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Abstract

Achieving covariate balance in randomized experiments enhances the precision of
treatment effect estimation. However, existing methods often require heuristic adjust-
ments based on domain knowledge and are primarily developed for binary treatments.
This paper presents Gaussianized Design Optimization, a novel framework for opti-
mally balancing covariates in experimental design. The core idea is to Gaussianize the
treatment assignments: we model treatments as transformations of random variables
drawn from a multivariate Gaussian distribution, converting the design problem into
a nonlinear continuous optimization over Gaussian covariance matrices. Compared
to existing methods, our approach offers significant flexibility in optimizing covariate
balance across a diverse range of designs and covariate types. Adapting the Burer-
Monteiro approach for solving semidefinite programs, we introduce first-order local
algorithms for optimizing covariate balance, improving upon several widely used de-
signs. Furthermore, we develop inferential procedures for constructing design-based
confidence intervals under Gaussianization and extend the framework to accommodate
continuous treatments. Simulations demonstrate the effectiveness of Gaussianization

in multiple practical scenarios.

Keywords: Optimal Experimental Design, Covariate Balance, Continuous Treatments,

Mehler’s Formula

1 Introduction

Randomized experiments are considered the gold standard for causal inference in the study
of treatment effects (Imbens and Rubin, 2015). Common design choices include completely
randomized experiments and independent Bernoulli randomization, which treat experimen-

tal units equally and allow for valid estimation of a wide variety of causal quantities. In many



real-world experiments, incorporating covariates can enhance balance and improve the pre-
cision of treatment effect estimation. Examples of this include matched-pair designs (Fisher,
1935; Bai, 2022) and rerandomization methods (Morgan and Rubin, 2012; Li et al., 2020).
Despite their widespread use, several important design optimization questions related to
general covariates and treatments remain underexplored.

By leveraging concepts from continuous optimization and Gaussian processes, we make
progress toward addressing two design optimization questions in this paper: (i) How to
numerically optimize for covariate balance in experimental designs with general covariates?
(ii) How to balance covariates with multiple treatment arms, or in general settings involving
a continuum of treatment arms?

We propose Gaussianized Design Optimization, a framework for experimental design that
transforms the design problem into an optimization problem in an embedded Gaussian space.
To illustrate the basic idea, suppose we have n experimental units, each receiving a treatment
taking values in a discrete space, say, D; € D for ¢ = 1,...,n. Then, Gaussianization refers
to the action of modeling treatments {D;}! , as random variables derived from Gaussian

vectors,

Dz:g(T‘z)v T:<T1a7Tn)NN(O7E)

Here g : R — D is a pre-specified function that maps the Gaussian variables T} to the

treatment space, and ¥ is a design matrix from the correlation elliptope,

Gaussianization thus transforms the design problem on {D;}" ; to a design problem
on {7;}!,, motivating design optimization in the embedded Gaussian space. Given pre-

treatment covariates X € R™ ¢ we propose to solve
glig 1XTf(2)X||lnorm » norm € {nuc,op} . (2)
€

Here, f is a function with an analytical expression applied elementwise, defined later in
Sections 1.1 and 3, that controls the aspects of the design that are important for covariate
balance. We use nuc and op to abbreviate the nuclear norm and operator norm, respectively.
The objective [| X T f(3) X ||norm Serves as a surrogate metric to optimize the covariate balance,
which we explain in Section 1.1.

From an optimization perspective, Equation (2) is a nonlinear optimization problem over
the correlation elliptope, and we propose a first-order local algorithm to iteratively update

the design Y. Due to the complex, non-convex nature of the covariate balance objective,



our algorithm is only guaranteed to find local optimizers near the initial point. This local
optimality and the computational barrier of design optimization are further discussed in
Section 1.1.

Gaussianization transforms the design problem into an optimization task, providing a
flexible framework for optimizing covariate balance. Importantly, this approach applies di-
rectly to any number of treatment arms and any type of covariates. In contrast, most existing
research on optimal design focuses on binary treatments (Li and Ding, 2020; Harshaw et al.,
2019; Bai, 2023), and certain optimality criteria require additional knowledge about the
outcome-generating model (Bai, 2022).

In certain experiments, the treatment variable is inherently continuous (e.g., a medica-
tion dosage), making it insufficient to confine the design to a small number of discrete arms.
To address this limitation, we further extend the discrete treatment setting by allowing
D = R and propose Gaussian designs, which directly assign T = (T3,...,T,) ~ N(0,X%)
as actual treatments. As shown in Section 5, this approach offers two main advantages.
First, it allows the exploration of structural properties of potential outcome functions, in-
cluding monotonicity and convexity. Second, it enables covariate balance optimization akin
to the discrete setup. Thus, Gaussian designs harness the flexibility of Gaussianization and
contribute to the growing literature on continuous treatment effects.

In Section 6, we investigate design-based inference under Gaussianization, where the
outcome-generating model is fixed, and all randomness arises from the Gaussian treatments
{T;}*_,. Under a local perturbation condition, we establish asymptotic normality for the
proposed estimator and present valid inferential procedures. Collectively, we establish a
comprehensive framework that integrates design optimization, estimation, and inference un-

der Gaussianization.

1.1 An Example: Gaussianization with Three Treatment Arms

To contextualize the idea, we first walk through Gaussianized design optimization with a
simple three-treatment example, i.e., D = {1,2, 3}, supplemented with a numerical simula-
tion. Following the standard potential outcome framework (Neyman, 1923), we define Y;(k)
as the potential outcome for unit ¢ under treatment k for £ = 1,2,3. The observed out-
come for unit i is then defined as Y; = >3, _, I{D; = k}Y;(k) and D = (Dy,...,D,) is the
treatment vector. Let X € R™*? be the covariate matrix, and X; € R? be unit i’s covariates.

In this three treatment arms setup, the Gaussianized design optimization framework

breaks down to the procedure below. Technical details will be provided in Sections 3 and 4.



Procedure 1 (High-Level Procedure of Gaussianized Design Optimization).

1.

Specify the estimand: Here, we focus on the average treatment effect of all treatment

3 n
T:%Zm, Tk:%ZY;(/{:)
k=1 i=1

We use a Hortivz-Thompson estimator 7 to unbiasedly estimate this quantity.

arm

. Derive measures of covariate balance: We propose the following covariate balance

measures

Z | X "Covi(D)X |lnorm ; norm € {op, nuc} ,

where Covg(D) is the covariance matrix of (I{D; = k},...,I{D, = k}). The measures
in the operator and nuclear norm capture the worst-case and average-case mean squared

error (MSE) of 7, respectively, as explained in Section 3.

Gaussianizaton: We model treatments by D; = ¢(T;) and derive that Covi (D) = fi(2),
k = 1,2,3 with analytical expressions of f;. These known functions f; are explicitly
given in Proposition 1. The act of Gaussianization translates covariate balance mea-

sures to an analytical function on the Gaussian covariance X, as follows:
3
Z |1 X T Covi(D)X |lnorm = Z 1X T fe(2)X |lnorm , norm € {op, nuc} .

Solve the design optimization: We apply a first-order algorithm (projected gradient

descent on the Gaussianized space) in Section 4 to solve

3
. T
win ;;—1 X i (E) X [ norm - (3)

This returns a locally optimal Gaussian covariance matrix 3*.

. Assign treatments. Generate treatments through D; = g(T;), T ~ N (0, ¥*%).

Optimization and sampling benefits. Procedure 1 applies to general experimental se-

tups with D = {1,..., K'}, where K is the total number of treatment arms (Section 3). Given

covariate balance measures of the form > || X T Covg(D)X ||uorm in Step 2, one would nat-

urally search for a valid design with the optimal covariate balance measure. However, it
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is unclear how to directly optimize the design for D. First, optimization over the treat-
ment covariance Covy (D) is computationally challenging: for binary treatment assignments

(K = 2), we need to solve

nglig)) X T Covi(D)X ||lnue = Ccr)?li(rb) tr(XX ' Covi(D)) & min tr(XX'C) .
The feasible set of Covy(D) is affinely isomorphic to the cut polytope C (Huber and Maric,
2017), and the optimization problem is thus equivalent to the Max-Cut problem (Barahona
and Mahjoub, 1986), which is NP-hard. Second, even if one somehow obtains an approximate
solution for Covg (D), it is still unclear how to sample discrete treatment assignments {D;}7,
to achieve the desired covariance matrices Covg(D), k=1,..., K.

Gaussianization mitigates these computational and sampling difficulties. Based on the
discussion above, Gaussianization transforms the design problem into a nonlinear optimiza-
tion of the form (3). Compared to the direct optimization on design D, Gaussianization
provides two key advantages. First, the optimization becomes generic nonlinear program-
ming on the correlation elliptope, which can be efficiently solved using first-order local al-
gorithms. Second, once an optimizer ¥* is obtained, treatment assignments can be sampled
directly via D; = ¢(T;), T ~ N(0,%*). Notably, this Gaussianization idea has been applied
in optimization and theoretical computer science literature, where it is known as random-
ized hyperplane rounding (Williamson and Shmoys, 2011). More specifically, Goemans and
Williamson (1995) propose an approximation algorithm for the Max-Cut problem, where
the idea is to generate a cut vector by thresholding a correlated Gaussian vector, with the
correlation matrix obtained as the solution to a semidefinite program. Our approach shares
a similar procedure when K = 2: the action of Gaussianization in our approach is precisely
the Goemans-Williamson rounding, with the analytic function f(z) = arccos(z) (derived

from f; in Proposition 1) shared in the analysis.

Constraints on Gaussianized design optimization. From the discussion above, the
Gaussianization framework focuses on a specific class of designs whose variance-covariance

matrices satisfy

This design class, induced by Gaussianization, is generally a subset of all possible designs,
which may be limited under certain scenarios. However, this limitation may still be preferable
to the global design optimization that involves NP-hard instances and significant sampling
challenges. Probably due to this reason, existing works on design optimality usually focus

on specific design classes, such as stratified designs (Bai, 2022) and rerandomization designs



(Wang and Li, 2023; Li and Ding, 2020).

Since the design objective is generally non-convex in X, only a local optimizer can be
guaranteed. While the local optimality may appear restrictive, it is worth noting that one can
flexibly initialize the design optimization from any 3 € £. For example, in the simulation
below, we initialize the design optimization using a stratified design. In this sense, our
approach serves as a general optimization tool to refine an input design, where the design

may already adapt to covariates through other existing methods.

Simulation. To demonstrate the concrete benefits of design optimization, we conduct
a simple simulation that evaluates the MSE of 7 under various designs. Two covariate
structures are considered: (a) the first covariate has the largest scale and serves as the
sole informative feature, and (b) all covariates are uniformly generated and are equally
informative. We initialize our iterative algorithm using either an i.i.d. design (X = I,,) or
a block design, where ¥ is a block correlation matrix representing a classical block design
constructed by sorting the first covariate. Further details of the simulation are provided in
Section B.

Figure 1 shows the MSE trajectories over iterations in Gaussianized design optimiza-
tion. In setup (a), initializing with a block design yields a smaller MSE by leveraging the
highly informative covariate. Furthermore, starting from the i.i.d. design and minimizing
the covariate balance measure with the operator norm results in a lower final MSE. Different
initial designs in setup (b) produce similar early-stage MSEs but diverge in their final per-
formance. Notably, with suitable choices of the initial design and the norm, Gaussianized
design optimization reduces the MSE by more than 60% through iterations. Figure 2 pro-
vides heatmaps of the correlation matrices for different initializations and norms. Observe
that Panels (b), (c), (g), and (h) preserve the block structure, which highlights how design

optimization makes local improvements.

2 Related Work

Randomized experiments, such as i.i.d. Bernoulli designs and complete randomizations, are
generally viewed as robust designs and are thus desirable in practice. Fisher first demon-
strated that complete randomization ensures unbiased estimations and therefore facilitates
inference and testing (Fisher, 1925, 1926). Subsequently, Wu (1981) framed robustness in
terms of the worst-case mean squared error (MSE) by showing that complete randomization
is a minimax design, meaning it minimizes the worst-case MSE. In time-series experiments

such as N-of-1 trials, complete randomization has also been shown to be robust against
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Figure 1: MSE of the Horvitz-Thompson estimators over iterations of design optimization.
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Figure 2: Heatmaps of covariance matrix ¥ from Guassianized design optimization. The first
and second row correspond to the single feature setup and the uniform covariate setup. In
each row, from left to right, we show the initial block design, optimized block designs under
the operator and nuclear norm, optimized i.i.d. designs under the operator and nuclear
norm. Red denotes 1, blue denotes -1, and white denotes 0.

(i)

both estimand choices and model misspecifications (Liang and Recht, 2023). See also Kallus
(2018); Harshaw et al. (2019); Basse et al. (2023); Nordin and Schultzberg (2022); Bai (2023)
for related discussions.

