Auxw|zt>§2exp< 712f—).

UX’LU

LEMMA A30. Let {(uj,w) €RYE 15 =1,2,... N} be a finite population of N >
2 units, with w; = (wu,w%...wm)T and finite population averages and covariance

= NSV oy = (w1,...,01) " = N"'SN w; and Suw = (Suwns - -, Suwsc) =
(N =1)"'SN (u; — @) (w; — @) ". Let (Z1,--- , Zx) denote a sampling indicator vector
for a simple random sample of size m > 2, with corresponding sample averages and co-

: ~ o —1\ N S0y — 1N — —

variance G =m""Y .  Ziu;, W=m""Y . | Zyw; and Syw = (Suw, - - - » Suwx) = (M —
1)t Zfil Zi(uj — @) (w; — w)". Let f =m/N, and for 1 <k < K, define

o . ~ B N -1
A, =1 — 1, Awk = W — Wk, uwk = ZZ wkz wk) - N Suwm
and
N N N
1 _ 1 1 N -1
= N Z(UZ - U)2 wk = N Z wkl ) uka = N Z { wkl wk) - —Suwk
i=1 =1 i=1
Then
K
Hsuw - uw||2 < 12ZAuka + 12Ai ZA%% Z UWk?
k=1

and for any t > 0,

2 24 K 2 N2
P(Aizt)g%xp( ;?QNJ; > P(E A?}szt)gz}(exp <_2KL>7
g,

2 2
k=1 71 Zk‘:l Ty,

2 2
(ZAUXw >t> <2Kexp <—E#> .

2 2
7 Zk:l O-uxwk

LEMMA A31. Consider the same setting as in Lemma A30 and any event Z € £ C
{0,1}N with positive probability p=P(Z € £). Define

_ max{1,log K, —log p} Z max{l —logp} - max{1,log K, —logp} o2 02
Nf2 u><wk N2f4 Wi

k=1
N2f2 Z UWg

Then for any t >3- 712 /702,

1702
P (Hsuw — Sung > 36t%¢ | Z € 5) <6exp <_§Wt> .
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LEMMA A32. Under ReM with threshold a,, along the sequence of finite populations
with increasing sample size n, if min{ny,ng} > 2 when n is sufficiently large, then the esti-
mators V.. and R? satisfy that

1/2 1/2 1/2 . .1/2
- _ - +
VTT - VTT —n 1S2\X O ( n 600 + élw éOw + ”Slw - SO'UJH2 Lo g ) 9
1 no n n
and
1/2 1/2 1/2 . .1/2
- +
VirR2 — Vi R2 = 51—“’+§°—“’+ S| +H50w|y 20 4114 — Sowl| S1 F Sow ,
n 2 2 2
0 ni n
where w; = (wis,...,Wk,;) = S;(Xi — X)) is the standardized covariates, S, =
(Szwys--->Szwy, ) s the finite population covariance between Y (z) and w,
max{l,—logpn} o max{1,(—logp,)?} , (1—-7.,)% 4,
§oz = nr? Toxz ™t n?r Eh n2r2 Sz

€ = max{1,log K,,, —log p,, } Z max{l,—logﬁn}'max{l,logKn, log pp, } 2 9
Zw — ZX'LUk

nr? n2rd — e
N
Pn =P(M < ay,) is the actual acceptance probability under ReM, and
- %g{n(z) ) 152 oh, = %g(wki_wk)2: nT_l,
7= 23 [0 -V = 2] P = 3 [0) ~ Vs — )~ "5 )

i=1 i=1

LEMMA A33. Under the same setting as Lemma A32, if max{1,log K,,, —logp,} =
O(nr2r2), then
21

v/max{1,log K, — logﬁn}>

max {‘VTT —Vr—n"

TT+%n

TT

ze{(] 1} 1<i<n

B 2
= max max {Y;(z) — Y (2)}*- Op (maX{Kml}' 32122

LEMMA A34. Under the same setting as Lemmas A32 and A33,

(i) if Condition 2 holds, then max{l,—logp,} = O(max{l,—logp,}), recalling that
Pn =P(M < ay,) is the actually acceptance probability under ReM, while p,, = ]P)(X%(n <
ap) is the approximate acceptance probability;

(11) maxze{o,l} maxlgign{}/;-(z) ( )}2/(TOSI\X + rng\X) Z 1/2;

(iii) if Conditions 2 and 5 hold, then, max{1,log K, —logp, } = o(nrir3).

A7.2. Proofs of the lemmas.
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PROOF OF LEMMA A28. When 02 =0, u; = ... = uy = 1, and thus @& — & must be a
constant zero, under which Lemma A28 holds obviously. Below we consider only the case
where ag > 0. From Bloniarz et al. (2016, Lemma S1), for any ¢ > 0,

2
Pl ) =P >0+ P((~) - (1) > 1} < 200 (- 755 ).
where ¢ = min{1/70, (3f)2/70, (3 — 3f)?/70} < 1/70. This then implies that for any ¢ > 0,
- fmt? 702 N f2t2
P(|U—u|2t)§2€xp<—m <2exp T gz )

i.e., Lemma A28 holds. O

PROOF OF LEMMA A29. First, by definition, the sample covariance between v and w has
the following equivalent forms:

R mo 1

Suw = —— 3 Zi(u; — 0)(w; — ) = HE;ZZ-(W — 1) (w; — @) = ——— (i — ) (i — )

m 1 _ . N-1 m . .. . m(N-=1)
:m{E;Zi(ui—u)(wi—w)—TSuw}—m(u—u)(w—w)—l—m&m.

Consequently, we can bound the difference between s,,, and .S,,,, by

|Suw - Suw|

N
= % {%Zzz(uz —u)(w; — W) — %Suw} — L(Q_ﬂ)(ﬁ) _ @)+ ;—__fsuw
i=1

2(1—
<2l + 208 [0+ 2 s,

where the last inequality holds because m/(m — 1) < 2.
Second, applying Lemma A28 to the finite populations of {u;}" ;, {w;}7; and {(u; —
@)(w; —w)}7;, we can immediately derive the probability bounds for A,,, Ay, and Ay, .
From the above, Lemma A29 holds. |

PROOF OF LEMMA A30. First, we consider the bound for |8y — Suwl3. From Lemma
A29 and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality,

K

K
| Suw — SuwH% = Z (Suw, — Suwk)2 < 42 (| Auscw, |+ [Aul[ A, | + (1 = f)‘Suwk’/m)z
k=1 k=1

K
<1237 (A2, + A2ZAZ 4 (1 f)282,, /m?)
k=1

< 2 2 < 2 12(1 _f)2 - 2
= 12;Auxwk + 12Aukz_1Awk + = ;Suwk.

Second, the probability bound for A2 follows immediately from Lemma A29.
Third, we consider the probability bound for Z,[::l A%Uk. We consider two cases sep-
arately, depending on whether Z]K:l O'?Uj is positive. When Zle O'?Uj > 0, we introduce
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ay = aka/zle O'?Uj for 1 < k < K. Obviously, a; > 0 for all k£ and Zszl ar, = 1. Note

that if a; = 0 for some 1 < k < K|, then it follows from Lemma A28 that the corresponding
Ay, is a constant zero. With this in mind, from Lemma A29, we have that for any ¢ > 0,

K
P(Z%N) =P< > AL= Y amﬁ) < S PRl zan<2 Y eXp< ;(ijZth)
k=1 o

k‘:ak>0 kZCLk>0 k:[lk>0 k:[lk>0
702 N f% 702 Nf%
=2 ) ex ( m%) 52KexP(‘m% :
k:ar>0 Z] 1O-wg Zkzl ka

When Z]K:1 0120]_ =0, Zszl A?Uk is a constant zero, under which the above probability bound
holds obviously.

Fourth, we consider the probability bound for Z el By the same logic as the

uxwk

proof above for the probability bound of Z b1 we can derive that, for any ¢ > 0,

wk’
702 Nf?%t
STAZ L >t) <oKexp <__2K7 |
< e ) 71 Zk:l Uixwk
From the above, Lemma A30 holds. |

PROOF OF LEMMA A31. From Lemma A30, we have that for any ¢ > 0,

P (Jlsuw — Suwl3 > 36% | Z € €)

P (Hsuw — Suwl? > 36t2§) K
< < IP’ 12§ :A 12A2§ :AQ § : 36t2
B ]P)(Z € 5) < UX Wk + u Wi + N2f2 uwy > é

k=1
(A7.21)
< P(ZA > 12¢ >+ P<A2ZA >t2£> +1P<wi52 >t2£>.
UX Wi — p N2f2 p UWy

Below we consider the three terms in (A7.21) separately.
First, we prove that, for any t2 > 3 - 712 /702,

1702
2 2
(A7.22) IP’ ( g Auxwk >t §> <2exp < 3 71215 ) .

