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Abstract

We consider the performance of the difference-in-means estimator in a two-arm
randomized experiment under common experimental endpoints such as continuous
(regression), incidence, proportion and survival. We examine performance under both
equal and unequal allocation to treatment groups and we consider both the Neyman
randomization model and the population model. We show that in the Neyman model,
where the only source of randomness is the treatment manipulation, there is no free
lunch: complete randomization is minimax for the estimator’s mean squared error. In
the population model, where each subject experiences response noise with zero mean,
the optimal design is the deterministic perfect-balance allocation. However, this allo-
cation is generally NP-hard to compute and moreover, depends on unknown response
parameters. When considering the tail criterion of Kapelner et al. (2021), we show the
optimal design is less random than complete randomization and more random than
the deterministic perfect-balance allocation. We prove that Fisher’s blocking design
provides the asymptotically optimal degree of experimental randomness. Theoretical
results are supported by simulations in all considered experimental settings.
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1 Background

We consider a classic problem: an experiment with 2n subjects (individuals, participants
or units). The experiment has two arms (treatments, manipulations or groups) which we
will call treatment and control denoted T and C and the number of treatments denoted
nT and number of controls denoted nC . We consider one clearly defined outcome (response
or endpoint) of interest for the 2n subjects denoted y = [y1, . . . , y2n]

⊤ which is of general
type: either continuous, incidence, count or uncensored survival. Subjects have p observed
subject-specific covariates (measurements, features or characteristics) denoted xi ∈ Rp for
the ith subject.

The majority of clinical trials allocate equally to treatment and control, nT = nC . How-
ever, there are many practical situations where they are allocated unequally: to reduce the
cost of the trial (e.g the treatment is an expensive surgery and the control is an inexpen-
sive placebo), avoid loss of power from drop-out or cross-over, various ethical concerns, for
gaining additional information on one manipulation preferentially (Dumville et al., 2006), as
well as if the response variance is known to be heterogeneous across manipulations (Wong
and Zhu, 2008). Torgerson and Campbell (1997) makes the general recommendation that
unequal allocation should be employed more often in the case of economic concerns. We
consider herein both equal and unequal allocation, i.e. nT ≤ nC without loss of generality.
We consider nT and nC to be fixed and later in this section we refer the reader to previous
work that provides a procedure for selecting an appropriate degree of imbalance based on
some of the reasons listed above. Further, since the more common design is the equal alloca-
tion case, to allow easy visual simplification of our mathematical expressions, we sometimes
employ the following notation: r := nT/n ∈ (0, 1] and r̃ := nC/n = 2 − r ∈ [1, 2). This
notation has the benefit that substitution of r = r̃ = 1 or r − r̃ = 0 implies the equal
allocation setting.

Further, the setting we investigate is where all xi’s are known beforehand and considered
fixed. This non-sequential setting was studied by Fisher (1925) when assigning treatments
to agricultural plots and is still of great importance today. In fact, this setting is found in
“many phase I studies [that] use ‘banks’ of healthy volunteers ... [and] ... in most cluster
randomised trials, the clusters are identified before treatment is started” (Senn, 2013, page
1440). The more common sequential experimental setting where subjects arrive one-by-one
and must be assigned on the spot (hence all xi’s are not seen beforehand), we will leave for
future work. Sverdlov and Ryeznik (2019) provides an extensive discussion and simulation
of common sequential unequal allocation designs.

Formally defined, the randomization (allocation or an assignment) is a vector w =
[w1, . . . , w2n]

⊤ whose entries indicate whether the subject received T (coded numerically as
+1) or C (coded numerically as -1) and thus this vector is an element in {−1,+1}2n. After
the sample is provided, the only degree of control the experimenter has is to choose the
entries of w. The process that results in the choices of such allocations of the 2n subjects to
the two arms is termed an experimental design (strategy, algorithm, method or procedure.)
Experimental design is thus a generalized multivariate Bernoulli random variable that we
denoteW and its number of allocations as NW . The design can be degenerate, i.e. NW = 1.
We first discuss some historic designs for equal allocation then move to the limited literature
on unequal allocation.
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The typical “gold-standard” design, the balanced complete randomization design (BCRD,
Wu, 1981, p. 1171) has the balance constraint where

∑
i wi = 0 and that each of these

(
2n
n

)
vectors satisfying that balance constraint are equally likely. This design cannot be con-
sidered in our setting of unequal randomization where instead all designs must satisfy the
imbalance constraint

∑n
i=1wi = nT − nC < 0 for all their allocations w. The analogue

design of BCRD will be the unique design where all
(
2n
nT

)
=
(
2n
nC

)
vectors satisfy this imbal-

ance constraint which we will term the imbalanced complete randomization design (iBCRD)
although it has other names (Sverdlov and Ryeznik, 2019, Section 3.1.1). Since BCRD is a
special case of iBCRD, going forward we will refer to both as i/BCRD. Any other design
we will call “restricted” as it is restricted to use fewer assignment vectors.

The act of randomization itself has been given the high distinction of “the gold standard”.
Cornfield (1959, p. 245) gives two reasons: (1) known and unknown covariate differences
among the groups will be small and bounded and (2) it is the “reasoned basis” for causal
inference, a paraphrasing of Fisher (1935, p. 14). However, there is a large problem with
employing i/BCRD that was identified at the inception of the idea with Fisher (1925) —
under some unlucky w’s there are large differences in the distribution of observed covari-
ates between the two groups. The amount of covariate value heterogeneity between groups
we term observed imbalance. This observed imbalance creates variance during estimation.
Through an abuse of terminology, many times the literature denotes this as simply imbal-
ance, but this is an ambiguous term since it usually ignores the state of imbalance in the
unobserved covariates which also creates variance during estimation.

Mitigating the chance of large observed imbalances is the predominant reason for em-
ploying a restricted randomization procedure. These procedures take the observed covariate
values as input and compute assignments with small observed imbalance as output. Fisher
(1925, p. 251) wrote “it is still possible to eliminate much of the . . . heterogeneity, and so
increase the accuracy of our [estimator], by laying restrictions on the order in which the
strips are arranged”. Here, he introduced the block design, a restricted design still popular
today, especially in clinical trials. Blocking in the case of unequal randomization requires
each blocks’ allocations to largely respect the allocation ratio r; and this design is usually
termed the permuted block design (Ryeznik and Sverdlov, 2018, Section 2.2.2). Another
early mitigation approach can be found in Student (1938, p. 366) who wrote that after an
unlucky, highly imbalanced randomization, “it would be pedantic to [run the experiment]
with [an assignment] known beforehand to be likely to lead to a misleading conclusion”.
His solution is for “common sense [to prevail] and chance [be] invoked a second time”. In
foregoing the first assignment and rerandomizing to find a better assignment, all allocations
worse than a predetermined threshold of observed imbalance are eliminated. This classic
strategy has been rigorously investigated only recently (Morgan and Rubin, 2012; Li et al.,
2018) in the case of equal allocation. Another idea is to allocate treatment and control
among similar subjects by using a pairwise matching (PM) design (Greevy et al., 2004).
PM cannot be used for unequal allocation as it demands each pair to have one treatment
and one control hence nT = nC . In the unequal allocation design, one can instead perform
(nC/nT ) : 1 matching. If nC/nT is not a natural number, some matches will have ⌊nC/nT ⌋
control subjects for one treatment subject and some matches can have ⌈nC/nT ⌉ control sub-
jects for one treatment subject (in approximately the correct proportion). An algorithm to
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create these tuplets based on intra-subject observed covariate distance is only known to be
able to be solved in polynomial time when each matched set has one treated and one control.
Clearly, this more general (nC/nT ) : 1 matching problem is more complex and might very
well be NP-hard. All of the above-mentioned restricted designs are still “random” in the
sense that there are still exponentially many possible allocations.

One may wonder about the “optimal” design strategy. Regardless of how optimality is
defined on whichever criterion, this is an impossible question to answer. The multivariate
Bernoulli random variable has 22n − 1 parameters, an exponentially large number (Teugels,
1990, Section 2.3). Finding the optimal design is thus tantamount to solving for exponen-
tially many parameters using only the 2n observations, a hopelessly unidentifiable task.
Thus, to find an “optimal” design, the space of designs must be limited.

One way of limiting the space of designs is to do away with any notion of randomization
whatsoever and instead locate a deterministic optimal design with one optimal allocation
vector w∗. An early advocate of this approach was Smith (1918) and a good review of
classic works advocating this approach such as Kiefer and Wolfowitz (1959) is given in
Steinberg and Hunter (1984, Chapter 3). A particularly edgy advocate is Harville (1975)
who penned an article titled “Experimental Randomization: Who Needs It?”. Although
unpalatable to modern ears that have been conditioned to the concept that “randomization
is the gold standard”, this work and our previous work showed that when doing estimation
and assuming the population model (a notion we will introduce later and discuss at length),
there is no need for randomness in the design.