In settings where covariate information is available, which is the focus of this paper, it is



reasonable to adapt the experimental design so as to achieve covariate balance across treat-
ment arms. These designs are collectively known as covariate-adaptive randomization. With
few covariates, blocking is the canonical way to reduce unwanted variation and increase pre-
cision (Fisher, 1926). Matched-pair designs (Greevy et al., 2004; Imbens and Rubin, 2015)
are prime examples of blocking, where each block contains two units, and are optimal under
certain conditions (Bai, 2022). However, blocking can be impractical with many covariates.
This has motivated sampling-based techniques such as rerandomization (Morgan and Ru-
bin, 2012), which follow an accept-reject sampling procedure according to certain covariate
balance criteria. As shown in Wang and Li (2023); Li and Ding (2020), rerandomization pro-
cedures reduce estimation variance by adjusting for the linear component in outcomes that
covariates can explain, making them optimal given appropriate covariate balance criteria.
However, choosing the right trade-off between covariate balance criteria and the computa-
tional complexity of sampling can be challenging, especially with high-dimensional covariates.
Moreover, blocking and rerandomization mainly focus on binary treatment settings, and thus
it remains unclear how to optimally balance covariates with multiple treatments.

More relevant to our work, Harshaw et al. (2019) introduced the Gram-Schmidt Walk
(GSW) design that formalizes the trade-off between covariate balance and robustness in
binary treatment settings. Specifically, considering Z as a binary treatment assignment
vector, Harshaw et al. (2019) proposed ||Cov(Z)]op and || X TCov(Z)X||op as measures of
robustness and covariate balance, respectively. The GSW design navigates the robustness-
balance trade-off by proposing a weighted combination of the aforementioned measures, and
employs a random walk to sequentially generate treatment assignments that optimize the
weighted combination. Their measure of covariate balance (i.e., | X T Cov(Z)X||,p,) motivates
us to study similar norm-based objectives; when K = 2, our objective reduces to the GSW
objective.

A recent line of work has addressed inference under the covariate-adaptive designs de-
scribed above, which can be challenging due to the complex covariate-treatment dependen-
cies. See, for instance, Bugni et al. (2018, 2019); Ma et al. (2020); Bai et al. (2024) for
inference under stratified designs; Bai et al. (2022) for matched-pair designs; and Li et al.
(2018, 2020) for rerandomization. Our asymptotic results under Gaussianization follow this
line of work with different proof techniques. In addition to asymptotic inference, we also
consider Fisherian-style randomization inference in Section A. Although Fisherian random-
ization was originally developed to test the sharp null of no treatment effects (Fisher, 1935),
it has recently been extended to detect heterogeneity (Ding et al., 2016) and interference
(Basse et al., 2019; Huang et al., 2025); these extensions can also be combined with flexi-

ble machine learning models for higher efficiency (Guo et al., 2025). Our paper leverages



randomization to compute design-based confidence intervals.

Our paper also contributes to the growing literature on continuous treatments. Using
techniques from doubly robust methodology, Colangelo and Lee (2020); Kennedy et al. (2017)
studied the estimation of the average potential outcome function, while Hsu et al. (2024)
tested functional properties such as monotonicity. Recently, Callaway et al. (2024) analyzed
difference-in-differences setups with a continuous treatment, and discussed the identification
of response functions and their derivatives. See Dong and Lee (2023); Schindl et al. (2024);
de Chaisemartin et al. (2022) for related studies. However, all these works consider i.i.d.

data from observational studies, which is distinct from our experimental design setup.

3 A Gaussianization Framework

In this section, we formally introduce the Gaussianization framework, which includes both
norm-based covariate balance measures and their Gaussianized representations. Our formu-
lation accommodates general experimental setups with the discrete support D = {1,..., K}.
We conclude this section by presenting Mehler’s formula (Mehler, 1866; Liang and Tran-

Bach, 2022), a key technical insight that motivates our design optimization.

3.1 General Covariate Balance Measures

We consider the potential outcome framework as in Section 1.1, and focus on uniform de-
signs such that P(D; = k) = 1/K for any i« = 1,...,n and k = 1,..., K. Non-uniform
designs, where D; follows non-uniform marginal treatment probabilities, can also fit within
our Gaussianization framework by slightly adjusting the Gaussianization function g. The
key requirement is that all treatment assignments share the same marginal distribution to
enable effective design optimization.

We define our estimand as follows

K n
Tw= Y Wik, Tk:%ZY;'(k)a
k=1 i=1

where w = (wy, ..., wg) is a pre-specified vector. This can be a contrast vector, e.g., w =
(1,—1,0,...,0), leading to the average treatment effect of treatment arm 1 over 2. It can
also be a weight vector, e.g., wy = 1/K and > wy = 1, which reduces to the estimand in
Section 1.1 given K = 3. These estimands encompass a rich class of causal quantities, and

thus they are of primary interest in empirical research.



To estimate 7, we use the Horvitz-Thompson estimator as mentioned in Section 1.1:

K n

~ ~ . K

Tw — E WETEk k:g E H{Dlzk}y;
k=1 i=1

We focus on Horvitz-Thompson estimators, similar to previous works in the design opti-
mality literature (Bai, 2022; Harshaw et al., 2019; Wang and Li, 2023). More importantly,
the Horvitz-Thompson estimator 7, is the optimal linear unbiased sampling estimator of 7,
(Hege, 1967), and thus is desirable for design optimization. Alternatively, one could con-
sider covariate-adjusted estimators (Fisher, 1935; Chang, 2023; List et al., 2024), but their
performance is model-specific, potentially leading to biased estimations (Freedman, 2008).
More detailed discussions are provided in Section E.

While 7,, is unbiased, its mean squared error (MSE) would depend on specific design
structures through the covariance matrix of D. The following result has been proved in

many works, e.g., Chang (2023).

Lemma 1. Under uniform experimental designs, for k =1,..., K, we have

2

E(7, — )% = 5Y(k:)Tcovk(D)Y(zc) :

n2
where Y (k) = (Yi(k),..., Y, (k))T, and Covy(D) is defined in Section 1.1.

From Lemma 1, the MSE of k-th treatment effect is a quadratic form in the covariance
matrix of the treatment assignment vector, Covg(D), evaluated at the (unknown) potential
outcome vector Y (k). Then, for a general estimator 7,,, we utilize the AM-QM inequality to

obtain

E(7y — 1)’ =E <Z wy, (7T, — Tk)>
k=1

<KDY wiEF —m)" = —5 Y wpY (k) Covi(D)Y (k) .

k=1 k=1

The MSE bound on 7, leads to measures of covariate balance. Specifically, following a
similar idea as in Harshaw et al. (2019), let’s assume for the moment that potential outcomes
are perfectly linear in the covariates, i.e., Y (k) = X 8, for some 3, € R%. This reduces the

MSE bound to

K3 Qo7 o1
:FZwk w X Covi(D)X By .

k=1

MB:

10



In practice, even if we can somehow justify perfect linearity, the signals {3} | are in general
unknown. Harshaw et al. (2019) formulate a worst-case MSE by assuming that the signal
has a fixed norm with arbitrary directions. Following their idea, we consider a structural

assumption that for k = 1,..., K, ||Bx|| < M, leading to a measure of worst-case MSE:

sup MB o sup Zwkﬂ,;rXTCovk( )XﬂkOCZwk sup B X "Covi(D)X By

Bkl <M IBkll<M = =1 lIBkll<1
K
=) willX " Covi(D)Xlop - (4)
k=1

As an alternative, Isaki and Fuller (1982) and Chang (2023) have introduced the notion of
“anticipated variance” that measures an averaged MSE under a prior distribution on the

potential outcomes. Following their idea, we consider that {f;}5_ , are random signals with

mean zero and identity covariance. This leads to a measure of average-case MSE:

K K
Eg MB o< > wiEB] X Covi(D)X B, =Y wptr(X ' Covi(D)XEBS)
k=1 k=1
K K
=Y witr(X Covp(D)X) = wi]| X Covi(D)X|nuc - (5)
k=1 k=1

The derivation above leads to the formal definition of covariate balance measures.

Definition 1. For a uniform design with K treatments, we define the covariate balance

measure in the nuclear and operator norm as
K
-
g wi]| X " Covi (D)X ||lnorm , norm € {nuc,op} .
k=1

To summarize, by making various structural assumptions on the value of S, we derive
covariate balance measures that only depend on X and the design D. Importantly, this
motivates the study of objective (2) as the basis for optimal experimental design, as we show
in the sequel. By setting wy, = 1/K and K = 3, one recovers the measures exemplified in
Procedure 1. Additionally, when K = 2, our measure S 1, || X T Covy,(D)X||op is equivalent

to the covariate balance measure studied in (Harshaw et al., 2019).
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3.2 Gaussianized Representation

We introduce a Gaussianized representation of the uniform design D through a map g : R —
{1,..., K} as defined below:

g(t) = ®

i ifte (@' (%), o' (5)], i=1,....,K—-1
K ifte (o (£F), )

where ®(+) is the standard normal CDF. In other words, we discretize the Gaussian treat-
ments T according to the equidistance quantiles. This recovers the uniform design since
g(T;) is uniformly distributed on {1,..., K}.

When a uniform design is from a Gaussianized representation, i.e., D; = g(T;) for T ~
N(0,X), the variance-covariance matrix of D is completely captured by . Surprisingly, one

can link these two covariance matrices through analytical formulas.

Proposition 1. Under Gaussianization D; = g(T;) for K treatment arms, we have Covg(D) =
fr(2), where fi, : [-1,1] = R, k=1,..., K are elementwise functions defined by

r1.1(p) ifk=1
Ji(p) = re-1,6-1(p) ifk=K
Te-1k—1(p) + Ter(p) — 2ri_1k(p) otherwise

Fori,j=1,...,K —1, we have

2, 2
2 1 g2 — 2rqiq;
rij(p) = Cov({X < ¢i},I{Y < g L 4 qj)dr . (6)

D= e

where ¢; = ®1(i/K), and (X,Y) follows the bivariate normal distribution with variance one

and correlation p.

Proposition 1 provides a concrete procedure to compute the covariance matrix Covg(D).
Importantly, it facilitates design optimization under Gaussianization, since one can formulate

the covariate balance measures as objective functions on X:

K
Zﬁwwm<mm12wwm>wmp (7)

k=1

In summary, we propose general covariate balance measures for uniform designs and derive

their explicit Gaussianized representations. This Gaussianization enables feasible design
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Figure 3: Function f(p) and its derivative f’(p) on (—1,1).

optimization algorithms over the space of Gaussian covariance matrices, which will be the
focus of Section 4.

Proposition 1 warrants more technical clarifications. First, its main benefit comes from
(6), which provides analytical expressions of Covy (D). Alternatively, one may evaluate each
covariance in (6) by Monte Carlo, but such simulation-based methods can be computationally
challenging for large-scale randomized experiments. Second, we illustrate below the shape

of fr through the three-treatment example.

Remark 1 (Evaluation of fi in the three-treatment example). Given K = 3, we evaluate
flp) = 22:1 fr(p), which maps % to 22:1 Covg(D). This function represents the design
optimization objective in Section 1.1, since for wy = 1/3, the covariate balance measure in

the nuclear norm reduces to

e ||XTf XHnuc '

3 3
> wil| X T Covi(D) X |ne o [| XY Covi(D)X||
k=1

k=1

From the visualization of f(-) in Figure 3, we observe that negative (positive resp.) correla-
tions in X induce negative (positive resp.) correlations in ), Covy(D), with f(0) =0 being
a fized point. More interestingly, f(—1) and f(0) induce similar correlations that are close
to zero, implying that perfect negative correlation and zero correlation in T lead to similar
MSE performance. Lastly, we highlight that the derivative of f goes to infinity at the end-
points £1. This singular behavior of f' will guide us in developing optimization algorithms

in Section 4.
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3.3 Mehler’s Formula and Proof Sketch of Proposition 1

We prove Proposition 1 by leveraging a representation (Liang and Tran-Bach, 2022) of bi-
variate normal distribution based on Mehler’s formula and Hermite polynomials. To begin

with, we define Hermite polynomials in the probabilists’ convention.

Definition 2. For non-negative integers m > 0, the m-th order Hermite polynomial is
defined by

1) dm
Hoy(a) = S22 ote).
Here ¢ is the standard normal density function. Define the normalized Hermite polynomials
as
hm(z) = L He,,(z) .

Vm!

Let Lé be the class of square-integrable functions with respect to the standard normal

distribution. Then, the set {h,,}>°_, forms an orthonormal basis of Li as one can verify that

EZNN(O,I) [hm(Z>hm/(Z)] = ]I{m = m,} .
We can then define the Hermite coefficients as follows.

Definition 3. For any function g € Lé, the m-th Hermite coefficient is defined by

mlg] = E DYhm(Z)] .
anlal =, B 10(2)hn(2)

Let p,(z,y) be the density function of the bivariate normal distribution with variance one
and correlation p. Mehler’s formula (Mehler, 1866) connects p,(z,y) to Hermite polynomials

as shown below:

Po(,y) = p () (1) S(2) B (1) -

That is, the density p,(z,y) can be decomposed into a sequence of products of Hermite poly-
nomials and standard normal densities. Based on this result, we establish a representation

for the covariance of functions defined over bivariate normal distributions.

