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Abstract

Regression adjustment is widely used for the analysis of randomized experiments to improve
the estimation efficiency of the treatment effect. This paper reexamines a weighted regression
adjustment method termed as tyranny-of-the-minority (ToM), wherein units in the minority
group are given greater weights. We demonstrate that the ToM regression adjustment is more ro-
bust than Lin (2013)’s regression adjustment with treatment-covariate interactions, even though
these two regression adjustment methods are asymptotically equivalent in completely random-
ized experiments. Moreover, we extend ToM regression adjustment to stratified randomized
experiments, completely randomized survey experiments, and cluster randomized experiments.
We obtain design-based properties of the ToM regression-adjusted average treatment effect es-
timator under such designs. In particular, we show that ToM regression-adjusted estimator
improves the asymptotic estimation efficiency compared to the unadjusted estimator even when
the regression model is misspecified, and is optimal in the class of linearly adjusted estimators.
We also study the asymptotic properties of various heteroscedasticity-robust standard error
estimators and provide recommendations for practitioners. Simulation studies and real data
analysis demonstrate ToM regression adjustment’s superiority over existing methods.

Key words: cluster randomized experiments, covariate adjustment, design-based theory, randomization-
based inference, randomized block experiments, survey experiments

1. Introduction

Since the seminal work of Fisher (1935), randomized experiments have been the gold standard
for drawing causal inference. Complete randomization balances confounding factors on average
such that the treatment effects can be identified without untestable assumptions as in observa-
tional studies. Different experimental designs have been proposed to improve the efficiency or
address practical concerns regarding completely randomized experiments. For example, stratified
randomized experiments further balance important discrete covariates and improve the efficiency
of treatment effect estimation (Fisher, 1926; Imai et al., 2008; Imbens and Rubin, 2015). Cluster
randomized experiments are conducted when the individual-level treatment assignment is logis-
tically unrealistic or when there are concerns regarding interference within clusters (Hayes and
Moulton, 2017). Completely randomized survey experiments address the lack of generalizability of
completely randomized experiments (Imai et al., 2008; Yang et al., 2021).

Regression adjustment is widely used during the analysis stage to utilize covariate information
to improve efficiency. Fisher (1935) used covariates by adding them directly in the linear regression
of outcome on treatment indicator and estimated the average treatment effect using the ordinary
least squares (OLS). However, Freedman (2008) criticized this practice by demonstrating that this
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may degrade efficiency compared to the simple difference-in-means estimator under an unbalanced
design or in the presence of heterogeneity between treatment and control groups. Echoing the
critique of Freedman (2008) and to fix the efficiency loss issue, Lin (2013) recommended the addition
of both covariates and treatment-covariate interactions in the regression adjustment. Since then,
Lin’s with-interaction regression adjustment has witnessed significant advances in the field of causal
inference (Bloniarz et al., 2016; Liu and Yang, 2020; Li and Ding, 2020; Ma et al., 2022; Zhao and
Ding, 2021a; Su and Ding, 2021; Liu et al., 2021; Lei and Ding, 2021; Zhao and Ding, 2021b; Liu
et al., 2022; Lu et al., 2022; Zhao and Ding, 2022a,b).

However, practitioners may be wary of using the with-interaction regression adjustment because
it doubles the degrees of freedom used for the coefficients of covariates (Schochet et al., 2021; Negi
and Wooldridge, 2021). Although this regression adjustment method can be extended to other
experimental designs, it may degrade the efficiency compared to the unadjusted estimator (Ma
et al., 2022; Liu and Yang, 2020; Liu et al., 2021, 2022). One strategy to remedy this issue is to ap-
proach covariate adjustment from the perspective of projection or conditional inference and plug-in
unknown projection coefficients using several regressions (Yang et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2021; Wang
et al., 2021); however, this is more complicated and less robust than the weighted regression adjust-
ment introduced later (see our simulation results). Additionally, heteroskedasticity-robust variance
estimators from Lin’s with-interaction regression adjustment can be anti-conservative, under the
superpopulation framework (Negi and Wooldridge, 2021; Zhao and Ding, 2021a), completely ran-
domized survey experiments (Yang et al., 2021), or when the dimension of covariates is relatively
large compared to the sample size (Lei and Ding, 2021).

Lin (2013) discussed a weighted regression adjustment method named tyranny-of-the-minority
(ToM), which embodies the principle of giving more weights to the units in the minority group.
This method saves half of the degrees of freedom and is asymptotically equivalent to the with-
interaction regression adjustment in completely randomized experiments (Lin, 2013). However, Lin
(2013) and other follow-up research have not assessed the robustness of the method in completely
randomized experiments and potential application in other experimental designs.

To address the gap and drawbacks of the with-interaction regression adjustment, we re-examine
the ToM regression adjustment method in completely randomized experiments. We demonstrate
the robustness of the ToM regression-adjusted average treatment effect estimator using theoretical
justifications and simulation studies. Simulation results reveal that ToM regression adjustment
dramatically enhances the estimation efficiency and inference reliability when the design is away
from balance or the number of covariates is relatively large compared to the sample size.

ToM regression adjustment can be applied under other experimental designs to enhance the
efficiency. We illustrate its use and design-based properties in stratified randomized experiments,
completely randomized survey experiments, and cluster randomized experiments. Under mild mo-
ment conditions, we show that the ToM regression-adjusted average treatment effect estimator
is asymptotically normal and optimal in the class of linearly adjusted estimators for each of the
aforementioned experimental designs. Moreover, we study the asymptotic properties of various
heteroscedasticity-robust standard error estimators. Our analysis is design-based, that is, the anal-
ysis is conducted by conditioning on the potential outcomes and covariates, along with treatment
assignment as the only source of randomness. Our theoretical results allow the linear regression
model to be arbitrarily misspecified. Finally, we conduct simulation to evaluate the finite-sample
performance of the ToM regression-adjusted estimator. Simulation results demonstrate the supe-
riority of the ToM regression-adjusted estimator compared to existing estimators. Based on the
theoretical and finite-sample results, we provide practical suggestions for choosing point and vari-
ance estimators to analyze the experimental results. These suggested estimators can be conveniently
obtained using off-the-shelf statistical software packages.
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The remaining paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce ToM regression ad-
justment in the context of completely randomized experiments and compare it with Lin’s with-
interaction regression adjustment to assess its robustness. In Section 3, we extend the application
of ToM regression adjustment under stratified randomized experiments, demonstrating its opti-
mality for this design. In Section 4, we extend ToM regression adjustment and demonstrate its
optimality for completely randomized survey experiments. In Section 5, we conduct simulation
to compare the finite-sample performance of ToM regression adjustment with that of the existing
methods. In Section 6, we use ToM regression adjustment to analyze two real datasets. We discuss
the combination of ToM regression adjustment and rerandomization in Section 7 and conclude
the paper in Section 8. The application of ToM regression adjustment under cluster randomized
experiments and proofs are provided in the Supplementary Material.

2. ToM regression adjustment in completely randomized experi-
ments

2.1. Notation and framework

Consider a completely randomized experiment with n units. We randomly assign n; units to
the treatment group and mgy to the control group, with ng + n1 = n. Let Z; be the treatment
indicator of the ith unit with Z; = 0 when it is assigned to the control group and Z; = 1 when it is
assigned to the treatment group. By design, > 1 | Z; = n;. Let S; and Sy be the set of units in the
treatment and control groups, respectively. We use Y;(z) to denote the potential outcome of unit
i under treatment z, for z = 0,1, with Y; = Z;Y;(1) + (1 — Z;)Y;(0) as the observed outcome. Let
x; = (xi1,...,7;)" be the covariates of unit i of length k. In a realized experiment, we observe
{(Yi,x;, Z;)}1~,. We consider a design-based or randomization-based inference framework, under
which {(Y;(1),Y;(0),z;)}!, are all fixed finite-population quantities and treatment assignment,
Z =(Z1,...,Zy), is the only source of randomness. Throughout the study, we assume the validity
of the stable unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA) (Rubin, 1980).

Let 7, = Y;(1) — Y;(0) be the unit-level treatment effect. We are interested in the population
average treatment effect 7 = Y7 | 7;/n. An unbiased estimator of 7 is the difference in the observed
means of the potential outcomes in the treatment and control groups (Imbens and Rubin, 2015),
which is referred to as the “difference-in-means” estimator:

n n
=Y ZY;/n - (1-Z)Y/no.
i=1 i=1

We use the following notation. Let Y (2) =n=t> " Yi(2) (z =0,1) and Z =n"1 Y " | 2; be
the population means of potential outcomes and covariates, respectively. The population variances
and covariances are defined as

Sz=m-1)7') (@i —2)(2i—2)", Sp=5L=0m-1""Y (s - 2){Yi(z) - Y(2)},
=1 =1

= (- ) YN - VR S - Y m- 2= 0L
=1 =1

Let || - ||oc be the infinity norm of a vector. Let Y; ~ 1+ x; denote the ordinary least squares (OLS)
regression of Y; on x; with an intercept. Let Y; N1+ x; denote the weighted least squares (WLS)
regression of Y; on x; with an intercept and weight w;.
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2.2. Regression without and with treatment-covariate interactions

The covariates may be predictive of the potential outcomes. The difference-in-means estimator
does not use the covariate information, which negatively affects the efficiency. Regression adjust-
ment is widely used at the analysis stage to improve the efficiency by adjusting for the covariate
imbalance between the treatment and control groups.

The difference-in-means estimator can be derived as the OLS estimator of the coefficient of
Z; in the regression Y; ~ 1 4+ Z;. Thus, the easiest way of using covariates, which dates back
to Fisher (1935), is to directly add =z; in the regression formula, Y; ~ 1+ Z; + x;. The resulting
regression-adjusted average treatment effect estimator is the OLS estimator of the coefficient of Z;.
We refer to this regression method as “Fisher’s regression.” Fisher’s regression has been constantly
used in observational studies (Sloczynski, 2018), completely randomized experiments (Negi and
Wooldridge, 2021), cluster randomized experiments (Schochet et al., 2021), and so on.

Freedman (2008) criticized Fisher’s regression for its lack of guarantee regarding the improve-
ment in efficiency compared to the difference-in-means estimator under unbalanced design or in the
presence of heterogeneity between treatment and control groups. Echoing the critique of Freedman
(2008), Lin (2013) discussed the possibility of remedying this problem by adding the treatment-
covariate interactions in the regression,

The OLS estimator of the coefficient of Z;, denoted by 7, is used as the average treatment effect
estimator. Note that the covariates must be centered in the interaction term.

Schochet et al. (2021) pointed out that, to include the interaction term, we risk the loss of the
degrees of freedom that could seriously reduce power. Researchers may feel uncomfortable in the
absence of sufficient degrees of freedom in a with-interaction model that analyzes experiments with
20-100 units, such as clinics and schools, which is very common in development economics (Negi
and Wooldridge, 2021). In the same paper, Lin (2013) commented on the ToM regression and
demonstrated its asymptotic equivalence to the with-interaction regression for point estimation.
However, most of the follow-up work focused on Fisher’s regression and Lin’s with-interaction
regression. ToM regression was barely studied. Consequently, it is essential to re-examine ToM
regression because it saves half of the degrees of freedom with respective to covariates.

2.3. ToM regression

ToM regression accounts for the drawback in Fisher’s regression by giving larger weights to
the units in the minority group. This regression-adjusted estimator 7'°™ is derived as the WLS
estimator of the coefficient of Z; in the regression of Y; on (1, Z;, x;) with weights w; = Z; /p% +
(1—Z;)/p3, where p; = ni/n and py = ng/n are the proportions of units assigned to the treatment
and control groups, respectively. We denote the WLS regression as

Elfl\}jl—l-zi—f‘l‘i. (2)

Remark 1. Lin (2013) used the following weights: Z;po/p1 + (1 — Z;)p1/po. These are equivalent
to the weights w;’s. We use w;’s because they can be conveniently extended to other experimental
designs.

Lin (2013) observed that 7" and #'™ have the same asymptotic distribution. In the remain-
ing of this section, we demonstrate the optimality of 7™, derive the asymptotic property of its



heteroskedasticity-robust standard error, and show that 7t°™ is more robust than 71" through the
perspectives of calibrated estimator and leverage score.

In fact, all regression-adjusted estimators are linearly adjusted estimators, with the following
form in completely randomized experiments: 7(8) = #— ' 7, where 7, = Y1 | Zizi/ni—> 1 (1—
Z;)x;/no and B is some adjusted vector. Let Bor ® correspond to linearly adjusted estimator with
minimum sampling variance, that is, var{7(8%")} = mingege var{7(5)}. As shown by Li and Ding
(2017), the covariance of \/n(7 — 7,7, )" is

T

<VTT Vm> _ (pf 12 4+ pp 12— 52 py'Si. + 1y 15030)_

Ver Vs p1_15x1 +p0_159€0 (popl)_lszg
Simple calculation gives Bor b= Ve and var{7(Bef t)} = Vir — VoV, Vir. Tt has been shown

that 7" has the same asymptotic distribution as the optimal linearly adjusted estimator 7(S3er t)

(Lin, 2013; Li et al., 2018; Li and Ding, 2020). Under mild conditions, Lin (2013) showed that 71"
and 7'°™ have the same asymptotic distribution, and therefore are both optimal. Proposition 1
presented below indicates this property.

Assumption 1. As n — oo, for 2 = 0,1, (i) p, has a positive limit; (ii) S?, S2, S.., S? have
finite limits, the limit of var{7(8%")} is positive and the limit of S2 is nonsingular; and (iii)
maxi<i<n [Yi(2) = Y (2)]* = o(n), maxi<i<n |2 — #[|3, = o(n).

1/2(7:t0m

Proposition 1. Under Assumption 1, both n — 7) and n'/2(75"™ — 7) are asymptotically

normal with zero mean and variance V., — VmVx}l Vir.

The heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors (Huber, 1967; White, 1980) are frequently used
to approximate the true asymptotic standard errors and can be conveniently obtained by standard
statistical software packages. The classical linear regression literature suggests different ways of
correcting the degrees of freedom loss, which leads to HC; (j = 0,1,2,3). HCy corresponds to the
heteroskedasticity-robust standard error without correction. We have included the explicit formulas
of HC; (7 =0,1,2,3) in the Supplementary Material.

Let ( AI&‘)CI?)U 2 (j = 0,1,2,3) be the heteroscedasticity-robust standard error of 7™ of regres-
sion (2) corresponding to HC;. Theorem 1 below depicts the conservativeness of the heteroscedasticity-
robust standard error.

Theorem 1. Under Assumption 1, for j =0,1,2,3,
iy = n~t min [py ! $38) + 5 S3(9)] + ox(n)

where S2(8) = (n — 1)7 S0 {Yilz) — Y (2) — (a; — 2) )2 2 =0,1.

Let gc be the ¢th quantile of a standard normal distribution. We can construct Wald-type 1 —«
(0 < a < 1) confidence intervals of 7:

FOm e (V) 20, 71+ (V) P01 o] 5= 10,1,2,3,

whose asymptotic coverage rates are greater than or equal to 1 — a.

Remark 2. Let (Aflliéj)l/ 2 be the heteroscedasticity-robust standard error of 7" in the with-
interaction regression Y; ~ 1+ Z; + (z; — =) + Z;(x; — ). Li and Ding (2020) and Lei and Ding
(2021) showed that, under Assumption 1,

e, =nt {pll f%in CHEYES T%iﬂ 53(50)} +op(nt).
1 0
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Since

py ' min SE(B1) + py ' min S5(6o) < min [pSH(B) + 0y " S3(A)]
Aﬁ%n; produces a more conservative inference than (Vﬁigj)l/ 2. However, (Aﬁ%j)l/ 2 may produce a
finite-sample confidence interval with coverage probability lower than the nominal level when the
design is not balanced or the number of covariates is relatively large compared to the sample size;
see Lei and Ding (2021) and Section 5. Meanwhile, the classic Neyman-type variance estimator for
the difference-in-means estimator is asymptotically equal to pflS% + Py 138. Since

MW%W?%Z%MHTWWWF%@L

V}tlocr? still improves the inference efficiency compared to the classic Neyman-type variance estimator.