Note that if Y7, 02w, =0, then K AZ . is aconstant zero and the above inequality

holds obviously. Below we consider only the case where Zszl Traxw, > 0. By definition, for

any t2 >3- 712/702,
702 N3¢

702
— 1 > logK +logp > —=t>max{1,log K, —log p} — log K +logp
(D IR et e }

70% 5,1+ 1log K —logp
> ——t

712 3

170% ,

>
- 3712t

—log K +logp
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Thus, from Lemma A30, for any ¢? > 3 - 712 /702,

K 2 N 2t2 2 N 2t2
—]P’ ZAuXw > 12 | <2—exp —E# = 2exp 7 A—HogK logp
* p 712 Zk:l 0-12L><w;c 712 Zk 1 uxwk

170%
Second, we prove that, forany ¢t > 3 - 712/702,
K
1 5 5 .9 1702
(A7.23) ];IP (Au;Awk >t g) <dexp <—§ﬁt .
Note that if 02 =0 or 3 j_, 02, =0, then A2 3"/ A2 is a constant zero and the above

inequality holds obviously. Below we consider only the case where both o2 and Zszl afuk
are positive. By definition, for any ¢ > 0,

max{l,—logp}02 ‘tmax{l,logK,—logp} i 9

2
>
re=t N f2 u N f2

From Lemma A30, this implies that, for any ¢ > 0,
(A7.24)

1 K
~P (AiZAka > t2£>
p k=1
K
o _  max{l, logp} max{1,log K, —logp} 9
—P<Au>t N - IP ZA >t N > on,
k=1

2 702 2K 702
< ];exp< 1 2tmax{1 —logp}> —I—?exp< 7 2tmax{1 log K, —logp})

7
712 712

Note that when ¢ > 2 - 712 /702,

2
:2exp< 70 —tmax{l, logp}—logp> —|—2exp< o —tmax{l,log K, —logp} + log K — logp).

2 702 1 —logp 2
— 1,—1 1 —t— > _——t
pat max{l, —logp} +logp > st ———— +logp 2> 5 =t
and when ¢ > 3 - 712 /702,
(A7.25)

2 2 14+logK —1
ltmax{l,logK,—logp} —log K +logp > 70 —t + 108 o8P —log K +logp
712 712 3

1T,
— 37127

Thus, when t > 3 - 712 /70%, we have

K
1702 1702 1702
2 2 2
-P <Au E Awk >t f) §2€Xp <—§Wt> —|—2€Xp <—§mt> §4exp <—§mt> .

k=1



A40

Third, by definition, when t > 1, $26 > £ > (1 — f)2/(N2f2) - S0, S2,,. . This immedi-
ately implies that, when ¢ > 1,
(A7.26) lp Z >t% ] =0
. p N2f2 UWg f - Y

From (A7.21)-(A7.26), we can know that, when ¢ > 3 - 712 /702,

P(H.suw—suwug > 36t2¢ | Zeg)
(ZAUXU% >t 6) + -P <A22A2 >t2£> + —P <(1]\ﬂf2 Z UWg >t2£>

1702 1702 1702
SZeXp ——mt —|—4eXp —gmt §6eXp —gmt .

Therefore, Lemma A31 holds. |

PROOF OF LEMMA A32. By definition, Lemma A31 immediately implies that, under
ReM,

52— 52 =05 (££2), 152w — Seull = Oe (£247)

This implies that, for z =0, 1,

szl = IS-anll3] = | (520 = Sz) (5200 — Seaw + 280) | =520 = Scanlld +2 (5200 — S-aw) S

1/2
< |Iszw — Szw”g + 2820 — zw||2 ||Szw||2 =Op <£zw + HSszQ 4 ) .

By the same logic,

$2x = 52x| = 15100 = 50w) = (St = Sow)II3 + 2{ (5100 = 50w) = (Staw = S0} (S100 = Sow) |
<2 (”3110 - Sle% + [|s0w — SOw”g) + 2{[S1w — Sowlla {51 — S1wlly + [[S0w — Sowllo}

=0Op (§1w+§0w+”51w_50wu2 +H51'w_50'w”2 1/2>'

From the above and by definition, we then have

Vi = Vep =7 82 x| <7 |3 = 3|+ g[8 — S5 + 07t |2 — 24
1/2 1/2 § 1/2 1/2
1w + &o + &ow
:Op( [EEE 2 “’+H51w—SOwH27>,
niq no n n
and
VTTE%_VTTRi
-1 2 —1 2 -1 1 _
=(n1 Istaall3 +n5" lsowlls = n 52 5 = (n7 " 1S1ll3 + 15" 10w 3 — "2 ) |
n Istaol; = 1810 0] + 715 50wl = ISouwll3] + 77 |32, — 52.x]

1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2
w w w W+ w w+
:oﬂ»(& Sl S 450 ), Sy S S g g S )
1 n1 no n n
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1/2 1/2 1/2 | (1/2
w w w +

_0s <51— 0 1Sl S 1Sy S0 1[S00 — Sl S S0 ) -
ny ng ny ng n

Therefore, Lemma A32 holds. |
PROOF OF LEMMA A33. First, we consider bounding some finite population quantities.

For descriptive convenience, we introduce ¥ = max,¢ g1y maxi<i<n{Yi(2) — Y (2)}2. By
definition, for z=0,1and 1 < k< K,

(A727)
n 1< _ n—1
Z{Y ()} <y, §2= EUESQT/% UikZE;(wm—wk)zz — <L
and
s > I _
Phe = L [0HE) -V -t <03 - TN <,

i=1 i=1

e =+ O [(¥i(2) = V ()} (i — o)~

i=1 i=1

<v- %Z(wm —wp)? <.
i=1

Furthermore, by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

n

2

=1

= 3 ) - V()Y < 2.

i=1
Second, we consider the bounds on &, and &, for z = 0, 1. For descriptive convenience,
we introduce b,, = max{1, —logp,} and ¢,, = max{1,log K,,, — log p,, }. By definition and
from the bounds we derived above, for z =0, 1,

bn v, (1—742)2 5 b2 4 5 [ 2by, bg
gZzzm(jzxz—i_n?r‘zlaz—F n2r2 <Y nr2 n2r§+n2r§ <9 nr? n2r§

z

where the last inequality holds because b,, > 1 and n > 4. From the condition in Lemma A33,
bn < ¢ = O(nr?rd), and thus

b b b
£, :¢2n;‘2 <2 + n:2> =0 <¢2m’j2> :
z z z
Similarly, we can derive that, for z =0, 1,
(A7.28)
K K K
- bnc . (1—17,)% = c bpc 2
2 ntn 2 2 z 2 n ntn
= _— Sz <YK, | —+ — + —
gzw gazxwk + 2T§O-Z 2 ka + n27"§ ; 2wy T,Z) n nr% + 77,27"21,“ + TL27’§
c b c
<) 24— K, 24 = |=0(vK,— ).
- < nr? n2r4> v nrg < - nr%) v "nr2
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Third, we consider the probability bounds for VTT — Vi — n_lSz\ x and VTTR% — VTTR,%.
From the bounds we derived before, for z =0, 1,

1/2
HSszQ < <Z zwk> SV 2K, ||Slw - SOsz < HSlw||2 + HSOwH2 < 22K

Consequently, we have

1/2 1/2 1/2 1/2
+ +
ny n n
_ Vb Cn Cn VCn Ven
=90 <n3/2 2 3/2 2 + K"n%% +Knn2r(2) ""K”ng/%n1 + K n3/2T0>
_ Ve _ Vb Ven
=90 <n3/2 n2 2 2 + "n32rir0 ) ¥-0 n3/2r2r§ +Knn3/2r1r0 1+
b n K,\/cn
—-0 L + Kni =4-0 Voo + \/C_
n3/2r2rk n3/2r 1 n3/2r1 h

where the second last equality holds because c,, = O(m‘lro) Similarly, we can derive that

1/2 1/2 12 .1/2
1 0 +

g_w+§_w+“51w|’2 —i—”S()sz ‘|‘”Sl'w SO'w”2M
n1 ni 0 "

:¢-0<Kn%+KnnC;;3+Kn Von g, Vo g, Vo g \/C_>
1 0

3/2y2 n3/2r2 " n3/2r, " n3/2r,

Cp, \/a \/a Cn
:T’Z)‘O<Knn2r3r8’ +K"n3/2r2 ) v O{ " n3/2p292 <1+ 2 2>}

1°0

Note that, by definition, b,, < ¢,. Thus, we must have

\/E“‘Kn\/cn Vv Cn VC \/a
37222 §2maX{K"’1}'n3/2r%r§’ "3y 2 "2 < max{Kn, 1} 555 ire

From the above and Lemma A32, these then imply that
. _ A Ven
max { [Vrr = Ve =782 x|, |V B2 = Ve 2|} =002 Op <maX{Kn, 1} 713/27() .

Therefore, Lemma A33 holds. O

PROOF OF LEMMA A34. We first prove (i). By definition, |p, — p,| < A,,. Because
A, /pn = o(1), this implies that
—logpn < —log (pn, — Ay) = —logp, —log (1 — A, /pn) = —logp, + O(1) = O (max{1,
Thus, max{1, —log p, } = O(max{1, —logpy}).

We then prove (ii). By definition,

roSf\X + rng\X <r9S? 41188 < 2(rg +11) Zrer%%’}i} lrgfmS};{YZ(z) —-Y(2)}?