Lemma 2. Forg,h € L2, if (X,Y) € R? follow a bivariate normal distribution with variance

one and correlation p, we have

ggyv)[g(X)’h(Y)] =Y amlglom[h]p™ .
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Based on Mehler’s formula and Lemma 2, we show a sketch proof for Proposition 1. A

complete proof can be found in Section C.1.

Proof Sketch. Here we focus on the proof of Equation (6), which is the key step in proving
the result. Let g(z) = I{z < ¢} and h(x) = I{z < ¢;}. We leverage the derivative

representation of Hermite polynomials (Definition 2) to obtain

) = ——=0(a) Heos(0) - anlh] = ——=0(0;) Hea )

m

Based on Lemma 2, this implies

[e.e]

() = D - Hey 100 B+ (4)6(00) (0,0

m=1 )

Notice that r;;(0) = 0 and

rip) =Y ﬁ Hey—1(q:) Hen—1(g:)9(a:)8(a) 0™ " = pplair a5) -

m=1

We obtain

p P q2+q2—2rqiqj)
rij(p) = (@i, q)dr = | ————=exp| ———F~ dr .

[]

In summary, Proposition 1 can be proved by applying Mehler’s formula to the covariance
expression in (6). This trick will be used again in design optimization for the continuous
setting (Section 5). Notably, this technical tool is designed for bivariate normal distributions,

which further motivates the act of Gaussianization of treatments.

4 Gaussianized Design Optimization

In this section, we will focus on solving the following optimization problems:

rzni? ||XTf(ZJ)X||norm = lnorm(2) , norm € {nuc, op} , (8)
S

where f is a given elementwise function defined on [—1,1]. Based on the linearity of the
nuclear norm, the objective in (8) in ||-||suc is equivalent to (7) by setting f(p) = >, wi fx(p).

Under the operator norm, the design optimization problem (7) is a weighted sum of objectives
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in the form of (8), and one can slightly modify the algorithm below to solve (7). Moreover, the
general optimization problem (8) encompasses other covariate balance objectives in Section
D.

Formally, we propose Algorithm 1 to solve (8) above. This algorithm applies projected
gradient descent (PGD-Gauss) on a factorized representation of ¥, similar to the Burer-

Monteiro approach in semidefinite programming (Burer and Monteiro, 2003).

Algorithm 1: Projected Gradient Descent for Gaussianized Design Optimization
(PGD-Gauss)

Data: X € R"*? an evaluation function f, and an initial design ¥'. Number of
iterations 7'.
Result: Optimized covariance matrix X*.
begin
Parametrize ! = V1(V1)T where V! € R™* ||v}|| = 1, and k equals to the
rank of . Here v} is the i-th row of V.
fort=1,...,7T do
Compute Vi (XF).
Vil = [In — ntVlnorm(Zt)] V't for a proper step size 7;.
AUyl and B
Zt+1 — Vt—i—l(vt—i—l)T_

2 VAR S

The function f in design optimization may have an infinite derivative at +1 (Remark 1).
Conceptually, this type of f will set £1 to be a barrier. Therefore, in Algorithm 1, we fix

the diagonal values of 3! and only update on the off-diagonal entries. That is, we consider

Vige(E) = (XX T — diag(XXT)) o f/(VIVITY,
Vlop(Et) = (XUIUIXT - dlag(XuluIXT)) © f/(VtVtT) )

where o is the Hadamard product, u; € R? is the leading eigenvector of X ' f(¥!)X. For
diagonal elements in the gradient, we adopt the convention 0 x f’(£1) = 0. Notably, f’ can
be obtained by directly differentiating the analytic functions f; defined in Proposition 1.
That is, Proposition 1 enables the direct computation of the gradient in Gaussianized design
optimization.

Since the objective function is non-convex in X in general, the PGD-Gauss only obtains a
local optimizer near the initial covariance matrix ;. As explained in Section 1.1, Gaussian-
ized design optimization is not tailored to identify the global solution that perfectly balances

the covariates, but rather to serve as a tool for achieving local improvements based on a
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given input design.

By default, we initialize the design optimization by setting X! = I,,, which results in i.i.d.
treatments. We view this as the baseline Gaussian design, as it does not take any covariate in-
formation, and i.i.d. designs have a robust performance against unknown outcome-generating
models (Harshaw et al., 2019). Therefore, the number of steps we run PGD-Gauss is an ex-
plicit tradeoff between robustness and covariate balance. In simulations of Section 7, the

i.i.d. initialization leads to satisfactory performance compared to state-of-the-art designs.

5 Gaussian Design with Continuous Treatments

In this section, we extend Gaussianization to settings with continuous treatments. Specif-
ically, we introduce a new experimental design, called Gaussian design, to give continuous

treatments based on multivariate Gaussian distribution.

Definition 4 (Gaussian Design). A Gaussian design allocates treatment T; to unit i, where
T=(T,....,T,) ~N(0,%) for some ¥ € £.

When the actual treatment is restricted to a bounded interval [a, b], one may compute a
rescaled treatment assignment (a+b)/2+7T;(b—a)/(229.999), Where z, denotes the a-quantile
of the standard normal distribution. This ensures that the rescaled treatment falls in [a, 0]
with high probability (> 0.998). Gaussian designs directly allocate continuous treatments as
above, and it is thus mechanically different from the Gaussianization perspective, where we
focus on discrete treatments but model them using latent Gaussian variables. Compared to
Gaussianization, Gaussian designs capture average structural properties of potential outcome

functions as we discuss below.

5.1 Causal Estimands

We denote Y;(t) to be the response function for unit ¢ and ¢ € R, which generalizes the
potential outcomes to continuous treatments. With an abuse of notation, we use Y; =
Yi(T;) to denote the observed outcome for unit i. Given continuous treatments and response

functions, we work with a class of causal effects of the form

=Y [ viouear ©)

where w(+) is a pre-specified weight function on different treatment values. We use the

superscript ¢ in 7, to distinguish it from 7, under the discrete setting.
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Similar to the discrete setup, we focus on Horvitz-Thompson-type estimators

1 — 1
7o = H;Yi(Ti)w(Tz’) = EZY;VVia Wi =w(T;) .

Clearly, 7

< is an unbiased estimator of 75 under Gaussian design. In the following, we

provide several leading examples of the weight function w(-) in (9) to get meaningful causal

estimands.

Example 1 (Average Treatment Effects on a Given Interval). Suppose we want to learn
about the average treatment effect on a treatment interval [r,1] (Fryges and Wagner, 2008).

We may set w(t) = (Hl{f);l]t} , which leads to

1< 1 [t H{TErl}
¢ = Z Y; - .
Tw nizll—r/,, (z) Z (I —7r)o(Ty)

Example 2 (First derivative). Suppose Y;(t) is differentiable with EY*(T;) < 0 and E|Y/(T;)| <

0. To learn the first derivative of response functions, we consider w(t) =t and obtain

_ @1 RS
——Z/ Hto(t)dt 2 Z/Y dt, = L3N

where (i) follows from Stein’s Lemma. Notably, if we replace the base Gaussian density ¢(t)

with ¢(t) = $6_1 + 361, the causal estimand reduces to 75 = 5= > i (Yi(1) — Y;(—1)), which

resembles the average treatment effect in binary treatment setups.

Example 3 (Second derivative). Suppose Y;(t) is twice differentiable with EY?(T;) < 0 and

E|Y/(T;)| < 0. To learn the second derivative, we consider w(t) =t*> — 1 and obtain

e = %ZZI/RY,-@)(R — Do)t Z %;An"(t)¢(t)dt T = %;YAT? -

5_\0

w SETrves as an

where (i) follows from an extension of Stein’s Lemma (Mamis, 2022).

unbiased estimator for the average second derivative of response functions.

5.2 Variance Formula and Measures of Covariate Balance

To get traction on estimating the variance of the estimators, we decompose Y;(t) as follows:
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In this decomposition, a; and b; control the scale and location of the ¢-th response function,
and they are perfectly linear in covariates. Yy(t) is a baseline response function, which is
assumed to be known by the researcher. This assumption is justified as researchers often have
prior knowledge of the shape of response functions, such as sigmoid dose-response curves in
clinical trials (Meddings et al., 1989), and exponential utility functions in economics (Arrow,
1971).

Under (10), we analyze the variance of 7¢. For two random vectors X,Y € RY, we use
the notation Cov(X,Y) := E[(X —EX)(Y —EY)'] and Cov(X) := Cov(X, X). Then, one
can show that under Equation (10), it holds that

Var(7;) = % (87 X Cov(Yy o W)X By + B3 X T Cov(W)X By + 28 X Cov(Yo o W, W)X ,)
< % (8] X" Cov(Yo 0o W)X By + B3 X Cov(W)X ) (11)

With a slight abuse of notation, we define Yy = (Yo(T1), ..., Yo(T,))", W = (Wy,...,W,)T,
o is the Hadamard (elementwise) product, and the second line follows from the AM-GM
inequality. From Equation (11), the estimation performance is characterized by quadratic
forms similar to the discrete setting (Lemma 1). In addition, the variance in inequality (11)
depends on the coefficients 31, B2, which are unknown in general.

To make progress, we adopt a similar approach as in Section 3. We first assume that
b1, B2 are random signals with mean zero and identity covariance matrix, which leads to a

measure of average-case MSE:

2
ﬂE,b Var(7,) < — tr (X T (Cov(Yy o W) + Cov(W))X)

(08 ”XTCOV(YO © W)XHnuC + HXTCOV(W)XHHHC :

Alternatively, by assuming ||81|| < M, |52]| < M, we obtain an upper bound on the worst-
case MSE:

sup Var(7;) < sup 2 (By X Cov (Yoo W)XB; + 8, X Cov(W)X )

w) S
BLII<M,|| B2 || <M B1]|<M,||B2 | <M T

o | X TCov(Yy o W)X ||op + | X TCov(W)) X ||op -

These analytical steps lead to the formal definition of covariate balance measures under

Gaussian design in the continuous setting.

Definition 5. For Gaussian designs with a baseline response function Yy and a weight func-
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tion w, define the average and worst-case covariate balance measures as

|1 X T Cov(Yy 0 W)X ||norm + || X T Cov(W) X ||norm , norm € {nuc, op} . (12)

5.3 Gaussianized Representation

Using Mehler’s formula and Hermite coefficients in Section 3, we derive the following result,

which is a direct application of Lemma 2.

Proposition 2. Suppose that Yow : t — Yo(t)w(t) € L and w € L. Then we have
Cov(Ypo W) = fyyw(X), Cov(W) = f,(2).

Here, fy,., and f,, are elementwise functions defined by

Froaw(p) =D am[Youlp™ , fulp) = Y am[wlp™, pe[-1,1],
m=1 m=1

where ayy[g] is the m-th Hermite coefficient of the function g.

Proposition 2 demonstrates that the covariance matrices in covariate balance measures
can be explicitly written as functions of 3. This result facilitates optimization over X, similar
to the role of Proposition 1 in the uniform design setup. Combining the results above, we

formulate covariate balance measures
X Fro0(2) X lnorm + 1X 7 ()X [lnorm , norm € {nuc, op} .

Consequently, one may directly apply the algorithm proposed in Section 4 to Gaussian design

and optimize the covariate balance. We evaluate this design concretely in Section B.3.

6 Asymptotics and Inference

In this section, we study asymptotic properties and inference under the Gaussianization
T ~ N(0,%), where ¥ is a solution obtained from the PGD-Gauss algorithm in Section 4,
within the design-based framework. In design-based inference (Imbens and Rubin, 2015),
we view the potential outcomes as fixed and the only randomness comes from the treatment
assignment, i.e., the Gaussian treatment 7. Here, we prove asymptotic normality under
Gaussianization, and provide concrete procedures to compute confidence intervals. The key

takeaway is that Gaussianization under the PGD-Gauss solution results in smaller variance
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compared to i.i.d. Gaussianization, and thus improves estimation efficiency. Notably, our
asymptotic theory allows high-dimensional covariates, where d can grow with, or even be
larger than n.

For presentation purposes, we focus on the uniform design setup in Section 3 where the
treatments are modeled by D; = ¢(T;). Inferential procedures for continuous treatments are

discussed in Section A.

6.1 Asymptotic Normality

Here, we focus on the PGD-Gauss under the nuclear norm objective || X f;(3) X ||puc. Recall
that f defined in Proposition 1 is the covariance mapping with respect to treatment k, and
thus this objective serves as a covariate balance measure for k-th average treatment effect.
Similar normality results can be shown under the operator norm, but we will focus on the
nuclear norm for simplicity.

We study the asymptotic properties of the average treatment effect for arm k:
S z”: YI{D;,=k}, D (T3)
Tp = — Wi =Ky, i = g(4Li) -
k= - 9

We focus on implementing one step of PGD-Gauss with step size n using the default ini-
tialization X! = I,, and denote the obtained solution by ¥,. We impose the following

assumption on the step size n and covariates X.