ToM regression is more robust than the with-interaction regression because of the following
two reasons. First, both 7™ and 71 are special cases of calibrated estimators of the form 7 =
Eie& cY; — Zie&) ¢;Y;, where ¢;’s are the calibrated weights (Deville and Sarndal, 1992; Deville
et al., 1993). Let Z(z) be the sample mean of z; under treatment z. As presented in the proof of

Theorem 2, the calibrated weights for 7™ are

—1 R B .
it = 2 {520 = Vs + 72 m = Vs b - 8(D1er? i €Sy,

c‘gom — —1
ngl 447 {pSQ(no —1)s30) + P17 (m = l)Si(l)} {zi = 2(0)}pg”%, i€ .

(2

In contrast, the calibrated weights for 71 are

-1 R -

oot = porl {m =12y} {m - E0) ies,
C’i - _1 A .

n(?l +pi7, {(nO - 1)53(0)} {zi —2(0)}, i€ So.

We use c'*™ and ¢! to denote the vector of c!°™’s and c™’s, respectively.

The non-calibrated weights used for the difference-in-means estimator are n; ! (z = 0, 1) for units
in the treatment arm z. Although both 7%*°™ and 7™ are asymptotically optimal, the calibrated
weights of 71 are not satisfactory. For example, negative or large weights may occur, which affect
the robustness of the regression-adjusted treatment effect estimator. Deville and Séarndal (1992)
proposed a distance between the calibrated and non-calibrated weights to measure the calibrated

weights’ robustness. For complete randomization, the distance measure is derived as

F(e) = Z G(eing) + Z G(cing), where G(z) = (z —1)%/2.

1€ST iGSQ

Here G(c¢in.) is the distance between the ratio of the calibrated and non-calibrated weights and
1. Large value of F(c) suggests the existence of extreme calibrated weights. Theorem 2 below
indicates that 7%°™ is better than 7™ in the sense of embodying non-extreme calibrated weights.
In other words, 7%°™ makes fewer changes to the calibrated weights than 7 to achieve the same
level of efficiency improvement.

Theorem 2. F(c°™) < F(clm).



Second, for model-based inference, Huber (2004) observed that the inverse of leverage score
measures the number of units required to determine the fitted value of Y;. The gross error is not
reflected in the residuals of high leverage score points. Leverage score also plays an important
role for design-based inference. High leverage score negatively affects the asymptotic theory and
corresponding inferences (Dorfman, 1991; Lei and Ding, 2021). Theorem 3 below indicates that

7tom ig better than 7™ in terms of having smaller leverage score.

Theorem 3. Leverage scores in the with-interaction regression are

nt o= 20} {m - Ds2 ) z: =30}, ies,
ngt + {z; — #(0)}7 {(no ~ 12 )} {z; — 5(0)}, i€ S

In contrast, leverage scores in ToM regression are

lin
plin —

ni g = 5} (m = D)2 + (1 /p0)P(n0 — 1)33(0)} CREORIREES

h;om _
nﬂ_l + {xl - '%(O)}T {(no - 1) z(0) + (pO/pl) (n1 — 1)3i(1)} {l'z — CU(O)}, 1€ 8.

Moreover, for i = 1,...,n, h{°™ < plin,

Because cluster randomized experiments can be viewed as complete randomized experiments at
the cluster level, we obtained results that correspond to cluster randomized experiments; see the
Supplementary Material for more details. In the following two sections, we extend ToM regression
to stratified randomized experiments and completely randomized survey experiments, respectively.

3. ToM regression adjustment in stratified randomized experi-
ments

Stratified randomized experiments are a combination of several completely randomized experi-
ments conducted independently in each stratum. It is natural to extend ToM regression adjustment
to this experimental design. For simplicity, we use the same k to denote covariate dimension. Con-
sider a stratified randomized experiment with H strata. We use index h to denote quantities with
respect to population in stratum h (h = 1,..., H), which leads to the stratum-specific analogs of n,
N, P2y Y(2), T, S2, Spzy 52, 2 = 0,1, denoted by np, npz, Phe, Ya(2), Tn, S}%x, Shaz S}le, z=0,1.
Throughout this section, we assume that 2 < np, < np —2 for all h = 1,..., H. We use double
index hi (h=1,...,H, i=1,...,n3) to denote unit ¢ in stratum h. Let Y3;(2) (z = 0,1), Yp;, Thi,
xp; and Zjp; be the potential outcomes, observed outcome, unit-level treatment effect, covariates,
and treatment indicator of unit hi, respectively. Denote the total population size by ng, = Zthl np
and the proportion of population size of stratum h by 75, = ny/ng,;. The average treatment effect
is

H nhp H Np H
Tstr = nstr Z Z{Yhz Yhz str Z Z Thi = Z ThTh, (3)
h=1i=1 h=1 i=1 h=1

where 75, = Z?:hl Thi/np is the average treatment effect in stratum h.
Replacing 7, in equation (3) by its unbiased estimator

Np nh
Py = Z ZpiYni/nn1 — Z(l — Zni)Yhi/mho,
i—1 i—1
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we obtain an unbiased estimator of gy, Tstr = ZZI T Th. As demonstrated by Liu and Yang (2020),
Tstr 18 the OLS estimator of the coefficient of Zp; in the following regression:

H H

Yii~ 1+ Zy; + Z(éhq — 7Tq) + Zni Z(éhq — 7Tq),
q=2 q=2

where dj4 is the stratum indicator, 6,4, = 1 if ¢ = h and 64 = 0 otherwise.
The straightforward extension of Lin’s with-interaction regression to stratified randomized ex-
periments is as follows:

H H

Yii~ 1+ Zp + Z(5hq — ) + Z Z(5hq —Tg) + (Thi — Th) + Zni(Thi — Tn).
q=2 q=2

However, it can be showed that this regression-adjusted estimator, that is, the OLS estimator of
the coefficient of Zj;, guarantees the improvement of efficiency if the following Assumption 2 is
true. Otherwise, it may degrade the efficiency.

Assumption 2. (i) Propensity scores are the same across strata, that is, pp, = p1, for all h =
1,...,H, (ii) n =ny ornp, > oo forall h=1,... , H.

Equal propensity scores can be ensured across strata through the design; however, Assump-
tion 2(ii) may be unrealistic in many stratified randomized experiments. To remedy this condition,
Liu and Yang (2020) proposed the following weighted regression:

. H H
,u)lu_l
Yii ¥ 14 Zni+ > (Ong — 7q) + Zni D _(Ong — 7q) + (Thi — Tn) + Zni(ni — Tn),
q=2 q=2

where w};‘ = Zpnn/(npr — 1) + (1 — Zpi)np/(npo — 1).  They demonstrated that the result-
ing regression-adjusted estimator can guarantee the improvement of efficiency without Assump-
tion 2(ii); however, Assumption 2(i) must still hold true. In this section, we apply ToM regression
adjustment to stratified randomized experiments and demonstrate that this regression-adjusted
estimator, denoted by 719™ improves the efficiency without Assumption 2.

We define 719™ as the WLS estimator of the coefficient of Zj; in the following weighted regression:

H H
Yii 14 Zni+ > (Ong — 7q) + Zni D (Ong — 7q) + Thi, (4)

q=2 q=2

with weights
Nh1 —2 Tho

—— 4+ (1 -2y _
Remark 3. Although the weights w}, = Zp;/p3, + (1 — Zn;)/p3, seem like a straightforward
extension of w; to stratified randomized experiments, only wp; can guarantee the improvement of
efficiency and optimality of 7£™. Moreover, when min{ny;,npg} — oo for h =1,..., H, wp;’s are
asymptotically equivalent to wy,’s.

—2
Whi = ZhiPpy

Let 7A'str7x = Zthl Ty The With 73, = Z?il Zhia:hi/nhl —Z?il(l — Zhi)a:hi/nho. We define linearly
adjusted estimator as 7y () = Tatr — BTf'Str,z for some adjusted vector 5. By Wang et al. (2021,
1/2
str

H _ _ H _ _
<‘/Str,7"r Vstr,rx) _ thlghphll‘s]%l + 7Thphol S}%O - WhS}QH- Zh:1ghph115hlz + 7ThpholShO;v
Vstrar  Vitrow S TP Shat + TG Shao > b1 Th(Propn1) "1 S7,

o . ~ ~T T . .
Proposition 2), ny,” (7str — Tstr, Tatrz)  has mean zero and covariance matrix



Let B3 be the optimal linear projection coefficient defined as 8% = arg ming var{#(53)}. Through

. opt _ y,—1 _ —1
simple calculation, we obtain Sg," = Vi, 1 Vtr ar, With V&I‘{Tstr( oin ) = Vite,rr— Vte,ra Vagr o Vitr o

To investigate the asymptotic normahty and optimality of 712 we require Assumptlon 3 below.

Assumption 3. As ng, — oo, for z=10,1,
(i) ¢ <minj<p<p pr1 < maxi<p<pg pr1 < 1— c for some constant ¢ € (0,0.5] independent of ngt,;

(i) > n—y Whphzls;zw, Y ohe 1 Wh(p/ﬂpho) Shz, Y he Whphzlshu, Y he 7ThS have limiting values,
the limit of var{fs, (Bop )} is positive and the limit of Zh 1 ﬂh(phlpho) 162 is nonsingular;

(iif) maxi<p<m maxi<i<n, [Yri(2) = Ya(2)[* = o(nsr), maxi<h<py maxi<i<n, |2hi —Znll3 = 0o(nstr)-

Assumption 3 is quite general, with few requirements related to the number of strata, stratum
sizes, and propensity scores across strata.

. 1/2 ~tom . . .
Theorem 4. Under Assumptlon 3, Ny (To™ — Tetr) 1s asymptotically normal with zero mean and
variance Vigrrr — Vstr,mVSt_r Tz Vistr,zr- Moreover, Tttorm is optimal with minimum asymptotic variance

in the class of linearly adjusted estimators {7y (3) : 8 € R¥}.

Let Vch,str (4 =0,1,2,3) denote the variance estimator of 7™ from the regression formula (4)
corresponding to HC;. Theorem 5 below presents the asymptotic property of Vica str-

Theorem 5. Under Assumption 3,

H
Viica,str = min g, 2> {mapi S (B) + g Sro(B) } + op(ng)), (5)
h=1
where -
Sia(B) = (nn = )71y {Vnil2) = Ya(2) — (wni — 2) T8},
i=1

opt

<, in the formula

The variance of 7, (822" can be derived by replacing Yj,;(2) by Y3i(2) — 2 3
of var(7y;). The optimality of B2 implies that

str

H

var{fus (B} = minngt > {mpicl S (8) + mapid Sho(8) - 2, (6
h=1

Equations (5) and (6) indicate that Vijco s, is an asymptotic conservative estimator of var{ 7, (652 }.

Since Vicastr < VHC3 strs VHCO3 str 18 also a conservative estimator. Therefore, the Wald-type confi-
dence intervals

[i_tom + (VHCj,str) /2 da/2s Ttom (VHCj,str)l/Qchfa/Z , J=2,3,
have asymptotic coverage rates greater than or equal to 1 — a.

Remark 4. Vch@tr (j = 0,1) can be anti-conservative and produce invalid confidence intervals.
See the Supplementary Material for more details.



4. ToM regression adjustment in completely randomized survey
experiments

Survey experiments usually comprise two stages: random sampling of units from a target pop-
ulation and random assignment of treatments to the sampled units. These experiments are widely
used for estimating treatment effect of a target population (Imai et al., 2008). The standard survey
experiments, completely randomized survey experiments, conduct simple random sampling with-
out replacement to obtain a subset of units before assignment of sampled units through complete
randomization into different treatment arms; see, for example Imbens and Rubin (2015, chap. 6)
and Yang et al. (2021).

In a completely randomized survey experiment, suppose n units in the experiment are a simple
random sample without replacement from a target population of size IV, with sampling fraction
f=mn/N. When f = 1, it reduces to the completely randomized experiment. Let R; and Z; be
the sampling indicator and treatment assignment indicator with R; = 1 if unit ¢ is sampled, and
0 otherwise, and Z; = 1 if unit 7 is assigned to the treatment group, and 0 otherwise. Denote
the set of the sampled units by S = {i € {1,...,N} : R; = 1}. By design, Z; is not defined if
i ¢S. Let Y; = Z;Y;(1) + (1 — Z;)Y;(0) be the observed potential outcome for the sampled unit
i. The average treatment effect of interest in completely randomized survey experiments is 7¢s =
SN {¥i(1)=Y;(0)}/N. The difference-in-means estimator 7eps = Yoics ZiYi/n1— ics(1=2;)Yi/ng
is an unbiased estimator of 7 (Imbens and Rubin, 2015; Yang et al., 2021). Here ny = ), s Z; and
no = Y _;es(1—2;) are the (fixed) numbers of treated and control units, respectively. Let p. = n./n
(z=0,1).

We can observe two kinds of covariates: v; € R¥t (1 <4 < N) which is available at the sampling
stage and usually collected from baseline survey conducted by some investigators or previous studies
on the same target population, and x; € R*? (i € S) which is available at the treatment assignment
stage and usually collected after the experiment units are sampled. Here, v; can be a subset of z;.

By a slight abuse of the notation, we define the following finite-population quantities of the NV
units. We use S2, 52, 2, S2 to denote corresponding finite-population variances and S, = S,
Sy = S;;, Syz, Spr = S:I, Syr = STTv to denote the corresponding finite-population covariances.
Let Y (2), Z, ¥ be the finite-population means.

To motivate the form of weighted regression adjustment, we consider a general form of linearly
adjusted estimator proposed by Yang et al. (2021):

7A'crs(ﬁy"}/) = 7A'crs - 5T7A-crs,ac - 7T5Ua

where R
7A'crs,:v:Zzixi/nl_Z(l_Zi)xi/n(]a 51,:@—5, f;:Zvi/n.
€S 1€S 1€S
The linearly adjusted estimator adjusts two kinds of covariate imbalances: the difference between
the sample mean and population mean of the covariates measured by 51,, and the difference between
the covariate means in the treatment and control groups measured by 7es ;. Note that 7es(5,7) is
equal to the difference-in-means estimator applied to the observed adjusted potential outcomes,

Yi(2;8,7) = Yi(z) — (z — po)(v; —0) Ty — 2] B. (7)

Equation (7) catalyzes the use of covariates (z —pg)(v; —0) and x; in the regression adjustment.
Therefore, we propose a WLS regression adjustment of the following form

Yi%I—I—Zi—FSE@'—F(Zi_pO)(Ui_@) (8)
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with weights w; = Z;/p? + (1 — Z;)/p3. Define 75°™ as the estimated coefficient of Z; through the
WLS.

Remark 5. Note that the regression formula only needs to center v; at its finite-population mean
v. In practice, it is very difficult to collect v; and z; for the units that are not in the sample,
that is, 7 ¢ S. Fortunately, v is still available from some baseline surveys. Thus, ToM regression
adjustment is still applicable.

By Yang et al. (2021, Lemma B1), nl/Q(ﬁ;rs — Terss T 5T)T has mean zero and covariance

Crs,r’ “v
‘/CI‘S,TT ‘/crs,‘r:p ‘/crs,‘rv pl_l’S% + p6153 - f572— pl_lslm + pals()m (1 - f)ST’U
‘/crs,;m‘ ‘/crs,acac ‘/Crs,a:v = pl_lsml + palsxo (plp())_l S% 0
V;:rs,m‘ ‘/crs,vx ‘/crs,vv (1 - f)SUT 0 (1 - f)SzQ;

. . . . Opt o —1 Opt o —1 . s
The optimal projection coefficients Bes = Vcr&mvcmm and yers = Vcrwvcrs,w produce the mini-
mum variance,

A opt . opt —1 —1
Var{Tcrs (ﬁcfs ”ch)s )} = ‘/;ZI‘S,TT - Vcrs,mcv Vcrs,oc'r - Vcrs,TvV Vcrs,v7"

crs,xT Crs,vv

~tom

Under Assumption 4 below, we demonstrate the asymptotic normality and optimality of 7.0 in
Theorem 6.