How does one find this unique allocationw∗? One needs to first define a numerical metric
of imbalance as a function of the x’s and w. Then, the optimization problem becomes
a binary integer programming problem where the unequal allocation requirement would
merely alter one of the inputted constraints. These types of problems are usually NP-hard
but can be approximated via numerical optimization (Bertsimas et al., 2015; Kallus, 2018).
Sometimes there are polynomial-time algorithms that provide “good-enough” solutions for
practical purposes, e.g. branch and bound (Land and Doig, 1960). Selection of the imbalance
metric is arbitrary but recent work by Kallus (2018) posits an appropriate metric to use
based on assumptions about the structure of the response function.

There are even other designs that attempt to retain the best of both worlds i.e. ran-
domizing while simultaneously optimizing. For instance, Krieger et al. (2019) starts with
BCRD and greedily switches pairs of treatment and control subjects until reaching a locally
optimal minimum of observed covariate imbalance. This procedure provably retains most of
the randomness of BCRD while achieving provably minuscule observed imbalance. Zhu and
Liu (2021) also use pair-switching but do so non-greedily and thus can explore the space of
forced-balanced allocations more completely. Harshaw et al. (2019) use the Gram-Schmidt
Walk design to provide allocations that have high-degree of randomness and low observed
imbalance. Another approach is the Finite Selection Model procedure of Chattopadhyay
et al. (2022). They employ a sequentially controlled Markovian random sampling to assign
wi’s based on a D-optimality criterion.

We now turn to unequal allocation. Most of the extant literature focuses on (a) comput-
ing the allocation proportions and (b) how to then allocate sequentially. We are not aware
of work that discusses unequal-allocation design vis-a-vis the consideration of minimizing
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observed imbalance in the non-sequential setting where all x’s are known a priori.
The first attempt at (a) is based on heterogeneous treatment costs: Nam (1973) assumes

a continuous endpoint distributed normally. Tymofyeyev et al. (2007) propose an optimiza-
tion framework for (a) in the binary response case and shows it is usually convex. Feng and
Hu (2018) employ this framework for (b). Sverdlov and Ryeznik (2019) propose a procedure
for (a) for two or more treatment groups with a normally distributed regression endpoint.
Their objective is to minimize the overall cost of the experiment subject to a minimum
requirement for statistical power. Further, they discuss performance under both the popula-
tion model and randomization model, two different worldviews that are fundamental to the
differing results in this work. We view this work as complementary; the extensive work on
(a) can be applied directly herein as a pre-step to choose r before implementing the design
we recommend.

The above gives a short introduction to the wide range of design ideas. At the “ex-
tremes” of this range, there is i/BCRD on one side and the minimized observed imbalance
deterministic design on the other side. Everything in between these extremes attempts to
compromise between observed imbalance and degree of randomness.

Is randomness worth sacrificing for less observed imbalance? This question was investi-
gated in Kapelner et al. (2021) for the case of a continuous outcome under equal treatment-
control allocation (henceforth referred to as “our previous work”). There was a threefold
answer: (I) if the experimenter is concerned that nature may provide the worst possible
unobserved covariates then one should never sacrifice any randomness, (II) if the experi-
menter treats the unobserved covariates as random noise that can be averaged over, then
one should sacrifice all randomness and (III) if the experimenter is concerned of tail events of
unobserved covariates then one should sacrifice some randomness. A related work is Nordin
and Schultzberg (2022), which studies a measure of how correlated different assignment
vectors in a design are with each other. They show that the variance of the MSE increases
linearly in this measure. Therefore, in order to avoid high variance of the MSE, one needs
to consider designs where this correlation metric is small.

The purpose of this work is to reconsider the above question for the most common
endpoints in experiments and clinical trials: continuous, incidence, survival, count and pro-
portion and for treatment allocation that are both equal and unequal across treatments. We
prove that our previous work’s results generalize. We further uncover the asymptotic opti-
mality of blocking designs in (III). We define our experimental setting formally in Section 2,
discuss criterions of performance and theoretical results in Section 3, provide simulation
evidence of our results in Section 4 and conclude in Section 5.

2 Problem Setup

Consider the potential outcome framework of Rubin (2005) and let yT and yC denote the
vectors of all subject responses under the treatment and control respectively. For each
i = 1, . . . , 2n the observed response yi is yT,i (respectively, yC,i) if wi = +1 (respectively,
wi = −1). In a vector form, the 2n random responses Y can be expressed as

Y =
1

2
(yT + yC +Diag [W ] (yT − yC)). (1)
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Note that the randomness in the responses in Equation 1 is only due to the randomness
in the design W . This limitation of randomness to the design exclusively is known as
the randomization model or Neyman Model (Freedman, 2008; Lin, 2013; Rosenberger and
Lachin, 2016, Chapter 6.3) in contrast to a population model, which we will describe in
Section 3.2.

We consider the sample average treatment effect as our estimand,

τ :=
1

2n
1⊤
2n(yT − yC). (2)

This estimand is a natural target of inference for all outcome types. In the incidence setting,
this estimand is the mean probability difference (also called the risk difference). Sometimes,
practitioners prefer the risk ratio, odds ratio or log odds ratio. Future work can examine
additional estimands beyond the mean probability difference in the setting of the binary
outcome.

An intuitive estimate for our estimand is τ̂ = ȳT − ȳC where ȳT and ȳC are the average
response in the treatment and control groups respectively when computed for a specific w
from any designW . Using Equation 1 and the elementary computation found in Section A.1
of the Supplementary Material, we can conveniently express this estimate’s estimator as

τ̂ =
1

2n

(
1⊤
2n

(yT

r
− yC

r̃

)
+W⊤

(yT

r
+

yC

r̃

))
. (3)

In order to prove results about the performance of this estimator under different designs,
we now make two assumption about the design space:

Assumption 2.1. All assignments respect a specific equal or unequal allocation, i.e. w⊤12n =
(r − r̃)n for all w in the support of W . Note this quantity is zero under equal allocation.

Assumption 2.2. All subjects have equal probability of being assigned the treatment condi-
tion, i.e. E [W ] = 1

2
(r − r̃)12n. Note this quantity is the zero vector under equal allocation.

Computation found in Section A.2 of the Supplementary Material shows our estimator is
unbiased under Assumption 2.2. The mean squared error (MSE) over all assignments is
thus its variance which can be expressed as the quadratic form

MSEW [τ̂ ] =
1

4n2
v⊤ΣWv (4)

where the defining matrix ΣW denotes Var [W ], the variance-covariance matrix of the de-
sign, and v := yT/r + yC/r̃.

We will be analyzing performance for many types of responses. It will be useful to
express potential outcome as a sum of two components: (a) what we will call the response
“mean” µi which is a function of the observed covariates xi and the assignment wi and (b)
zi which is a function of unobserved covariates zi and the assignment wi. Thus,

yT = µT + zT ∈ Y , yC = µC + zC ∈ Y (5)
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where µT and µC are the stacked vectors of the response means when w = +12n and
w = −12n respectively and zT and zC are the stacked vectors of zi’s when w = +12n and
w = −12n respectively. The potential response values belong to different sets Y depending
on response type.

The response types we consider are formally listed in Table 1 (column 1) and this ta-
ble also lists common generalized linear models (GLMs) for each of the responses’ means
(column 4). These means likewise belong to different sets Θ, where Θ is the space of the
µi’s (column 5). In the population model, the zi’s are conceptualized as randomly-realized
noise or errors. Regardless of what one believes about their origination, the critical fact
is they cannot be modeled with the information the experimenter has at hand. Of course
since zi = yi − µi, the space of permissible values of the zi’s is analogously limited for each
response type to be within Y − Θ and the space V will be different for each response type.

Response type name Y Model Name Common µT,i and µC,i Θ

Continuous R Linear β0 + β⊤xi + βTwi R
Incidence {0, 1} Log Odds (

1 + e−(β0+β⊤xi+βTwi)
)−1

(0, 1)
Proportion (0, 1) Linear

Count {0, 1, . . .}
Log Linear e(β0+β⊤xi+βTwi) (0,∞)

Survival (0,∞)

Table 1: Response types considered in this work. For the example mean response model,
the β’s are unknown parameters to be estimated of which βT is most often of paramount
interest to the experimenter.

3 Analyzing Designs

It is impossible to employ the MSE as the criterion in which we compare different designs
since zT and zC are not observed. Thus, as in our previous work, we do not employ MSE
as the performance criterion directly but instead remove the dependence on the zi’s in three
different ways to arrive at three different practical criterions (a) the worst-case MSE, (b) the
mean MSE and (c) the tail MSE. These are explored in the next three sections respectively.