Assumption 1. The covariates X € R™*? satisfy || X;|| = 1, i.e., each row of X has unit
norm. The step size in PGD-Gauss satisfies n|| X X" — L,|lop = o(1).

Assumption 1 requires that ¥, is from a local perturbation of I,, by controlling the step
size, which is the key condition to establish asymptotic normality. To better understand
the step size condition, we may consider X; ~ N(0,%14), so that || X;|| ~ 1 in expectation.
Then, the random matrix theory suggests that [|[XX ||, = O(n/d) with high probability
(Tropp et al., 2015). If, for intuition, we assume that n > d, the step size condition boils

_ (4
down ton =o (ﬁ)

To characterize the asymptotic distribution under the one-step PGD-Gauss, we define
a sequence of ancillary potential outcomes. Specifically, using the f; in Proposition 1, we
define

Y (k) = fu(L) 72 fu(20)?Y (K) -

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Consider Gaussianization T ~ N(0,%,), where
Y, 18 the obtained solution from the one-step PGD-Gauss. If, as n goes to infinity,
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2. nVar(7) = =L 3" V2(k) has a positive limit,
3. Y (k)||? <nM for some constant M > 0,

it holds that

K—-1

n—00 n

NG A N(0, lim n Var(7)) = N (O,nhﬁnolo ||}~/(k)||2) :

Theorem 1 establishes the asymptotic normality of 7, under Gaussianization. The proof
of Theorem 1 relies on the asymptotic equivalence between 7, under ¥, and an ancillary
estimator under i.i.d. Gaussianization. Due to the asymptotic equivalence, it suffices to
prove the asymptotic normality for the ancillary estimator using Lindeberg’s central limit
theorem. A full proof and a generalization to multi-step PGD-Gauss can be found in Section
C.2.

Notably, the variance term in Theorem 1 indicates the benefit of running PGD-Gauss for
covariate balance. To see this, we may define

V() = .

n

From the proof of Theorem 1, V(X) not only captures the variance limit, but also exactly
matches the finite-sample variance of /n(7; — 7¢), i.e., the MSE of 7 after rescaling. The
following proposition shows that V' (X,) is strictly smaller than V'(,,) on average. Denote by
|A||r the Frobenius norm of a matrix A. Write a,, = €(b,,) if there exists a constant ¢ such

that a,, > cb, for n large enough.

Proposition 3. Suppose Y (k) = X3/, where By is a random signal with zero mean and

identity covariance matriz. In addition, suppose Assumption 1 holds and
n=o(1), | XX" =Ll =o(|XX" — L[3) .
If f1(0) # 0, we have

0
Ea V(1) = EgV(E,) = 9 (ZIXXT = LJ}) >0.

k

Proposition 3 suggests that for n large enough, there is a nonzero improvement in V'(%,)
in the average sense above. Therefore, 7, has a smaller variance under ¥, compared to the

initial design I,,, which reveals the benefit of covariate balance. However, we clarify that
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the improvement in Proposition 3 is with respect to the non-asymptotic variance V(%,),
which does not directly translate into an improvement in the limiting variance of the asymp-
totic distribution. Theoretical conditions under which the one-step PGD-Gauss reduces the

limiting variance remain an open and complex problem, which we consider as future work.

6.2 Inference

To make inference under Gaussianized designs, we need to estimate the variance of 7,. Under
the one-step PGD-Gauss with a covariance matrix Y,, by Theorem 1 and Proposition 1, we

write the asymptotic variance of 7 as

V(S = S VW = TV (0 AE)Y () = 37 Vb)Y (0 fu(Ea)

We use a Horvitz-Thompson estimator to estimate the variance as below:

=

(13)

K Hy(T3) =k, 9(T3) = k}
= — YiY; fi (34 ! J .

- 2 B = g1y = B
Note that the joint treatment probabilities P(g(7;) = k,¢(T;) = k) are determined by the
design, and can be computed using fj based on Proposition 1, i.e, P(¢(T;) = k, g(T) = k) =

fe(2,:5) + 1/K?. The following result shows that ‘7,7 is a consistent variance estimator.

Theorem 2. Suppose that max; |Yi(k)| = O(1) and Assumption 1 holds with n satisfying

n’n?| XX — L2, = o(1). Then, V,, is a well-defined variance estimator with
EV, = V(S,), Var(V,) =o(1).

Theorem 2 enables inference under the Gaussianized design X,, as one can combine

Theorems 1 and 2 to derive the design-based confidence interval

[k = zay2\/ Vi1 s T + 2aya\/ Vip/1] - (14)

Here, we set z,p = ®'(1 — «/2) to obtain an asymptotic (1 — «) confidence interval.
Compared to Theorem 1, Theorem 2 requires a stronger condition n*n*| XX " — 1, ||2, = o(1)
on the stepsize 7, as we need to bound higher moments of treatment assignments in the
variance estimator.

In this section, we have focused on 75, under the one-step PGD-Gauss. However, it is also

desirable to construct confidence intervals for 7,, under a general Gaussian covariance matrix
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Y], which may be obtained by running PGD-Gauss until convergence. To this end, we discuss
two general approaches in Section A: first, we apply existing variance bounding techniques
to analyze the variance of 7,, and compute conservative confidence intervals, similar to (14);
second, we propose an alternative procedure to construct randomization-based confidence

intervals using the design distribution and an imputation model learned from data.

7 Simulations

Here we conduct comprehensive experiments on different designs under a factorial setup.
Additional numerical results can be found in Section B, including a real data example in the
continuous treatment setting and simulation details on the 3-treatment setup in Section 1.1.

We set n = 100, d = 5, and X w N(0,1;). Consider a factorial design with two treat-
ments A; € {0,1}, B; € {0,1} with potential outcomes: Y;(4;, B;) = X,' 81 + A{(X, B2) +
Bi(0.24+ X, 83)+0.54; Bi+¢;, where 8, = (-1, —1,-2/3,-6/5,0), 8, = (0,0,—8/5,8/5,8/5),
B3 = (2,2,2,0,0)7, & ~ N(0,0.12), and we fix ¢; for different potential outcomes. To
translate the factorial design to a standard uniform design, we encode the treatments by
D; =1+4+2A;+ B; € {1,2,3,4}. Then, we apply the Gaussianization techniques in Section
3 to model the treatments by D; = g(7T;) for the map ¢ in Section 3, enabling Gaussianized
design optimization.

In the factorial design under the potential outcome framework, one is usually interested

in estimating main effects and interaction effects (Dasgupta et al., 2015):

1 & N
= == > (=Y(0,0) = Y;(0,1) + ¥;(1,0) + Yi(1,1)) = 025+ — Y _ X, Bz .
T 2”2-:1( (0,0) = Y;(0,1) + ¥5(1,0) + ¥i(1,1)) +n; i Bo
1 <& 1N
=Y (~Y(0,0) + Yi(0,1) — ¥;(1,0) + Y;(1,1)) = 045+ — > X, 85 ,
T2 2%:1( (0,0) +Y3(0,1) = ¥5(1,0) + Yi(1,1)) +n; i B3
1 n
n <

We will estimate these quantities based on Horvitz-Thompson estimators.

We evaluate the MSE of Horvitz-Thompson estimators under different designs. We im-
plement baseline Gaussianization (BG) with ¥ = I, and the optimized Gaussianization
(OG) with ¥*. The optimized covariance matrix ¥* is obtained from PGD-Gauss for solv-
ing the nuclear-norm objective with i.i.d. initialization and 200 iterations. For comparison
purposes, we implement complete randomization (CR) (Dasgupta et al., 2015), recursive
matching (RM) (Bai et al., 2024) and rerandomization (RR) (Li et al., 2020). RM and RR

24



1.00- 1.00- 1.00-
[}
- - .
.
.
7] 7] 7]
0.50- 0.50- 0.50-
= = =

I

BG CR oG RM RR BG CR oG RM RR BG CR oG RM RR

(a) (b) 72 (c) Ti2

S

Figure 4: MSEs for estimating 71, 75, 712 under different designs.
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Figure 5: Scatter plot of MSEs over the covariate balance objective (nuclear norm) evaluated
under different designs.

can be considered as state-of-the-art designs for covariate balance in the factorial setup.
The MSEs are presented in boxplots in Figure 4, where we evaluate the MSEs based on
1,000 simulations and generate different covariates and potential outcomes for 100 times.
We observe across all three estimation problems, OG achieves the smallest MSE among five
designs. In Figure 5, we provide a scatter plot of the MSEs for 7; over the covariate balance
objective in the nuclear norm, evaluated under all different designs. We observe that 1) a
smaller covariate balance measure indicates smaller MSE on average, and 2) OG achieves
the smallest covariate balance measure across all designs, trailed by RM and RR. In Section

B, we provide further simulation details on design-based confidence intervals.
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8 Conclusion

In our paper, we develop a Gaussianization framework to optimize experimental designs for
covariate balance. This approach accommodates general covariates and multiple treatment
arms, offering a key advantage over existing methods. Moreover, Gaussianization seamlessly
extends to continuous treatments via the Gaussian design, which may be of independent
interest in practical applications. As an extension, it would be interesting to consider more
complex settings, such as those involving interference. Second, developing a general asymp-
totic theory for Gaussianized designs that extends beyond local perturbations remains an

open problem. We consider these areas promising topics for future work.
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A Supplementary Inferential Results

In this section, we discuss the extension of Section 6 to construct confidence intervals for 7,

with a general Gaussian covariance matrix. Recall that 7, in Section 3 is defined as

K n

~ ~ . K

TwZE WETk Tk:gE I{D; = k}Y;
k=1 i=1

Aronow-Samii Variance Bound. By simple algebra, we have

n Var(7,) E wrw,Cov (Tx, 1)

= S e Y2 VR ()Cov () = k). () = 1)

Different from the 7}, case, the variance of 7,, is not directly estimable, as it involves products
of different potential outcomes that can not be jointly observed. Concretely, consider the

decomposition below:

n

n Var(7,) = K2 ZwiZY} >Var(I{g(T;) = k})

Zwkwlzy ()Cov(I{g(T,) = k}.H{g(T)) = 1})

k=1 z#]
L2 Zwkwl ZY (1) Cov(I{g(T:) = k}, {g(T:) = 1}) .
k£l

(& J/
-

)

The last term (I) is not estimable, since P(g(7;) = k, g(T;) = 1) = 0 for any k # .

To address this fundamental problem, we follow the design-based inference literature and
resort to estimating a variance bound. Specifically, since Cov(I{g(T;) = k},{g(T;) =1}) =
—1/K?, we have

I) = —% > wpwy im(k)y !

k£l i=1
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Then, we apply the Anorow-Samii variance bound (Aronow and Samii, 2017) to obtain

Z|wk||wz|z 50

Ly

Therefore, we have

nVar(7,) < VB,
VB = TS 0 S Vi Var (1{g(13) = )

k=1 i=1

gL Z wiwy » | Yi(k)Y;()Cov({g(Ty) = k}, 1{g(Ty) = 1})

k=1 z;é]
+—Z|wk||wz\z (?) .
kAl

Notice that all quantities in the variance bound VB become estimable, and we propose the

following conservative variance estimator.!

@_K > wp Y Y Var(I{g(T;) = })%
k=1 =1 ?
K N NS Yy Cou(L (T — o Ha(T) = kg(T) = 1)
+— Z k l;m@c <H{g<n>—k},ﬂ{gm)—znwm:k,g@):l)
o (Ho(T) =k} | Hg(T) =1}
+_kzﬂ|w’“”w"zy (Bt =5 * P =5) -

Based on VB, we compute conservative confidence intervals by

|:/7}w - Za/2 \/ @/n y ?w + Za/g\/ \//\B/n} .

Randomization-based Confidence Interval. In practice, the variance bound above can
present a large numerical gap to the true variance, leading to over-conservative confidence
intervals. To mitigate the conservativeness, we propose a randomization-based confidence
interval as below. This can be viewed as a variant of parametric bootstrap. Recall that T;

and Y; denote the observed treatment and outcome for unit ¢, respectively.

Procedure 2 (Randomization-Based Confidence Interval for 7,).

1For simplicity, we assume that P(g(T;) = k, g(T;) = 1) > 0 for any i # j.
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1. For k = 1,...,K, fit a model mi(X;) by regressing Y; over X; for all units with

treatment k.

2. Generate {T"}2 i (0,%). For each randomization T, impute outcomes by

v Y if 9(T?) = 9(T)
m(Xi) k= g(T7) if g(T7) # 9(T3)
Compute the randomization-based estimate 77, based on TY and Y, i=1,...,n.

3. Construct the randomization-based confidence interval [c(a/2) , ¢(1 — a/2)], where ¢(«)

is the a-sample quantile for {7218 .

Procedure 2 conducts simulation-based inference by first learning a regression model to
impute all potential outcomes under treatment k, and then generating new treatments and
outcomes to simulate the distribution of the estimator 7. The validity of Procedure 2 hinges
on step 1, i.e., how well the fitted model captures the true outcome functions, which will be
numerically validated in Section B.