Assumption 4. As n — oo, for z =0, 1,
(i) f has a limit in [0,1) and p; has a limit in (0, 1);

(i) S2, S,., Sys, S2, S2, 52 have finite limits, and the limit of var{7.s(8o% 79" )} is positive
while the limits of S2 and S? are nonsingular;

(iti) max)¥, [¥i(z) — ¥ ()| = o(n), max, [le; — 22, = o(n), max, [lo; - ol|% = o(n).

Theorem 6. Under Assumption 4, n'/2(7f0m — 7.} is asymptotic normal with zero mean and

Crs
variance Vs rr — Vcrs,mV*1 Vers,or — Vcrs,ﬂ,V*1 Vers,or. Moreover Ftom j5 optimal with minimum

Crs,xx Crs,vv » 'crs

asymptotic variance in the class of linearly adjusted estimators {7.s(83,7) : 8 € R¥2, 4 € R},

We can estimate the variance of 719™ by the heteroscedasticity-robust standard error. Let

‘A/ch,crs (4 =0,1,2,3) denote the variance estimator of 7™ from the regression formula (8) corre-

Crs
sponding to HC;.

Theorem 7. Under Assumption 4, for j =0,1,2,3,

VHCj,crs = n_l %H’Yn {pl_l‘S%(/Ba 7) +p61‘9§(67 7)} + O]P’(n_l)a (9)
where
N —
S2(B,7) = (N = 1)1y {Yi(2) = V(2) = (2 — @) B — (2 = po) (vi — 0) T7}2.
i=1
It is easy to show that var{7es(Ben’, v2")} can be derived by replacing Y;(z) by the adjusted

potential outcome Y;(z; BE ng) in the formula of Vi rr. The optimality of (53}’;, 7&%‘3) implies

that
var{fers (B2, 7P} = n ! min {pr'S3(B,7) + 1y ' S3(B.7) — FS2(1)} (10)
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where
N
SN =N -1 {ri—7— (vi —0)"7}2.
i=1

opt

Equations (9) and (10) indicate that Vch,crs is an asymptotic conservative estimator of var{7eys(SBers » Yors

and thus an asymptotic conservative estimator of var(7™). Therefore, the Wald-type confidence
intervals

[f'ctfsm + (VHCj,crs)l/QQa/% Fiom 4 (VHCj,crs)1/2Q1fa/2 , J=0,1,2,3,

have asymptotic coverage rates greater than or equal to 1 — a.

With the assumption that the units are a random sample from an infinite superpopulation,
Negi and Wooldridge (2021) demonstrated that the variance estimator constructed by the with-
interaction regression is anti-conservative if the covariates x; are not centered at their finite-
population mean but at their sample mean which introduces an extra variability. This conclusion
holds for completely randomized survey experiments with 0 < f < 1. In practice, T is often not
available; consequently, the with-interaction regression adjustment is not applicable for 0 < f < 1.
In contrast, ToM regression adjustment does not require the centering of covariates x; at . The
resulting point estimator is consistent and asymptotically normal and the variance estimator is
asymptotically conservative regardless of f.

5. Numerical studies

In this section, we compare the finite-sample performance of the point estimator and variance
estimator derived by ToM regression adjustment with existing competitors in the literature in com-
pletely randomized experiments, stratified randomized experiments, and completely randomized
survey experiments.

5.1. Complete randomized experiments

In his seminal paper, Lin (2013) demonstrated the equivalence of with-interaction regression
adjustment and ToM regression adjustment in a low-dimensional and large-sample setting that
the asymptotic theory works perfectly. In this section, we consider a relatively large dimension of
covariates compared to the sample size. We further investigate how “imbalance in information”
between treatment and control groups can influence the performance of the estimators, which is
reflected by p, and the signal-to-noise ratio defined later.

We set n = 100 and generate data using the following model:

Yi(2) = fo(zi) + ei(2), with f.(z;) = oy + xiTBZ, z=0,1, i=1,...,n, (11)

where (o, 8,) has independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) entries generated from t3, t-
distribution with three degrees of freedom, for z = 0,1. Thus, there is heterogeneity between
treatment and control groups. The covariates z;’s are realizations of independent random vectors
drawn from N(0,X) with ¥;; = 0.66;; + 0.4 (1 <,j < k), where ¢;; = 1 if i = j, and 0 otherwise.
The errors e;(z)’s are realizations of i.i.d. normal random variables with zero mean and variance
fulfilling a given signal-to-noise ratio SNRz, that is, ratio of the finite-population variance of f,(z;)
to that of e;(2). After generation, {(Y;(1),Y;(0),z;)}, are fixed. The treatment assignment stage
assigns n1 = pin units to the treatment group and a completely randomized experiment is simulated
1000 times.

12
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Table 1: Parameters in simulation

P 0.3,0.4,0.5
random seed 1:100
completely randomized experiments k {1,5,9,13,17,21, 25,29}
SNRO {0.25,0.5,1,2}
SNR1 {0.25,0.5,1,2}
strata {MS,FL, MS+FL}
random seed 1:100
stratified randomized experiments k {1,5,9,13,17,21, 25,29}
SNRO {0.25,0.5,1,2}
SNR1 {0.25,0.5,1,2}
random seed 1:100
. . k {2,5,8,11,14,17}
completely randomized survey experiments SNRO {0.25,0.5,1,2}
SNR1 {0.25,0.5,1, 2}

We focus on the root mean squared errors (RMSE) of point estimators and empirical coverage
probabilities of 95% confidence intervals. We vary the SNRz (z =0, 1), k, and p; in each scenario.
Table 1 presents the values of the factors considered in the simulation. Each scenario is repeated
under 100 different random seeds.

Figure 1 depicts the percentage reduction in RMSE of 7%°™ versus 71", that is, RMSE(#")/ RMSE(7tom) —
1 when p; = 0.3. The results for p; = 0.4,0.5 are provided in the Supplementary Material. It can
be observed that the RMSE of 7™ is overall smaller than that of 7™ and the percentage reduc-
tion in RMSE increases as k becomes larger. ToM regression-adjusted estimator 7Y™ is clearly
advantageous when the majority group (control group) has a larger SNR and the minority group
(treatment group) has a smaller SNR. This is because 7™ uses the data from both groups in a
pooled fashion, with larger weights bestowed to the minority group and 7™ in a separate fashion
with equal weights. Therefore, the performance of 7 heavily depends on how well it estimates
the adjusted coefficient in the minority group. When the minority group has a small SNR, the
adjusted coefficient may be poorly estimated by 71,

Figure 2 depicts the coverage probabilities of 95% confidence intervals constructed by (7t Vﬁ%n(;),
(7tom, V}lliéo), and (710, VI%O) when p = 0.3. It can be observed that these three methods tend to

have worse coverage probabilities when k becomes larger. Combination of (7%°™ Vﬁ%‘g) is the most

X

robust under all scenarios. Similar results were observed by Lei and Ding (2021): Vi3, tends to

underestimate the variance for large k. In contrast, I_tl‘é% provides a better variance estimation for

large k. Combination of (7™ Vjtom) has larger coverage probabilities on average than (71" Vi )
when k is large. Therefore, its use is recommended. If one prefers a less conservative inference when
k is small, combination of (7t°™ VII{‘(‘}O) is recommended. Moreover, all combinations have better
coverage probabilities if the minority group has a larger SNR and majority group has a smaller
SNR. In contrast, all combinations have worse coverage probabilities if the minority group has a

smaller SNR and majority group has a larger SNR.
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Figure 1: Percentage reduction in RMSE of 7™ versus 7 when p; = 0.3.

5.2. Stratified randomized experiments

We consider three kinds of strata size distributions: (1) many small strata (MS); (2) a few large
strata (FL); and (3) many small strata compounded with a few large strata (MS+FL). For each
scenario, strata sizes {ny} thl are generated as independent samples with (1) H = 20 from uniform
distribution on {10, 11,...,20}; (2) H = 2 from uniform distribution on {140,141,...,160}; and
(3) H = 12 with 10 strata sizes from uniform distribution on {10,11,...,20} and 2 strata sizes
from uniform distribution on {140, 141, ...,160}.

The potential outcomes are generated from the following random effect model:

Vii(2) = fre(ni) + eni(2), with faz(@hi) = ane + 21,802,
2=0,1, h=1,....H, i=1,....np,

where the intercepts and slopes are generated by 5y, = 3.+ (h, and oy, = v, +np, with (o, 8,) and
(Mhz,Chz) (2 = 0,1) embodying i.i.d. entries generated from t3 and standard normal distribution,
respectively. The covariates x;’s are realizations of independent random vectors of length &k from
N(0,%) with 3;; = 0.6d;; + 0.4. ep;(2)’s are realizations of i.i.d. normal random variables with
zero mean and variance fulfilling a given signal-to-noise ratio SNRz, that is, the ratio of the finite-
population variance of f5,(xp;) to that of ep;(z).

We ensure at least two units in each treatment arm for each stratum. The number of units
assigned to treatment npy’s are generated by np; = |epng], truncated at 2 and np — 2, where
cp’s are i.i.d. samples from Beta distribution Beta(4,5). We vary the strata size distribution,
SNRz, and k in each scenario. Values of these factors are presented in Table 1. Each scenario
is repeated under 100 random seeds. For each seed and each scenario, we simulate the stratified

14
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Figure 2: Coverage probabilities for p; = 0.3 in completely randomized experiments.

randomized experiments 1000 times and compute the empirical RMSE of point estimators and
empirical coverage probabilities of 95% confidence intervals.

So far, Lin’s with-interaction regression adjustment has not been extended to stratified ran-
domized experiments. Therefore, we consider constructing point and variance estimators from
the conditional inference or projection perspective and using a plug-in principle (Yang et al.,
2021; Wang et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2021). Recall that the optimal linearly adjusted coefficient

is ﬁ;’tﬁt = Strlmvstw. Let Spu1, Sha0, Siy» and s2, be the sample analogs of Shz1, Shzo, S3, and
S2,. We estimate S0 by P& = v ze Vatr,or With
H
f/str,xr = Z 7"-hp}jll Shiz T Whp;?ol ShOz-
h=1

Therefore, ?str(ﬁsgit) can be estimated by 75 Str = Futr— (BASptlrg)Tfstm. The plug-in principle is also used
to estimate the normal component’s variance in the asymptotic distribution of 7s, under stratified
rerandomization (Wang et al., 2021). This is equal to the variance of the optimal linearly adjusted

. ~ 1
estimator 7., (Bo2'). We follow their procedure to derive a conservative variance estimator of 75¢,
H
7plg _  —1y) 0 -1 7 ’ _Z 2 -1, 2 -1
‘/str = Ngir (‘/Str,T’T - ‘/str,mc Str7x‘r‘/étr,l'7')7 ‘/StI',’TT - 7"'h{shlphl + Shopho
h=1

Figure 3 depicts the percentage reduction in RMSE of 710m versus 7018, Figure 4 presents

the empirical coverage probabilities of 95% confidence intervals constructed by (712 ,VHCQ str) and

( ~plg Vplg

Tars Vatr ). Both figures are results of many small strata scenario. The results of other scenarios

15



SNR1: 0.25 SNR1: 0.5 SNR1: 1 SNR1: 2
0.4-

%q..%éééééé +$¢$¢éé§ +$$éilééé +%éé¢lééé

GZ'0 :0dNS

sl - AL AL | L

+¢¢ééééé +=¢-é$¢lééé $¢¢ééééé Léﬁééééﬁ

0.4-
0.3-

ol L i L

1 5 9 13 17 21 25 29 1317212529 1 5 9 1317212529 1 5 9 13 17 21 25 29

T ‘0dNS G0 ‘0dNS

C ‘0dNS

Figure 3: Percentage reduction in RMSE of #{0™ versus 778

Torn <ty in stratified randomized experiments
with many small strata.

are similar so we degrade them to the Supplementary Material. It can be observed that, 7™

dominates the plug-in estimator under all scenarios, especially when the dimension of covariates
grows. The increasing outliers in the boxplot as SNRz and dimension of covariates grow imply that
7tom is more robust than the plug-in estimator under these scenarios. Moreover, Figure 4 shows
that the plug-in variance estimator tends to underestimate the true sampling variance and produce
confidence intervals with coverage probabilities lower than the nominal level when the dimension of

covariates is large. Therefore, we recommend (72™, VHCZStr) for stratified randomized experiments.

5.3. Completely randomized survey experiments

We set the population size N = 10000 and sampling fraction f = 0.01 to generate data using
the same model as (11). Let v; = (x;1, z;2) be the covariates available at the sampling stage. We
use (x;, (Z; — po)vi) in ToM regression adjustment, with k£ + 2 dimensions. We set n = N f for
the sampling stage and p = 0.3 for the treatment assignment stage. We simulate the completely
randomized survey experiments 1000 times to compute the empirical RMSE of point estimators
and empirical coverage probabilities of 95% confidence intervals. We vary the SNRz and & in each
scenario. Table 1 presents the values of these factors considered in the simulation. Each scenario
is repeated under 100 different random seeds.

Let si(z) and sz(z) be the sample covariances of covariates under treatment arm z. Let s? be
the sample variance of Yj(z) and s, Sz» (2 = 0,1) be the sample covariances between covariates
and outcomes. Yang et al. (2021) used the plug-in principle to derive linearly adjusted point and
variance estimators. The point estimator is derived by replacing the optimal projection coefficients

(53};2 7&%‘3) in the optimal linearly adjusted estimator with their consistent estimators (Bé’rlsg,%’}?)
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Figure 4: Coverage probabilities in stratified randomized experiments with many small strata.

where

B8 = pofsiy} se +pi{sh0)} Tse0, ARE = {5y} ser — {50y} w0
The variance estimator VCrS 1s derlved using the estimated adjusted potential outcomes Y;(z; Bcrlsg , %)rlf
to replace Yj(z) in n~ (slp1 + Sopo ) Both VHCD7crs and Yang et al.’s variance estimator tend to
underestimate the true sampling variance for large k in finite samples. To remedy this issue, we
use the HCy type estimator Viics «rs suggested by Lei and Ding (2021).

Figure 5 depicts the percentage reduction i 1n RMSE of 7™ versus 7P Similar to the completely
randomized experiments, 7:°™ outperforms 7 #P18 when the dimension of covariates grows. The trend
becomes more evident when the majority group has a larger SNR and the minority group has a
smaller SNR. Figure 6 depicts the coverage probabilities of 95% confidence intervals constructed

by ( ctfsm,VHc:;,crs) and (ﬁf,%‘?ﬁg). It can be observed that the combination of ( gfsm,VHcg,Crs)

maintains an average of 95% coverage probabilities, while the combination of (Tcprlsg,Vcrr’ég) tends
to have low coverage probabilities for large k and performs worse when the maJorlty group has a
larger SNR and the minority group has a smaller SNR. Therefore, we recommend (712, Vic3 ers)

for analyzing completely randomized survey experiments.

6. Applications

6.1. The “opportunity knocks” experiment

The “opportunity knocks” (OK) experiment (Angrist et al., 2014) was a stratified randomized
experiment launched to evaluate the effect of financial incentive on college students’ academic
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Figure 5: Percentage reduction in RMSE of 710™ versus Tcrsg for completely randomized survey
experiments.