3.1 The Worst Case MSE

We attempt to find the best design under an adversarial nature that provides us the worst
possible zT , zC values,

W ∗ = argmin
W∈W

sup
zT ,zC

MSEW [τ̂ ]

where W denotes the space of all legal designs whose allocations satisfy Assumptions 2.1
and 2.2. In the supremum operation, the space of legal zT ’s and zC ’s will then depend
on the response type. Since the z vectors sum with µ to yield the response (Equation 5)
and the response averages are subtracted to compute v, this inner problem is equivalent to
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supv∈V v
⊤ΣWv, where V is the space of all possible v’s. When V is unbounded the problem

is ill-defined as the inner supremum is infinite. Thus, to make the problem realistic (response
metrics in real-world experiments are bounded), we limit the space of vectors to VM ⊂ V .
The definition of the subspace VM depends on the response: for the continuous case it is
natural to bound the space by the norm of v, while for the count and survival response it
is appropriate to bound the sup norm of v. Thus, we define

VM :=


{v ∈ R2n : ∥v∥ ≤ 1} continuous response

{0, 1/r, 1/r̃, 1/r + 1/r̃}2n incidence

(0, 1/r + 1/r̃)2n proportion responses
{v ∈ {i/r + j/r̃ : i, j ∈ N0}n : max(v) ≤ M} count

{v ∈ (0,∞)n : max(v) ≤ M} survival responses

(6)

where M is a large positive constant such that P (Yi > M) is negligible for all subjects. The
design location problem then becomes

W ∗ = argmin
W∈W

max
v∈VM

v⊤ΣWv (7)

which is exactly tractable for the case of the response being continuous. In this case,
the inner maximum is the largest eigenvalue of ΣW . The W that minimizes this largest
eigenvalue is such where each subject is assigned on the basis of a fair coin flip and is either
called the complete randomization design (Rosenberger and Lachin, 2016, Chapter 3.2) or
the the Bernoulli Trial (Imbens and Rubin, 2015, Chapter 4.2). In this design, W = I2n

which mirrors the minimax result found in Kallus (2018, Section 2.1). However, this design
violates our space of considered designs which are only those that satisfy a prespecified
allocation to the two treatments (Assumption 2.1). Within the space of allowable designs,
we have the following no free lunch result which follows from Kapelner et al. (2021, Theorem
2.1) and proven in Section A.3 in the Supplemental Material.

Theorem 3.1. Under Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 and continuous response, i/BCRD is the
minimax optimal design in the case of unequal / equal allocation for the worst case MSE
criterion (Equation 7).

If the response is non-continuous, the max problem embedded within Equation 7 is generally
intractable. In order to make this problem tractable, we further limit the set of designs to
block designs.

3.1.1 The Optimal Design Among Block Designs

We denote block designs with B blocks as W ∈ BL(B). Each block is of size nB, where
nB := 2n/B, and in each block there will be exactly nT

2n
nB subjects assigned to the treatment

manipulation and nC

2n
nB subjects assigned to the control manipulation; thereby the number

of subjects in each block respects the overall unequal (and equal) allocation. It is assumed
that nB,

nT

2n
nB and nC

2n
nB are integers. The block design with the smallest number of blocks

(B = 1) is equivalent to i/BCRD.
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It is clear that BL(B) satisfies Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2. The computation in Appendix
A.3 applied to each block implies that ΣW is block diagonal with blocksize nB where the
blocks are all equal to rr̃(nBInB

− JnB
)/(nB − 1) where JnB

denotes the nB × nB matrix
of all ones.

We show in Theorem 3.2 that i/BCRD is minimax among blocking designs, for all
response types considered. The proof is found in Section A.4 in the Supplemental Material.

Theorem 3.2. Consider the responses listed in Table 1 and the definition of VM given in
Equation 6, then we have that

i/BCRD = argmin
W∈BL(B)

max
v∈VM

v⊤ΣWv.

In summary, if one wishes to gauge design performance by the worst case MSE, there is no
free lunch; there is no way to mitigate observed covariate imbalances as they will expose
your estimator to tail events in the unobserved covariates.

3.2 The Mean MSE

The minimax criterion forces a design that is extremely conservative to protect against
the most adversarial v which is one arbitrary direction in VM , a large 2n-dimensional space.
Why not instead design with the “average v” in mind? As the xi’s are fixed (and thus the µT

and µC are fixed), we then must consider the zC and zT as random noise realizations. This
is equivalent to assuming that each subject is sampled from a large population also known
formally as the population model assumption (Rosenberger and Lachin, 2016, Chapter 6.2)
whose validity is highly contested especially in clinical trials (Lachin, 1988). Regardless
of the long-standing debate between the population model and the randomization model,
many practitioners assume the population model implicitly and we will likewise in the next
two subsections. The mean MSE of this section is one of the most common criterions in the
experimental literature.

We formally let ZT and ZC be the vector random variables that generate the zT and zC

vectors respectively (quantities that are canonically denoted with the Greek letter epsilon).
We assume E [ZT ] = E [ZC ] = 0n and that the components in ZT are independent, the
components ofZC are independent and the components of the former and latter are mutually
independent. Although the distributional form of both ZT and ZC are dependent upon the
response type specified by Y , we do not make any formal distributional assumptions.

We now consider the criterion defined as the expectation of the MSE of Equation 4 over
ZT and ZC . Section A.5 in the Supplementary Material shows this to be

EZT ,ZC
[MSEW [τ̂ ]] =

1

4n2
µ⊤ΣWµ+ cZ (8)

where µ := µT/r+µC/r̃ and cZ is a constant with respect to the design W defined in Sec-
tion A.5. Thus, the optimization problem can then be expressed as argmin W∈W µ⊤ΣWµ.

Since ΣW = N−1
W

∑NW

k=1 wkw
⊤
k − E [W ]E [W ]⊤ where the latter term is constant for all

designs by Assumption 2.2, the optimization problem can alternatively be expressed as
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W ∗ = argmin
W∈W

1

NW

NW∑
k=1

(µ⊤wk)
2. (9)

The terms in the above sum are the squared imbalance for a specific allocation between the
potential means in treatment and control summed.

In the case of equal allocation, the design that satisfies Assumption 2.2 and solves the
optimization problem is the design with NW = 2 where the two vectors are w∗,−w∗ where
w∗ is defined to be the unique vector minimizing imbalance in the potential response means.
This is an NP-hard problem but there are heuristics that could solve it approximately given
µ as input. In the case of unequal allocation, Equation 9 is a difficult problem to solve as
the observed covariate imbalances must be minimized while each subject is being placed
into the T group in the exact proportion nT

2n
over all NW vectors. We do not know of a

heuristic that can perform this task and we leave its investigation for future work.
However, even in the case of equal allocation, the quantity µ is unknown a priori (e.g.

because the values of the parameters βj are unknown in the example mean response models
given in Table 1, column 4). Thus, in real-world scenarios the vector w∗ is impossible to
locate even for the simplest GLMs using heuristic methods. There is one exception — the
case of p = 1, a linear response model, continuous response and additive treatment effect.
Here, the mean response model is µ = ((β0 + βT )/r + (β0 − βT )/r̃)12n + β1(1/r + 1/r̃)x.
Thus, the optimization problem of Equation 9 is solved by the unique vector that minimizes
|x⊤w|. This problem alone can be approximated by numerical methods (Kapelner et al.,
2021, Section 2.2.5).

In summary, finding the optimal design under this mean MSE criterion is generally
intractable. In order to make the problem tractable, we again consider the space of block
designs only as in Section 3.1.1.

3.2.1 The Optimal Design Among Block Designs

Unlike before, we additionally assume that the order of the elements in the vector µ is
known, that is, without loss of generality,

µT,1

r
+

µC,1

r̃
≤ µT,2

r
+

µC,2

r̃
≤ · · · ≤ µT,n

r
+

µC,n

r̃
. (10)

When p = 1, this assumption is true for all the GLMs given in Table 1 (column 4)
since µT,i/r + µC,i/r̃ are monotone in xi. For p > 1, this assumption is reasonable when a
“severity” covariate is observed such that µT,i/r + µC,i/r̃ is monotone in this covariate; see
also Kapelner et al. (2022) who discusses this assumption for binary response.

Consider the block designs with respect to this order as defined at the end of Section
3.1. Let k be the smallest possible block size (i.e., k is the smallest integer such that both
nT

2n
k and nC

2n
k are integers). Theorem 3.3 implies that BL(k) has the smallest mean MSE

among block designs. Its proof can be found in Section A.6 of the Supplemental Material.

Theorem 3.3. Consider the mean criterion given in Equation 8, then
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EZT ,ZC

[
MSEBL(k) [τ̂ ]

]
≤ EZT ,ZC

[
MSEBL(m) [τ̂ ]

]
, (11)

for all the vectors µ that satisfy the order condition of Equation 10 and for any possible
block size m where both nT

2n
m and nC

2n
m are integers.

Note that the inequality of Equation 11 is tight if 2n − 1 of the entries in µ are zero and
the remaining entry is one, we get equality when m = 1 corresponding to the the iBCRD
design. In the case of equal allocation, the minimum block size is nB = k = 2 corresponding
to the PM design.

3.3 The MSE’s Tail

The worst case MSE design focuses on tail events and thus is too conservative and the mean
MSE design is either intractable or might lead to idiosyncratic zt’s and zC ’s that introduce
large mean squared error with non-negligible probability. Our previous work proposed a tail
criterion of MSE in the random quantities ZT and ZC that incorporates both the mean and
tail events. We will see there is a fundamental trade-off: shrinking the mean MSE increases
the tail risk of MSE.