- 2
=2 e e m e

—logpn}).
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Thus, (ii) holds.
Last, we prove (iii). From (i) and Condition 5, we can verify that

max_e o1} maxi<i<n{Yi(2) = Y (2)}? max{K,,1} [max{1,logK,,—logp,}
roSf\X + rng\X r17o n

_o max, e (o 1} maxi<i<n{Yi(z) — Y (2)}? max{Kp,1} /max{1,logKn,—logp,}
roSf\X + rng\X r1ro n

=o(1).

From (ii), this then implies that

max, o1} maxi<i<n{Yi(z) — Y (2)}? max{K,,1} max{1,log K,,, —log p,, }

1) =
o(1) nriroVe-(1 — R2) r17TQ n
- 1 max{K,,1} max{1,log K,,, —log p,, } - 1 [max{1,log K,,—logp,}
-2 170 n -2 nr%r% '
Consequently, we must have max{1,log K, —logp, } = o(nr?r3), i.e., (iii) holds. O

A7.3. Proofs of Theorems 7 and 8.

Proof of Theorem 7(i). From Lemmas A33 and A34, under ReM and Conditions 2 and
5, we must have

max{‘VTT—VTT—n_lSz\X| |Vrr B2~ Vi R2[}

_ 2 v/max{1,log K, —logp, }
=) 12 ) T YR Op { maxt o 1) R
_ MaXeeqo,1) max<;<n{Yi(2) — o max{K,,1} [/max{l,logK,,—logp,}
nriro F 170 n

1 1
nrire ~op(1) = (”1 Shx +1o SO\X) p(1).
Note that, by definition,
Ver(1 = R2) 4+ 07182 o = (07182 4 ng 53— n182) = (n7S3x + 5 " Sx — 0782 ) + 078
(A7.29)
=Ny SI\X +ng 1So\X

From the above, Theorem 7(i) holds. O
To prove Theorem 7(ii), we need the following two lemmas.

LEMMA A35. Let {1} and {¢,} be two sequences of continuous random variables
such that, as n — 0o, sup.cg [P(1n < ¢) — P(¢pn < ¢)| = 0. For any n and o € (0,1), let

gn () and G, () be the ath quantile of 1y, and 1y, respectively. Then for any 0 < o < f < 1,
1{¢n(B) < gn(a)} = 0 as n — .



Add

PROOF OF LEMMA A35. From the condition and definition in Lemma A35, P{v, <
Qn(a)} =aQ, P{wn < q~n(5)} = f3,and MP{wn < gn(ﬂ)}_]P{wn < Qn(ﬂ)}‘ < SUpP.cr ‘]P)(l/}n <
¢) — P, < c)| = 0 as n — oc. These imply that P{t), < G (8)} — 8> a as n — co. Be-
low we prove Lemma A35 by contradiction.

Suppose that 1{¢,,(5) < ¢,(«)} does not converge to zero as n — co. Then there exists a
subsequence {n;} such that g,, () < ¢y, () for all j. This implies that, for all j, P{¢,,, <
Gn; (B)} < P{thn; < qn;(a)} = a. Consequently, we must have limsup;_, . P{¢n, <
dn,(B)} < a. However, this contradicts with the fact that lim,, . P{t/, < §,,(3)} = 3. From
the above, Lemma A35 holds. |

LEMMA A36. Let g9 ~N(0,1), and Lk, q, be the truncated Gaussian random vari-
ables defined as in Section 2.3, where { K, } and {a,,} are sequences of positive integers and

thresholds, and € is independent of Ly, o, for all n. Let {A,}, {B,}, {A,} and {B,,} be
sequences of nonnegative constants, and for each n, define 1\, = A,ll/ 2. €0+ B,l/ L Kn,an
and P, = Ay - eo + BY/? - Lk, a,. For each n and o € (0,1), let q,(a) and G, (o) be the
ath quantile of 1V, and 1, respectively. If max{|A, — A,|,|Bn — Bn|} = 0(A,,), then for
any 0 < a< <1, asn— o0, 1{G,(B) < qn(a)} = 0 and 1{q,(B) < Gn(a)} — 0.

PROOF OF LEMMA A36. Because Var(Lg, ) < 1, Lk, ., = Op(1). Using the in-
equality that [v/b — \/c| < \/|b — ¢| for any b, ¢ > 0, we have

Un — n = (A2 = A?)eo + (BY? = B)?) LK, 0, = |An — An|'? - Op(1) + | B, — By|'/? - Op(1)
= A2 0p(1).

From Lemma A27, this then implies that sup cg [P(¢), < ¢) — P(p, < ¢)| — 0 as n — oo,
From Lemma A35, this further implies that, for any 0 < oo < 8 < 1, 1{n(8) < gn(a)} — 0
as n — 0o. By summery, we also have 1{g,(5) < ¢,(a)} — 0 as n — oo. Therefore, Lemma
A36 holds. U

Proof of Theorem 7(ii). For descriptive convenience, let ¢y and L, ., be two indepen-
dent standard and constrained Gaussian random variables defined as in Section 2.3, which
are further constructed to be independent of the treatment assignment Z. We then define

0n=\/Vir(1—R2) -0+ \/Vir R2 - Lgc, 0, = AY? .e0+ BY? L. 4.,

b= \[Ver (L= R2) + 1712 -0+ Vi B2 - Lk, 0, = Al/* €0+ BY/? - Lic, 0,

én =1/ VTT(l — JA%,%) g0+ 1/ VTTR% LK, q, = Ai/Q ~g0+ Brl/z Lk, a,,

where A, fln, An and B, Bn, Bn denote the squared coefficients of the standard and con-
strained Gaussian random variables, respectively. We introduce ¢, (A, B, K,a) to denote
the ath quantile of AY/2¢y + Bl/zLK,a, and further define ¢, = qa(fln,Bn,Kn,an),
an,oz = Qa(“iru Brn Krn an) and qn,a = Q(X(Ana Bna Kna an)-

First, we prove that lim,, oo P(Gp 8 < Gn.a | M < a,) =0 for any 0 < o < < 1. From
Theorem 7(i), under ReM, max{|A, — A,|,|B, — Bu|} = op(A,). By Durrett (2019, The-
orem 2.3.2), under ReM, for any subsequence {n; : j = 1,2,...}, there exists a further sub-
sequence {m; : j =1,2,...} C{n;:j=1,2,...} such that \flmj — Ay, |/ Am, <55 0 and
|ij - ij |/ /Imj %% 0 as j — oo. From Lemma A36, this immediately implies that, for
any0<a<f<l, ]l{(jmjﬁ < quj,a} 2% 0 as n — 0. From Durrett (2019, Theorem 2.3.2),
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we can know that, under ReM, for any 0 < oo < 8 < 1, ]l((jn,ﬁ < n,a) i) 0as n—0.
Consequently, under ReM, forany 0 < a < 8 < 1, as n — oo,

(A730) ]P((jn,ﬁ < q~n,oe ’ M < an) = E{]l((jn,ﬁ < q~n,o¢) ’ M < an} — 0.

Second, we prove the asymptotic validity of the confidence interval Cy for a € (0,1). For
any a € (0,1) and n € (0, (1 — «)/2), the coverage probability of the confidence interval C,
can be bounded by

P(1 €Co | M < an) =P{|7 = 7| < dng-aso | M < an}
>P{|7 = 7| < dnji-a/2> dni-a/2 = Gni-aje—n | M < an}
>P{|7 — 7| < Gni—a/2—ns Gnji—a/2 = Gni—ajo—n | M < an}
>P{7 =7 <dni—ajo—n | M <an} —P{dni1-a/2 < Gni-ajo—n| M < an}.
From (A7.30) and Theorem 3, ]P’{cjml_a/g < Gn,1—a/2-n | M <a,}=o0(1),and
P{J7 = 71 < Gntajan | M < an} = B(00] € Gn1ajay) +0(1) = B(lf] < dn1-azy) +o0(1)
=1—a—2n+o0(1),
where the last inequality follows from Li and Ding (2020, Lemma A3). These then imply that
linn_1>ionOfIP>(7'€CAa |M<ap)>1—a—2n.
Because the above inequality holds for any 1 € (0, (1 —«)/2), we must have liminf,,_,., P(7 €

éa|M§an)21—a.
From the above, Theorem 7(ii) holds. O

Proof of Theorem 7(iii). Forany o € (0,1) and n € (0, /2), the coverage probability of
the confidence interval C,, can be bounded by
P(reCo | M <ay)
=P{|7 = 7| <dni-as2 | M < an}
<P{7 =7 <dni-as2: dni—as2 < dni-ajein | M < ant +PGni-aje > Gni—asoe | M < ay)

(A7.31)
< P{|7A_ - 7_| < qn,l—oa/2+n | M< an} + IP)((jn,l—oc/2 > qn,l—oa/2+n | M< an)‘

Below we consider the two terms in (A7.31), separately.
First, from Theorem 3, P{|7 — 7| < ¢, 1—a /249 | M < an} =P(|0n| < Gn1—a/244) +0(1).
Because

B = b0 ={/Ver(1 = R2) + 07182y — Vi T= R} -c0 =\ [n 152 5 - O(1)
VTR oel),
from Lemma A27, we must have sup e [P(8,, < ¢) —P(8,, < ¢)| — 0. This then implies that
P{|7 =7 < Gn1-azen | M < an} =P(0n] < Gn1-a/249) +0(1) = P(|] < Gn1—ay2sy) +o(1)
=1—a+2n+o(1).
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Second, by the same logic as the proof of (A7.30) in Theorem 7(ii), we can derive that,
forany 0 < o < 8 <1, P(¢ng < Gnya | M < ap) =E{1(Gn s < Gna) | M < a,} — 0. This
immediately implies that

IFD(qAn,l—oz/2 > q~n,1—a/2+17 | M < an) = 0(1)

From the above, we can know that limsup,, ,. P(r € Co | M < a,) <1 — o + 2. Be-
cause this inequality holds for any 1 € (0, «/2), we must have limsup,, ,. P(r € Co | M <
ap) <1 — a. From Theorem 7(ii), we then have lim,_,, P(7 € C, | M <a,)=1-a.
Therefore, Theorem 7(iii) holds. O

To prove Theorem 8, we need the following lemma.