Table 2: 74, ., adjusted coefficient, and their hadamard product

High school Previous year ~Age  Whether the student’s mother Whether the student Whether the student has

grade GPA tongue is English lives at home high concern about the funds
Totre 0.003 -0.010 0.028 0.000 0.011 0.023
Bstr 0.186 7.543 -0.089 -0.201 -2.447 -1.914
Tstr,e © Pstr 0.001 -0.075 -0.002 -0.000 -0.027 -0.044

performance. The experiment included first- and second-year students who applied for financial
aid at a large Canadian commuter university. Based on sex and discretized high school grades,
the students were grouped into 8 strata with strata sizes ranging from 46 to 95. In each stratum,
approximately 25 students received the treatment. Therefore, the ppi’s varied across strata. The
grade point average (GPA) at the end of the fall semester was the outcome of interest. We consider
6 covariates in ToM regression adjustment: high school grade, previous year GPA, age, whether the
student’s mother tongue is English, whether the student lives at home, and whether the student
has high concern about the funds.

Table 2 presents Tgtr,., the adjusted coefficient Bstr, and their hadamard product. We can see
that 719™ adjusts 7y, because the treatment group’s previous year GPA is lower on average, and
more students live at home and have high concerns about the funds.

Figure 7 depicts the average treatment effect estimators, standard errors, and 95% confidence
intervals. Both ToM regression-adjusted and unadjusted estimators show that the average treat-
ment effect is insignificant. That is, we do not have sufficient evidence to support the following:
financial incentive affects students’ academic performance. However, it is interesting to see that
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Figure 6: Coverage probabilities in completely randomized survey experiments.

ToM regression adjustment provides a larger average treatment effect estimator and decreases the
estimated standard error by 22.7%.

6.2. Social Trust in Polarized Times

We re-analyze the experimental dataset from Lee (2022) to evaluate the impact of perceived po-
larization on social trust levels. In this experiment, 1006 Americans over 18 years old were recruited
from an online survey panel. We treat the experimental units as a simple random sample from
the target population, that is, the entire American population over 18 years old. The experimental
units are randomly assigned to read one of the three news articles designed to either promote per-
ceived polarization (more-polarization), reduce perceived polarization (less-polarization), or serve
as a control article. We evaluate the treatment effects of more-polarization and less-polarization
versus the control. The outcome is an index ranging from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating
higher generalized social trust. The following types of covariates are used:

e z;: whether the individual is white and non-Hispanic (racel), whether the individual is black
or African American (race2), whether the individual is Hispanic (race3), whether the indi-
vidual is female (sex), education type (education), household income type (income), marital
status (marital), whether the individual does not go to college (nocollege), and age.

e v;: racel, race2, race3, age, and sex. We obtain v of the target population from the website
of United States Census Bureau.

First, we add the main effect of x; and v;, quadratic terms of the continuous covariates of x;,
and two-way interactions of x; in the full regression model, which produced a design matrix with
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Table 3: Ters 2, adjusted coefficient, and their hadamard product (less-polarization vs control)

age age:education age:marital age:race3 income:racel
Ters,z —0.196 —1.047 —0.206 0.088 0.018
Bers 0.163 —0.011 —0.021 —0.073 0.021
Ters,z © Bers —0.032 0.012 0.004 —0.006 0.000
income:race3 sex:race2 education:marital nocollege:racel
Ters,z 0.057 0.024 0.027 0.004
Bers 0.035 —0.178 0.016 —0.145
Ters,z © Bers 0.002 —0.004 0.000 —0.001

Table 4: T4, adjusted coefficient, and their hadamard product (more-polarization vs control)

age:education age:mnocollege income:racel education:nocollege

Ters,z 0.075 0.009 —0.047 0.041
Bers 0.007 0.028 0.018 —0.038
Ters,z © Bers 0.001 0.000 —0.001 —0.002

50 columns. Then we use forward-backward stepwise regression to obtain a reduced model with 4
and 9 covariates entering ToM regression adjustment for the treatment effects of more-polarization
and less-polarization versus the control, respectively. For both regression adjustments, none of the
v; enters the model.

For the treatment effect of less-polarization versus control, Table 3 and Figure 7 show that
ToM regression adjusts upwards 7.;s mainly because the treatment group is 0.2 years younger than
the control group. Both ToM regression-adjusted and unadjusted estimators indicate that the
average treatment effect is significant, that is, less-polarization articles significantly affect people’s
social trust. In contrast, the treatment effect of more-polarization versus control is insignificant
as presented by Figure 7. ToM regression slightly adjusts 7..s; see Table 4. Compared to the
unadjusted estimator, ToM regression adjustment decreases the estimated standard error by 7.4%
and 4.6%, respectively, for the less-polarization versus control and more-polarization versus control.

7. Extension to rerandomization

Regression adjustment is used at the analysis stage to adjust for covariate imbalance. Reran-
domization is an alternative approach achieving covariate balance in the design stage (see, e.g.,
Morgan and Rubin, 2012, 2015; Li et al., 2018; Li and Ding, 2020; Li et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2021;
Zhao and Ding, 2021b; Lu et al., 2022). Recent work by Li and Ding (2020), Wang et al. (2021), and
Zhao and Ding (2021b) showd that the combination of rerandomization and Lin’s with-interaction
regression adjustment can further improve the efficiency if the analysis stage utilizes more covari-
ate information than the design stage. The same conclusion holds true for the combination of
rerandomization and ToM regression adjustment.

In randomized experiments, it is common that the covariates avaliable at the design stage are
a subset or linear combinations of the covariates available at the analysis stage. In this case, the
asymptotic normality and optimality of the ToM regression-adjusted estimator and the asymp-
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Figure 7: Point estimators and 95% confidence intervals of ToM regression-adjusted and unad-
justed methods for two real datasets. The numbers on top-right of the confidence intervals are the
corresponding confidence interval lengths.

totic properties of the heteroscedasticity-robust variance estimators still hold if (1) rerandomiza-
tion (Morgan and Rubin, 2012) is used in completely randomized experiments, or (2) stratified
rerandomization (Wang et al., 2021) is used in stratified randomized experiments, or (3) rejective
sampling and reradnomization (Yang et al., 2021) are used in completely randomized survey exper-
iments, or (4) rerandomization based on cluster-level covariates (Lu et al., 2022) is used in cluster
randomized experiments.

8. Discussion

We re-examine ToM regression adjustment and justify its robustness compared to the with-
interaction regression adjustment from three perspectives: first, ToM regression adjustment pro-
duces less extreme calibrated-weights; second, ToM regression adjustment produces smaller leverage
scores; third, when the dimension of covariates is large or there is an imbalance in information be-
tween treatment and control groups, ToM regression adjustment produces estimator with smaller
mean squared errors and better coverage probabilities. We proved the applicability of ToM regres-
sion adjustment to stratified randomized experiments, completely randomized survey experiments
and cluster randomized experiments. Under each design, we showed that the ToM regression-
adjusted average treatment effect estimator is asymptotically normal and optimal in the class of lin-
early adjusted estimators. We also studied the asymptotic properties of several heteroscedasticity-
robust variance estimators derived from the ToM regression adjustment and found that some of
these variance estimators may be anti-conservative. Our results are design-based and allow model
misspecification. Lastly, the inferential procedure can be easily implemented by standard statistical
software packages.

The asymptotic theory may not be applicable when the number of experimental units is small.
In such cases, we suggest using Fisher-randomization tests with studentized test statistics obtained
from ToM regression adjustment (Zhao and Ding, 2021a). The Fisher-randomization tests yield
finite-sample exact p-values under the sharp null hypothesis and are asymptotically valid under the
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weak null hypothesis, with the average treatment effect as zero.

Our asymptotic analysis assumes that the number of covariates is fixed. However, in many
randomized experiments, such as A /B tests, the number of covariates can be very large, even larger
than the sample size (Bloniarz et al., 2016; Lei and Ding, 2021). ToM regression adjustment can
be easily extended to high-dimensional settings by adding an appropriate penalty on the adjusted
coefficient. It would be interesting to study the design-based properties of this extension.

Finally, our theory focuses on experimental designs with binary treatment and perfect compli-
ance. In practice, researchers may be interested in the effects of multiple-valued treatments in the
presence of noncompliance. It is interesting to extend the applicability of ToM regression adjust-
ment to analyze randomized experiments with multiple-valued treatments (Fisher, 1935; Liu et al.,
2021; Ye et al., 2022) and/or noncompliance (Imbens and Angrist, 1994; Angrist and Imbens, 1995;
Angrist et al., 1996; Ding and Lu, 2017).
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Supplementary Material

Section A provides parallel results for cluster randomized experiments.

Section B provides additional simulation results.

Section C provides formulas of the heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors HC; (j =0, 1,2, 3).
Section D provides proofs for the results under completely randomized experiments.

Section E provides proofs for the results under stratified randomized experiments.

Section F provides proofs for the results under completely randomized survey experiments.

A. ToM regression adjustment in cluster randomized experiments

Cluster randomized experiments randomly assign the treatment at the cluster level with units
in the same cluster receiving the same treatment status (Hayes and Moulton, 2017). Cluster ran-
domized experiments have been widely used in empirical research when individual-level treatment
assignment is infeasible or inconvenient.

Consider n; units nested in m clusters of sizes n; (i =1,...,m, > ;= n; = ng). By design, m,
clusters are randomly assigned to the treatment group and mg = m — m; clusters are assigned to
the control group. Let Z; be the treatment assignment indicator for cluster . With a slight abuse
of notation, let p, = m,/m. We use ij to index unit j in cluster ¢ (i = 1,...,m, j = 1,...,n;).
Let x;; and Yj;(2) (z = 0,1) be the covariates and potential outcomes for units ij. Let ¢; be the
cluster-level covariates. The average treatment effect is

m  n;

Ta=ng' Yy > {¥ii(1) - Yi5(0)} .

i=1 j=1

Let 72 = ng/m be the average cluster size. Let V;.(2) = 7~} > iL1Yij(2) (2 =0,1) be the potential
outcome total of cluster i scaled by 2~ and V;. = Z;Y;.(1) + (1 — Z;)Y;.(0) be the observed scaled
potential outcome total. Then, the average treatment effect can be rewritten as

Ta=m"1Y {¥i(1) - Yi.(0)}.

=1

Similarly, we define scaled covariate total ;.. We can view cluster randomized experiments as
complete randomized experiments on the cluster level with cluster-level data {(Y;.,c;, ., Zi) iy
(Li and Ding, 2017; Middleton and Aronow, 2015). Su and Ding (2021) showed that regression ad-
justment using scaled covariate total together with cluster size n; leads to larger variance reduction
compared with individual-level regression adjustment. Given assumption similar to Assumption 1
on {(Y;.(1),Y;:.(0), ¢, #.,m;) }™ |, we have results in parallel with those in Section 2 in the main text.

Let (%glom, VHijcl) be the estimated coefficient and heteroscedasticity-robust variance estimator
of Z; in the following weighted regression:

Vi N1+ Zi+ ¢+ &+ i,
where w; = Z; /p? +(1—Z;)/p?. Corollary 1 below is a direct result of Proposition 1 and Theorem 1.

Corollary 1. Under Assumption 1 with n = m, Y;(2) = Y;.(2) (z = 0,1), z; = (¢;, Zi., ), (i) 7lom
is consistent for 7, asymptotically normal, and optimal in the class of linearly adjusted estimators,
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(ii) the probability limit of mf/ch’d (j =0,1,2,3) is larger than or equal to the true asymptotic

variance of /m7™, and (iii) the Wald-type 1 — a confidence intervals

~ ~1/2 A ~1/2 .
|:T(§10m + VHéj,clqa/% Tctlom + VHéj,Clql—a/Q] , J= 07 17 27 37

have asymptotic coverage rates greater than or equal to 1 — «.

B. Additional simulation results
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Figure 8: Percentage reduction in RMSE of 7™ versus 7 when p; = 0.4.

Figures 8-11 show the simulation results for completely randomized experiments when p; = 0.4
and p; = 0.5. Under these two more balanced scenarios, the advantages of 7%°™ over 71 are not as
significant as that when p = 0.3. In particular, when both SNR1 and SNRO are large, 7°™ performs
worse than 7. This may be because the adjusted coefficients in both the treatment and control
groups are well estimated by 71", Therefore, for a nearly balanced design, we still recommend the
use of (71, Vil ).

Figures 12-15 show the simulation results for stratified randomized experiments with a few large
strata and many small strata compounded with a few large strata. The conclusions are similar to
those in the main text.

We also conduct simulation for cluster randomized experiments. The potential outcomes are
generated by the following random effect model:

}/;J(Z) = fzz(l‘lj) + eij(z), with fzz(isz) = iy + .17;;[321, z=0,1,72=1,....m, 5=1,...,n,.

We set the number of clusters m = 50. The cluster sizes {n;}!", are generated uniformly from
the set {n € N | 4 < n < 10}. The intercepts and slopes are generated by (.; = (. + (,; and
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Table 5: Parameters in simulation under cluster randomized experiments

random seed 1:100
k {1,3,5,7,9}
SNRO {0.25,0.5,1,2}
SNR1 {0.25,0.5,1,2}

Qi = Q. +1;, where (a;, 8,) and (1,4, (i) have i.i.d. entries generated from t3 and standard normal
distribution, respectively. The covariates x;;’s are realizations of independent random vectors of
length £ from N (0, %) with ¥;; = 0.6d;; + 0.4, and e;;(2)’s are realizations of i.i.d. normal random
variables with zero mean and variance fulfilling a given signal-to-noise ratio SNRz, i.e., the ratio of
the finite-population variance of f.;(x;;) to that of e;;(z).

We set the proportion of clusters assigned to the treatment group p; = 0.3. After we have
generated the data, we use the scaled cluster totals in the analysis stage. We use k + 1 covariates
(Z4.,m;) in the regression adjustment as suggested by Su and Ding (2021). Again 1000 cluster ran-
domized experiments are simulated and empirical RMSE and coverage probabilities are computed.
We consider scenarios with all parameter values presented in Table 5

Figures 16 and 17 show the results. The conclusions are similar to those in completely ran-
domized experiments. Despite a few outliers, the trend is more obvious when the data is generated
with clustering feature.
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C. Heteroskedasticity-robust standard error and notation

Let Y € R™ be the outcome vector, X € R™** be the covariate matrix and W be a diagonal
matrix. Consider a weighted regression with working model

Y=XB+e, e~NOW?.

The leverage score of the ith unit, denoted by h;, is the ith diagonal entry of the following
matrix:

X(X"wx)"'xTw.
Denote the estimated regression coefficient as B , with
B=(XTwx)"'xTwy.

Let é; be the regression residual of unit i. Suppose that the target estimand is d' 3, where d
is a known vector. Then the point estimator is d' /3 and the heteroskedasticity-robust variance
estimator is

AT XTWX) I XTWAWX (X TWX) 4,

where A is a diagonal matrix consisting of squared scaled residuals é? = (1;¢;)?, with 7; varying
for different estimating methods. In particular, n; = 1 for HCy, n; = {n/(n — k)}~/? for HCj,
n = (1— hi)_l/2 for HCy, and n; = (1 — h;)~! for HCs.

We use lower case letter “s” to denote sample variance and covariance. For example, s, is the
sample covariance of z; and Y;(0), and s? is the sample variance of Y;(1). We use “(z)” (z = 0,1)
to denote sample mean, variance or covariance computed using samples from treatment arm z. For

2
%
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example, 3925(1) is the sample covariance of ; in the treatment group and Z(1) is the sample mean of
x; in the treatment group. We use a hat to denote estimated quantity, such as Z(1). Let & denote a
vector with 1 at the ith dimension and 0 at other dimensions. For square matrices A and B, write
A > Bif A— B is positive definite and A > B if A — B is non-negative definite. Let [A]; ;) denote
the (7, j)th element of matrix A. Let S, = {i : Z; = z} be the set of units under treatment arm z
(or S, = {hi: Zy; = z} for stratified experiment). Let || - ||op and || - ||oc denote the operator norm
and infinity norm of a matrix, respectively. For two random variables U; and Us, write Uy ~ U, if
they have the same limiting distribution. Let I; be the identity matrix of dimension j x j; 1, be
the vector of all 1’s of length j; and 0; be the vector of all 0’s of length j. We use maxy, ; to denote
mathzl max; ", for short. We use maxy, , to denote max{j:1 max_.cyq,0) for short.