Since MSE is by definition nonnegative, the right tail at a high quantile q (e.g. 95% or
99%) can be expressed as

Q := QuantileZT ,ZC
[MSEW [τ̂ ] , q] = EZT ,ZC

[MSEW [τ̂ ]] + cW ,q

√
VarZT ,ZC

[MSEW [τ̂ ]]

where W and q determine the constant cW ,q. Using the expectation from Equation 8 and
the variance term computed in Section A.7 in the Supplemental Material, we can express
the tail criterion as

Q =
1

4n2

(
cZ + B1 + cW ,q

√
r2r̃2κZ + 4 (B2 + S) + 2R

)
(12)

where the κz term is a scalar constant with respect to the design W and a metric similar
to the sum of excess kertoses in the components of ZT and ZC (see Section A.7 of the
Supplementary Material for its formal definition) and the four other terms are functions of
the design described below.

B1 := µ⊤ΣWµ This is the active term in the MSE expression of Equation 8 which was
explained as a squared difference or “imbalance” term capturing how different the
observed covariates’ contribution to the response are between treatment and control
groups. This term is unaffected by the distribution of the unobserved ZT and ZC .

B2 := µ⊤ΣWΣZΣWµ where ΣZ := Var [ZT ] /r + Var [ZC ] /r̃. This term is a squared
difference or imbalance term weighted by the subject-specific variance terms. If all
variances of the unobserved effects are bounded, this behaves similarly to term B1 as
it is bounded above by a constant times B1 (see the proof of Theorem 3.6 below).
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S := rr̃µ⊤ΣWγZ where γZ := E [Z3
T ] /r+E [Z3

C ] /r̃, a constant with respect to the design.
The term S measures an average difference or imbalance between the responses in
the two groups (a quantity not squared and hence has a sign) and weighted by the
subject-specific skewnesses. If the distribution of the ZT and ZC are approximately
symmetric, this term vanishes. Theorem 3.6 below shows that S is asymptotically
negligible for block designs.

R := tr [(ΣWΣZ)
2] If all variances of the unobserved effects are the same, this term

reduces to a constant times ||ΣW ||2F which equals n when W = CRD (indicating
maximal randomness) and equals n2 when W is a nearly deterministic mirrored pair
of vectors (indicating the minimal randomness of the PB design). Thus, this term is a
measure of the degree of randomness of the design. The ΣZ factor emphasizes or de-
emphasizes randomness in certain subjects weighted by the subject-specific variance
terms of ZT and ZC . For example, in the case of a binary response, subjects with
µi ≈ 50% would have higher values of the variance of their unobserved terms than
other subjects resulting in a higher contribution for their degree of randomness in this
overall term.

Although the design also affects the constant cW ,q, it seems to remain more or less constant
with respect to a certain quantile. This constant’s role is to emphasize or deemphasize the
contribution of the three terms B2, S, R vis-a-vis term B1. We henceforth consider cW ,q

as a fixed number and thus denote it by c hereafter. It is helpful during our theoretical
exploration to define a shifted and scaled quantity of the tail criterion Q̃ = 4n2Q− cZ ,

Q̃ = B1 + c×
√
r2r̃2κZ + 4 (B2 + S) + 2R. (13)

The minimization of Q is equivalent to minimization of Q̃. However, this minimization
W ∗ | q := argmin W∈W{Q̃(q)} (i.e., the optimal design for the tail criterion as a function
of q) is impossible to compute as cZ , cW ,q, κZ ,µT ,µC ,ΣZ and γZ are unknown. And even
if they were to be known, the problem would still be computationally intractable.

We instead focus on an asymptotic analysis of the terms of Q̃. For all designs, cZ =
κZ = O(n) as they are sums of subject-specific constants. The terms B1, B2, S and R are
design-specific and thus under the experimenter’s control.

Our results are organized as follows. We first locate the asymptotic lower bound of Q̃
providing a definition of asymptotic optimality in Section 3.3.1. We then asymptotically
analyze select designs beginning with i/BCRD (representing “pure” randomness) in Sec-
tion 3.3.2 and PB (representing “pure” deterministic optimization) in Section 3.3.3. These
two designs were found to be optimal for the worst case MSE criterion (Section 3.1) and the
mean MSE criterion (Section 3.2) respectively but we show neither are optimal when gauged
by the tail criterion Q̃. We then prove that the optimal tail design must lie between these
two extremes of pure randomness and pure optimization in Section 3.3.4. We then prove in
Section 3.3.5 that Fisher’s blocking design with number of blocks on the order between n1/4

and n achieves the lower bound and hence an asymptotically optimal design.
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3.3.1 An Asymptotic Lower Bound for the Tail Criterion for Any Design

To prove the lower bound, we first assume the following standard three boundedness con-
ditions of the moments of the Zi’s. Let ρ denote the vector of the diagonal entries in
ΣZ .

Assumption 3.1. The entries of ρ are bounded above by C̄ρ and below by Cρ for some
positive constants Cρ, C̄ρ and 1

2n
∥ρ∥2 → ρ̄ for some positive constant ρ̄.

Assumption 3.2. 1
2n
∥γZ∥2 ≤ Cγ for some positive constant Cγ.

Assumption 3.3. 1
2n
κZ → κ̄Z for some constant κ̄Z.

In Section A.8 of the Supplementary Material, we prove the following result.

Theorem 3.4. Under Assumptions 3.1–3.3,

lim inf
n→∞

1√
n
Q̃ ≥ crr̃

√
2(κ̄Z + 2ρ̄). (14)

To get some intuition about the lower bound of Equation 14, notice that for i/BCRD,
R
n
→ 2r2r̃2ρ̄. Thus, a design attains the lower bound of Equation 14, if it is asymptotically

as random as i/BCRD, and the balance terms B1 and B2 (as well as S) are asymptotically
negligible. In Theorem 3.6 below we show that block designs with a few number of blocks
attains the lower bound under some additional conditions.

3.3.2 The Tail Criterion under i/BCRD

By the arguments in Section A.10 of the Supplementary Material, B1 = O(n), R = O(n)
(Equation 31), B2 = O(n) (Equation 29) and |S| = O(n) (Equation 30) where the first two
results are also found in Section 2.2.7 of our previous work for the homoscedastic case. It
follows that under i/BCRD the dominant term in Q̃ (Equation 13) is B1, which is O(n).

3.3.3 The Tail Criterion under PB

In the case of equal allocation, the PB design is composed of a single w∗ and its mirror
−w∗ that both uniquely minimize |(µT + µC)

⊤w|. Here, B1 = O(n32−2n) as shown in
Kallus (2018, Section 3.3) and R = O(n2) as shown in Section A.9 of the Supplementary
Material. Furthermore, B2 is of the same order of B1 (Equation 29) and |S| ≤

√
O(n)B1

(Equation 30) as also shown in Section A.9 of the Supplementary Material. Thus, under
PB the dominant term in Q̃ (Equation 13) is

√
R, which is O(n). Thus, PB has the same

asymptotic performance as i/BCRD.

3.3.4 The Asymptotically Optimal Design Harmonizes These Two Extreme
Designs

In Section A.9 of the Supplementary Material, we prove the following result.
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Theorem 3.5. Under Assumptions 3.1–3.3 and under equal allocation, we have that under
both i/BCRD and PB, 1√

n
Q̃ → ∞

Theorem 3.5 implies that the asymptotically optimal tail criterion design of (Equa-
tion 12), if it exists, must be less imbalanced / less random than i/BCRD (i.e. the orders
of B1 and B2 must increase slower than the rate n) and more imbalanced / more random
than PB (i.e. the order of R must increase slower than the rate n2).

3.3.5 The Asymptotically Optimal Block Design

We now study the quantile MSE criterion under the set of block designs with number of
blocks B similar to the previous two sections. We aim to locate the optimal B as a function
of n that minimizes (asymptotically) the quantile criterion.

To prove our results we make two assumptions about blocking designs and provide
intuition that motivates these assumptions.

Assumption 3.4. B1 ≈ n/B2 and if B
n1/4 → 1 then B1 → CB1 for some constant CB1.

The notation an ≈ bn denotes that the limit of an/bn is finite and positive. Assumption 3.4
is motivated by noticing that

nB∑
i=1

(vb,i − v̄b)
2 ≈ n

B3
(15)

where vb is the sub-vector of v that corresponds to the b-th block is reasonable. This is
because for b = 1 (and similarly for the other block sizes) v1,1, . . . , v1,nB

are in [0, vnB
] and

vnB
≈ M/B if the v’s are ordered approximately uniformly in [0,M ]. Therefore, the sample

variance satisfies

1

nB

nB∑
i=1

(v1,i − v̄1)
2 ≈ 1

B2
,

and since nB = 2n/B, Equation 15 follows. Equation 15 implies Assumption 3.4 because
under block designs we have that

B1 = v⊤ΣWv = rr̃
B∑
b=1

v⊤
b Bvb,

where B = nB

nB−1
InB

− 1
nB−1

JnB
. We have that B1 = 0, therefore,

v⊤
b Bvb = (vb − 1v̄b)

⊤B(vb − 1v̄b) =
nB

nB − 1

nB∑
i=1

(vb,i − v̄b)
2 ≈ nB

nB − 1

n

B3
,

where the last approximation comes from Equation 15. Hence,

B1 = rr̃

B∑
b=1

v⊤
b Bvb ≈ B

nB

nB − 1

n

B3
≈ n

B2
,

where the last equality is true because 1 ≤ nB

nB−1
≤ 2.
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Assumption 3.5. BρTΣWρ
n2 → 0.