Conceptually, Procedure 2 follows similar ideas as Imbens and Menzel (2018), which
introduce a causal bootstrap to construct confidence intervals for the average treatment
effect. However, Imbens and Menzel (2018) focused exclusively on a binary treatment setting
under complete randomization, whereas Procedure 2 accommodates multiple treatment arms
and general Gaussianized designs.

Notably, Procedure 2 can be extended to the continuous setting, which will be used to

construct confidence intervals in Section B.3.
Procedure 3 (Randomization-Based Confidence Interval for 7).

1. Fit a model m(X;,T;) by regressing Y; over X; and T;, i =1,...,n.

2. Generate {T°}2, %j (0,%). For each randomization T, impute outcomes by

AL yI =T,
m(X, T7) if T) # T
Compute the randomization-based estimate 75 based on TP and Y, i =1,... n.

3. Construct the randomization-based confidence interval

[cla/2), &1 = a/2)] .
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Here, &(a) is the a-sample quantile for {7°VE.,.

B Additional Simulation Results

B.1 Simulation Details of the 3-treatment Experiment

For the example in Section 1.1, we consider the following setup.
e n=18,d=>5.

e For covariates, we consider (a) single feature: X;; ~ AN (2,3%) and X;; ~ N(0,0.1%)
for j = 2,...,d. P ~ 2+ 2exp(l) and Bj; ~ 2exp(l); (b) uniform covariates:
Xi; ~N(0,3.6%) and 8, ~ 2exp(1l). Here, (3, denotes the j-th entry of the vector Sy
for j € {1,...,d} and k € {1,2,3}, and exp(1) is the exponential distribution with the

rate parameter equal to one.
e Generate potential outcomes based on Y (k) = X .

In the block initialization, we first construct the size-3 blocks by sorting the first coordinate
of X. Then, for each block matrix, we set diagonals to be 1 and off-diagonal entries to be
-0.5. We run the PGD-Gauss in Section 4 for 200 iterations.

B.2 Simulation Details under the Factorial Setup

In CR, one assigns same number of units to different treatments uniformly at random, which
serves as a baseline that does not leverage covariate information. In RR, we repeatedly
generate treatment assignments from CR according to the covariate balance criteria on Ma-
halanobis distance with the asymptotic acceptance probability p, = 0.01 as defined in (Li
et al., 2020, Section 4). In RM, we recursively match the experimental units for different
treatment factors following (Bai et al., 2024).

Here, we follow the simulation setup in Section 7 and compare the computable confidence
intervals under different designs. The confidence intervals for BG and OG can be constructed
based on Procedure 2 in Section A, where we fit a linear model m;, of outcomes over covariates
for each treatment arm. For RR and CR, we adopt the variance estimators proposed in (Li
et al., 2020; Dasgupta et al., 2015), respectively, and construct confidence intervals based on
asymptotics. Here, we exclude the recursive matching design (RM) because, although it is a
powerful design, the inferential results in Bai et al. (2022) are derived in a superpopulation

framework which is distinct from our design-based framework.
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We present in Figure 6 the boxplots of the width of confidence intervals, along with the
coverage rates. For simplicity, we focus on 71, as the results for 7, and 715 are similar. Note
that all methods achieve a correct coverage of 95%, while some of them are conservative. In
term of the width, we observe that OG returns shortest confidence intervals, which reveals

practical benefits of our design.
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Figure 6: Width of confidence intervals and their coverage rates for 71 under different designs.

B.3 Bed Nets Study on Continuous Treatments

In Dupas (2014), the authors conducted a field experiment in Kenya, where households in
different regions were encouraged to purchase insecticide-treated bed nets designed to prevent
malaria. Dupas (2014) treated households by sending vouchers with different discounted
prices for the bed nets, effectively inducing a continuous price variable. The original outcome
was a binary variable indicating whether a household purchased the bed nets using the
voucher, and Dupas (2014); Gerber and Green (2012) analyzed the effect of voucher on
purchase rates of bed nets. Here, we implement Gaussian designs to assign continuous price
treatments, and evaluate their performance compared with the original design in their study.

The original experiment in Dupas (2014) was a 2-stage randomization (referred to as 2S),

which fixes the price variable at discrete levels:

e Stage 1 (region-level): Assign treatment levels (discounted prices) for six different

regions in Kenya. These values are fixed once assigned throughout the experiment.

e Stage 2 (household-level): Randomly assign treatments for households in each region,

with the treatment levels determined in Stage 1.
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Price
(in Kenyan Shillings) Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6

0 96.9(64) 98.1 (53)

40 75.4(61)

50 72.4 (58) 40.0 (35)

60 73.0(37)

70 55.2(29)

80 57.1(70)

90 55.0(60)

100 34.0(47) 28.6(49) 61.1(18)

110 32.4(37)

120 28.1(64)

130 24.5(49)

140 37.9(29)

150 31.0(58)  35.6(45) 22.2 (18)

190 17.9(28)

200 17.0(59) 10.3(29)

210 18.8 (48)

250 6.7(30) 7.7 (26)

Table 1: Rates at which anti-malaria bed nets are purchased, by sales price (after subtracting
the value of a randomly assigned voucher). The total number of households per group is in
parentheses, and the exchange rate at the time of this study was 65 shillings = $1.00.

The design and results of the bed nets study are presented in Table 1, which reports the
proportion of households which purchased a bet net given a region and a discounted price.
For instance, in region 2 with price 40, there were 61 households who received the voucher
and 75.4% of them eventually redeemed the voucher and purchased bed nets. Clearly, the
rate at which bed nets were purchased declines steadily as the price increases: 75.4% of
households offered a price of 40 shillings purchased a net, compared to only 17.0% of those
offered a price of 200 shillings.

B.3.1 Estimation of Linear Effect

In our numerical study, we define each experimental unit as a cluster of households corre-
sponding to a data point in Table 1, with outcome defined as the proportion of households
who purchased bed nets. This results in an experiment on 26 cluster-level units. Each unit

i has a dummy covariate vector U; € R® indicating the region of the unit, and a cluster-level
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covariate vector X; € R?, including the proportion of male heads sampled to receive the
voucher, the proportion of households that have ever shopped at the shop, and the aver-
age age of the female heads in households. The three covariates are selected due to their
statistical significance in an OLS regression of outcome over all collected covariates.

To assess the performance of different designs, we need to impute the outcome value at

any counterfactual price level. To this end, we use the following imputation model:
Yit) =X, a1 + U oo + U Bt + ¢ ,

The coefficients aq, s, B are OLS estimates for this linear model based on the observed data,
and g; ¥ N (0,0%) where o2 is the OLS estimate of the error variance. Our goal is to estimate

the average linear treatment effect under the imputation model

T = %Z U;ﬁ :
i=1

Under the original design, one can unbiasedly estimate 77 by

n 6

i=1 =1 7;
D?% in 755 denotes the treatment in the 2-stage (2S) design, i.e., randomly selected from the
discrete set of price levels for each region. Accordingly, p; and 0']2» are the mean and variance
of D?% in region j.

We discuss implementation details about Gaussian design toward estimating 75. First,
since the price treatment takes values in [0, 250], we implement T} ~ N (i, 0%) with u = 125
and o = 41.67 = 250/6, ensuring that that 7; falls in [0, 250] with high probability. Then,
noticing that the estimand 7§ is same as the average of Y/(t), we follow Example 2 to obtain

an unbiased estimator

=

S|

n t _
S Yaor(T), wi(t) = —5- .
=1

Lastly, to perform Gaussianized design optimization in Section 5, we specify a linear baseline

response function .
Yo(t) = ——+1. 15
o(®) 250 + (15)
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The specified response function captures the true imputation model in the sense that
Yi(t) = a;Yo(t) + b, a; = —250U," 3 and b; = X, oy + U, ay +&; — 250U, 3 ,

which validates the modeling assumption in Equation (10). We initialize PGD-Gauss from
i.i.d. Gaussian design with covariates {(X;, U;)}?¢,, and obtain the optimized Gaussian de-
sign after 200 iterations. We focus on the baseline response function (15), i.i.d. initialization,
and the nuclear norm objective in design optimization throughout the bed nets study.
Table 2 presents the MSE and inference properties for different designs. We implement
the baseline i.i.d. Gaussian design (BG) and the original 2S design for comparison. To
conduct inference, we use the randomization-based confidence intervals (Section A).2 We
observe that OG achieves the smallest MSE as well as the shortest confidence interval. We
observe a numerical gap between the actual coverage rates and the expected 95% coverage

for BG, which is due to the small sample size (n = 26).

design nx MSE average CI width coverage (%)

X7

76 = —3.75 x 1073

BG 1.2x107*  4.00 x 1072 90.7
oG 0.5x 107*  2.59 x 1072 97.9
25 0.8 x107%*  3.26 x 1072 100.0

Table 2: MSE properties and inference for linear effects based on 1,000 simualtions.

We visualize the optimized Gaussian covariance matrix in Figure 7. The covariance ma-
trix —initialized from the identity matrix— automatically learns the block structure for units
from regions 1-6 under PGD-Gauss. In addition, within each block, it reveals an approximate
equicorrelation structure, which resembles the covariance matrix of complete randomization.

In short, the OG design in this setup performs a continuized block randomization.

B.3.2 Testing Monotonicity and Convexity

Monotonicity. Testing the monotonicity, say, non-decreasingness, can be formulated as

the following hypothesis on underlying response functions:

HM :Y/(t)>0, foranyi=1,...,nand t € R.

2We apply Procedure 3 by fitting a linear model m(z,t) of outcomes over treatments and all covariates,
ie, Y; ~ X; +U; + T;. Note that the original inference procedure in Dupas (2014) is no longer applicable
under our setup, as we are considering a different causal estimand.
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Figure 7: Heatmap of the optimized Gaussian covariance in OG.

Directly testing for H}? is impossible, since we have only one observation for each response

function. We consider a weaker null hypothesis of Hj’

n

1
HM . — E Y (Z)>0.
" n;ZNN(/wQ) i) =

This weak null hypothesis is motivated by Gaussian design, and it indicates that the deriva-
tive averaged over units and treatments is non-negative. The design-induced hypothesis Hé‘é
allows us to check monotonicity through Gaussian design.

Similar to Section B.3.1, we consider an imputation model with a nonlinear component
Yi(t) = X, aq + U ay +0U, B3 + &4,

The coefficients a1, as, 5 are OLS estimates for this linear model based on the observed data
and b = 1, and &; < N (0,0?) where o2 is the OLS estimate of the error variance. We
report that each element of 3 is negative, indicating that the null hypothesis H} is false.
To evaluate the power under different degree of monotonicity, we inspect b = 0,0.5,1, 1.5, 2,
where a larger b indicates more significant decreasingness in the data.

Same as Section B.3.1, under Gaussian design, one can use 7y to unbiasedly estimate

1 n
5= — E Y/(Z
5 2l )

which is guaranteed by Example 2. Hence, we implement BG and OG to test for H(% by

checking whether the computed confidence interval for 7§, is below zero. Confidence intervals
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Figure 8: Rejection rates for testing monotonicity and convexity over different b. Rejection
means that the confidence interval for the parameter of interest is strictly below zero.

are computed in the same way as in Section B.3.1.> For comparison purposes, we employ a

parametric approach that first fits an OLS regression on
i Xi+ Ui+ 15,

and then applies a t-test for T; as a surrogate method to check monotonicity. We evaluate
the parametric linear model approach (LM) under all three designs BG, OG, and 2S.
From Figure 8(a), OG is more powerful for testing Hy?

benefits of covariate balance. Under the LM approach, the original 2S design provides the

compared to BG, justifying the

highest power. However, we note that LM approaches are not directly comparable with BG
and OG approach, as they target the null hypothesis that whether the OLS coefficient is

negative, which is different from Hy7,.

Convexity. Similar to the monotonicity case, we test HS : Y;"(t) > 0 for any ¢ through a

weaker null hypothesis

1 1"
HE . = E Y (Z2)>0.
" n;ZNN(MoQ) (2=

We consider an imputation model

Yi(t) = X oy + U oy + bU,; Bt + & .

3In Procedure 3, we fit a linear model m(z,t) based on Y; ~ X; + U; + U, T?.
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The coefficients oy, g, f are OLS estimates for this linear model based on the observed data
and b =1, and &; " (0, 02) where o2 is the OLS estimate of the error variance. Since each
element of 3 is negative, the imputation model implies that the null hypothesis HY is false,
i.e., the response functions are concave. Again, we inspect b = 0,0.5,1, 1.5, 2, where a larger
b indicates more significant concavity in the data.

Convexity reflects the second-order information of the response functions, which typically
requires larger sample sizes to gain any meaningful conclusions. Hence, to make nontrivial
power comparisons, we simulate a new set of covariates of size n = 500, by sampling uniformly
from the original covariates of 26 samples. The covariates are fixed once generated. This
ends up with a new experimental setup with 500 units.