D. Proofs for the results under completely randomized experi-
ments

D.1. Preliminary results

Proposition 2. 70 = 7 — 317 where
Ber = {pr (1= nyY)s3q) + 00 (1= sk} Hpr (L= ny ) ser + 5" (1= 17 ) sao}-

Proof. Note that regression with weights w; is equivalent to OLS regression with data multiplied
12, By Frisch-Waugh-Lovell (FWL) theorem (Ding, 2021), the estimated coefficient of x; in

%

by w
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Torn <ty i1 stratified randomized experiments
when there are a few large strata.

w2

the weighted regression can be derived by the OLS regression wi1 / 21@ ~ w;'"Z;, where

Yi=Yi— ZiY(1) - (1= Z)Y(0), & = — Zi(1) — (1 - Z)i(0).

n -1 n
5 — T Y
Ber = Wi T3 T; wiZ; Y | .
i=1 =1

szffz =p; (nl — 1)833(1) —|—p62(n0 - 1)52(0),

Then

Simple algebra yeilds that

szﬂvﬁszz =p;2(n1 — 1)sz1 + py 2 (10 — 1)540.
i1

It follows that

Bor = {p1 ' (L= ny Hsiy + w0 (L =ng ")t} " Hpr (1= ny Dsar + 00 (1= 1g")sa0}-

tom

By the property of OLS regression, 7°°™ is the estimated coefficient of Z; in the WLS regression of

CL‘;FBCI'% 14+ Z;.

Therefore, 7™ = 7 — 31 7,. O
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Figure 13: Coverage probabilities in stratified randomized experiments when there are a few large
strata.

Lemma 1 below is from Li et al. (2018, Lemma A16).
Lemma 1. Under Assumption 1,
2 _ g2 _ 2 2 _ _
ss— 82 =op(1), Sy — Sz =op(l), Szz—Sz:=op(l), 2z=0,1.
Lemma 2. Under Assumption 1, e, — B = op(1).
Proof. By Proposition 2,
Bee = P (L= ni )52y + 05 (1= ng " )sao) ) Hpr (L= nisar +pp ' (1= ng s}
Under Assumption 1 and by Lemma 1, we have
(p1po) 182 = {py (1 =y )2y +pg (1 —ng t)s o)} = op(1),
Py Ser 4151 Se0 — {p1 (1 —ny sar +pg (1= ng a0} = op(1).
Therefore,

Ber — {(p1p0) " S2} (p7Sa1 + Py ' Swo) = op(1).

By definition, the second term in the left-hand side of the above equation is equal to B3Pt Therefore,
Ber — BX" = op(1). O
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Figure 14: Percentage reduction in RMSE of 759™ versus Tszzlrg in stratified randomized experiments

when there are many small strata compounded with a few large strata.

Lemma 3. Under Assumption 1,
Opt = argﬁmln {P1 Sl 5) + Dy 1So (ﬁ)}
Proof. Note that

P S2B) + p5 " S3(8) =pi* (57— 287 S1 + BTS28) + 1" (S8 — 267 a0 + 57 528)
=y 'S7 + 1o tS3) — 28" (911 Sw1 + 1y tSk0) + (p1po) M BT S2A
=Vir + 572— - 2/6TV;CT + 5 szﬂv

where the last equality is due to the definition of V., V., and V.
Taking derivative with respect to 3, we have

argﬁmin{pflsf (8) + 15" S§(B)} = Via Var = B

O]

Let é; denote the residual of unit ¢ derived from the ToM regression adjustment. Let si(z)
denote the sample variance of the residuals corresponding to treatment arm z, i.e.,

s2y = (m —1)" ZZel, 20y = (no— 1)1 (1 - Z,)é}.
=1
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Figure 15: Coverage probabilities in stratified randomized experiments when there are many small
strata compounded with a few large strata.

Lemma 4. Under Assumption 1,
sy — SABLY) = op(1), 2 — SR(BLY) = op(1).
Proof. Note that & = Y; — ] Be. Therefore,

(m— 1) &7 =57 — 28501 + BLstyBer = ST — 2(8FY) T Sur + (BTS2 + 08(1)
1€EST

= ST(BP") + op(1).

The second equality is obtained by Lemmas 1 and 2. Similarly, we can prove the second half of
Lemma 4. O

Proposition 3 (Li and Ding (2017)). Under Assumption 1,
1/2 T—T - Vir Vi
e (L) (o)
D.2. Proof of Proposition 1
Proof. Note that
n1/2(7¢t0m o 7_) _ 77,1/2{72 (50pt)'|' Am} + nl/Q(IBopt BCr)T%:c
:nl/Q{i——T—( Opt)TA }+n op(1 )Op(n_1/2)
= 245 7 — (BT H + 0p(D),
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Figure 16: Percentage reduction in RMSE for cluster randomized experiments.

where the first equality is due to Proposition 2 and the second equality is due to Lemma 2 and
Proposition 3.
By Proposition 3 and the definition of SoF", we have

n'2 {5 — (BT 7, & N0, Ver — Vig Vg Var ).

Compounded with Slusky’s theorem, the conclusion follows. O

D.3. Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Because completely randomized experiment is a special case of stratified randomized exper-
iment with H = 1. The conclusion for j = 2 is a direct result of Theorem 5, so we omit its proof.
The conclusions for j = 0, 1,3 can be proved with slight modifications of the proof of Theorem 5,
so we omit them.

O
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Figure 17: Coverage probabilities for cluster randomized experiments.

D.4. Proof of Theorem 2
Proof. By Proposition 2,

7A_tom

+
—1
Bcr = { pl_z.’fl.i';r + ZPOQ‘%Z‘%T} {Zp ;Y + Zp T z}

1€ST 1€So

= {pl_Q(nl - 1)533(1) +pa2(n0 - z(O)} {Z p_2u Y + Z ;0_2 uz 7,} .

i€Sy 1€So

~tom ~tom __
Rewritten 719" as 719 = 37, o ci°™Y; — 37, ci°™Yi , where

1
oM =nyt =1y {p1_2(n1 — 1)s2 1) +py (no — 1)33;(0)} pyE, Q€S

g =ngt + 7] {pIQ(m — 1)s3 1y +pg 2(no — 1)52(0)} poEi, i€ S
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Note that

7A_lin

T (pofr + p1fo),

7/;
-1
B = {Ziyaf ;Y {(nl—l } > &Y,
I€S] ;

1€81 1€S]
-1
A v v 9
Bo = E TiT, z;Y; {(no —1)s } § ;Y.
1€So 1€8o i€So
Rewritten 710 ag 71in =

2651 Cz Y — ZZES C "Y;, where

. 1

c?“ = nl_l —pO%xT {(m — 1)32(1)} T, 1€ 8y,
. 1

C?n = ngl —|—p1?;— {(no — 1)83/,«»} .fi, 1€ 80.

Next, we prove that ¢!°™ minimizes the total distance

= Z G(eing) + Z G(cing), where G(x)
1€S1 1€S0

(z —1)%/2,

under the constraints (12) and (13) below.

Zcizl, ZCZ':L

(12)
€S €S0

Z CiT; — Z cix; = 0.

(13)
IS 1€So
In contrast, ¢ minimizes the total distance under the constraints (12) and (14) below.
docmi=% Y cmi=7, (14)
1€S1 iESo

Because (14) implies (13), F( tom) < [ (cliny
Denote ¢ the vector of ¢;’s. Consider the following Lagrangian function

L% (e, A1, Ao, Ay Z 2-

cm1—1 —1—22 (cin 0—1
€S 1€So

Zci—l —)\0 Zci—l —)\;— Zcixi—Zcixi
€S 1€Sp €S 1€Sp
Setting the gradient of L™ (c, A1, Ao, Az:) to 0, we have
nl(cml - 1) - )\1 - )\;CL‘Z = 0,

1€ 8y,
no(cmo — 1) — Ao+ )\I.’El =

0, €S
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Summarizing equation (15) for ¢ € S and by the constraint (12), we have
A==\ 2(1).
Summarizing equation (16) for i € Sy and by the constraint (12), we have
Ao = A} Z(0).
Plugging (17) into (15) and (18) into (16),
ni(cng — 1) — )\T% =0, 1€8,
no(cing — 1) + )\Tl‘z =0, 1€8p.
Therefore,

c; = nfl + TLIZ)\TCEZ', 1 € 8y,

¢ =Ny ~1_ ng QAT:BZ, 1€ 8.

Plugging (21) and (22) into (13),

—29 T —29 oT
E ny “x;x; + g ng “T;t; p Ay = 0.

€S iESo

Therefore,

-1

—1
=Y onEE ) ngtEE p o e =— {”fZ(nl — )82y + 1 (no — 1)52(0)} 2

€81 1€Sp

Plugging (23) into (21) and (22), the minimizer of F'(¢) under constraints (12) and (13

e =it = 2] {ng?(no — 1)s%q) +ni 2 — 1)82(1)}71 n;%z

=nyt -7 {PEQ(”O - 1)52(0) +p%(n— 1) a:(l)} 1 i€ Sy,
ci = nal + 77 {na2(n0 1)s? Sy0) T n1 (nq m(l)} 1 ng 2%

="y +%a—:r{po (no—l) ()+p1 (n1—1) x(l} ' 2k, i€ Sp.

Similarly, consider the following lagrangian function:

;Chn(c >\17)\07 xls IO Z 2- Cznl - ]- + Z 2 CZTLO — 1
IS i€So

(23)

) is

Zci—l — Ao Zci—l _)\;cl'l Zcil‘i—.@ _)‘;:FO ZCZ‘ZCZ‘—.CZ'

1€S] 1€S0 €S €Sy
Setting the gradient of £ (c, A1, Ao, Ax1, Az0) to 0, we have
ni(eny —1) — A\ — )\Tlxi =0, 1€8y,

no(Ci’I’Lg—l) )\0—)\ 20%i = 0, 1€ 8p.
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Summarizing equation (24) for ¢ € S; and by the constraint (12), we have

M= —Ap (1) (26)
Summarizing equation (25) for ¢ € Sy and by the constraint (12), we have

Ao = —Ag02(0). (27)

Plugging (26) into (24) and (27) into (25),

nl(cml — 1) — )\Ili'i =0, 1€ 81, (28)
no(cino — 1) — Ajo@; =0, i € Sp. (29)
Therefore,
ci=nyt+n i\ E, €S, (30)
C; =ng —|— ng )\oni, 1€ 8. (31)

Plugging (30) and (31) into (14),

{2(1) =2} + 4 > nEE] A =0,

IS

{2(0) — 2} + Y " ng&iE] p Ao =0.

1€So
Therefore,
-1
—25 oT 2 - -2 2 -t
Z ny “T;x; {z(1) —z} = — {”1 (ng — 1)536(1)} POTs (32)
i€S1
-1
A — _1 A
Mo = =4S mg2aE] o {#(0) — 7} = {nOQ(no - 1)s§(0)} P17 (33)
i€So

Plugging (32) into (30) and (33) into (31), the minimizer of F'(c) under constraints (12) and (14) is

ci = nl_l —p()f'xT {(nl — 1) m(l)} Ti, 1€ 51,

-1 ~T -1 o .
C; ="Ngy + P17, {(ng — 1) oc(O)} i, 1€ 8p.

D.5. Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. By definition, the leverage score h{°™ is the ith diagonal element of
Xtom {(Xtom)TWXtom}_l (Xtorn)TW
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where X% is an n x (2 + k) matrix with the ith row of X*°™ being (1, Z;, z; ).
The leverage score hi™ is the ith diagonal element of
xlin {(Xlin)TXlin}_l (Xt T

where X" € R"*(242k) with the ith row of X™ being (1, Z;, (z; — )", Zi(z; — %) 7).
Let Xt ¢ R"*(+F) with the ith row being (1 — Z;, Z;, &, ). Let X'™ € R™*(2+2k) ith the ith
row being (1 — Z;, Z;, (1 — Z;)&] , Z;z). Since

] 1 0 0 10 —@(O)T
Xtom — xtem | 1 1 0 01 —z()" |,
0 0 Iy 0 0 Iy,
1 0 0 0 1 0 z' —z(0)7" 0
Sl _ gl | —1 100 01 0 T —2(1)"
0 0 I O 0 0 Iy, 0 ’
0 0 —Ik Ik 0 0 0 Ik
then
xlin {(Xlin)TXlin}_l (Xl = Xlin {(Xlin)TXlin}_l (X,
-1 . . y -1
Xtom {(Xtom)TWXtom} (Xtom)TW _ Xtom {(Xtom)TWXtom} (Xtom)TW_
Note that
ng 0 0 0
o . 0 mn 0 0
lin\ T vlin __
XY= 0 0 (-1, 0 )
0 0 0 (o — 1)s% ¢
5 § n0p62 0 0
(Xtom)TWXtom _ 0 n1p1—2 0
0 0 prP(m—1)skyy + 2y (no — 1)s g
Therefore,
—1 .
plin —

)

v

nyt+ i) {(nl - l)si(l)} x;, for i€eSy,
} Z;, for i€ Sy,

-1
ngt + ] {(no - 1)82(0)

-1
nyt & {(m — l)si(l) + (p1/po)?(ng — 1)53(0)} Z;, for i€ &y,

hgom = -1
ngt + &) {(no - 1)33:(0) + (po/p1)*(n1 — 1)5325(1)} Z;, for i€ Sp.

Since si(l) >0 and si(o) > 0, then

{(nl ~ 1)52(1)}_1 > {(m — D)3y + (p1/po)*(no — 1)53«(0)}_1 ,

{(no - l)si(o)}_l > {(no — 1)s2) + (po/p1)*(n1 — 1)«%26(1)}_1

Therefore, h{o™ < hlin,
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E. Proofs for the results under stratified randomized experiments

E.1. Preliminary results
Let iy = ap; — Zidn(1) — (1 — Z)@p(0) and Yi; = Vi — ZiYi(1) — (1 — Z;)Y4(0). Let S, =
{i=1,...,np: Zp; =z} for z=0,1, h=1,... H.