When B is of smaller order than n, then Assumption 3.5 holds true because

BρTΣWρ

n2
≤ Bλmax(ΣW )∥ρ∥2

n2
=

Brr̃ nB

nB−1
∥v∥2

n2
≤ 2rr̃B∥v∥2

n2
→ 0.

If B/n → α ∈ (0, 1], then the v’s are balanced by the design in the sense that vTΣWv ≈ 1/n.
If the second moments ρ are correlated with the first moments v, then it is expected that
ρTΣWρ will be small. In fact it enough to require that ρTΣWρ = o(n) for Assumption 3.5
to hold. In the homoskedastic case, Assumption 3.5 is always true because then ρ = σ21
and thus ρTΣWρ = 0. The main result is now given and is proven in Section A.10 of the
Supplementary Material.

Theorem 3.6. Under Assumptions 3.1–3.5,

(i) If B
n1/4 → 0, then 1√

n
Q̃ → ∞.

(ii) If B
n1/4 → 1, then 1√

n
Q̃ → CB1 + crr̃

√
2(κ̄Z + 2ρ̄).

(iii) If B
n1/4 → ∞ and B

n
→ 0, then 1√

n
Q̃ → crr̃

√
2(κ̄Z + 2ρ̄).

(iv) If B
n
→ α, for α ∈ (0, 1], then 1√

n
Q̃ → crr̃

√
2
(
κ̄Z + 2ρ̄ 1

1−α/2

)
.

Theorem 3.6(iii) implies that block designs with B/n1/4 → ∞ and B/n → 0 are asymp-
totically optimal for the tail criterion i.e. it obtains the lower bound of Equation 14.

Assumption 3.4 is reasonable when the vi’s are ordered and are approximately uniform.
If this is not the case, it is expected that B1 decreases slower with B, and then the optimal
block size might be of larger order than n1/4. For example, if B1 ≈ n/B (instead of n/B2),
then similar arguments used to prove Theorem 3.6 will instead imply that the optimal block
size B satisfies B/n1/2 → ∞ and B/n → 0.

Even if the vi’s are not ordered and not approximately uniform, in order for block
designs to attain the lower bound it is enough to require that there exists a block design with
B/n → 0 such that its balance term B1 is o(

√
n), which is much weaker than Assumption 3.4.

4 Simulations

We simulate under a variety of scenarios to verify the performance of the simple estimator
(Equation 3) under the tail criterion (Equation 12) comports with the results of Theorem 3.6
for blocking designs of varying block sizes across all response types. We simulate under equal
allocation and unequal allocation where nC/nT = 2.

The sample size simulated is 2n = 96 so that we have both a realistically-sized experiment
and a wide variety of homogeneously-sized blocking designs, B ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 12, 16, 24, 48}
for equal allocation and B ∈ {1, 2, 4, 8, 16, 32} for the unequal allocation of two controls
for every treatment. We simulate under a number of different covariates p ∈ {1, 2, 5}.
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We use all five common response types: continuous, incidence, proportion, count and sur-
vival. All response mean models are GLMs and hence contain an internal linear component
µi := β0+β1xi,1+. . .+βpxi,p (see columns 3 and 4 of Table 1). The values of the covariate co-
efficients are kept constant for all response types: all β = [+1/5 − 1/5 + 1/5 − 1/5 + 1/5]
and β0 = −1/5. One set of fixed covariates are drawn for each pair of response type and num-
ber of covariates p. Covariate values are always drawn iid and response values are always
drawn independently. Covariate distributions, response distributions and other response
parameters are found in Table 2.

Response Covariate Response Response
type name Distribution Distribution Parameters

Continuous U(−1, 1) N
(
µi, σ

2
)

σ = 1
Incidence U(−3, 3) Bernoulli (µi) N/A
Proportion U(−1, 1) Beta (ϕµi, ϕ(1− µi)) ϕ = 2
Count U(−1, 1) Poisson (µi) N/A
Survival U(−1, 1) Weibull (µi/Γ (1 + 1/k) , k) k = 4

Table 2: Simulation settings and parameters.

The tail criterion is computed on the distribution of the MSE over ZT ,ZC . To approx-
imate this quantile, we generate Ny := 100, 000 pairs yT ,yC using draws from the response
distribution (and hence implicitly draw pairs zT , zC). Using these draws, we compute v
and then can exactly compute the MSE via the quadratic form of Equation 4. (The entries
of ΣW are for each block design specified by the specific B). We approximate the q = .95
tail criterion using the empirical 95th percentile of the Ny MSE values.

For our theoretical results to hold for block designs, the subjects (and thus the entries
of v) must be ordered in blocks corresponding to the block-diagonal structure of ΣW . For
p = 1, simply ordering the subjects in the order of the one covariate measurement satisfies
this requirement for all B. For p > 1, block designs were constructed as a function of the
first two covariates (as the number of blocks increases exponentially in p, a common problem
in experimental practice). We approximate an optimal block design for two covariates by
first ordering the subjects by the first covariate. Then within blocks of size 2nB, we sort by
the second covariate. Thus, we emphasize, simulation results for p > 1 will be approximate.

The q = .95 results for equal allocation are presented in Figure 1a. We can see that
for p = 1 and all response types, B ∈ {2, 4, 8} are the best-performing designs. As n1/4 ≈
3.4 and n1/2 ≈ 11.3, four blocks and eight blocks reasonably comport with this order of
magnitude. This empirical result also vindicates the assumptions made about the blocking
design (Assumptions 3.4 and 3.5) and additionally demonstrates the asymptotic results
apply in the realistic experimental sample size of n ≈ 100. For p > 1, our theorems do not
exactly apply as the vi’s are not precisely ordered into the blocks, but only approximately
blocked by the arrangement of two covariates. Notwithstanding, the results for p > 1 overall
demonstrate the robustness of our theoretical results to situations of imperfect blocking; and
imperfect blocking is the blocking designs employed in real-world experiments. Figure 1b
shows the results for unequal allocation where treatment is administered to 1/3 of the
subjects. Here, we see the same picture as in the equal allocation simulation as our theory
predicts.
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(b) Unequal Allocation (T:C = 2:1)

Figure 1: Simulated 95%ile MSE Tails, n = 96, p = 1, 2, 5, all response types and all
appropriate block sizes. The y-axis is relative to simulation and thus its values are unshown.
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5 Discussion

Randomized experimentation comes with a choice to the experimenter: how to randomize
exactly? Should this choice differ depending on the experimental response metric? One
extreme position is full randomization independent of subjects’ covariate imbalance across
arms. This is seldom done as imbalance among the arms means a highly visible risk of
bias. However, we prove herein that if the experimenter is concerned with the worst pos-
sible configuration of unobserved covariates, complete randomization is the optimal design
for all response types. Another extreme is to find one perfect assignment that minimizes
covariate imbalance across arms. However, we prove herein that only if one assumes we can
average over the unmeasured covariates, this deterministic allocation would be the optimal
design for all response types under equal allocation. But this is still unrealistic in practice;
that optimal allocation would be impossible to locate as for the vast majority of covariate-
response models, knowing the covariate parameters and functional form is required. Even if
the parameters and functional form were to be known, the problem would be NP-hard and
thus only able to be approximated. And further, random assignments provide insurance
against the effect of unmeasured covariates.

Both extremes are seldom done in practice. Commonly employed designs are in the
“middle” of these two extremes; they sacrifice randomness for imbalance reduction. How
to harmonize these two considerations for a continuous response and equally allocation to
rigorously choose a design was the subject of our previous work where we proposed the
“quantile tail criterion”, a metric on designs that reveals how the degree of randomness and
degree of imbalance reduction trade off with one another within a design. Herein, we derive
the quantile tail criterion for general response types. We then prove that the asymptotically
optimal design is achieved with a block design with very few blocks (on the order of more
than n1/4 and less than n). Blocking with few blocks is an intuitive imbalance-reducing idea
proposed by Fisher nearly 100 years ago and is one of the most popular designs employed
today in clinical trials. This work vindicates this common practice for all common response
types by analyzing its performance from a new angle and demonstrating that blocking is the
optimal design harmonizing the degree of randomness and imbalance reduction. Although
this work focuses on estimation, these blocking designs should have high power as well as
many allocations can be generated which are highly independent (Krieger et al., 2020).