LEMMA A37. Let ey~ N(0,1), and Lk, q, be the truncated Gaussian random vari-
ables defined as in Section 2.3, where { K, } and {a,} are sequences of positive integers and
thresholds, and ¢ is independent of L, 4, for all n. Let { A}, {By}, {An} and {B,} be
sequences of nonnegative constants, and for each n, define ¥, = A,ll/ 2. €g + B,l/ L Ko,an
and P, = AY* ey + By/* Lk, a,. For each n and o € (0,1), let q,(c) and Gn(c) be
the ath quantile of vy, and 1y, respectively. If Lk, o, = op(1), A, — Ay = 0(Ay,) and
B,, — B, = O(A,), then for any 0 < a < f < 1, as n — o0, 1{¢n(8) < gn(a)} — 0 and
Hqn(B) < gnla)} —0.

PROOF OF LEMMA A37. Note that Ly, o, = op(1). Using the inequality that |v/b —
Vel < 4/|b— ¢ for any b, ¢ > 0, we then have
Un =t = (4% = A%)e0 + (BY? = BY*) Lic, 0, = | An — An['? - O2(1) + By — Bul'/? - 02 (1)
= A2 0p(1).

From Lemma A27, this then implies that sup,cg |P(¢), < ¢) — P(1h, < ¢)] — 0 as n — oco.
Lemma A37 then follows immediately from Lemma A35. O

Proof of Theorem 8. Following the notation in the proof of Theorem 7(ii), we define
additionally

0n=1\/Vir(1 —R2) 60+ 0-Li, 0 =AY eo+ BY? Ly, 4.,

and ¢ o = qa(/ln,Bn,Kn,an) where A,, nd B,, denote the squared coefficients of the
standard and constralned Gaussian random variables, respectively. From Theorem 7(1) and
Condition 4, |4,, — ] A, A | = op(A ) and for sufficiently large n, |B — B,| =
VVirRE =V -0(1) =V (1-R2)-0(1 Ay,). We can then prove Theorem 8
using almost the same steps as the proof of Theorem 7 where we will replace ¢, o by G
and use Lemma A37 instead of Lemma A36. For conciseness, we omit the detailed proof
here. O

A8. Regularity Conditions and Diagnoses for Rerandomization. To prove Proposi-
tion 1, we need the following two lemmas.

LEMMA A38. Let W1, Wy, ... be i.i.d. random vectors in R~ with E]W ;] = 0 and
Cov(W ;) = I, . Assume that
up B TWLT=0(1) and  max [[ W3~ BIW 3] = Os(wln, K),

VvERKn: v Tr=1
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for some § > 2 and some function w(n, K,) increasing in n and K,. If K, = O(n®) for
some 0 < 8 < 1, then when n is sufficiently large,

§—2 min{§—2,2}
Kn Kn s Kn min{§,4}
= Op (M () Dot () () )
n n K, n

1S — Ik,

and

26—2 min{26—2,6}

s

= K, K, \ mintoa}
max [[(S3) (Wi~ W)[3 = 0p | win, K,) + zlog‘*(%)*”'(_) I

1<i<n n’s n n

where W =n='3" Wiand Sty =(n— 17130 (W, - W)(W, - W) .

PROOF OF LEMMA A38. Lemma A38 follows immediately from Lei and Ding (2020,
Lemma H.1). Let W = (W, - W,... W, — W), and H = W(WTW)_IWT. We
can verify that W W= SE (W, = W) (W, —W)T =(n—1)83%, and the ith diagonal
element of H has the following equivalent forms:

Hij= (Wi~ W) (W W) (W, - W)= (n— 1) (W; - W) (S%) " (W, - W)
=(n—1)7M|(SH) AW, - W)]5.
From Lei and Ding (2020, Lemma H.1), we can know that

5—2 min{s—2,2}
K K KN K min{§,4}
_ G (M . <_> log' (ﬂ) . <_> ) |
op n n K, n
and

25—2 min{25§—2,6}
K K. 5 K. min{s,4}}
max |Hy; — Ky /n|=Op <W + <7"> log? <£> + <—"> ) .

1<i<n K,

Hn—leW _Ix

These immediately imply that

Ll Hn—lvVTVV Ik

by Tl | (9 W 1 )
HSW IKnHOP Hn—l nW W IKn —i—n_lIKn N

2

<2 Hn—leVV B
n

op

5—2 min{é—2,2}
K, K.\ ¢ K, min{o,4}
_0p (M () Tt () + (5) ) |
n n K, n

where the last equality holds because (K, /n)™M{0-2.2}/min{é.4} > (K /n)1/2 > 1/n when
n is sufficiently large, and

2 V12w — W2 = (n— < -
fg%xn”(sw) (Wi-W)la=(n 1)11;1%}%}[”—”112%}%‘}[” Kn/n|+ Ky

26—2 min{26—2,6}

op

n 1
n—1

Ky,° K, \ mnieay
=0p |w(n, Kp) + —5= log* <Kﬂ> +n <—> + K,

n

n s n

Therefore, Lemma A38 holds. Ol



A48

LEMMA A39.  Assume that W1, W, ... arei.i.d. randomvectors in RE» with max; <<, E|W;; 10 <
M for some absolute constants M < oo and § > 2, where W;; is the jth coordinate of W ;.
Then

2/8
max [[ W3~ E[W3] = O:(n*°K,).

PROOF OF LEMMA A39. By Holder’s inequality, for 1 < i <n and 1 < j < K,,
{E(W2)}7? <E[Wyl°,

2/6

1
W - EHWH2|<—Z\ w2)| < Z! wHI" |,
and

These 1mply that
E{|Iwl3 - EIw3""* )

(W2 +E(W2)) E{|Wij|5+(E(Wé)ym}r/é‘

l\’)l»i

1
:K:YQE{W w3 —EHWZ-H%W“} < Ki*R Z\ W)

K
_ = 1
— KPRy (g (WE - B0V ) < WZE[ {wsr+ sov2) "}
j=1

7=1

K, K,

— K2/2—125/2—1 Z {E’WU’(S + (E(WZQJ))6/2} < K2/2—125/2 ZE‘WZ]P
—1 j=

< 22K012 ).

Consequently,
5/2 = 5/2
E {lgliag;!HWiII% —E[W,3] } <> E{[IWil} - EIWl3|"} < 2/2M K.
T i=1

By the Markov’s inequality, maxi<;<y, || W3 — E[|W;||3| = Op(K,n*°), i.e., Lemma
A39 holds. O

Proof of Proposition 1. By the same logic as Lemma A 10, we can bound ~,, by

(K, +1)Y41 2\U2 (g
™= e NG ZH (Su) U)H

(K, +1)"*1 H 2y-1/2 (g 2
<DL i -
- nrlr Z u) 2 11;1%};

(527 - )

2

_ (Kp+ DY (n— 1) (K, +1) - max (52)_1/2 (“'_Q)H
NORER n 1<i<n “ ’ 2
_ (Kn+1)4n—1 N-1/2 3z
(A832) = TR (Sg) "7 (& E)( )’
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where the last equality holds because the quantity || (S%) i/ (u; — @)l|2 is invariant under
a non-singular linear transformation of w;’s. Under Condition 6 and the fact that K, + 1 =
O(n?) for some 3 € (0, 1), from Lemmas A38 and A39, we can know that
1—1/20¢ _ £\||2
ax [(Sg) ™ — £z

25_2 min{25-2,6}

K 1 K 1 min{0,4)
= Op nz/‘;(Kn+1)+( ”JFH) " log? n i (Bnf +K,+1].
K,+1

n

Note that as n — oo, (K, +1)/n =o0(1),

25—2

1 (K,+1)75 log? n B 1 Kn—|—1104 n — o(1)
WK, +1) s E\K, 1) T ®or 2P 0 B \K,+1) "

and

min{26—2,6}

1 <Kn + 1) minfedy
/”L .
+1)

n2/%(K, n
1 K, +1\>7%° 1 K, +1)\%?
=1(6<4 . 1(6 >4 .
= )n2/5<Kn+1>"< n ) tH )n2/6<Kn+1>"< n )
(A8.33)
(K, +1)172/ (K, +1)1/2

Thus, we must have

max |[(S3)7/2(&; — )13 = 0z (n?/*(K, + 1))

1<i<n

From (A8.32), this then implies that

(K, +1)%4in—1 2/ B 1 (K,+1)7*
Yn = \/nr_lro - -Op n (Kn-l-l) —O]p m ’I’L1/2_1/6

Therefore, Proposition 1 holds. O
Proof of Corollary 2(i). When Condition 6 holds, ;' = O(1) and K,, = o(n?/7=%/(70)),
from Proposition 1, we have
1 (Kn + 1)7/4 {n2/7—4/(75)}7/4
" =Op <m 1/2—1]6 > T 21
Therefore, Corollary 2(i) holds. O

. O]p(l) = Op(l).