Proposition 4. 719 = 7, — B Fiir.z, where

H “lrm
Bstr = [Z {’/Thpf_ﬂlsix(l) + Whp}:()lsi%x(O) }] [Z {ﬂ_hp}tllshxl + Whp}:olshx[)}] .
h=1 h=1

Proof. By FWL theorem, the estimated coeflicient of xp; in the weighted regression can be dervied

as the OLS regression of w,lu/szhi ~ w}w/ 2§:hi. Therefore,

H ny -1 H ny
~ o uT YRR Y,
e — (zzw) (zzwhim) |

h=1 i=1 h=1i=1

Simple algebra gives that

H np H
o oT -2 2 —2 2
Z Z WhiThiTp; = Z {phl Nh1Sha(1) T Pro ™hoShe(0) },
h=1i=1 h=1
H np H
o T -2 -2
Z Z WhiThiYy; = Z {phl Nh1Shal + Ppo nhOthO}-
h=1 i=1 h=1
Therefore,
—1
H H
5 —1.2 —1.2 —1 —1
Bstr = Z {mnpp; Sha(1) T ThPho Sha(0) }] [Z {7ThDp1 $hat + ThDpg Shao }
h=1 h=1

By the property of OLS, 719™ is the estimated coefficient of Zj; in the WLS regression:

str

H H
Yii = 2piBste 1+ Zni+ > (Ong — 7g) + Zni D _(Ong — mq).
q=2 q=2
It follows that 750™ = 7, — B Fetre- O

str

Lemma 5. Under Assumption 3, for z = 0, 1, we have

H H
-1.2 —-1g2
Z ThPhz Sha(z) — Z ThPp Sh:c = O]P(l)a
h=1 h=1

H H
> TPyt sh. = Y TPy Sh. = op(1),
h=1 h=1

H H
—1 -1
Z ThPp, Shxz — Z ThDp, Shaz = OIP’(]-)'
h=1 h=1
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Proof. These are direct results of Lemma 7 in Wang et al. (2021), although Assumption 3 is slightly
weaker than that used by Wang et al. (2021). O

Lemma 6. Under Assumption 3,

Bstr - ﬁstr = OIP’(l)-

Proof. By Lemma 5,

H H

—-1_2 -1 g2
Z ThPp,, Shz(z) - Z ThPp,, Sh:l: = Op(l),
h=1

h=1

H H

—-1.2 —-1g2
Z ThPhz She — Z ThPhz Shz = OP(]-)'
h=1 h=1

Therefore,

H -1 H
{Z Whpi:llsl%x(l) + Whp}:olsi%x(O) } (Z ThDpt Shat + Whp,:oltho> -

h=1 h=1
H -1 g
{Z Th (phlpho)_lsl%x} (Z ThDj Shat + ThDhg thO) = op(1).
h=1 h=1

opt

< - Lherefore, the conclusion follows. O

The first term is Bstr and the second term is 3

Let ép; be the residuals from the weighted regression (4). One of the variance estimator can be
derived as

H

Vir =ng Y {Whpiﬁlsieu) + Whpﬁolsiem)} ; (34)
h=1
where .
h
She(l) (np — 1)~ Z Zhlehzv Sie (0) — = (nno — 1)_1 Z(l - Zhl)é%n
i=1

Lemma 7 below shows that (34) is a conservative estimator of the variance of 7™,

Lemma 7. Under Assumption 3,

H
nstertr = mﬂin Z {Whpiﬁlsizzl(ﬁ) + Whp;;olsi%o(ﬂ)} +op(1)
h=1
where
Sh(B) = (np — 1)~ Z{Yhz (2) — (zhi — n) ' BY
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Proof. Note that

Netr Vstr

H
1.2 1.2
= Z {”hpm She(1) T ThPho she(O)}
h=1

- AT AT ; - AT AT 5
Trhphll {S%Ll - Zﬁstrshﬂcl + lgstrsix(l)ﬁsu} + 7Thphol {5%0 - 2Bstrsh960 + Bstrs%zx(())ﬁsm“}

M= T

w83 — 2088 Shar + (55 53,58}

>
Il
—

+ mnpig { SFo = 20808 Shao + (BT SEHR' | + op(1)

H
=" 7 { it SR (B) + pry SR8} + 0p(1). (35)
h=1
The second equality is derived by Lemmas 5 and 6. By the optimality of 53",
H
gt = argmin 3 mn {pi;! S31.(8) + pig o)} - (36)
h=1
The conclusion follows from (35) and (36). O

The following proposition is from Wang et al. (2021). Assumption 3 is slightly weaker than that
used by Wang et al. (2021), but it does not affect the conclusion.

Proposition 5 (Wang et al. (2021)). Under Assumption 3,
1/2 Tstr — Tstr | - Vstrrr - Vatr,re
n . ~ N |0, ’ ’ .
str ( Tstr,z ) ( |:‘/str,x’r Vstr,a}az:| )
E.2. An equivalent form of regression formula

In this section, we prove that two regression formulas (37) and (38) below are equivalent in
terms of point and variance estimators for the average treatment effect under stratified randomized
experiments. It is useful for proving Theorem 5.

Recall the regression formula we use in the main text

H H

Yii 14 Zni+ > (Ong — 7q) + Zni > (Ong — 7q) + Thi, (37)
q=2 q=2

where 6, = 1 if ¢ = h and 5, = 0 otherwise, and

— Nh1 — T ho
Whi = Zhiphlzm +(1— Zhi)pth o — 1

It is equivalent to the following weighed regression

H

H
Yii S Zitng + (1= Z0i)ong + (2hi — 7). (38)
q=1 q=1
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Let Xgp = (Xs—trr,l, . vaTtr,H)T € R X (2H+k) he the design matrix of regression (37) with the
ith row of X, 5 being

(1, Znis Ong — 72, Onm — TH, Zni(Ona — 72)s s Zni (Onm — TH), T1)-

Let B = (E),...,E})T € Rt=uXCH+K) he the design matrix of regression (38) with the ith row of
E, being

(Znidn1s - - - > Znidng, (1 — Zni)onts - - -, (1 — Zni)onm, (xhi — Tn) ).

Let W be the digonal matrix of wp;’s and Y be the vector of Yp;’s (h=1,....,Hi=1,...,np).
Let 1 and (3 be the estimated coefficients of regression (37) and (38), respectively. Then

~

B = (X oW Xger) 1 X,

str str

WY, By=(ETWE)'ETWY.

Next, we prove some lemmas to build the equivalence between these two regressions. Let ¢ =
(035,10)". Let d = (m1,,..., 7y, —71,...,—7H,0, )" be a vector of length 2H + k. Lemma 8
below shows that they have the same estimated coefficient for the covariates.

Lemma 8.
0T By =07y = Bar.
Proof. In the proof of Proposition 4, we have shown that
0By = B
Similar to the proof of Proposition 4 with FWL theorem, we have
0" By = B
O

Lemma 9 below shows that we can derive the same average treatment effect estimator. Recall
that & € R2H#*F is a vector with 1 at the second dimension and 0 at other dimensions.

Lemma 9.
g Br=d By =75,
Proof. In the proof of Proposition 4, we have shown that
& B =7
It suffices to show that

T A __ ~tom
d' Ba =T

By the property of OLS and Lemma 8, the estimated coefficient of (1 — Zp;)0ny and Zp;dng (¢ =
1,..., H) can be derived in the WLS regression of

H H
Yhi — (xhi - :fh)T,Bstr B Z Zhiéhq + Z(l - Zhi)(;hq-
g=1 q=1
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It follows that the estimated coefficients of Zj;04 and (1 — Zp;)dp, are, respectively,

17‘1(1) - {‘%q(l) - jq}TBstrv Y;J(O) - {%q(o) - jq}TﬁAstra
for g =1,..., H. Therefore,

H ) A . )
A"y = Zﬂh [th(l) —{&p(1) — 7} " Bt — Y3 (0) + {Z4(0) — 9?h}T5str]
h=1

O

Lemma 10. The residuals from regressions (37) and (38) are the same, which are equal to Yj,; —
avv;lﬂstr for unit hi.

Proof. By the property of OLS, the residuals of regression (38) are equal to those of the following
regression:

H H
Yii — (@ni = Zn) Bste D Znidng + 3 (1= Zni)dng-
q=1 q=1

The residuals of regression (37) are equal to those of the following regression:

H H
Yni — xZiBstr U + Zpi + Z((shq - 7rq) + Zhi Z(éhq - 7Tq)'
q=2 q=2
Note that the fitted values of the above two regressions are the same for units in the same stratum
under the same treatment arm. Therefore, the fitted value of unit A is the mean value over the
units in the same stratum under the same treatment arm with hi. Thus, the residuals of unit hi of
regressions (37) and (38) are both equal to Yj; — f;ﬁm. O

The leverage scores of these two regressions are the diagonal elements of the following matrices

—1 —1
Xor (XT WXM) X W, E(ETWE) ETW.

str str¥V o

As shown in the proof of Lemma 11, E = X, @ (The explicit formula of ) can be found in the
proof of Lemma 11). The fact that @ is an invertible matrix indicates that

—1 —1
Xewr (XT WXW) X W=E (ETWE) ETW.

str str

Therefore, the leverage scores of these two regression formulas are the same. We denote by hp; str
the leverage score corresponding to unit hi. We will derive the formula of hp; 4, in Section E.3.
Let é; = }V/hi — i:;ffstr be the regression residual of unit hi. Let é,; = np;én; be the scaled
residual where ny,; = 1 for HCo, npi = {nstr/(nste — 2H — k)}/2 for HCy, np; = (1 — hhi’str)_l/Q for
HCy, np; = (1—hhi,str)_1 for HC3. Let A be the diagonal matrix of é}?w (h=1,...,H,i=1,...,np).
By Lemma 9, regressions (37) and (38) lead to two variance estimators for 72™, which are
derived as

€2T (Xs—trrWXStr)71Xs—ErWAWXStT(XsTtrWXStT)71627
d"(ETWE) 'ETWAWE(ETWE) .
Lemma 11 below shows the equivalence of these two variance estimators.
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Lemma 11.

& (X W X)) XL WAW X (X W Xoir) 6o

str str str

=d" (E"TWE) 'ETWAWE(E"WE)1d.

Proof. First, we give the explicit formula of Q subject to E = X, Q. Let P;; € REHTk)x2H+kK)
denote the matrix with the (4, j)th element being 1 and the other elements being 0. Let I denote
identify matrix of size 2H + k. We can verify that

H H H H 2H
Q=[]0 +mPrg)) [T + 74 Prgrm) [T = Prvgars) [J(T = Para2) [ [T = Pri)@1@Qo,
q=2 q=2 q=2 q=2 t=2

where

I A
Q1= (&, 8H+2:-- - &1, 61,83, -, El41), Q2= < %H . >’
A= (F1,..,Z0,T1s .. TH)

Here (I + mgP1g41) (¢ = 2,...,H) corresponds to the operation of changing 0p, — 74 to dpg;
(I +7gPog+n) (@ =2,...,H) corresponds to the operation of changing Zp;(dng — mq) t0 Zpidng:
(I—=Ptiqq+1) (¢ =2,...,H) corresponds to the operation of changing 54 to (1—Z;)0n,; Hf:z (I—
Prtq42) corresponds the operation of changing Zp; to Zpiopi; H?fz(l — P, 1) corresponds to the
operation of changing 1 to (1 — Zp;)dx1; Q1 corresponds to the operation of reordering the positions
of the regressors; and ()2 corresponds to the operation of centering xp; at Ty,.

After some calculation, we can verify that

LQ=d'.
Therefore,

& (X W Xotr) ™ X, WAW Ko (X, W Xer) 7' 62

=& QE"WE) 'ETWAWE(E'TWE) Q&
=d"(E'"WE) 'ETWAWE(E"WE) 4.

O

E.3. Leverage scores of ToM regression in stratified randomized experiments

Define ‘A/Smm = Zthl T, {p,:ll six(l) + p,:ols%m(o)} . Define wy(z) the regression weights for units

in stratum A under treatment arm z with
wpi = Zpiwp(1) + (1 = Zpi)wn(0).

Proposition 6 below provides the formula of leverage scores of ToM regression in stratified
randomized experiments.

Proposition 6.
-1, Ty -1 -1 .

Bhi str = Ny + Ihiv;tr,a:xxhiwh(l)nstry 1 € Sp,
i,str 1 Tl 1 .

Mo + Tpi VatraaThiwn (0) gy, @ € Spo.
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Proof. Let Xty = ()u(;t—r’l, e ,)V(;LH)T € R X (2H+K) with the ith row of )v(m’h being
(Znidn1s - -+ Znidna, (L = Zni)Ont, - - -, (L = Zni)Onar, (Zhi) ).

There exists a squared and invertible matrix ¢ such that )E'Str = Xstr@. Therefore,

Xeor (XstrWXstr>_ XIW = Xy (X WXm> X w.

str str

Note that

XWX =

str

nuwl(l)

nleH(l)
nlowl(())

nHowH(O)
H .
e 1 Dies, wh(l)mThif;ﬂL
Yics, Wn(0)Enidy,; }

Moreover,

H H
1 B R
3 { S wn Wi + 3 w0 } = > i sty + Pt } = Vet

n
str h=1 “ieS 1€So h=1

Therefore,

1 -1 .
Nk str = nhl + xhzvstr :ca:a:hlwh(l) Ngtry ¢ € Shi,
i,str = 1 ™ '
hO + xhzv;tr acxxhlwh(o) Ngrs 1€ Sho-

Lemma 12. Under Assumption 3,

H str x:c”op - OP( )7 H str, xa:HOO - O]P’( )
Proof. Let

H H
’ - -1
Vi= Zﬂhphlls}%x(l)’ Vi= Zﬂhpm Shes

h=1 h=1
H
9 —-1.2 -1 g2
Vb = Zﬂ-hpho sh:c(O)’ % = Zﬂ’hpho th‘
h=1 h=1

By Lemma 5, for j =1,...,k, j/=1,...,k,

Vi = Vil ol = op(1),  |[Vo — Valggnl = op(1).
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Therefore,

Vi = Villoo = Hjl?,XHVl Vil < Z Vi — Vil (| = op(1).

33’
Thus,
“ N 9 1/2 N
IVi = Villop < [t { (Vi =1)?}] " < KIVR = Villoo = 0p(1).
Similarly,
Vo = Valop = 02(1).
Thus,

H‘A/str,mz - ‘/str,szop S Hvl - Vi”op + H‘}O - Vb”op - O]P’(l)-

By Assumption 3, the limit of Vi »o is an invertible matrix. Let Amin(Vstrzz) > 0 be the smallest
eigenvalue of Vi 2, and there exists a constant ¢ such that Apin (Vitr,ze) > ¢ for sufficiently large
nstr- By Weyl’s inequality, with probability tending to one,

Hf/str,xz - ‘/Str,CEIHOP < C/2 - AInin(‘/vstr,;tz) - )\min(‘/;tr,xx) < C/2

> C &
- Amin(‘/str,za:) > )\min(‘/str,mx) - 5 > 5
Therefore, with probability tending to one,
A1 . 2
H Str7xx||0p == )\min(‘/str,x:v) < E
7—1 ; r—1 Or—1 r—1
Thus7 H‘étr,xw”%’ = OP(l) Since ||Vé,tr,a:xH00 < ||v;,tr,mcHOp7 then H str,xx”oo = OP(l) O

Define

-1 .
gy, i€ Shi,

9hi = 1 .
Npos L E Sho-

Lemma 13. Under Assumption 3,

max |Phistr — gni| = op(1).

)

Proof. By Lemma 12,

-1

H}ILB%X |hhi7str - ghl‘ < ||‘A/str,a::v S_tll‘

)

llop max |wy, (2)| max &, pin
h,z hyi

1
r

< Ve

traaa|lop max [wy, (2)| max k| — 2 3ng
’ h,z h,i

= Op(1)O(1)o(ngtr)ngr = op(1).
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E.4. Proof of Theorem 4
Proof. Note that

1/2(Atom 1/2(501)(3

1/2 ¢ A N A N
Ngtr (Tetr — TStI”) = nst/r {TSU” — Tstr — ( ) Tstr 36} + Nty str BStr)TTSU":l”

1/2 ¢ A 1/2
= nst/r {TSU” = Tstr — ( str ) Tstr 17} + 7/Ls‘c/r O]P< )OP( str/ )

1/2 ¢~ ~
= 02 e — Tt — (B T} + 0p(1)

= 0 A (BEY) — T} + 08(1),

where the first equality is due to Proposition 4 and the second equality is due to Lemma 6 and
Proposition 5.
By Proposition 5 and the definition of ﬁggt, we have

nl/2(7ﬁstr — Tstr — (55*“ )T'f_str :c) ~ N(O; Vstr,TT - Vstr,T;tVSt_r xxvstr,:m')~
Compounded with Slusky’s theorem, the conclusion follows. O

E.5. Proof of Theorem 5

Proof. We use the following formula of the variance estimator
d"(ETWE) 'ETWAWE(ETWE) 'd.