There are many other avenues to explore. First, although we proved that blocking with
few blocks are asymptotically optimal, we did not prove it is uniquely optimal. Other designs
may also satisfy the lower bound of Equation 14 and offer better finite sample properties.
Other optimal designs are additionally of profound importance because blocking suffers
from the curse of dimensionality: it can only handle p ≤ 3 in practice and also requires
arbitrary cut-points if the feature is continuous. Further, our definition of the blocking
design has strong assumptions (Assumptions 3.4 and 3.5) that are needed to prove its
asymptotic optimality. These assumptions appear to be ostensibly realistic as demonstrated
by the simulations. However, we can explore proving the results under weaker assumptions.
Another area of exploration could be understanding the tail criterion for other designs
such as rerandomization and greedy pair switching. Additionally, survival is an important
experimental endpoint in clinical trials but this work only considered uncensored survival
measurement while the vast majority of survivals collected in real-world experiments are
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censored. Also, We did not investigate the distribution of the vi’s relative to the optimal
block size and we believe this can be a source of fruitful future work. In our previous
work (Section 2.3), we explored the ordinary least squares estimator. This avenue would
be difficult to explore for general response types as the analogous estimators do not have
closed form (e.g. if the response is binary, the multivariate logistic regression estimates
are the result of computational iteration). It is our intuition the theorems found herein
would extend to these commonly used covariate-controlled estimators, but more work is
necessary. Finally, our tail criterion is only one metric that combines mean and standard
deviation of MSE. Other criterions can be explored e.g. a tail simultaneous in allocation and
unmeasured covariates, the ratio of mean to standard deviation (the coefficient of variation),
etc. Also, work can be done to find the optimal imbalance design under unequal allocation,
the analogue of PB in equal allocation (see discussion below Equation 9).
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Supplementary Information for

“The Optimality of Blocking Designs in Equally and
Unequally Allocated Randomized Experiments with

General Response”

A Technical Proofs

A.1 Estimator Computation

To compute the estimator we begin with:

τ̂ := ȲT − ȲC

=
1

nT

(1n +W )⊤

2
Y − 1

nC

(1n −W )⊤

2
Y

=
1

2

(
(1n +W )

nT

− (1n −W )

nC

)⊤

Y

We now substitute for Y from Equation 1. To simplify the notation, let v := yT + yC

which is slightly different than the notation in the main text, v0 := 12nv, yT,0 := 1⊤
nyT and

yC,0 := 1⊤
2nyC .

τ̂ =
1

4

(
(1⊤

n +W )⊤

nT

− (1⊤
n −W⊤)

nC

)
(v +Diag [W ] (yT − yC))

=
1

4

(
(v0 +W⊤v)

nT

− (v0 −W⊤v)

nC

+

(
1⊤
n +W⊤

nT

− 1⊤
n −W⊤

nC

)
Diag [W ] (yT − yC)

)
=

1

4

(
(v0 +W⊤v)

nT

− (v0 −W⊤v)

nC

+

(
W⊤ + 1⊤

n

nT

− W⊤ − 1⊤
n

nC

)
(yT − yC)

)
=

1

4

(
(v0 +W⊤v)

nT
− (v0 −W⊤v)

nC
+

W⊤yT + yT,0

nT
− W⊤yT − yT,0

nC
− W⊤yC + yC,0

nT
+

W⊤yC − yC,0

nC

)

=
1

4

(
v0 +W⊤v +W⊤yT + yT,0 −W⊤yC − yC,0

nT
+

−v0 +W⊤v −W⊤yT + yT,0 +W⊤yC − yC,0

nC

)

=
1

4

(
v0 + yT,0 − yC,0

nT

+
−v0 + yT,0 − yC,0

nC

+
W⊤(v + yT − yC)

nT

+
W⊤(v − yT + yC)

nC

)
=

1

4

(
2yT,0
nT

+
−2yC,0

nC

+W⊤
(
2yT

nT

+
2yC

nC

))
=

1

2

(
yT,0
nT

− yC,0

nC

+W⊤
(
yT

nT

+
yC

nC

))
=

1

2

(
1⊤
2n

(
yT

nT

− yC

nC

)
+W⊤

(
yT

nT

+
yC

nC

))
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=
1

2n

(
1⊤
2n

(yT

r
− yC

r̃

)
+W⊤

(yT

r
+

yC

r̃

))
A.2 Unbiasedness of the Estimator

Under Assumption 2.2,

EW [τ̂ ] =
1

2

(
1⊤
n

(
yT

nT

− yC

nC

)
+

nT − nC

2n
1⊤
(
yT

nT

+
yC

nC

))
=

1

2
1⊤
n

(
yT

nT

− yC

nC

+
nT − nC

2n

(
yT

nT

+
yC

nC

))
=

1

2
1⊤
n

(
yT

(
1

nT

+
nT − nC

2nnT

)
+ yC

(
− 1

nC

+
nT − nC

2nnC

))
=

1

2
1⊤
n

(
yT

n+ nT − nC

2nnT

+ yC

−n+ nT − nC

2nnC

)
=

1

2
1⊤
n

(
yT

2nT

2nnT

+ yC

−2nC

2nnC

)
=

1

2n
1⊤
n (yT − yC) = τ ■

A.3 i/BCRD is Minimax for Continuous Response

The maximum of the quadratic form of Equation 7 is λmax(ΣW ) ||v||2. The form of ΣW for
the i/BCRD design is crucial to understand thus we compute it now.

For two subjects i and j the joint PMF of their assignments is:

P (Wi = +1,Wj = +1) =
nT (nT − 1)

2n(2n− 1)

P (Wi = +1,Wj = −1) = P (Wi = −1,Wj = +1) =
nTnC

2n(2n− 1)

P (Wi = −1,Wj = −1) =
nC(nC − 1)

2n(2n− 1)

Letting b := (nT − nC)
2/(2n)2 we first compute the diagonal entries of ΣW :

E [Wi] =
nT − nC

2n
=

r − r̃

2
=

√
b

E
[
W 2

i

]
=

nT

2n
+

nC

2n
=

r + r̃

2
= 1

Var [Wi] = 1− b =
nTnC

n2
= rr̃ (16)

Note that the above is valid for any design that satisfies Assumption 2.2. We then compute
the off-diagonal elements of ΣW for i/BCRD:
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E [WiWj] =
nC(nC − 1) + nT (nT − 1)− 2nTnC

2n(2n− 1)
=

2nb− 1

2n− 1

Cov [Wi, Wj] =
2nb− 1

2n− 1
− b =

b− 1

2n− 1
.

Thus,

ΣW = −(b− 1)

(
2n

2n− 1
I2n −

1

2n− 1
J2n

)
=

rr̃

2n− 1
(2nI2n − J2n) .

Note that when nT = nC , then b = 0 and the matrix reduces to the variance covariance
matrix for the BCRD design. Since the BCRD variance covariance has one zero eigenvalue
and 2n − 1 eigenvalues with value 2

2n−1
, this matrix being a scalar multiple will have one

zero eigenvalue and 2n− 1 eigenvalues with value 2n(b−1)
2n−1

.
Since the sum of the eigenvalues is equal to tr [ΣW ] and since all designs we consider

have the same diagonal and 2n − 1 positive eigenvalues, any other design besides i/BCRD
will have different eigenvalues hence a larger maximum eigenvalue. Thus the design that
minimizes λmax(ΣW ) ||v||2 is i/BCRD. ■

A.4 i/BCRD is Minimax for all Response Types

For the continuous response case, the result follows from Theorem 3.1. We now consider
the non-continuous response case. Notice that in this case VM has the form

{v ∈ V : min(v1, . . . , v2n) ≥ 0 , max(v1, . . . , v2n) ≤ M}

(for the incidence and proportion responses, M = 1/r + 1/r̃). The key idea is to show that
for block designs

max
v∈VM

v⊤ΣWv = rr̃M2 Bn2
B

4(nB − 1)
= rr̃M2 n2

2n−B
, (17)

where the last equality follows from the relation nB = 2n/B. Since n2

2n−B
is monotone in B,

it is minimized when B is minimal, i.e., when B = 1, which corresponds to i/BCRD.
In order to show Equation 17, let B be the matrix nB

nB−1
InB

− 1
nB−1

JnB
where J denotes

the matrix of all ones. Recall that under BL(B), ΣW is block diagonal B blocks of the form
(1− b)B; see Appendix A.3. Therefore, for block designs

v⊤ΣWv = rr̃

B∑
j=1

v⊤
j Bvj,

where the vj’s are sub-vectors of v. In order to maximize the quadratic form, one can
maximize each term v⊤

j Bvj separately. By Lemma A.0.1, the maximizer of each term
contains nb/2 entries with M , and nb/2 entries with 0 (assuming nB is even). Equation 18
within the lemma implies Equation 17, completing the proof of Theorem 3.2.
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Lemma A.0.1. The vector that maximizes the quadratic form η⊤Bη for η ∈ VnB such that
min(η1, . . . , ηnB

) ≥ 0 and max(η1, . . . , ηnB
) ≤ M when nB is even, has nB/2 entries with

M , and nB/2 entries with 0.