To prove Corollary 2(ii), we need the following two lemmas.

LEMMA A40. The squared multiple correlation R2 defined as in (5) can be equivalently
written as

Srov (1)1 Y (0),% (%) T S X oy (1)1 Y(0)

2 )
S?“()Y(l)"r?"l Y(O)

R =

where 572‘0Y(1)+7‘1Y(0) denotes the finite population variance of roY (1) + r1Y(0) and
8oy (14 Y (0),x denotes the finite population covariance between roY (1) + r1Y (0) and
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PROOF OF LEMMA A40. Let Sy be the finite population covariance between Y (1) and

Y (0). By some algebra, Sfoy(l) +r Y (0) has the following equivalent forms:

572«0}/(1)+r1y(0) =13SF +1r2S% + 2r119S10 = (13 +7170)SE + (r7 +7170) S8 — r170(S? + S35 — 2510)

(A8.34)
=157 + 1185 — 117082 = nrirg(ny 1 ST +ng 1S5 — ntS2) = nrirg V.

By the same logic, we have
STOY(l)—i-rlY(O),X(S?X)_lsXmoY(l)—i-rlY(O) = nrlro(nflSﬁX + nalS&X - n‘153|x)-

Lemma A40 then follows from the definition in (5). O

LEMMA A41. For any sequence of positive integers { K, } and any sequence of matrices
A, R IfF|A, — Ik, lop = 08 (1), then ||AL — Ik, [lop = 0B (1)
PROOF OF LEMMA A41. Note that
1AL = Ik, llop = 147 (An = Tk llop < A7 lop - [l An — I, llop
=k, + (Agl —Ikg,) op [An — IKnHOP
< (Mrllop + 145" = I, llop) - 1A — T, llop
< ||An - IKnHOp + HAn - IKnHOP ’ HA;1 - IKnHOP'

Thus, when ||A,, — I, |lop < 1, we have || A, — Ik |lop < |An — I, |lop/(1 — || An —
Ik, |lop)- By the property of convergence in probability (e.g., Durrett, 2019, Theorem 2.3.2),
we can immediately derive Lemma A41. O

Proof of Corollary 2(ii). We first prove that HS% — Ik, +1llop = op(1). Under Condition
6, from Lemmas A38 and A39,

nO(K,+1)  (Ky+1\ 5 n Ky 41\ et
Se—1I =0 - “ log* “ :
15 = Tt llop = O ( n < n % \K.+1) "\

We can verify that 2/7 —4/(75) < 1—2/5 for § > 2. Thus, we must have (K, +1)/n'~%/% =
o(1), which further implies that || Sz — I’ y1/lop = 0p(1).
We then prove that R2 — R2, ., = op(1). By definition,

sup,n

roY;(1) 4+ 71 Y;(0) — E{roY;(1) + r, Y;(0 1,0 )Cov(u)/2¢;
< 0 ( ) 1 SX)Z_EE)O(Z)( ) 1 ( )}> :ui:Cov(u)l/zgi: <((§Kn7[1'(;{1)80(v(3£)1/2£l>
— aTEi
- <BT£i> ’

wherea = (1,0 )Cov(u)/2 e R*E-+Dand BT = (0, Ik, )Cov(u)'/? € RE-X(Knt1),
We can then verify that

Var{roY (1) + 1Y (0)} =a'a, Var(X;)=B'B, Cov{rgY(1)+mY(0),X}=a'B.

Consequently, the super population squared multiple correlation between r¢Y;(1) + r1Y;(0)
and X; has the following equivalent forms:
~ Cov{rgY (1) +rY(0), X;}{Var(X)} 'Cov{X,roY (1) + 1Y (0)} a'B(B'B)"'B'a

2
Roupn = Var{roY (1) + 1Y (0)} N a'a
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From Lemma A40, the finite population squared multiple correlation R? satisfies that
-1
2 1 T o2 T Q2 T Q2
S2 v Wm0 B2 = Sry )4y ()X (5%) T S X sy (1) 4r () = a ' SiB (B SgB) B' S%a.
Let @ = a/Va'a and B = QCT " be the singular value decomposition of B, where

Q c READXE QTQ =Tk , C e RE*Kn is a diagonal matrix, and T’ € RE»*Kn jg
an orthogonal matrix. We then have

STOY 1)+r1Y(0) R R2
Var{roY (1) +r Y (0)} " sup

-1
—a' SiB <BTS€) B'S%a TB(BTB)—lBTazangQ(QTS§Q> Q'Sla—-a'QQ'a

_ ~Ts§Q{(QTS§Q)_1 —IKH}Q Sia+a' (S}—1Ik,)QQ Sia+a QQT (S:—1Ix,)a

By the property of operator norm and the factthata'a=1and Q' Q =TI K, , we then have

2
STQY(1)+T1Y(O)RTL _ R2

Var{roY (1) + Y (0)} sup

[ (arsia) 1

2
|, 19815, + 1158 = T (1120, +1)-

Note that |52 — I lop = 02(1). 52lop < 182 — i lop + |, lop = 1 + 05(1), and
197520 ~ i lp = Q7 (S ~ T, )Qlly = 15~ it oy = 0z(1). From Lemma A1,
we can then derive that H(QTSgQ) — Ik, |lop = op(1), Sfoy(l)Jrrly(O)/Var{roY(l) +
7"1Y(0)} : R2 Rgup = OP(1)7

530Y(1)+r1y(0)
Var{roY (1) + Y (0)}

—|aTsta—1|=|a" (8% 1Ix,)a| < I1SE~ Lic,lop = 06(1).

Consequently,
Sz Y (1)+r, Y (0) Y (1)471Y(0)
R? — R? LLELLER R? — R? LLELARL — 1| R2 =op(1).
sup,n Var{roY (1) + Y (0)} ™ sup (Var{roY(l) +rY(0)} n=op(1)
From the above, Corollary 2(ii) holds. O

Proof of Corollary 2(iii). First, from (A7.29) and (A8.34), we can know that
roSiyx + 716\ x = 1o (n1" Shx +1g 1SO\X) =nriro{Ver (1 — Ry) +17 5% x }
2 nrlTOVTT( - R?),) = STgY(l)—l-TlY(O)(l — R?L)

From Corollary 2(ii) and its proof, and by the conditions in Corollary 2(iii), we can know that
S2 v ()ary o) = Var(roYi(1) +71Y(0)) - (1 +op(1)) and 1 — RE =1~ RZ,, ,, + op(1) =
(1—R2,,.,)- (14 0p(1)). These imply that the quantity on the left hand side of (16) satisfies

max,e{0,1} maxlSiSN{Y;(Z) - Y(Z)}z HlaX{Kn, 1} max{l, log Ky, — lngn}

TOS%\X —l—rng\X 170 n
| maX.c(o,1) maxi<;<n{Yi(z) — Y (2)}? max{K,,1} - /max{1,log K,,, — log p,, } 1)
~ Var(roYi(1) + 11Y:(0)) - (1 - R2,,.,) ni/? :

_ maxeeqoy maxi<i<n{Yi(2) —Y(2)}? max{K,, 1} - y/max{1,log Ko, —logpa} (1)
B Var(roY;(1) + r1Y;(0)) nl/2 Op(1),
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2

where the last equality follows from the condition on R, .

Second, by some algebra, for 1 <i <n,
Yi(2) = Y (2)| < [Yi(2) = E(Y (2))] + [V (2) = E(Y(2))| <2 max [Y;(z) — E(Y(2))]

1<i<n
and

max |Y;(z) —~E(Y(2))]" < Y |¥i(z) —E(Y(2))" =n-E{|Y (2) ~E(Y(2))|"} - Op(1)
i=1

1<i<n

Y(2) —E(Y()|

Var(Y (2))

=n-E A{Var(Y (2))}¥/% . Op(1)

= n{Var(Y (2))}*/% - Op(1).