Let up; = xp; — Tp. Define H by

Hy1 Hipo T
H = =FE WAWE /ng,
Hy1 Hoyo ’
where
~9
Hyip = ng liag | wi(1 Z el w Z &4, w3 (0 Z €14, W Z e,
i€S11 1€SH1 i€S10 1€SHO
T
Hoy = Hyjy =

sti w%(l) Z é%iullﬁ“"w?{(l) Z é%{iuHiaw%(O) Z é%iuli""’w?{(o) Z é%{iuHi )

1€S11 i€ESH1 i€S10 i€SHo
H
-1 2 T 52 2 T 22
Hyy = ng, E wy, (1) Z UniUpi€h; + wh(0) E UhiUp;€h
h=1 i€Sh1 1€Sho
Define G by

_( Gn G2\ _ T
G = ( oG ) — ETWE/ng,
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where

G11 = ng; diag (nywi(1), ..., ngiwg (1), n1owi (0), . .., naoww(0)),

G21 = G12 —nm Z uh,...,wH(l) Z uHi,wl(O) Z uh-,...,wH(O) Z UH; N

1€S11 1€SH1 1€S10 1€SHo
H
-1 T T
Goz =ngt > A wp(1) > upsug; +wi(0) Y upsu;
h=1 i€Sh1 i€Sho

Define A by

_ A1 App
A=G = .
( Aoy Ao )

By the formula of inverse of 2 x 2 block matrix, we have

A1 = Gy + G Gra(Gaz — GG G12) 'Ga G,
Agy = Mg = —G1'G12(Gaoy — G21G1 G12) 7!

Let dy = (m1,..., 7y, —71,...,—TH), it is easy to see that
> T An
nete Virgjsee = dp (( Ain Ane )H< A >d1-
21
To derive the formula of VHCj,Str, we calculate the following two quantities:
(i) G1_11G12, (ii) Gog — G21G1_11G12.
For (i), we have
p— ey o o fay T
G111G12 = (Ul(l), s ,UH(l), u1(0)7 ceey UH(O)) .

Denote G1_11G12 by U.
For (ii), we have

H
_ 1 A
GQQ — G21G111G12 = " Z wh Z uhluhl + wh ) Z uhiu;i — UTG12
str h=1 1€Sh1 1€Sho
H
1 T
= Z wp (1 Z upgug; + wp(0) Z Upillp; ¢ —
str h=1 1€Sp1 1€Sho
1 H
ip (1) (1) " 0)nnotin (0)in (1) "
(Dnpiun(L)un(l) + wp(0)naoun(0)un(1)
Nstr h:1
1 o T
= wp (1 Z a:;nachZ + wp(0) Z Thilp,
Nstr .
h=1 1ESH1 1€Sho

A~

Th {phl Sha(1) T Pho th(O)} = Vitr,za-

I
Mm

T

1
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Expanding (39), we have

A
di (Aur Aro )H(A; >d1

= dir ( Gfll + vastrlzmcUT _U‘/str ,TT

str,xzx

str,zx

—d] (G + UV, 0T ) Hy (GRt + Vg, U7 ) dy + d] 0
—2d/ (G;l + OV UT> HioVigh, U dy.

str,xzx

Let

Gil + U‘/s rlxxUT
>H< 11 V—l tUT dl

ov,!

str,xx

Ty = d{ G HuGyl'dy, To=d{ G HnOVg,!,,U'dy,

Tz =d] UV}

str,xx

T5 = dTUV ! UTH12V7 U dlv TG = dTU‘/;tr szQQY/Strlw:B

str,xx str,xx

Next, we derive the formula related to 7; (i = 1,...,6).

leleG Hy1Gldy

—Zﬂh > - %wi(l){Z’ﬂW(l)} +Z7Th > T Epyw

str str

h=1 1€Sh1 = 1€Sho
H
Z Z nstrehznhl Zﬂh Z nstrehznho
h=1 1€Sh1 h=1 1€Sho
H
= Zﬂh Z &hi/nm | ppt + Z &hi/mho | Pho
h=1 1€SK1 1€Sho
il n -1 1
_ ~ hl S
d{ G HnU = Zm{ wh(l)} > wh(Dép—un(1)"
h=1 Mstr icS str
hl
d Tho - 1
Y m{ M0 Y wt0)d o)
h=1 str i€Sno str
H H
= Zﬂhnhll wh(l)ehiﬁh(l) — Zﬂ'hnho Z W,
h=1 1€Sh1 h=1 i1€Sho
A 1
OTHL0 =Y @)} S @) — b+
h=1 i€S Mtstr
h1l
H
> {ﬁh(o)ﬂh(O)T} Z ewi (0 ;
nstr
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str

Hyo VL

UTHHUVtr LU dy, Ty=d] G, ngvtr LU0y,

U'd.

2
h

0{

str,xzx

U'd



H
_ n
dIGulHu:E Wh{ "L on(1) } E emum

’LEShl

=l npo -1 1
2 T
- wh<o>} wh(0) Y Sl
1€Sho str
H

H

—1 =2 T —1 =2 T
Zﬂh”m wp (1) Z Chihi — Zﬂh”ho wp(0) Z €hilhis
h=1 1E€ESH1 h=1 1€Sho
H

u 1
~ ~ 2 T
Uh ehzuhz Uh Chiln;—— n
=1

h=1 lEShl Nstr ZESho str

Next, we prove that Ty = ngu Ve {1 + 0p(1)} and T; = 0p(1) (i = 2,...,6). Note that for HCy,
77;212- =(1- hhi,str)_l and by Lemma 13,

max [, /{€5; (1= gni) ™} = max [nf; (1 = gni)| = 1+ 0p(1).

Therefore,

"
Ty => mn Y el —gn) mppl + Y (1 — gni) " /mnoppg {1+ op(1)}

h=1 i€Sh1 1€Spho
H

= Z T q (M —1)7 Z €hibp + (nno = 1)7 Z Eupno ¢ {1+ op(1)}
h=1 1€Sh1 1€Sho

:ns‘crf/str{1 + O]P’(l)}-

Note that (l—ghi)f1 < 2, maxy 77;2” = Op(1), nstrf/str = Op(1), maXxp, » ]phz | =0(1), maxp, g ||thHgo =
o(nstr) , maxy, , |wy(2)| < 2maxy, , \p,:3| = O(1). Therefore, we derive the following stochastic order
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for terms related to T; (1 =2,...,6),

|d] G Hi1U || < max lni|| oo th (npp — 1)~ Z Eripnt + (npo — 1)~ Z EniDne

h=1 1€ESH1 1€Sho
H H
< H}llaX [[2hilloo Z 7Thphl She Z Whpho She(o) max 77hz
h=1 h=1

IN

max || up; ||co max |pgz1 |nstr Vit max
h h,z h

5T ) )

= o(n}/?)0(1)0p(1)0(1) = 0z(nl?),

str str

H H
. N 1
10 e b 4 3 i f+ 324 ¥ Ao |]

TL n
h=1 \ics), str h=1 % icSn, str

Skr%’fliXHUhiH maX\wh Zﬂ'hphl She( )+Z7Thpho She(0 maXUm
=0(nstr)O(1)Op(1)Op(1 ): P(nstr)
H
||dTG LHisoo <n}11ax||uhl||oonéax |phz thphl She(1 —i—ZWhphO She(0) maxnhZ
h=1 h=1
=o(ng)O(1)Op(1)0p (1) = ow(nit/f%
1T Hialloo <max||th|| mhax\wh Zﬂhphl She(1) +Z7Thph05he() H]llaixmzn
h=1 h=1 ’
=0(nstr)O(1)Op(1)Op(1) = op(ngsr),
H
([ Hazlloo SH}llaiXHuhngo max [wp(z Alnge Y qwn(l) D &+ wn(0) D &,
’ ’ h=1 1€Sh1 1€Sho

< e |2, o zwhlshe +zwhphos,w s,

=0(nst:)O(1)Op(1)Op(1) = OP(nstr)-
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Note that dTU = 7 »+ Therefore,

Ty =|d{ G HuU V!, U dy| = |df G HnU V! Fstr o

str,zx

—1/2 1/2
k||t ool d] G Ht U o) mnm - op< ) op(ni?)OR(1) = op(1),
‘T3| :’dTU‘/&.t—r waTHHUV;t_r mele, - ‘ U HllUVtrxxTStrfC‘

<k?|| st e oo VagraoaU T H1n U Vg [l 17 (nget’*)op(nstr) Op(ngh’*) = op(1),

str,zx

|T4| *’dl C;'lll‘[_‘r12 str, J;xUTd1| - |dTG Hl?‘/str xxTStr ac‘ < k2||dTG111H12||OOH str, xxHOOHTStFJ?HOO
1 2
=op(nl}?)0p(1)Op(ng?) = 08(1),
ITs| =|d{ UV UTHVEE UTdy| = |7

str,xx str,xx

tr T str ,TT

U Hyp V!

str,xx

tr T str ,TT

<k4||TStr 1"”00” str acmHOOHUTHlQHOOH str mac”OOHTStT l"HOO

2
=O¢(n st/ )02 (1)0r (1) O (1) O (s *) = 0w (1),
|T6| _’dT HZ?Vtr me dl‘ - |7_strx str, :E:):H22Vtr LT

tr T

<k4||7'str x”OOH str m||00||H22||OO|| str, m”oouTstrzHoo

=Op(nyy"*)Op(1)0p(115t:) Op (1) Op(ngy*) = 0p(1).

Thus,
nstrVHCQ,str = nstrf/vstr{1 + OJP’(l)}-

Combining with Lemma 7, we complete the proof.

E.6. Proof for Remark 4

We give an example to show that VHCj@tr for j = 0,1 are anti-conservative. Similar to the proof
of Theorem 5, we have, for j =0, 1,

H
Viacgsr =D mh S | D @ha/m | ot + | D E/mno | oo ¢ + 0p(1)-
h=1

1€ESH1 1€Sho

Therefore

H
Viicoste = Y 7n S | D ri/nm | opt + | D én/nno | oy ¢+ op(1),
h=1

1€Sp1 1€Sho

A~ n . _ R _
VO st = _;t;I ? Zﬂ'h S éi/nm |yl + | DL En/nmo | g ¢+ o(1).

1€SH1 1€Sho
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Let npy =3 and npg =2 for h=1,..., H. By Lemmas 5 and 6, we have

H
Vicose =Y mn g | O /3| ol + | D /2 | pag ¢ +or(1)
h=

SIS i€Sho

H H
=2/3 {Trhp}:llsie(l)} +1/2 Z {Whpﬁolsie(o)} +op(1)

h=1

=2/3 %" {mupil ST (881 } + 1/2Z{mph SE (B } + op (1),

h=1
5H
Vhcrsr =g kZ Yo/ o+ | D /2 | pag o+ oe(1)
=1 1E€Sp1 1€Sho
H
=10/9 Z{ hphl she }+5/62 {Whpho She(0 )} + op(1)
H H
=10/9 Y {mupil SR (8281 } +5/6 3 {mpig SRa(BE | + 02(1)
h=1 h=1

Therefore, Vicostr is anti-conservative when

H H
1/3 Z {Whphl S (B ;)tﬁ)«t)} +1/2) {Whpho Sho(ﬁgg«t)} - > S > 0;

h=1 h=1
VHCLStr is anti-conservative when
H H
—1¢g2 t -1 t
—1/9 Z {Whphl 5h1(5§§ )} +1/6 Z {Whpho ShO ;)t}; } Z 7ThS}m- > 0.
h=1 h=1

F. Proofs for the results under completely randomized survey ex-
periments

F.1. Preliminary results

tom S

~T A ST ~
Proposition 7. 700" = Ters — Teps 2 Bers — 0y Jers, Where

’AYcrs 1- nl_l)svx(l) - (1 - nal)svx(O) (pl - nil)sz(l) + (pO - 7171)812,(0)

(pll(l —ny )swl +py (1 - nol)sz())
(1 =1y s — (1 =g )s00

R _ _ _ _ _ _ —1
<ﬁcrs> - (Pl HU =y sty e (L=mg st (1= ny)seu) — (=19 )s00(0)
R

Proof. Recall the regression

Yi% 1+ Z;+x;+ (Zi — po)(v; — ), where w; :pIQZi+p62(1—Zi).
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Let ¥; = v; — Z;v(1) — (1 — Z;)v(0). Recall that S is the set of sampled units. By FWL theorem,
~ o o v _1 o
<Bcrs> _ < Zz‘eg wzxzx;r Zies wi(Zi - p0)$z T) < ZieS wiL;Y; y ) .
Yers Yies wilZi — po)0iE] Y ics wi(Zi — po)* Uit Sies Wil Zi — po)b;Y;
Simple algebra gives that

sz% =p] (nl — 1)8326(1) —|—p62(no — 1)52(0),

€S
szfzﬁ =p;2(n1 — 1)sz1 + pg 2 (no — 1) 850,
€S
sz(Z — po)24;5 = (g — 1)812)(1) + (ng — 1)s? 2(0)>
1€S
sz(z pO)UzY; j23 (nl - 1)51)1 — Do ( 0— 1)51)0’
€S
Zwl(Z’L _pO)j’i{}zT =D (nl - 1) zv(l) — Po (nO - 1) zv(0)
€S
Therefore,
. _ _ _ _ _ _ -1
<5ch> _ (P M1 =ng )2y 00 (L=ng)s3g) (1= n7)seay = (1= n5")s00(0)
ﬁ/crs (1 - nl_l)svx(l) - (1 - nal)svx(O) (pl - nil)sz(l) + (pO - nil)si(o)

<p1_1(1 —ny D1 +py ta - ngl)sm)
(1 =nyser = (1 =ng")su0

The following lemma is from Lemma B16 in Yang et al. (2021).
Lemma 14. Under Assumption 4, for z =0, 1,

52 — 5% = op(1), si(z) — 82 =o0p(1), Szz— Szx = op(1),
shz) — S5 = 0B(1),  Sua(z) = Suw = 0p(1), vz — Spz = 0p(1).
Lemma 15. Under Assumption 4,
Bers = B +0p(1),  Aers = 7R + 0p(1).
Proof. By Lemma 14, we have
(1= n7N)spe) — (1= ng Hsya(o) = or(1),
{pr1 (@ =n)s2) 405 (1 =g )5 b — (pipo) 52 = 0x(1)
{(pl —n )2y + (po - n‘l)si(o)} — Sy = op(1),
P (L —ny)se +pg (1 —ng ) se0 — (pflszl +P81510) = op(1),
(1 —nyYsp1 — (1 —ng")sw0 — (Se1 — Swo) = op(1).

Bcrs . (plpO)_l‘S’g 0 - pl_lsacl +paleO =0 (1)
'AYcrs 0 53 Svl - SvO g ’

Recall the definition of S9% and o2 and Sy — Syo = Syr. The conclusion follows.

By Proposition 7,
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Proposition 8 below is from Yang et al. (2021).

-
Proposition 8. Under Assumption 4, \/n (%Crs — Torsy T 53— ) is asymptotically normal with

crs,r?

zero mean and covariance

‘/crs,TT ‘/Crs,’rx ‘/CrS,T’U pl_ls% + Pals(z) - fS72- pl_lslr + palSOr (1 - f)S'UT
‘/;rs,xr ‘/crs,:cx ‘/crs,:cv = pflsccl + po_lscco (plp())il Sg 0
‘/CI‘S,’UT ‘/crs,vm ‘/crs,vv (1 - f)S’UT 0 (1 - f)SS

F.2. Proof of Theorem 6
Proof. Note that

1/2( Actfsm — Ters)

A~

= nl/ {Tcrs — Ters — (ﬁgrpst) Tcrs x (’YS%)TSU} + TL1/2 (/Bg%;;t - Bcrs)—r%crs,a: + n1/2 (’Yggt ’A}’Crs)Tdv
= n1/2{7ﬁcrs — Ters — (ﬁgrpst)—r%crs x = ('Ygrpst)—r‘sv} + n1/2OP(1)OP(n_1/2) + nI/QOP( )OIP(n_l/2)
= n1/2{7ﬁcrs — Ters — ( ::)rpst)—r%crs T (VSr%t)Tgv} + op(1),

where the first equality is due to Proposition 7 and the second equality is due to Propositions 8
and 15. By Proposition 8 and the definition of ﬂgrs and %rs , we have

Crs

1/2¢5 4 opt\ T ~ opt\T & . 1 -1
n / {Tcrs - ( P ) Ters, e — (fYCIPS ) 51)} ~ N(O7 ‘/crs,'r'r - %I‘S,Tx‘/::rs ;pm‘/CrS,SCT - Vcrs,rv‘/crs,vyvcrsm'r)-

Compounded with Slusky’s theorem, the conclusion follows. O

F.3. A plug-in variance estimator

With a slight abuse of notation, let é; be the residual of unit ¢ from the WLS regression (8).