Under Gaussian designs, we compute the following estimator

((t = p)?/o® = 1)

o2

1 n
7o == Ywo(T), welt)= ,
o
which is an unbiased estimator of 7& = 1Y EY;"(Z) based on Example 3. Hence, we
implement BG and OG to test for H, g , by checking whether the computed confidence interval
for 75 is below zero.” For comparison purposes, we implement a parametric approach that

fits a linear regression model
Yo~ X+ Ui + T+ 17

and applies the t-test for the coefficient of T? to check for convexity. We evaluate the
parametric linear model approach (LM) under BG, OG, and 2S.

From Figure 8(b), OG and BG have similar performance, and OG achieves higher power
only for b = 1.5,2. This is because the optimized covariance matrix for OG is numerically
similar to that for BG, the identity matrix, as we will explain below. Among all methods,
OG combined with LM (OG 4 LM) yields highest power. Note that the LM approach under
the original design fails to reject convexity, as the 2S design focuses on discrete treatment

values, making it difficult to probe the concave structure.

Estimands and Optimized Gaussian Designs. We conclude our numerical study by
showing how different estimands lead to different structures in the optimized covariance ma-
trix of OG. In Figure 9(a)-(b), we visualize the function f in the covariate balance objective

| X £(X)X||nue for monotonicity and convexity. That is, based on Section 5, we compute

f(p) = frow(p) + fulp), pel[-1,1],

4The subscript C denotes the convexity, whereas the superscript ¢ denotes the continuous setting.
°In Procedure 3, we fit a linear model m(z,t) based on Y; ~ X; + U; + U;T?.
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Figure 9: Function f and the correlation structure across different designs. The red dashed
line indicates zero correlation, which corresponds to the i.i.d. Gaussian design.

where w corresponds to wy and we defined before, and Yj is the linear baseline response
function (15). Observe that they are approximately linear and quadratic functions. In the
second row, we visualize the scatter plot for the off-diagonal entries ¥;; in the optimized
covariance and a pairwise covariate-similarity X, X;/||X;|||| X;|| for all i # j. In (c), the
optimized design balances the covariates by assigning negative correlations to pairs of units
with higher similarities. In (d), the optimized covariance assigns a constant correlation (a
negligible negative value) to all pairs of units, and hence the optimized design performs
similarly as the i.i.d. Gaussian design, as seen in Figure 8(b). It is because f’(0) is almost
zero in Figure 9(b), and thus the PGD-Gauss algorithm stops at the identity matrix, which

is already a local optimizer.

C Main Proofs

Here we provide the core proofs related to Mehler’s formula, asymptotic normality, and

variance estimation. We also discuss inferential procedures under the continuous setting by
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the end of this section.

C.1 Mehler’s Formula and Related Proofs

Here we prove results that are based on Mehler’s formula, namely, Lemma 2 and Proposition

1. Proposition 2 is a direct result of Lemma 2 and its proof is omitted.

Proofs of Lemma 2. From Mehler’s formula, for any |p| < 1, it holds that

Y) = 0" hin(2)hn () (2) () -

Therefore,
Exyg(X)M(Y) = [ g()hl)ny(e. p)dady
=30 [ s ot
fj / D [ o)y
S

At the same time, by ho(z) = 1 we notice
Eg(X) = Bg(X)ho(X) = aolg] , EA(X) = Eh(X)ho(X) = agl8]

We have

Covxy (9(X),h(Y)) =D amlglam[hlp™ — aolglaolh] = am[glam[h]p

O
Proof of Proposition 1. By definition, for any i # j, the (i, j)-th entry of Covg(D) is
Cov(I{D; = k},I{D; = k}) .
Without loss of generality, we focus on k = 2,..., K — 1. The extreme cases k = 1, K can
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be proved using a similar argument. Under the Gaussianization D; = ¢(T;), we have

Cov(I{D; = k},I{D; = k}) = Cov(I{T; € (qh_1, )}, {T}; € (qh_1, t]})
=Cov({T; < @} —HT; < qur } {7 < qn} — T < g })
= Cov(I{Ti < g}, I{T; < @ }) + Cov({Ti < g1}, {7} < qe—1})
—2Cov({T; < qr1}, I{Tj < qr})
= Te(Bi) + Tho18-1(345) — 2rp—1(245)

where the last line follows by the definition of rj; in Proposition 1.

Then it suffices to prove (6), i.e.,

o q-2+q2-—2rq¢qj)
Cov(I{X < ¢}, I{Y < ¢; :/—ex _nTE dr .
X <ahiy <gh) = [ e (-G

Let g(z) = [{z < ¢;} and h(z) = [{x < ¢;}. According to Lemma 2, for any |p| < 1, it holds
that

o)

rij(p) = D amlglam[h]p™ .

m=1

For a,,[g], we derive that

mlg] = / " h(@)d(2)dz

— 00

_ # / " Hep (2)6(x)de
@ 1 K m d™
0= [ e

1 qi
= W¢(x) Hep, 1 (z)
(i) _J%gb(qi) He-1(q) -

In the derivation above, (i) follows from the Definition 2, and (ii) follows from lim,_, _, ¢(z) He,,(x) =

—00

0. Hence, we have

tmlg] = —ﬁm Hep 1 (4:) -
1] = —ﬁm) Hep 1 (q)
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where the proof of «,,[h] is identical. Based on Lemma 2, this implies

o0

) = 37— Hep s (a) Hen1(a)0(a)0(a,)0”

m=1

Notice that

) = 3 e Hep 1 (g Hema(@)0(a)0(a)0™ = (a4

— (m—1)
7’@'(0) =0 s

where the first line follows from Mehler’s formula. Then, by Newton—Leibniz theorem we

, ' q2+q2~—2rqiqj)
T4 = (4, dr = —F——————€X —— J dr .
i(P) /Op (4, 4;) /O PV P( 21— 12

obtain

C.2 Asymptotics and Inference

In this section, we study the asymptotic properties of
= K i = k). D= g
T = — i i ) i (A
k= o~ g

We prove its asymptotic normality in Theorem 1 and discuss the extensions. We defer the
proof of Proposition 3 to Section D, as its proof follows a similar idea as those in supporting
lemmas.

Our asymptotic analysis relies on Hajek’s lemma (Lehmann and D’Abrera, 1975), which
establishes the asymptotic equivalence between two sequences of random variables. We state

below for completeness.
Lemma 3 (Hajek’s Lemma). If (T,, — ET,,)/+/Var(T,) has a limit distribution L and if

E(T,, — S,)?

Vary 0 (16)

then Var(T,,)/ Var(S,) — 1 and (S, — ES,,)/+/Var(S,) has the limit distribution L.

In words, S,, and T,, share the same asymptotic distribution if the second moment of

their difference is asymptotically smaller than Var(T,,).
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C.2.1 Proof of Theorem 1

The crux of the proof is to establish an asymptotic equivalence between 7} (hereafter denoted
as 7°P") under T' ~ N(0,%,) and an ancillary estimator 7%¢ under 7' ~ N(0,1,). To this
end, we proceed with the following steps.

1. Construct a Héjek coupling (7%, 7oPt).

2. Establish the aforementioned asymptotic equivalence of (7%¢, 7°P!) using Hajek’s lemma.
Fiid

3. Prove the asymptotic normality for 7

Step 1. Construct Hajek’s coupling. To construct (744, 7°P!) | we first define

Tiid ~ N(O, [n) ’ Topt — 2}1/2Tlld .
One can easily check that TP ~ N(0,%,) and Cov (T, TP") = 2,17/ ?. Then, define

F = S (T = B + - > (Yilk) ~ k)

n < n <
= =1

P = S IG(T) = K.

744 matches the distribution of 7%, since

E7" = BT = 73, .

More importantly, their variances also match, since

i=1
© f—jY(k)TCOV(D?d)?(k)
2 ~
() %Y{k)Tfk(In)Y(k)
2
(i f— ()T fi () 2 (1) ™72 Fi L) Fu( ) ™2 fi(5)Y (k)
K2

In (i), Di denotes the treatment vector (I{g(7{*) = k},...,I[{g(Ti) = k}); (ii) follows
from Mehler’s formula and Proposition 1; (iii) follows from the definition of Y (k).

46



Step 2. Establish asymptotic equivalence. Based on Héjek’s Lemma (Lemma 3), we need to
verify (16) for (7% 7°P!) | that is

E(’?ﬂd _ 7/:opt)2

! 0.
Var(zidy

Observe that

Var(riit) = £ 1 >tk

Under the assumptions in Theorem 1, n Var(7%) converges to a positive limit, and thus
Var(7%4) =< 1/n. Then, it suffices to verify

nE(74 — 7712 5 (). (17)
Notice that
E(7 — 7o) & Var(794 — 7o)

= f—; Var <Z(H{9(Ti”d) = k}Yi(k) = {g(T7™) = k}m(k)))

i=1

[nf (Y (k)T Cov(DE)Y (k) = 27 (k) Cov (DI, D) (k) + Y (k)T Cov(DY)Y (1))
D BP0 ST (8) — 27 (0) RSV (R) + ¥ () A(S)¥ ()

where (i) follows from E7% = E7°"!| and (ii) follows from Proposition 1.

By Proposition 1, it is easy to verify that f;(0) = 0 and f;(1) = (K —1)/K?. From now
on, without loss of generality, we may rescale f; such that f;(0) = 0 and fx(1) = 1. This
does not affect the order of the quantity above, since K is a fixed constant. After rescaling,

we have f(I,) = I,,, which simplifies the derivation below. By definition of Y (k), we have

K2

B(F =77 = Y (k)" (2fe(3) = 2fe(S0) 2 u(355) Y (B)
< Kﬂfk( ) = fe(E) 2 fu (S ) op Y ()2
o 20K

s (Sllep” 1 fiu(Ea) 2 = £i(S3 ) lop (18)

where (i) follows from ||V (k)[]* < nM.

To analyze the operator norm above, we first give a decomposition of ¥,,.

Lemma 4. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. In the one-step PGD-Gauss, the obtained solution

47



¥, satisfies a decomposition

Xy =1,+nN,

where N is a symmetric matriz with zero diagonal values, and
INllop = OUIX X" = Luflop + 0l XX " = Lill3,) -

Next we introduce the following result based on Taylor expansions.

Lemma 5. For ¥ € &, define A = X — I, the residual matriz with zero diagonal values.
Suppose || Allop = 0(1). We have

ful2) = Lt SLOA+ Ry, [ Rillop = OUAIL) . 1) oy = 001
FUE = Lt SROA+ Ry, [ Rallp = OUIAE,)

1 /
FulS2) = L4 5RO+ R, [l = 01) + OIAIE,)

Moreover, the operator norm of Ry, Ry, Rs are all of order o(1) since |A|lop = o(1).

Now, we utilize Lemma 4 and Lemma 5 to verify the Hajek condition (17). Based on

Lemma 4, we have

S,=Ii+A, A=pN,
[INlop = OUIXXT = Lullop + 0l XX T = LI2,) ,
= [|Allop = OMIIXX T = Lllop + 7 IXXT = Li12,)

where N is a symmetric matrix with zero diagonal values. Under Assumption 1 that
n| XX — IL|lop = o(1), one can verify that

[Alop = o(1) -
Thus the condition required in Lemma 5 is satisfied. We apply Lemma 5 to obtain

() o = O(1)
FulE0)2 = Lok SOWN + Ro [ Rallop = o(1) (19)

1
Fi(Z?) = I + 5 Ju(O)nN + Ry, || Bylop = o(1) -
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By applying Equations (19) to (18), we obtain

n

E(%“iid—?opt)Q:O(%ka( >H1/2ka<zn>”2—fk<23v/2>”°p> :OH |

Therefore, condition (17) holds and one can apply Hajek’s Lemma (Lemma 3) to obtain that

?Opt—Tk

Var(7ort)
has the same asymptotic distribution as
?ﬁd — Tk

Var(77d) .

Step 3. Asymptotic normality for 79¢. We define

Xni = (K]I{g(Tz“d) =k} — 1))71(/{5) ;o O = ZXm .
It is then easy to verify that

y 1 g 1
7l 1 = —S,, Var(7") = Var(-S5,) .
n n

Therefore, it suffices to derive the asymptotic distribution for .S,,. The Lindeberg condition

requires that for any € > 0,

2
Var Z]E I{X2, > e Var(S,)} = 0.

Note that

n

Var(S ZVar ni) = (K = 1)) Y2(k).

i=1
Under Condition 2 in Theorem 1, Var(S,) is of order n. Hence,
max; X2, < max;(K — 1)Y(k)  max; Y2(k)

Var(S,) ~ Var(S,) = n = o).

The last equality follows from Condition 1. This suggests that all the summands in the

Lindeberg condition become zero for large n. Therefore, the Lindeberg condition is satisfied,
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and we have

S
Var(S,)

Note that Var(S,) = (K — 1) Y. Y:*(k). We have

4 N(0,1) .

g K-—-1 -
VI = 1) 5 N, Tim == 3 TV (R))

This completes the proof of Theorem 1.