These imply that max;<;<,, |Y;(2) — E(Y(2))|? = n¥*Var(Y (2)) - Op(1). Consequently, we
can further bound the quantity on the left hand side of (16) by

max,e{0,1} maxlSiSN{Y;(Z) - Y(Z)}z max{K,,1} max{1,log K, —logp,}

TOS%\X + rng\X 170 n
_ MaX.e(0,1} max<;j<n{Yi(2) — Y(z)}2 ' max{K,,1} - \/max{l,log K,,—logp,} L 0s(1)
B Var(roY;(1) + r1Y;(0)) nl/2 ¥
~ n?Y{Var(Y (1)) + Var(Y (0))} max{K,,1} - /max{1,log K,,, —logp,} Op(1)
T Var(roYi(1) + r1Yi(0)) ni/? ’
max{K,,1} - y/max{1,log K,,, — log p,, }
- 1/2—2/b -Op(1)
n
max{K,,1} - \/max{l,logKn} max{K,,1}-v/—logp,
- nl/2—2/b -Op(1) + nl/2—2/b - Op(1).
Third, because K,, = O(n°) for some ¢ < 1/2 — 2/b, we have
max{Kp,1} -1\/max{1,log K,} __ logn 0(1) = o(1),
nl/2—2/b nl/2—2/b—c
and
max{Ky,1}-v/—logp, _ v—logpn —logpn
nl/2—2/b = pl/2—2/b—c 0(1) = nl—4/b—2c o(1),
where the last condition holds by the condition on p,,.
From the above, we can know that Corollary 2 holds. O

Proof of Corollary 3. We choose p,, oc ™" for some 0 < h < (1/2 — 1/6)/3. Below we
verify that Conditions 1-4 holds with high probability.

First, from Proposition 1, 7, = op(1). Second, from Theorem 1 and Proposition 1, and by
the construction of p,,,

A _ gt oy (ogm)@2 L (logn) T/ _
P o) = A" -op(1) = I GyPES Yy op(1) = op(1).
Third, K,,/log(p;!) = K, /log(n") - O(1) = h~'K,,/log(n) = o(1). Fourth, from Corol-

lary 2(ii), R2 = R2,,,, + op(1) <1—c+op(1).
Therefore, by the property of convergence in probability (e.g., Durrett, 2019, Theorem
2.3.2), Corollary 3 follows from Theorem 5. U



RERANDOMIZATION AS53

Comments on the equivalent form of +,, and its bounds in Section 7.2. We first prove
the equivalent form of ~,. Because (e;, X;) is a non-singular linear transformation of w;,
and the finite population covariance between e; and X; is zero, we can equivalently write
(u; — )" S, (u; — ) as

_ _ _ - 56_2 0 €;
(ui—u)TSu2(ui—u):(e,-,(X,-—X)T) ( 0 S}(Q) (XZ—X>
= 622 + (XZ - X)TS;g(XZ - X) = 6? + (Tl - 1)H“,

where the second last equality holds since the finite population variance of e;, S equals 1,
and the last equality follows from the definition of H;;’s. This then implies that

(Kn+1DY*1 2)1/2 (Ko + D)V 1 & 3/2
= NG ZH (Su) H - J/nrro nz ¢ +(n—1) Hig) ™"
i=1

We then prove the bounds for v,,. By Holder’s inequality,

ﬁiﬁiﬁﬁ@fm<fmﬁp+m—nwﬂg2
2 - 2

< V2(|ei|? + n32HY?).

This immediately implies that y,, < v/2,,. Note that

(e 4+ (n—1)Hy )3/2 23/2<

n3/2
3/2 3/2
2(¢3+ (n = DH)" 2 @7 + {(n = DHY? 2 eif + Gy 1)
1 3/2
> i (ledl® + 0¥ H)%)
This immediately implies that v, > 7,,/2%2 = 3,, /(4v/2). O

Commenton )  H 32 Because H;;’s are the diagonal elements of a projection matrix
of rank K, we have 22:1 H“ = K,,. By Holder’s inequality, we then have

3/2

. 3/2 1 Zn 3/2 1 Z K3/
Z_l " " i=1 e <n i=1 “> vn
1= (] (2

O

Comments on the first two moments of 7 — 7 under any design. From (6) and by def-
inition,

n n
n n _ - n
= N i — LV 0) = V(1) 4+ Y (0) = —— 5" Ziyi — S {m YV (0) + oY (1
P i 2o L = VO VW £V 0) = TS Za SR ¥ (0) £ rof (1))
n n n n n n n n
= — —y = — y = Z Uy
"o ; iYi noy nino Z Yi 110 Z ning ; Z(yz y)
n
n ni _ n
_ 7 — —> )= Z -1
o ;( i (yi nmo( rl,) Y
Consequently,
1
Ep(f —7)= —— (EZ —111,)  §= m—ril,) g,
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and
2 T
Ep{(7 — )%} = (n%) JE{(Z-n1)(Z -1}
1 -
= o {VarD(Z) +(EZ - r1,)(EZ —111,) } T

I 7 T\ 5
(A8.35) = G {@+@-rt)m-n1)"}a
Therefore, (A1.1) holds. O

Proof of Proposition A1. From (A8.34), we can know that

1 11

VTT =—S5

_ R -1 (m—m1 )TQ
VIEp(F — 1) = (2. n
I e i TR

VL2 Sl = ) = 4| \/ {Q+ (m —7’1T)( _Tlln)—r}@.
nriro

By some matrix properties, we can know that

—'y.

nrlro n—1

This implies that

and

%13‘3( [TT D(; T )
and

maXV 1/2\/ED{ 1/ ;{fx —ri1,)(m — rlln)T> .
y#

Below we prove the inequality on the rlght hand side of (A1.3). Let ¥ = Q + (7 —
r11,)(m — r11,) " From (A8.35), ¥ = E{(Z — r11,)(Z — r11,)"}. Because 1, (Z —
ril,) = Z?:l Z; —nq1 = 0, we must have I,TL\Illn = 0. This implies that ¥ has at most
n — 1 positive eigenvalues. Consequently,

(n - 1)/\max(‘1’)
> (@) =E [tr ((z 1) (Z — r11n)T)} —E [tr ((z 1) (Z — r11n))]
=E {tr (ZTZ — 27“117TLZ + r%lzln)} =E(ny — 2ring +7in) = nryro,

i.e., Amax(¥) > nrirg/(n — 1). This immediately implies the inequality on the right hand
side of (A1.3).
From the above, Proposition A1 holds. O

A9. Asymptotic analysis of regression adjustment under rerandomization. To prove
Theorem A1, we need the following four lemmas.
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LEMMA A42. Under ReM and Condition Al, as n — oo,

]P’{V 1/2 )—1/2{%(31730)_T}Sc‘Mﬁan}

-2 (VI= RaB1By) 0+ Y RBrBo) Ei <) | 0

PROOF OF LEMMA A42. Define VTT(,[:}l, BO) analogously as V7 in (4), but using the ad-
justed potential outcomes with adjustment coefficients 3; and 3. From Li and Ding (2020,

Proof of Theorem 5), V;,(B1,8q) = Vyr(1 — p2). Lemma A42 then follows immediately
from Theorem 3. O

sup
ceR

LEMMA A43. Consider the same setting as in Lemma A30 and any event Z € £ C
{0,1} with positive probability p=P(Z € &). Then for any t >3- 712 /702,

K K 9
9 max{1,log K, —logp} 9 170
> > < o t).
]P’(k_lAwk>t N2 Ou, | Z€E | <2exp 3712t

k=1

PROOF OF LEMMA A43. If S8 02 =0, then Y ;A2 is constant zero, and

Lemma A43 holds obviously. Below we consider only the case in which Z kel o2 . > 0.
From Lemma A30, for any ¢ > 0,

X K
5 max{l,logK,—lng}Z 2
k=1

k=1

2

0
Wt max{1,log K, — logp}>

§25exp <—
p
702
= 2exp —thax{l,logK,—logp}+logK—logp .

From (A7.25), when t >3- 712 /702, we then have
K K
1,log K, —logp} 1702
Py Al pmaxil log K, P4 <2 -y,
(k_l we > N2 O | Z€E| <2exp 3712

k=1
Therefore, Lemma A43 holds. |

LEMMA A44. Under ReM with actual acceptance probability p, = P(M < a), if
min{ny,no} > 2 when n is sufficiently large, and max{1,log J,,, —logp,} = O(nrird),
then

{TO +7’1 160 } TW
% 1 1 Jna _1 ~n
:Op<max max |Yi(Z)—Y(z)|-JnmaX{ s 0g2 . ogp }>
2€{0,1} 1<i<n nrrl

PROOF OF LEMMA A44. First, we bound the Euclidean norms of rg (Bl — Bl)T+W and
(B — By) " #w . By definition,

7A'W:V_V1—W0:

"N Z(Wi-W).
mno ;=
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We then have

ro(By — Bl)T’f'WH2 = l|(s1,w — SI,W)T(S%V)_lnil ZZZ-(WZ- —-W)
=1

2

= |[(s100 = 1) (@1~ @) < 1.0 = Stwlloll1 — B,

Hrl (Bo— Bo)Tf'WH2 = ||(so,w — SO,W)T(S%V)_lnLO Y Zi(Wi-W)
i=1 2

— |l (sow - so,wﬂs%v)—lnio S (- Z)(Wi— W)
=1

2

= |50 = Sow) (@0 — )| < 1500 = Sowllwo — ]l

where w; = (8%,)~'/2(W; — W) denotes the standardized covariate vector for 1 < i < n.
Second, from Lemma A31 and by the same logic as the proof of Lemma A33 (in particular,
(A7.28)), we can know that, for z =0, 1,

> 1,log Jp,, —log pn }
o — Sawld = Yi(z) - T2 . g, el ’ - Op(1).
sz, wll2 nax max, {Yi(z) =Y (2)} o p(1)

Third, from Lemma A43, for z =0, 1,

max{1,log J,, —log p, } - 0s(1).