Proof. First, since η⊤Bη is a convex function in η, every entry of the maximizer must
contain either 0 or M . Also, by the definition of B, η⊤Bη is invariant under permutations
of the entries of the vector η. Thus, it is enough to consider vectors of the form ηk, which
is defined to be a vector whose first k entries are M and the rest are zero. We have

η⊤
k Bηk = η⊤

k

(
nB

nB − 1
InB

− 1

nB − 1
JnB

)
ηk =

M2

nB − 1
(nBk − k2). (18)

Therefore,

η⊤
k+1Bηk+1 − η⊤

k Bηk =
M2

nB − 1
[nB − (2k − 1)].

It follows that if k < nB/2, then η⊤
k+1Bηk+1−η⊤

k Bηk is non-negative, and if k > nB/2, the
difference is non-positive. Therefore, the maximizer is when k = nB/2.

A.5 Expectation of the MSE

For this section and following sections, let Z := ZT/r +ZC/r̃ and µ := µT/r + µC/r̃.

= EZT ,ZC

[
1

4

(
µT +ZT

nT

+
µC +ZC

nC

)⊤

ΣW

(
µT +ZT

nT

+
µC +ZC

nC

)]
=

1

4n2
EZ

[
(µ+Z)⊤ΣW (µ+Z)

]
=

1

4n2
EZ

[
µ⊤ΣWµ+ 2µ⊤ΣWZ +Z⊤ΣWZ

]
=

1

4n2

(
µ⊤ΣWµ+ EZ

[
Z⊤ΣWZ

])
=

1

4n2

(
µ⊤ΣWµ+ tr [ΣWΣZ ]

)
where ΣZ is the diagonal variance-covariance matrix of Z. To compute the trace, we need
to consider only the diagonal entries of ΣWΣZ . The ith diagonal entry of this product is
ΣW i ·ΣZ · i = ΣW i iΣZi i due to ΣZ being diagonal. From Equation 16, we know that all the
diagonal entries of ΣW are rr̃ and thus

tr [ΣWΣZ ] = rr̃ tr [ΣZ ] . (19)

Upon substitution, the result is
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EZ [MSEW [τ̂ ]] =
1

4

(
µT

nT

+
µC

nC

)⊤

ΣW

(
µT

nT

+
µC

nC

)
+

1

4n2
rr̃ tr [ΣZ ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

=
1

4n2

(µT

r
+

µC

r̃

)⊤
ΣW

(µT

r
+

µC

r̃

)
+ cZ .

where the underbraced term is design-independent and denoted as cZ .

A.6 Minimal block-size design is optimal for the mean criterion

Since k is the minimal possible block-size, it follows that m is divisible by k. Also, since
ΣW is block-diagonal under block-designs, it it enough to consider sub-vectors of size m.
Let vm = (v1, . . . , vm)

⊤ where v1 ≤ v2 ≤ · · · ≤ vm and define mk = m/k. Let v⃗j denote the
sub-vector of the j-th block, and let SSE(v⃗j) = ∥vj − 1v̄j∥2. We need to show that

v⊤
mΣBL(mk)vm = (1− b)

mk∑
j=1

v⃗⊤
j

(
k

k − 1
Ik −

1

k − 1
Jk

)
v⃗j = (1− b)

k

k − 1
SSE(v⃗j),

is smaller than

v⊤
mΣBL(1)vm = (1− b)v⊤

m

(
m

m− 1
Im − 1

m− 1
Jm

)
vm = (1− b)

m

m− 1
SSE(vm).

That is, we need to show that

m

m− 1
SSE(vm)−

k

k − 1

mk∑
j=1

SSE(v⃗j) ≥ 0. (20)

We prove Inequality 20 by induction on mk using Lemma A.0.2 below. If mk = 2, Inequal-
ity 20 follows immediately from Lemma A.0.2.

Assume that Inequality 20 is true for mk = B. Consider mk = B + 1. Assume vm is an
ordered vector of length m = k(B + 1). By the induction assumption,

k

k − 1

B∑
j=1

SSE(v⃗j) ≤
kB

kB − 1
SSE(v⃗1 ∪ . . . ∪ v⃗B).

We now apply Lemma A.0.2 to the m = k(B + 1) elements by considering ℓ = Bk. This
implies that

kB

kB − 1
SSE(v⃗1 ∪ . . . ∪ v⃗B) +

k

k − 1
SSE(v⃗B+1) ≤

m

m− 1
SSE(vm).

Inequality 20 follows immediately by combining these two inequalities.

Lemma A.0.2. For a vector ν of length l define f(ν) = l
l−1

SSE(ν). Consider a division
of vm into two sub-vectors v1,v2 of size ℓ and m− ℓ, respectively, i.e., v1 = (v1, . . . , vℓ) and
v2 = (vℓ+1, . . . , vm). Then,

f(vm)− f(v1)− f(v2) ≥ 0. (21)
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Proof. Since we can subtract from the entries vi a constant without changing the values of
f(v1), f(v2) and f(v), we can assume without loss of generality that the entries in v1 are
non-positive and the entries in v2, non-negative.

Define a vector ṽ of length m as follows

ṽi =


0 i = ℓ+ 1

vm + vℓ+1 i = m
vi otherwise

.

and let ṽ1 and ṽ2 be the corresponding sub-vectors. Notice that ṽ1 = v1 and ¯̃v2 = v̄2 and
¯̃v = v̄. A trivial calculation shows that

SSE(ṽ2)− SSE(v2) = SSE(ṽ)− SSE(vm) = 2vmvℓ+1 > 0.

Thus, when replacing vm with ṽ, SSE(v2) goes up by the same amount as SSE(vm). But,
since m−ℓ

m−ℓ−1
> m

m−1
,

f(vm)− f(v2) > f(ṽ)− f(ṽ2).

It follows that replacing vm with ṽ reduces the right hand-side of Inequality 21 and therefore
we can assume that vℓ+1 = 0. The same argument shows that we can also assume that
vℓ+2 = 0. Continuing in the same manner implies that we can consider v2 = (0, . . . , 0, c) for
c ≥ 0 as the worst case. A symmetric argument shows that v1 = (a, 0, . . . , 0) were a ≤ 0 is
the worst case for v1.

It follows that it is enough to prove Inequality 21 for vm = (a, 0, . . . , 0, c) where a ≤ 0
and c ≥ 0. First consider v2. Since the average of the m − ℓ elements in v2 is c

m−ℓ
, that

implies

SSE(v2) = (m− ℓ− 1)
c2

(m− ℓ)2
+

(
c− c

m− ℓ

)2

=
c2

(m− ℓ)2
(m− ℓ− 1 + (m− ℓ− 1)2)

= c2
m− ℓ− 1

m− ℓ
.

Therefore, f(v2) = c2. A parallel argument shows that f(v1) = a2. We now need SSE(vm).
We have that v̄m = a+c

m
and hence

SSE(vm) =

(
a− a+ c

m

)2

+ (m− 2)

(
a+ c

m

)2

+

(
c− a+ c

m

)2

= a2 + c2 −m

(
a+ c

m

)2

= a2 + c2 − a2 + c2

m
− 2ac

m

=
m− 1

m
(a2 + c2)− 2ac

m
≥ m− 1

m
(a2 + c2).

The last inequality follows because c ≥ 0 and a ≤ 0. Therefore, f(vm) ≥ f(v1)+ f(v2) and
Inequality 21 follows.
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A.7 Variance of the MSE

We compute VarZ [MSEW [τ̂ ]] below.

= VarZ
[

1

4n2
(µ+Z)⊤ΣW (µ+Z)

]
=

1

16n4
VarZ

[
µ⊤ΣWµ+ 2µ⊤ΣWZ +Z⊤ΣWZ

]
=

1

16n4
VarZ

[
2µ⊤ΣWZ +Z⊤ΣWZ

]
=

1

16n4

(
4VarZ

[
Z⊤ΣWµ

]
+ VarZ

[
Z⊤ΣWZ

]
+ 4Cov

[
µ⊤ΣWZ, Z⊤ΣWZ

])
=

1

16n4

(
4(ΣWµ)⊤ΣZ(ΣWµ) + VarZ

[
Z⊤ΣWZ

]
+ 4Cov

[
µ⊤ΣWZ, Z⊤ΣWZ

])
=

1

16n4

(
4
(
µ⊤ΣWΣZΣWµ+ Cov

[
µ⊤ΣWZ, Z⊤ΣWZ

])
+ VarZ

[
Z⊤ΣWZ

])
(22)

The covariance term is the expectation of the product of the two inputs minus the product
of the expectations of the two inputs. Since E [Z] = 02n, the product of the expectations
becomes zero. Hence,

Cov
[
µ⊤ΣWZ, Z⊤ΣWZ

]
= µ⊤ΣWEZ

[
ZZ⊤ΣWZ

]
The kth element of the expectation of the cubic form above looks like

EZ

[
ZkZ

⊤ΣWZ
]
= EZ

[
Zk

∑
i,j

ZiZjσi ,k

]

where σi ,j denotes the i, jth entry of the ΣW matrix. Due to the independence of the Zi’s
the terms in the above sum are zero except when i = j = k which results in

EZ

[
ZkZ

⊤ΣWZ
]
= EZ

[
σk ,kZ

3
k

]
.