One of the variance estimators of T(ffsm can be derived by

Vars =" {pl 8()+p0 5()} (40)

where

sey = (m =17 ¢, =(no—1)7" > _ ¢

1€S] 1€Sp

Proposition 9 below demonstrates the asymptotic conservativeness of Vers.

Proposition 9. Under Assumption 4,

Vigs =11 mm{p1 SE(B,7) +py ' S3(B,7)} + op(nh), (41)
where
N
S2B7) = (N=1)""D {¥i(2) = Y(2) = (wi —2) B~ (z—po)(v: = D) '7}?, 2=0,L
=1
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Proof. By Lemmas 14 and 15, and similar to the proof of Proposition 7, we have

nVers = Py ST(B2R', 7eR') + 1o S (BeR 7eR) + o(1). (42)
Next, we show that
(BB, 9B = arg min {pr"S1(B.7) + 15" S5 (8, }- (43)
Note that var{7es(89%, yek')} can be derived by replacing Y;(z) by the adjusted potential outcome
Yi(z; opt 78%) in the formula of Vi --. The optimality of (53}?, 78}?) implies that
(BB, 1) = arg min {pr'SE(8,7) + 0y 'S5 (B.7) = FSE(N} (44)

Since (SR, ~R") does not depend on f, then (44) holds for any f. Let f = 0, we have

(BoRE, ASPE) = arg min {p; 'ST(8,7) +py ' S3(B, ) }-
77

The conclusion follows from (42) and (43). O

F.4. Leverage scores of ToM regression in completely randomized survey ex-
periments

Recall that #; = z; — Z;z(1) — (1 — Z;)Z(0) and we similarly define ¥; = v; — Z;v(1) — (1— Z;)v(0).
Define chrs,(a:,v) by

v _ pfl(l - "?)5926(1) "‘pal(l _1"61)5925(0) (1- ”fl)sxv(l) —(1- nal)sm(o)
crs,(@,v) (1 =71 )spz1) — (1 =197 )Sua(0) (p1 — nil)s?)(l) +(po —n 1)312)(0)
—pn-! ( >ies widid Dies wilZi — po)ﬂuﬁz’f’;) )
Sies Wi Zi — po)vid]  >cqwi(Zi — po)? o)

We define the weights for treatment arm z as w(z) = p; 2.

Proposition 10. The leverage score of ToM regression for unit ¢ under completely randomized
survey experiments is
h {nl_l + (a“tT,plfDiT)Tf/_l @, proHw)n=t, i€ Sy,
i,cr8 — o

i crs,(z,v)
ngl + (ﬂs;r, —pof)T)TV_l (f;r, —poﬁg—)w(O)n_l, 1€ 8.

i crs,(z,v)
Proof. Let Xers € R (k1+5242) with the ith row of X s being
(Zi7 1- Zia Jv};rv (Z”L - pO)T}zT)

There exists an invertible matrix () such that Xcrs = Xus@. Therefore,

Crs Crs Crs Crs :

—1 o o o -1
X (XT WXCTS) XTI W = X (XT WXCTS) XIw.
Note that

} } prw(1)
X WXes/n = pow(0)

Crs

crs,(z,v)

o7



Therefore,

crs,(z,v

w
ny! 4 @ —pod) TV ) @ —podDw(O)n i€ Sp.

. _{nl—1+(i~j,plq§jfv—l @ s w()n™t, Qe Sy,
1,Crs

Lemma 16. Under Assumption 4,

r—1 1
||Vcrs,(m7v)”oo = OP(l)v chr&(x,v)HOp = O]P’(l)'
The proof of Lemma 16 is similar to that of Lemma 12, so we omit it.

Lemma 17. Under Assumption 4,
max hicrs = op(1).
The proof of Lemma 17 is similar to that of 13, so we omit it.

F.5. Proof of Theorem 7

Let é; be the residual of unit i. Let €; be the scaled residual with &; = n;é;, where n; = 1 for
HCy, n; = {n/(n — k1 — ko — 2)}1/2 for HCy, n; = (1 — hi7cr5)_1/2 for HCy, and n; = (1 — hmrs)_1
for HC3. The variance estimator HC; (j = 0,1, 2, 3) derives as

Eo (XS W X)) XTI WAW X o (X W X 16) 260,

Crs Crs Crs

where Xeps € R?*(2HF1+k2) with the ith row being (1, Zi, x; , (Z; — po)(vi —0) "), W is the diagonal
2

matrix of w;, and A is the diagonal matrix of scaled residual squares €;.

Motivated by the following equivalent regression
Y; R Zi+ (1= Zi) + (xi — &) + (Zi — po) (vi — D)
An equivalent variance estimator derives as
d"(ETWE)'ETWAWE(E"WE) 14,

where d = (1,—1,0] )T, B € R™ZThith) with the ith row being (Z;,1 — Z;, (z; — )T, (Z; —
po)(vi —9) ). Note that Z is unknown, and therefore the regression is infeasible, but it is useful for
proving Theorem 7.

The proof of equivalence is similar to that in Section E.2, so we omit it. We will base our proof
of Theorem 7 on this equivalent variance estimator.

Proof. Let u; = x; — T and r; = v; — v. Define H by

Hy1 His T
H = =FE " WAWE/n,
( Hy  Hy > /n

o8



where

ODI:AN

)

)

)

Hy = n~ tdiag | w?(1) Z é?,w
i€ST i€So
Hoyy = H;; —n 1 < 112}2(1) Ziesl 612}2% U)2(0) ZiGSO éz 7:”;
w*(1)p1 ZieSl €y —w *(0)po Zieso €iTi
w?(1) Zies é-uZuZT—i— w?(1)py Ziesl e?uirZT—
Hyy— 0! ,,,,@?KQ),Z@DE,@fzﬂ,,1,,@?(9)2@,2&&%@%
w?()p1 Xies, ity — w2§1)p%221631 iy +
(0)po Z'LESO €; il w*(0)pj Zieso €;mir
Define G by
Gui G2 > T
G= =F WE/n,
( Go1 Gao /
where
. S w)d s wi w(0)> . o u;
G11 = n~tdiag (w(1)ng, w(0)ng Gy =Gy =n""! < €51 €50
(w(1) (0)mo) 2= w(1)py ZieSl . —w(0)po Zie&) Ty
Gy = 1 ( w(1) Ziesl um;Tr + w(0) Zieso ulu;r . w(l)pzzles1 ul —w(0)po Zieso ul-r;
w(l)pl Ziesl riui 'U}(O)p() ZiESQ T’iui w(l)p Zlesl T’Lr + w(O) ZiGSO i7"
Define A by
_ Air A
A=G1=
< A1 Ao
G21G11 )

By the formula of inverse of 2 x 2 block matrix, we have

Ay = G+ G G12(Gag — GG Gia) ™
Agy = A1y = —G1'G12(Gor — Go1G11 Gi2) !

Let dy = (1,—1)T, it is easy to see that
nVicjes = di (A1 Arz) Au dy
j,crs 1 A21 .
Recall that
(1 - nfl)si(l) ‘HUal(l —1”61)5?;(0) (1 - nfl)sxv(l) (1 - nal)SmU(O)
(1 =ng )sua)y (P —n"1)siy + (po—n~1)st g,

After some calculation, we have

(1 - nl_l)sv:r(l)
- ‘/crs,(x,v)7

‘/crs,(r,v) - (

(i) Gi{'G12 =U, (i) Ga2 — G21G1{' G2

where

) |



We expand equation (45) as follows:

A
di (Aui Ago )H(A; >d1

T -1 1 AT -
=dy < G11 +UV U UVcrs(:cv)

crs,(z,v)

T
>H( Gll +U‘/::rs(3cv)U )dl

- T
Vcrs (z, v)U d

= le (Gll + U‘/c;s J(z,0) UT) Hy (CTYl_l1 + UVc;s (z, v)U ) dy +- dTch;s J(z, v)H22

crs,(z,

—2d] (G + 0V, U ) HiaVil )0 di.

Let
Ty =d{ G HuGild,, To=d{ G HWOV, ] UTdy,
dTUVcrsl(:c )UTHHUVcrsl(:L‘ U)U di, Ti= dIG?lHlQVc;s (z, v)Ule’
dTUch;s Sz, )UTHlQ‘/C;s (z,v) Ule’ T6 = dTU‘/C;s Sz, v)H22‘/c;s (z,v) Ule'
Then,

Ty = d] G} HG' dy

_Zn—1~2 2( {Ew }* +Zn—1? 2( { 0 (O)}72

n
i€S1 1€S0
= g né?nl_2+ E né?n&Q
1€S] 1€So

; (Z éf/“) e (Z é?/m) "
eyl 1€Sp
} . T
A G0 = {Zu)} ! 2, e (;ﬁi)) i

n

€S
{"w)] nZS? w0 (_ﬁo(??o))T
- Lo () - S woa ()
it g ty) - 5 ()
- (30) () {0
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€St 1€So
T T
=ni'w(1) Y & ( i > —ng'w(0) Y & < ulr )
i€S: P i€So pori
-
-2 -1 ~2 [ Ui -1
=Pr1 Z%’( ) —Po ”0 Z < > )
= P1ri i€So poTi
i(1) ! i(0) w )’
5T U 2 2 [ U4 -1 2 ~2 i -1
= N 1 - ~ 0 : no-.
U'H <p1f(1)> Wi )stez <p17“z'> mo (-por(0)> W )Zg) i <—po7”z'>
2 1

Note that {n/(n — 2 — k; — kg)}'/?> =1 + op(1), by Lemma 17,

max(1 — hiers) Y2 =14 0p(1), max(l — hjes)t =1+ op(1).

i

Therefore, max; n? = 1+ op(1) for HC; (j = 0,1,2,3). Moreover, max, n,/(n, — 1) = 1+ 0(1) and
by Proposition 9, nVes = pflsg(l) —I—palsz(o) = Op(1). Therefore,

= Z & fmpy " + Z & /mopy " ¢ {14 op(1)}

€S i€So

=q(n1—1)" Zepl (ng— 1)~ Zepo {1+op(1)}

1€S1 1€So

=p1 52y + 20 o) + 0B(1) = nVers + 0p(1).

Note that max, |pz_1| = 0(1), max; HuZHgO = o(n), max; ||rl||go = o(n), max, |w(z)| < 2max, |pz_2| =
O(1). Therefore,

61



N

u(0) H Hpor 12]71 €; +nolzp_2~?

i€S) 1€8So

|d{ G H11U || oo < max {||a(1) )|

r(1)] -

< max {max |11 ]| 00, max HnHoo} maxpglnf/crs max 771-2
1 1 z 7

= 0o(n'/?)0(1)0p(1)08(1) = op(n'/?),

) oo )] 2 | 30 ) + 3 (0

€81 1€Sp

1T H13 U loo <max {||a(1)]]_,

i(1)Hoo )

< max {maXIIUillio,maXIITiHio} max [w(2)[nVers max
(2 2 z (2
=0(n)O(1)Op(1)Op(1) = op(n),
4] G Hialoo < max {mgXIIUiHoo,mng\lmHoo max |p; 1 Vers max n;

=0(n!/%)0(1)0s(1)0p(1) = op(n'/?),

IUT Hiz|loo <max {max i 36, max H?“z'Hio} max |w ()| Vers max 1}
=0(n)O(1)Op(1)Op(1) = op(n),

[l < e { g e e | e i

=0(n)Op(1)Op(1) = op(n).
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Note that dIU = (%Crs,x,gv). Therefore,

ITo] =ldi Gii HuOV, L, U dil < (ka + k2)® max{ | Fess.e oo, [180]loo 1] Gt HuU ool Vi 1y lloc

crs, ( crs, (
=O0p(n"?)op(n/?)Op(1) = op(1),
Ty =|d{ OV, UTHLOVZE  UTd|

crs,(z,v) crs,(z,v)

<(k1 + k2)2 max{||7°crs7$]|oo, ||(§v||oo}||‘771 UTHHUV?I(%U)HOO maX{chrS,azHOOv ||Sv||oo}

crs,(x,v) crs,
=Op(n""/?)op(n)Op(n™/2) = op(1),
‘T4‘ :|d;|—G1_11Hl?V_1 xyv)UTdﬂ < (kl + k2)2||d]—G1_11H12”ooHv_l(x’v)||oo maX{H%crsw”om ||8vHoo}

crs,( crs,
=op(n'/?)Op(1)Op(n /%) = 0p(1),
|Ts| =|d{ UV L, UTH,VZE  UTd|

crs,(z,v) crs,(z,v)

<(k1 + k2)4 maX{chrstOOv ||5v||oo}||f/71(x7v)||OO||UTH12H00HV;517(%U)Hoo maX{Hf'crs,wHoo, HgvHoo}

=0p(n~?)Op(1)0p(n)Op(1)Op(n~ /%) = 0p(1),
‘T@‘ :|d1TUV_1 ngv_l UTd1|

crs,(z,v) crs,(z,v)

0 180100}

4 A N r—1 r—1 ~
<(k1 + k2) max{”Tcrs,wHom ”‘SvHoo}HV;rS,(m,v)||OO||H22||OO||V;rS7(m,v)||oo maX{HTch@]

=0p(n~Y?)0p(1)0p(n)Op(1)Op(n~1/?) = op(1).
Therefore,
nViacjes = Vs +op(1), 5 =0,1,2,3.

Hence, combining with Lemma 9, we complete the proof.

63



	1 Introduction
	2 ToM regression adjustment in completely randomized experiments
	2.1 Notation and framework
	2.2 Regression without and with treatment-covariate interactions
	2.3 ToM regression

	3 ToM regression adjustment in stratified randomized experiments
	4 ToM regression adjustment in completely randomized survey experiments
	5 Numerical studies
	5.1 Complete randomized experiments
	5.2 Stratified randomized experiments
	5.3 Completely randomized survey experiments

	6 Applications
	6.1 The ``opportunity knocks" experiment
	6.2 Social Trust in Polarized Times

	7 Extension to rerandomization
	8 Discussion
	A ToM regression adjustment in cluster randomized experiments
	B Additional simulation results
	C Heteroskedasticity-robust standard error and notation
	D Proofs for the results under completely randomized experiments
	D.1 Preliminary results
	D.2 Proof of Proposition 1
	D.3 Proof of Theorem 1
	D.4 Proof of Theorem 2
	D.5 Proof of Theorem 3

	E Proofs for the results under stratified randomized experiments
	E.1 Preliminary results
	E.2 An equivalent form of regression formula
	E.3 Leverage scores of ToM regression in stratified randomized experiments
	E.4 Proof of Theorem 4
	E.5 Proof of Theorem 5
	E.6 Proof for Remark 4

	F Proofs for the results under completely randomized survey experiments
	F.1 Preliminary results
	F.2 Proof of Theorem 6
	F.3 A plug-in variance estimator
	F.4 Leverage scores of ToM regression in completely randomized survey experiments
	F.5 Proof of Theorem 7