C.2.2 Generalization to Multi-Step PGD-Gauss Solutions

Here, we discuss a generalization of Theorem 1 to multi-step PGD-Gauss solutions. Specifi-

cally, the proof of Theorem 1 indicates a more general result below.

Corollary 1. Consider a Gaussianization T ~ N (0,%). Suppose that A =X — I,, satisfies
|Allop = 0(1), and that Conditions 1-3 in Theorem 1 hold. Then, we have

Vit - 4 N (0,1 ELg )

Corollary 1 can be viewed as a result for general PGD-Gauss solutions. Regardless of
how many steps taken in the PGD-Gauss, the asymptotic normality for 7 holds as long as

the solution ¥ does not deviate too much from the identity matrix.

Proof. Following Step 1 in the proof of Theorem 1, we construct the coupling in the same

way. Then, based on the analysis in Step 2, it suffices to show that

AN f(E)? = f(EY) lop = 0(1), S =1, +A.

op

Under our assumption in Corollary 1, we have ||All,, = o(1) and thus the condition in
Lemma 5 is satisfied. We can then apply Lemma 5 to show the above equation. Lastly, we

can apply Step 3 in Theorem 1 and complete the proof. O

C.2.3 Inference

We prove Theorem 2 below.
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Proof. By definition of 1777 (13), we write

~ K2 LI _kK ]IT:k,Tj:k
%:7;%{& } LS A {9(T) gg( ) 5

A B

That is, we decompose the variance estimator into the diagonal part (A) and the off-diagonal
part (B).

First, we show that the probabilities in the denominator of (A), (B) are positive, and
thus ‘A/n is well-defined. Under the uniform design, we have P(¢(T;) = k) = 1/K > 0 and

hence the denominators in (A) are positive. For (B), we first apply Proposition 1 to obtain

P(g(T;) = k, 9(T}) = k) = fu(Syi5) + 1/ K*

K2 Hg(T;) =k, 9(T;) = k}
= B= ;YYfk 772]) fk( nl])—f—l/KQ .

Under Assumption 1, we apply Lemma 4 to obtain
Sp=Ta+ 0N, [Nllop = O(IXX" — Lullop) -
Since X, is symmetric, we apply Lemma 6 to obtain
max 25| = O Nllop) = OMIIXX" = Lllop) = o(1) . (20)

Therefore, 3, ;; is o(1). For any i # j, since f(0) = 0 and f; is smooth around zero, we
have fx(X,:;) = o(1), and hence fi(%,;;) + 1/K* > 0 for large enough n. Therefore XA/,] is
well-defined.

To analyze the mean of ‘7,], we use the original definition (13) to obtain

. K’ Ho(Ti) = k,9(T5) = k}
EV, = FE;K‘YJ‘JCI@(EW,U)P(Q(T) - k (T = k)
_WEZZJ:Y( )Y (k) fr(2 mj)]P’(g(T)—kg(T): k)
DAL ﬁgg; — gE ; %ZVW
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To analyze the variance, by the AM-GM inequality, we have
Var(V,) < 2(Var(A) + Var(B)) .

Next, we will show that Var(A) and Var(B) are o(1), respectively.
For (A), since P(¢g(T;) = k) = 1/K, we have

=B vt = 8y

By the variance formula of Horvitz-Thompson estimator (Lemma 1), we have

KG

n2

Var(A) = — Y (k)?  Covip(D)Y (k)?,  Covi(D) = fi(S,) -

where Y (k)? is the vector of squared potential outcomes. Based on Lemma 4, Lemma 5, and
the analysis in Step 2 of Section C.2.1, we have || fx(2,)||op = O(1). Therefore,

6
Var(4) < S kYIS o =0 (£)

The last equality follows from the assumption that max; |Y;(k)| = O(1).
For (B), by definition we have

B2 — Hg(Ti) = k,g(13) = k,g(1T,) = k, g(1) = k}
ggwyw K ) (50 )+ TRl ) + 1/K7)

_ K Wy(Ty) =k, g(T)) = k, g(Tp) = k, g(Ty) = k}
- ;;Y ) ( )fk( ZJ)fk(qu) (fk(zn,iJ')"‘l/KQ)(fk( n,pq) 1/K2) .

Therefore, the second moment of B satisfies

P(g(T;) =k, 9(T;) = k,g(T,) = k,9(T;) = k)
n ZJ: ;Y IR Z])fk(EM) (f/f(zmij) + 1/K2)(fr(Enpg) + 1/K3) '

Based on (20), fx(0) =0, and the smoothness of f; around zero, for any i # j, we have

|fu(Sni)l = OMIXXT = Lillop) = 0(1) -

Then, we use the fact that P(¢(7;) = k, 9(1}) = k,9(T,) = k,9(T,) = k) < 1 and fi(%,,;) +
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1/K? = o(1) + 1/K? to obtain
4
EB? =0 (5 DY max |[Vi(k)[*n’| XX — L2 ) = 2P| XX — L,
n2 i 3 nilop nllop »
1#] p#q

where the last equality follows from that fact that K is constant and max |Y;(k)| = O(1).
Under the assumption that n’*n?*[|XXT — I,[|2) = o(1), we have EB? = o(1) and hence
Var(B) = o(1).

To sum up, we have
Var(V,,) < 2(Var(A) + Var(B)) = o(1) .

This completes the proof. O

D Proofs of Supporting Lemmas

In the proof of supporting lemmas, we utilize matrix norm inequalities to analyze the per-

turbation of a Gaussian covariance Y with respect to I,,. Specifically, for any matrix A, we

[Allop < VAl 1 Alloo - (21)

where ||A|; and ||A]|« denote the matrix 1-norm and infinity-norm, i.e.,

have

.......... n

n n
1A = max > Ay, Alle = max Y |Ayl.
Jj=1,..n P i=1 =

Moreover, when A is a symmetric matrix, we have ||A||; = || A||o, and
[Allop < [[Alloo - (22)

These inequalities will be invoked multiple times in our proof. Additionally, for A € R"*",
let diag(A) € R™" be the diagonal matrix with the same diagonal values as A.
Our proof leverages the specific form of the one-step PGD-Gauss under the nuclear norm.

That is, based on Algorithm 1, we have

S, = VY, V,= D,
Un = (In - nvznorm([n))% = [n - nvznorm(1n> s (23)
Visorm(In) = fRON(XXT = I,) ,
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where D is a diagonal matrix with i-th diagonal equal to the norm of w;, the i-th row of U,,.

Lastly, we prove the following matrix inequality.
Lemma 6. For any symmetric matriz A, we have max;; |A;;| < 2||Allop-

Proof. By the variational expression of the operator norm, we have

Let = e;, the basis vector with the ¢-th entry equal to one, we obtain
2" Az| = [Aii] < [|A]lop -
Then, for any i # j, by setting z = (e; + ¢;)/v/2, we obtain
T 1
o Ax| = Sl Ai + Ay + 245 < [[Aflop -
By the triangular inequality, we have |A;; + A;; + 24,5 > HA” + Al — 2|AZ-]-H, and hence
|1 Aii + Ayl = 21 Ay]| < 2/|Allop -

This implies
2[ Ay < 2||Allop + Aii + Ajj| < 4| Allop -

Therefore, we obtain max;; |A;;| < 2||Al|op. O

D.1 Proof of Lemma 4

Based on (23), we have

D;; = \/1 + Z 1%V 2lhorm,ij (In) -

J#i
Notice that >, V2lhorm,ij(In) is the i-th diagonal of matrix (Viyem(1,))?, we have
1>V hormii (1) < [ Viorm (1) 112, = (££(0)[XXT = L2, .
J#i

Thus,

Dy < 1+ RIXXT = LIZ(f(0)) = \/T+OGRIXXT L) . (24

Under Assumption 1, D;; = /1 + o(1). Therefore, max|D;; — 1| = o(1). This fact will be

used in our proof.
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Noticing that ¥, = VnVnT, we have

27] = D_l(jn — ’I'}vlnorm(In))QD_l
= D_l(]n - nfl:;(o)(XXT - ]n))QD_l

=D NI, — 2fp(0)(XX T — L) + n*(f(0)(XX T — I,,))*) D! (25)
= D724 D (=29 fL(0)(XXT — L) + P(fO(XXT — L,)))D~

where we use M to denote the component that contributes to off-diagonal elements.

We write
1
Yy=I,+nN, N = E(En_jn) .
Based on the M defined in Equation (25), we derive

N = %(D—2 +M—1,) = %(M — diag(M)) . (26)

Hence,
N[N llop < |M|lop + [|diag(M)lop -

For || M||op, we have

1M lop < D7, 20ll fO)XXT = L)llop + 7P| fLO)(XXT = L)]12,)
=0 (MIXX" = Llop + | XXT = LI3,) -

The last line follows from ||[D7!|lo, = 14 o(1) since max|D; — 1| = o(1). Similarly, for
|diag(M)||op, we have

diag(M)lop = O (lldiag(f/(0)(X X = L)) lop) + O (n[ldiag((f'(0)(XX T = 1,))*) lop)
20 (n?|diag(XXT = L)%)]lop) £ 0 (R XXT = L)|2) -

—~

In (i), we use the fact that diag(X X" — I,) = 0, since || X;|| = 1 under Assumption 1. (ii)
follows from the fact that ||diag(A)|op < ||Allop for a positive semidefinite matrix A.

Based on our analysis for ||M]||,, and ||diag(M)||op above, we have

INllop = O (IXXT = Lullop + 0l XX = L]3,) -
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D.2 Proof of Lemma 5

Here we prove the results in Lemma 5 one by one. Recall that we assume f;(1) = 1, such
that fi(I,) = I, as explained in the main proof of Section C.2.
Analyze fi.(X2). Note that fi is smooth around zero. For any z € (—1,1), we use Taylor

expansion to obtain

i) = £u(0) + F{(0) + &) = FO) + SR (E)a? (27)

where &, is a constant satisfying |£,| < |z|. With the matrix input X, we apply the above

Taylor expansion to off-diagonal entries to obtain

! 1 1!
fe(X) =L+ fLO) A+ Ry, Ry= 5 n(&)AY

where §;; satisfies [;;| < |A;;|. Since R; is symmetric, by (22), we have ||Rq|lop < ||R1lloo

and

[B1]|oc =  max Z|Rm|— maXZ| i (&) A

.....

By Lemma 6, max;; |A;;| = O(||Allop) = o(1). Since [&;] < |Ai;], we have max;; |§;;] <

max;; |A;;| = o(1), and hence max;; | f/(&;)] = O(1). We have
Z‘ 51] 123‘ = O(Z A?j) .
Notice that Y, A?; is the j-th diagonal of the squared matrix A®. Therefore, we have
ZA O([1A%]lop) = O(JIAII5,) -

To sum up, we derive || R || = O(||A]|2,), and thus || Ry|lop = O(]|A]|Z,). In addition, under

the condition [|Al|op, = o(1), we have

1D lop < [Hallop + [fZ (O Allop + [ Rillop = O + [ Allop + |A[IZ,) = O(1) -

Analyze f,(3)'/2. We first introduce the Taylor expansion of the matrix square root. For any

symmetric matrix with |M||op, < 1, we define its eigenvalue decomposition as M = UAU".
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Then, by definition of the matrix square root,
(I, + M)Y? =U(L, + N)YV2UT .

That is, the i-th eigenvalue (1 + A;) is transformed to s(1 + A;), where s(z) = /z is the

square-root function. Based on Taylor expansion of s(-),
1 1 " 2
where &; is some value satisfying |&; — 1| < |A;| < 1. Therefore, we can write

1, 1 1 1
(I, + M)V2 =U (In + oA+ 5SAQ) Ul =1,+ M+ 5USAZUT :

where S is a diagonal matrix with elements s”(¢;).

For fi(X), we may set
Ay = fulS) — I = FO)A + Ry

Moreover, [|Allop < [fi(O)[1Allop + [[Rallop = O(|Allop) + O(A]5,) = o(1). Therefore, we

can apply the matrix square root Taylor expansion to obtain

1 1
O =1, + STV 5USA?UT
1 1
=1I,+ §f,;(0)A + §R1 + Ry,
1
Ry = §USA2UT :

Here, the matrices U, S, A are defined with respect to M = Ay. Then, it remains to bound
the operator norm of R;. Note that ||Af||op = o(1) and s(-) is smooth around one. We have
max;{|s”(&)|} = O(1). Therefore, the norm of Ry can be bounded as

IRsllop < OUIAf]I5,) = OUIAIE, + 1All5,) = OUIAIZ,) -
By setting Ry = R1/2 + Ry, we obtain
12 _ L., _ 2
FE)7 =L+ 5fO)A+ Ry, [ Ballop = O(A[G,) -

Analyze fi(X1/2). First, we apply the matrix square root Taylor expansion to ¥ = I,, + A to

57



obtain
1/2 1
E == [n —|— §A —|— RS 5
1
R, = §USA2UT :

where U, S, A are defined with respect to M = A. Using the same logic as in the last step,

we can show max;{|s”(&;)|} = O(1). Therefore, R; can be bounded as
1Rllop = O(IA]Z,) = o(1) - (28)
Moreover, Lemma 6 indicates that
max [y ;| = O([[Rsllop) = o(1) - (29)
To analyze fi,(£'/?), we observe that
FulEY?) = fill+ 50+ R.)
= Jull, + ding(R.)) + fe(3A + R, — ding(R.))