_ _n2
|w, — w3 =J, nrg

From the above, for z =0, 1,
[ra(B. =B 7w | < 52— Sl — @]l

= max max |Y;(z) — Y (2)|- Jnmax{l,log In, 108 D} -Op(1)

2€{0,1} 1<i<n nr?
< 1,1 n —1 ~n
= max max |Y;(z) =Y (2)|- Jnmax{ ’ ogi 5 08 P} -Op(1).

Therefore, Lemma A44 holds. |

LEMMA A45. Under ReM with actual acceptance probability p, = P(M < ay),

(i) if Condition Al holds, then max{1l,—logp,} = O(max{1,—logp,}), recalling that
P = P(X%{n < ay,) is the approximate acceptance probability;
(ii) if Conditions Al and A2 hold, then, max{1,log K, —logp,} = o(nrird).

PROOF OF LEMMA A45. In Lemma A45, (i) follows by the same logic as Lemma
A34, and below we focus only on the proof of (ii). From the proof of Lemma A34,
2max,e 0,1} Maxi<i<n |Yi(2) — Y (2)[* > 105t + r1.5§ > nrirgVy,. Consequently, from
Condition A2,
| maX.e(o,1) Maxi<i<n [Yi(z) — Y (2) J max{1,log J,, —logp,}

- Tnc 2,2

Vel ) (1~ B2(B1, B} w3

o(1)
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- 2712 /nrrgVer max{1,log Jp, —logp,}

J,
B VVer " nrird
_ 1,1og J,,, — logp,, } 2-1/2
>9-1/2 . max{1, n ny '
= VI nr2rg = o
This implies that 1 = o(,/nr170), and thus max{1,log K,,, —log p,} = o(nr?r). From the
above, Lemma A45 holds. |

Proof of Theorem A1(i). Below we prove the first part of Theorem Al. Define
Yn = Vr_rl/2(1 - P%)_l/z{%(ébﬁo) -7}, &n = Vr_rl/2(1 - Pi)_lﬂ{%(ﬁbﬁo) -7h

T,Z)n =1/ 1 —R% o + \/R% LKman'

Note that Conditions A1 and A2 hold. From Lemma A42, n — oo,

sup [P(¢, < ¢| M < ap) —P(pp < ¢)| — 0.
ceR

From Lemmas A44 and A45, under ReM,

#(B1By) — 7(B1.By)  {ro(Br—B) +11(By — B} Fw
 vla-ge V- )

=1/1—R2-o0p(1).

For any n > 0, define §,, = /1 — ﬁf% -n. From Lemma A26,

Supwp(zﬁngc‘Mgan)_P(Q;nSC‘MSQn)‘
ceR

<P(|thy — V| > 60 | M < ap) +supP(b < by, <b+6, | M < ay)
beR

SP(|¢hn — Pn| > 60 | M < an) +supP(b < ¢bn < b+ 6,,)
beR

wn_l/;n

+2sup‘IP’(z;n <c|M <a,)—P, §c)‘
ceR

Letting n — oo, from the discussion before, we have

lim sup sup ‘P(ﬂ;n <c|M<a,) =P, <c|M< an)| < limsupsupP(b < ¢, < b+ dy,).

n—oo  ceR n—o0 beER
By definition, for any b € R, we have, with ' =b/4/1 — R2,
P(b < tp <b+6p)

R2
=P (b’<€o+ n~2 Lk, a, Sb/‘H?)

1- R2

R2
:E{]P (b’<ao+ N _%2 LK, a, <V +n] LK7Q> }

<E (n/V2r) =n/V2r,




A58

where the last inequality holds because the density of £( is bounded by 1/+/27. This then
implies that

limsupsup [P(y < ¢| M < ay) = P(n < ¢| M < an)| <0/V2m.

n—oo ceR

Because the above inequality holds for any 1 > 0, we must have, as n — oo,

lim sup [P, < | M < ap) — P, <c| M <a,)|=0.

n—oo cER
From the discussion before, as n — oo,

sup |P(¢n Sc|M<ap) —P(n <o)
ceR

<sup [P(¢h, < c| M < ay) =P, < )| +sup [P, <c| M <ay) — Py <c| M <ay)
ceR ceR

Therefore, the first part of Theorem A1 holds. Ol

Proof of Theorem A1(ii). Because Condition 3 holds and limsup,, ., Ri < 1, by the
same logic as the proof of Theorem 5, we can know that, as n — oo,

P{\/l—]:%%so—k\/]?%LKmangc}—]P’{\/l—]:%%aogc}

From the first part of Theorem A1, we can immediately derive the second part of the theorem.
O

sup — 0.

ceR

A10. Connection with optimal designs.

A10.1. Optimal design via minimizing Mahalanobis distance. In this section, we show
that, under certain model assumptions, the optimal design that tries to minimize the mean
squared error (MSE) of the difference-in-means estimator will seek the assignment minimiz-
ing the Mahalanobis distance for covariate imbalance between the two treatment groups. For
more detailed discussion of optimally balanced designs, we refer the readers to Kasy (2016)
and Kallus (2018).

Suppose that the potential outcomes satisfy the following model:

(A10.36) Yi(2) =, + B8] Xi+ei(2), (2=0,1;i=1,2,...,n),

where (e;(1),e;(0))’s are mutually independent across all units, and e;(z)’s have mean zero
and the same variance o2 across all units for z = 0, 1. Throughout the discussion in this
section, the covariates X 1, --- , X, are fixed constants or equivalently being conditioned on.
Under model (A10.36), the expected treatment effect for each unit ¢ is then

Tz'* :E{Ti} :E{Y;(l) - YZ(O)} =] — g+ (ﬁl - ﬁO)TX% (Z =1,2,... 777‘)

and its average over all units is
1 n
* * Ty
T =E{r}=— T =01 — — X.
{r}=22 i =a1— a0+ (B~ By)
i=1
We are interested in estimating the average treatment effect 7* using the difference-in-

means estimator 7. Moreover, we will write the difference-in-means estimator as 7(Z), to
emphasize its dependence on the treatment assignment. For any fixed treatment assignment
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z, the MSE of the corresponding difference-in-means estimator under model (A10.36) has
the following decomposition:

(A10.37) E[{#(z) — 7}*] = [E{#(2) — 7*}]* + Var{#(2z) — 7*}
2 2
_Als 2,091, 00
_{I8 TX(’Z)} + ny + TlQ’
where 3 = roB1 + 18y and 7 x (z) is the difference-in-means of covariates under the treat-
ment assignment z. From (A10.37), the optimal assignment minimizing the MSE is equiv-
alently the one minimizing the squared bias of 7. Since 3 is unknown, similar to Kallus
(2018, Section 2.3.3), we consider the worst-case squared bias after some standardization.
Specifically, let u; = roE{Y;(1)} + r1E{Y;(0)} be a certain weighted average of expected
potential outcomes for each unit ¢. The finite population variance of p;’s across all units can
be equivalently written as Sﬁ = ,[:}TS?X 3. We then consider the worst-case squared bias of 7

standardized by S2, which has the following equivalent forms:

2
(A10.38) sup —{'B X2( 2)} = sup —{'B Tx(2)} %X(z)TS;g%X(z) = LM(z),
a0 S o B S%B o

where M (z) is the Mahalanobis distance of covariate means in two treatment groups under
the treatment assignment z, as defined in Section 2.2. Consequently, the assignment min-
imizing the Mahalanobis distance is equivalently the one that minimizes worst-case stan-
dardized squared bias. Therefore, under the proposed model and criterion, minimizing the
Mahalanobis distance leads to the optimal design.

A10.2. Model-based efficiency of rerandomization. We now briefly discuss the effi-
ciency of rerandomization under the proposed model in (A10.36). In short, we will show
that, under ReM with properly diminishing threshold for covariate imbalance, the design can
asymptotically achieve the optimal efficiency.