In the second line, we decompose the matrix into a diagonal matrix fy(I, + diag(R;)) and
an off-diagonal matrix f,(3A + R, — diag(R,)), which follows from the fact that fj is an
elementwise operation. Note that the second part has diagonal entries equal to zero, since
A has zero diagonal values.

For the diagonal part fi(I, + diag(Rs)), we have

1fx (I + diag(Rs)) = Inllop = max{fi(1 + Rsu) =1} .
Since max;; |R; ;| = o(1) (Equation (29)) and f is left continuous at one, we have
max{ fr(1 + Rs) — 1} = o(1) .

This implies
felln +diag(Rs)) = I+ Rp , || Bpllep = o(1) -

For the off-diagonal part, we define H = %A + R, — diag(Rs). We apply the Taylor
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expansion (27) for the off-diagonal entries of f;(H) to obtain

fulH) = [O)H + FoHoH
= SHO)A + FO)(R, — ding(R.)) + 3F o Ho |

Fi; =0.

Noticing that F' o H o H, the Hadamard product of the matrices, is symmetric, we apply
matrix norm inequality (22) to obtain ||[F o H o H||op < ||F o H o H||». Moreover,

[0 H o Hl|o = maXZIf (&)1 1

By the smoothness of fj, around zero, we have max |f}/(&;;)| = O(1). Therefore, for any 1,

Z! (&) [Hj; = O _ H}

>, H}; is the i-th diagonal of H?, and thus ), H} < |[H|2,. Based on the derivations
above, we obtain ||[FFo H o H|o, = O(||H||2,). Additionally, based on the definition of H and
Equations (28), (29), we have

1[5, = OUIANG, + I1R[IS, + lIdiag(Ra)l5,) = OUIANG, + [|Rsll5, + max B2 j,)
= O(IA1Z, + 1 R:ll5,) = O AL, + 1A]15,) = OUIAI,) -

To sum up, we show that
ulH) = SHO)A + Ry
Rip = f{(O)(R, — diag(R.)) + 5 Fo Ho H || Rullep = O(AJ3,)
Combining our analysis for diagonal and off-diagonal parts, we obtain our final result

L,
f(EYH =1, + 5f,g(o)A + R;,
Rg = RD + RH y
| Rsllop = o(1) + O([|AI2,) -

59



D.3 Proof of Proposition 3

Before our proof, we introduce the following matrix norm inequality: For a diagonal matrix

A with positive diagonals and P > 0, we have
min |A;| tr(P) < tr(PA) < max |A;|tr(P) . (30)
We will use this multiple times throughout the proof.
Note that given Y (k) = Xk, we can write

v = Xy ey = K=t

n

X" fi(3)X By .

Under the assumption that gy has zero mean and identity covariance, we have

V() = Kn_ 1Etr(XTfk(2)Xﬁkﬁ,j)

= (X RDIXEB)) =

Eg

k-l tr(f(Z)XXT) .

Note that this holds for any > € £.

We write A = ¥ — [,,, which is a symmetric matrix with zero diagonal values. Then we

have n
Es V(1) —E =t A))XXT
K—l( /Bkv( n) 5k 1"( nt+ )) ) (31>
= tr((, n+ A))(XXT —1,) .
The last equality follows from the fact that fi(1,,) — fk(I + A) has zero diagonals. Addition-

ally, we have assumed f;(1) = 1 so that fi(l,) = I, as explained in the proof of Theorem
1.
By the elementwise Taylor expansion on f; (introduced in the proof of Lemma 5), we

have
fulln+ A) = Lt SLO)A+ SR, Ry = fl(€)AY

where &;; satisfies |§;;| < |A;;|. Then we apply the Taylor expansion to (31) and obtain

T BV (1) - Ea V() = (/08 - ZRIKXT - 1)

= —fi(0) tr(AXXT - 1))—%tr(R(XXT—Jn)) :

J/ (&

~~
:ZAf :ZAR
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Next, we specify ¥ to be the solution X, from the one-step PGD-Gauss, and perform matrix
analysis to bound Ay and Ag, respectively. Under the assumption f;(0) # 0, we either have
f7.(0) > 0 or f,(0) < 0. From now on, we assume that f;(0) > 0 without loss of generality.
Step 1. Analyze Ay. By definition of PGD-Gauss, we have

>

DML, —nfi(0)(XX " —1,))*’D~"
DMLy = 2nfr(0)(XX " = L) + n*(fL(0)* (XX — I,)>)D~!
D2 —2mfl(O) DM XX — L)D* +n*(f.(0)*’D" (XX —I,)’D™*.

This implies
A=%,—1,=(D?2=L)=2nfi(0)D"HXX" - L)D '+ n*(f.(0))’D (XX - I,)’D~" .

Therefore, the difference can be decomposed as

Ap=tr((D?=L)XXT —L,)) = 2nfi(0)tr(D"" (XX — I,)D"{(XX " - I,,))

D (1)
n(fi(0)*tr(DN(XX" - L)’DNXX" —1,)) .

J/

(1)
It is easy to verify that (I) is zero, since D=2 — I, is a diagonal matrix and diag(XX "™ —
I,) = 0 under Assumption 1. For (II), we apply the inequality (30) with A = D! and
P=(XX"-1,)D"Y(XXT" —1,) to obtain

(I1) > rﬁi—’g@ tr(XX" —L)D Y(XX" —1,))
. 2n£1.(0) -1
= mtr(D (XX —1,)%) .

Again, we apply (30) with A= D"!and P = (XX — I,,)? to obtain

) > 2O o oxm gy = 2UED ey e (34)

max; D2 max; D2

For (IIT), we define the eigenvalue decomposition XX = UAU" and write

tr(DN (XX - L,)’D"YXXT - 1,)) =tr(D'UA— L,)’°U' D 'UA - I,)UT)
=tr(U'D'UA = L,)’U'D'U(A - 1,,))
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We apply inequality (30) with P = U D *U(A — I,,)2UT DU and A = A — I, to obtain

tr(DN(XX" - ,)’D"Y(XX" — I,)) <max|\; — 1| tr(U'D7'U(A — ,)’U"D~'U)
=max |A\; — 1[tr(D?U(A = I1,)°U ")

=max|A\; — 1| tr(D*(XX T - 1,,)%) .

Again, we apply (30) with A= D72 and P = (XX — I,,)? to obtain

_ _ max; |[A; — 1]
tr(DN (XX - ,)’D" (XX - 1,)) < mHXXT L%
||XXT _ [nHop T 2
— XXT — L% . 35

Since we have analyzed (I), (II), (III), we apply our bounds (34), (35) to (33) and obtain

277f/<;( ) T 2||XXT_InH0p T 2
Ar < — XX' -1, XX' -1,
<= 20 I+ o)Ll B
277fk( ) 2||)(XT InHOP T 2
Y 1 XXT L2 .
( max;{ D2} n*(1(0)) min;{ D2} | I

Step 2. Analyze Agr. By definition of R, we have R;; = 0 for any ¢. Hence we have

AR = ZRiij Z gm

i#] i#]

where G;; = X' X;. Under Assumption 1 and the analysis in the proof of Theorem 1, we have

max |A;;| = o(1). In addition, since fj, is smooth around zero, we have max | f}/(&;;)| = O(1).
Therefore,
2
>

|Ag| =0 ( Gij )
i#]

Vo (3] o).

i,7=1

where (i) follows from |G;;| <1 and A; = 0.
Now we give a concrete bound on [|A||r for the one-step PGD-Gauss. From (32) and the
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triangle inequality, we have

IAlp = (D72 = L) = 2nfp(0)DH(XX " = L,)D™" + *(f(0))* D~ (XX — L,)*D7"||p
<D™ = Lllp + 20 frO)ID7HXX T = L) D lp +0*(fL(0))*|D~HXX " = L,)*D~"|

Given Equation (24) and Assumption 1, we have D} = 1+ O(n?[| XX T — L,|2)) = 1+ o(1),

and hence

n n 1 2
D2—L|%= 1/D% — 1) -1
” I =20/ =2 (1+n2uXXT—Inuzp )

=1 i=1

<> PIXXT = L)12)" = nnIXXT — L3

=1

op 7

where the last inequality follows from 1 — 1/(1 + z) < x, for x close to zero. Next, since

Equation (24) implies max; |D;; — 1| = o(1), we have
IDTHXXT = 1)D7Hlp = O(IXXT = Ll|r).
Lastly, observe that

ID™HXX " = L) D7|p = O(I(XX " = L)*|IF)
= O(I(XX" = L) |lopll (XX " = L)llr)

where the last equality follows from ||AB||r < ||Allop||B]|F for compatible matrices A, B.

Combining the results above, we obtain

1AlF = OWmP | XX T = Lll5,) + OWIIXXT = Lillp) + O XX T = Lllop| XX T = Llr)
[Arl = O(|AlIF) = O | XX = Lillg,) + O IIXX " = L[[7) + O IXX " = L[5 I XX T — L|[%) -

Step 3. Derive final results. Based on Step 1 and 2, we have

(B3 V (1) — B3V (%)) = —f{0)A; — 34

/ 21 f4(0)
> f1(0) (W]ED%}

K-1
2 [ XX = Tnllop

1
) IXXT = L~ 3.

(36)
Given Assumption 1 and (24), we have

maX{D =1, mln{D 1 =1.
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Thus, we have

' 2n£;,(0) ’ HXXT — Lullo
110) (i — sl

= Q (££00) (2nf(0) = PP (FLONIXXT = Lillop) IXXT = L|13) -

)HXXT—Q%

By Assumption 1, it holds that n|| XX " — I,,||op = o(1). Therefore, the term f;(0)n]| XX " —

I,||op above is of order o(1). Based on this observation, we further derive
Fr(0) (2nfi(0) = n*(fLO)*IXXT = Lflop) | XX T = L[l = Q (n(£0)* XX = Lil7) -

Next we show that Ag term is negligible compared to the first term in (36). Based on

the analysis in Step 2, we have
[Ar| = O([A%) = O | XX T =L lgp) FO | X X T =L |B)+O (| X X T =Ll 1 X X T =L I) -
and

O]
O IXXT = Ll IXXT = L) = o[ XX T = Lll%) .
(i)
O(PIXXT = L|F) = o XX " = Li]%) -
In the derivation above, (i) follows from Assumption 1 and (ii) follows from 7 = o(1). Under
the additional assumption that nn*[| XX — L[|3, = o(| XX T — L,|%), we obtain

IAIE = ol XX — Lil7) -

Therefore,
n

K -1
This completes the proof.

(Bs,V (L) — Es,V(Zy) = QI XX — L|[%) -

E Covariate-adaptive Designs and Covariate Adjust-

ments

Our work has focused on optimizing the MSE property of Horvitz-Thompson estimators.
In practice, researchers in the analysis stage could utilize more advanced estimators with

covariate adjustments. For instance, Lin’s estimator (Lin, 2013) is widely used under the
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binary treatment setting, which is defined as the coefficients of D; in the OLS regression

_ 1 <&
Y~ X;+D;+D;(X;,— X)), X=-— X, .
+ D; + Dyi( ) n;

Li and Ding (2017) show the “optimality” of Lin’s estimator within a class of regression-
adjusted estimators. Here we clarify two practical questions related to covariate adjustments

and Gaussianization:

1. Why do researchers consider covariate-adaptive designs? Alternatively, one could sim-

ply use covariate adjustments under complete randomization.

2. Suppose we want to balance for covariates in the design stage. What if we formulate

covariate balance measures with respect to covariate-adjusted estimators?

First, in real-world randomized experiments, designers and analyzers may not commu-
nicate or share the same set of covariates. Therefore, balancing for covariates in the design
stage is desirable, as it improves the estimation precision even with the simple Horvitz-
Thompson estimator. Moreover, studies have shown that covariate-adaptive designs —such
as rerandomiztion— never hurt the estimation (Li and Ding, 2020). We anticipate similar
results hold under Gaussianization. That is, we view covariate-adaptive designs and co-
variate adjustments as synergistic approaches that can be combined to further enhance the
estimation.

Second, under Gaussianization, it is possible to analyze the MSE property of covariate-
adjusted estimators as in Chang (2023) and formulate covariate balance measures tailored to
these estimators. However, we argue that design optimization is more robust toward different
outcome-generating models when using model-agnostic estimators, e.g., Horvitz-Thompson
estimators. In other words, under a misspecified model, the MSE of covariate-adjusted esti-
mator will also be misspecified, and the estimator itself might be biased. Hence, conducting

design optimization based on biased adjustments could impair estimation precision.
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