To gain some intuition, beyond the equal variance assumption, we further assume that
ei(z)’s are i.i.d. across all units, for z = 0, 1; the i.i.d. assumption will be relaxed later. We
can verify that the difference-in-means estimator has the following decomposition:

(A10.39) 7—7*=p3 7-X+{ ZZ@, zn:(l—Z) (0)}EBT+X+%,
=1

where B =198, + 113, is defined the same as before and 7. is the difference-in-means
for the residual potential outcomes. For treatment assignment mechanisms depending only
on the covariates, such as rerandomization based on X;’s, 7x and 7. must be mutually
independent, with 7 x following its randomization distribution and

(A10.40) %ewiZei(l)—i > eil0).

ni .
=1 i=n1+1

This is because the conditional distribution of 7. given Z must follow the distribution on the
right hand side of (A10.40). By the standard central limit theorem, when ¢;(1)’s and ¢;(0)’s
have finite second moments, and the proportions of treated and control units r; and ry have
positive limits as n — oo, \/ﬁ%e will asymptotically converge to a Gaussian distribution with

mean zero and variance 7 ' o7 + 7, ' 02. By Slutsky’s theorem, as long as v/n ,8 Tx =op(l),
/n(7 — 7*) will converge to the same asymptotic distribution as y/n7., which is actually the
optimal efficiency that we can expect, as implied by (A10.37).
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Below we rigorously study the asymptotic efficiency of rerandomization under model
(A10.36). First, we allow the residuals e;(2)’s to be non-identically distributed for z = 0, 1,
but require them to have bounded third absolute moments.

CONDITION A3. There exists some finite constant C, such that, for all n,

) 3 . 3
g%E[Iez(l)l |<Ce, & g%E[Iez(O)I ] <Ce.

Second, to conduct the optimal rerandomization with diminishing covariate imbalance,
we invoke similar regularity conditions as Conditions 1-3. Because here we care only the
difference-in-means of covariates, we redefine the quantifies in the main paper by excluding
the potential outcomes there. Specifically, analogous to 7, and A,, in (7) and (8), define

1/4 n
K 1 _ (I3 —1/2 4
* n 1 * *
- SNIsEx - X)), Ar= IP’(V e )—IP c0)|,
In /Mo N ; H X( i )Hg n Qselélzn zx Tx €Q (5 Q)

where e* ~ N (0, I g, ). We then invoke the following regularity condition.
CONDITION A4. Conditions 1-3, with 7, and A,, replaced by ~ and A}, hold.

Third, we assume the following condition on model (A10.36) and proportions of treated
and control units.

CONDITION AS5. As the sample size n increases,

(i) the residual variances 0% and O'g do not vary, and at least one of them is positive;
(ii) the proportions of treated and control units satisfy \/n min{ry,ro} — oo as n — oo;
(ii1) the weighted average of expected potential outcomes has bounded finite population

. . ~T ~ .
variance, i.e., Sﬁ =03 5%(5 < C}, for all n and some finite constant C,.

Under the above conditions, \/HBT% x will converge in probability to zero. This implies
that, asymptotically, rerandomization will achieve the optimal efficiency (or equivalently be
the optimal design) under model (A10.36). We summarize the results in the following theo-
rem.

THEOREM A3. Under ReM and Conditions A3-AS5, as n — oo,

T—T7"

\/a%/nl +08/n0

Theorem A3 shows that, under model (A10.36), ReM with properly diminishing threshold
can asymptotically achieve the optimal efficiency as implied by (A10.37). Both Theorem 5
and Theorem A3 show the optimality of ReM with properly diminishing covariate imbal-
ance threshold. However, their justification is quite different. First, the two theorems rely on
different sources of randomness. Theorem 5 views all the potential outcomes as fixed con-
stant (or equivalently conditioning on all the potential outcomes), and the randomness comes
solely from the treatment assignment; while Theorem A3 assumes additionally that the po-
tential outcomes are random following model (A10.37). Second, due to the aforementioned
difference, the estimands for average treatment effects have different forms in the two theo-
rems. Theorem 5 focuses on 7 =n"1 3" {Y;(1) — ¥;(0)}, while Theorem A3 focuses on
™=E(r)=n"1Y" | E{Y;(1) — Yi(0)} under model (A10.37).

| M < an -5 N(0,1).
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A10.3. Technical details.

ADDITIONAL DETAILS FOR (A10.37)—(A10.39). First, we prove the decomposition of
7 —7*1in (A10.39). By some algebra,

P izm(l) — iZiY,-(o) —{a1 —ag+ (B, — By) ' X}
ni no

=a1+B{ X1 +e —ag—B) Xo—é — {1 —ao+ (B — By) (X1 +7r0Xo)}
:BITO(X} —Xo)—l-ﬁ(—l)—rl()_(l —X0)+é1 — €

R L ST .
= (roB +11By) Fx +7e =B Tx + e,
where €, denotes the average of residual potential outcomes e;(z)’s for units under treatment
arm z.

Second, we prove the decomposition of the model-based MSE in (A10.37). From the de-
composition in (A10.39) and the property of model (A10.36), E{7(z) — 7*} = BTi'X, and
Var{#(z) — 7} = Var{#.(2)} = 0?/n1 + 02 /no, where we use 7.(z) to emphasize that it
is the difference-in-means of residual potential outcomes under the treatment assignment z.
These then immediately imply the decomposition in (A10.37). 5 ~

Third, we prove (A10.38). By the definition of matrix norm, letting 3 = S x 3, we have

~T R N 1
B #x(=))* _  |7x()"S¥'BI5 _
Sup ——=—"——— = Sub T =
B0 B SxB B0 B B
This immediately implies (A10.38). O

17+ x(2) S 3=%x(2) S Tx(2).

PROOF OF THEOREM A3. Below we consider the two terms in the decomposition
(A10.39) separately.

. . .. c e ~T . .
First, we consider the limiting distribution of 3 7 x. By the same logic as the proof of
Theorem 1, under Condition A4, as n — oo,

sup P(ﬁBT%X §c|M§an> —P(ﬁBT%X §c|M§an>
ceR

— 0,

By the same logic as the proof of Li, Ding and Rubin (2018, Theorem 1),

~T - ~ ~T ~
VB ix | M <an ~ ViB Viie | (€9) e <an ~ ValViz Bl Lk, a.,
recalling that e* ~ N(0, Ik, ). From Conditions A4 and A5 and using Theorem 4(i) and
Proposition A2,

AVl Li, 0, =\ (7o) 18" S%B Lic. 0, = O(1) - 05(1) = 0p(1).

From the above, we can derive that \/H,BT% x =op(1).

Second, we consider the limiting of 7. For any fixed acceptable assignment z under ReM,
from the standard univariate Berry—Esseen theorem (Esseen, 1942), there exists a universal
constant C' such that

sup |P{Var(7,) V%7, <c¢| Z =z} — P(ey < ¢)|
ceR

C 2C./min{ry, o}
N RN

nE Bl (1) + 1y B0 _ C (1/ra+1/r)C
(nyto?+ngtod)32 T /n(ol/ri+od/ro)3/?

2CC. (0} + o) 73/

vnmin{ry,ro}

<C

<
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where g9 ~ N(0,1). This then implies that, for any ¢ € R,
IP{Var(7,) /7. < ¢| M < an} —P(eo < ¢)|
= |E[P{Var(7.) 7. < ¢ | Z} | M < a,] —P(g < ¢)|
< E[|P{Var(7.)""/?%, <c| Z} —P(eg < )| | M < ay,]

2CC.(0f + 0f) %2
Vnmin{ry,ro}

1.€.,

B 20C, (02 + 02)~3/2
A10.41 P{Var(7,) /2%, < c¢| M < an} —P(gg < ¢)| < Sy :
(A1041)  sup [P{Var(7) /7 | M < an} —Bleo < o)l < ——F e s

. ... e e . ~T N
Finally, we study the limiting distribution of 3 7x + 7.. From Lemma A26, for any
constant § > 0,

~T
B Tx +Te Te
P{i\/ar( 72 _C|M<an}—IP’{7Var( )1/2_C|M<an}

sup
ceR
(A10.42)
B'+ 7
P X _I>6§|M<a, Pib< — = <b+0|M<ayy.
) {Varﬁe)l/? | ‘a}+i‘é£ { Vazoe < )

~T ~T
Because v/n8 7x = op(1) and nVar(7.) = o3 /r1+03/ro > 07 +02 > 0,8 *x/Var(7.)'/? =
op(1), and thus the first term in (A10.42) converges to zero as n — oo. From (A10.41),

7o ACC, (0% + o) 3/
supP{b< —5_ <b+6|M<a,p <supP(b<eg<b+0)+ -
ber { Var(7,) /2 | } R ey
<i+4CCe(O'%+O'g)_3/2
~ 27 Vvnmin{ry,ro}

where, from Condition A5, the upper bound converges to §/(27) as n — co. From the above,
for any constant 6 > 0,

=T
. ﬁ 7A-X + 7A—e 7A'e d
1 P —FF—+— M< P — M< < —.
lgl_?ogpsclelg { Var(7,)1/2 — <c|M<an Var(7,)1/2 — <c| n (=51
This immediately implies that, as n — oo,
Blix+ 7
X Te Te
< — S < .
i‘éﬁp{vﬂ( )1/2 <c|M< an} P{Var( )1/2_C|M_an} —0

From (A10.41) and Condition A5, we further have

~T
ﬁ 7A_X+7A'e
P{W_C’Mgan}—P{EQSC}

sup
ceR

— 0,

1.e.,
P
| M <a, ~H N(0,1),
Voi/n1+o§/no

Therefore, Theorem A3 holds. Ol
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