Since the diagonal entries of ΣW are identically rr̃ (see Equation 16), then the vector whose
kth entry we were looking at is merely

EZ

[
ZZ⊤ΣWZ

]
= rr̃γZ

where γZ is the vector whose elements are the third moments of Z. Thus,

Cov
[
µ⊤ΣWZ, Z⊤ΣWZ

]
= rr̃µ⊤ΣWγZ . (23)

We now focus on the remaining variance term in the overall variance which can be expressed
as
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VarZ
[
Z⊤ΣWZ

]
= EZ

[
(Z⊤ΣWZ)2

]
− (EZ

[
Z⊤ΣWZ

]
)2

= EZ

[
(Z⊤ΣWZ)2

]
− r2r̃2tr [ΣZ ]

2 (24)

where the last equality follows from Equation 19. We now compute EZ

[
(Z⊤ΣWZ)2

]
, the

quartic form in the above expression. We define ρi := E [Z2
i ] which is also the i, ith entry of

the ΣZ matrix. The quartic form can be expanded in scalar form as follows:

E
[
(Z⊤ΣWZ)2

]
=

∑
i,j,k,ℓ∈{1,...,2n}

σi ,jσk ,ℓE [ZiZjZkZℓ] (25)

where the expectation operator is taken over the relevant Zi’s. Since E [Zi] = 0 for all
subjects, the expectation above simplifies to

E [ZiZjZkZℓ] =


E [Z4

i ] if i = j = k = ℓ

ρiρk if i = j ̸= k = ℓ

ρiρj if i = k ̸= j = ℓ or i = ℓ ̸= j = k

0 otherwise

Using the above result, we write the quartic expansion of Equation 25 as

=
n∑

i=1

σ2
i ,iE

[
Z4

i

]
+

∑
i=j ̸=k=ℓ

σi ,iσk ,kρiρk +
∑

i=k ̸=j=ℓ

σi ,jσi ,jρiρj +
∑

i=ℓ̸=j=k

σi ,jσj ,iρiρj.

Given that ΣW is symmetric with a diagonal of entries that are identically rr̃ (see Equa-
tion 16), the above simplifies to

= r2r̃2
n∑

i=1

E
[
Z4

i

]
+ r2r̃2

∑
i=j ̸=k=ℓ

ρiρk +
∑

i=k ̸=j=ℓ

σ2
i ,jρiρj +

∑
i=ℓ̸=j=k

σ2
i ,jρiρj

= r2r̃2

(
n∑

i=1

E
[
Z4

i

]
+
∑
i ̸=j

ρiρj

)
+ 2

∑
i ̸=j

σ2
i ,jρiρj. (26)

Consider the following matrix and its entries:

(ΣWΣZ)i,j = σi ,jρj

We now square this matrix and examine only the result’s diagonal entries

[(ΣWΣZ)
2]i,i = [σi ,1ρ1 . . . σi ,2nρ2n] [σ1 ,jρj . . . σ2n ,jρj]

⊤ =
n∑

j=1

(σi ,jρj)(σj ,iρi) =
n∑

j=1

σ2
i ,jρjρi

Thus,
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2 tr
[
(ΣWΣZ)

2
]
= 2

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

σ2
i ,jρjρi = 2

∑
i̸=j

σ2
i ,jρjρi + 2

∑
i=j

σ2
i ,jρjρi = 2

∑
i̸=j

σ2
i ,jρjρi + 2r2r̃2

n∑
i=1

ρ2i (27)

Since the above shares the first term with the simplified quartic form of Equation 26, we
now write the quartic form as a function of this trace,

E
[
(Z⊤ΣWZ)2

]
= r2r̃2

(
n∑

i=1

E
[
Z4

i

]
+
∑
i ̸=j

ρiρj − 2
n∑

i=1

ρ2i

)
+ 2 tr

[
(ΣWΣZ)

2
]
.

We now substitute this into the variance expression of Equation 24 to obtain

VarZ
[
Z⊤ΣWZ

]
= r2r̃2

(
n∑

i=1

E
[
Z4

i

]
+
∑
i ̸=j

ρiρj − 2
n∑

i=1

ρ2i − tr [ΣZ ]
2

)
+ 2 tr

[
(ΣWΣZ)

2
]
.

Substituting the expansion of tr [ΣZ ]
2 =

∑
i ̸=j ρiρj +

∑n
i=1 ρ

2
i we arrive at

VarZ
[
Z⊤ΣWZ

]
= r2r̃2

(
n∑

i=1

E
[
Z4

i

]
− 3

n∑
i=1

ρ2i

)
+ 2 tr

[
(ΣWΣZ)

2
]

= r2r̃2κZ + 2 tr
[
(ΣWΣZ)

2
]
. (28)

The terms E [Z4
i ]− 3ρ2i are a constant with respect to the design and we denote the sum of

these terms by κZ . We chose this notation as the quantity expressed by the sum of these
terms is similar to the sum of the excess kurtosis of the Zi’s.

Substituting the two intermediate results of Equations 23 and 28 into the overall variance
expression of Equation 22, we arrive at the final expression

VarZ [MSEW [τ̂ ]] =
1

16n4

(
4
(
µ⊤ΣWΣZΣWµ+ rr̃µ⊤ΣWγZ

)
+ r2r̃2κZ + 2 tr

[
(ΣWΣZ)

2
])

.

A.8 An asymptotic lower bound for the tail criterion (Proof of
Theorem 3.4)

If B1 does not converge, then the following argument holds for any convergent subsequence
of B1.

Recall the definition of Q̃ in Equation 13. If B1 is of order n, then limn→∞
1√
n
Q̃ = ∞

and the lower bound (Equation 14) clearly holds. So, we now assume that B1 = o(n). In
this case, by Equation 30 below, |S| = o(n) and since R is at-least of order n (see below),
then S is negligible. The terms B1 and B2 are positive. Therefore,

lim inf
n→∞

1√
n
Q̃ = lim inf

n→∞

1√
n

(
B1 + c×

√
r2r̃2κZ + 4 (B2 + S) + 2R

)
≥ lim inf

n→∞
c×

√
r2r̃2κZ/n+ 2R/n.
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Now, by Assumption 3.3, κZ/n → 2κ̄Z , and by Equation 27

R
n

=
tr [(ΣWΣZ)

2]

n
≥ r2r̃2

∑2n
i=1 ρ

2
i

n
= r2r̃22

1

2n
∥ρ∥2 → 2r2r̃2ρ̄,

where the last equality is due to Assumption 3.1. This completed the proof of Theorem 3.4.

A.9 Optimal Design is Harmony (Proof of Theorem 3.5)

The arguments of Sections 3.3.3 and 3.3.2 show that under both PB and i/BCRD, Q̃ (Equa-
tion 13) is of order n and therefore, 1√

n
Q̃ → ∞.

The only thing that is left to show is that under PB and under equal allocation, R is of
order n2. Since PB is composed from a single vector w∗ and its mirror −w∗, we have that
under PB, ΣW = w∗w

⊤
∗ . Recall that ρ denotes the diagonal of ΣZ and let ρw∗ denote the

element-wise product of ρ and w∗. Therefore, under PB,

R = tr
[
(ΣWΣZ)

2
]
= tr

[
w∗w

⊤
∗ ΣZw∗w

⊤
∗ ΣZ

]
= tr

[
w∗ρ

⊤
w∗w∗ρ

⊤
w∗

]
= (ρ⊤

w∗w∗)
2 =

(
n∑

i=1

w2
∗,iρi

)2

=

(
n∑

i=1

ρi

)2

,

which is of order n2 by Assumption 3.1.

A.10 Asymptotics of the tail criterion (Proof of Theorem 3.6)

We proceed by bounding B2 and S and then computing term R. By Assumption 3.1,

B2 = v⊤ΣWΣZΣWv ≤ C̄ρ∥ΣWv∥2 = C̄ρrr̃
B∑
b=1

∥Bvb∥2 = C̄ρrr̃
nB

nB − 1
B1 ≤ 2C̄ρrr̃B1. (29)

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

|S| = |v⊤ΣWγZ | ≤
√
v⊤ΣWv

√
γ⊤
ZΣWγZ =

√
B1

√
γ⊤
ZΣWγZ

≤
√

B1λmax(ΣW )∥γZ∥ ≤ 2rr̃
√

CγnB1, (30)

where the last inequality is true because for block designs λmax(ΣW ) = rr̃ nB

nB−1
≤ 2rr̃ and

due to Assumption 3.2.
Let ρ2

b be the vector whose entries is the entries of ρb squared. We have

R = tr
[
(ΣWΣZ)

2
]
= r2r̃2

B∑
b=1

tr
[
(Bdiag(ρb))

2
]

=
r2r̃2

(nB − 1)2

B∑
b=1

tr
[
(nBdiag(ρb)− JnB

diag(ρb))
2
]
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=
r2r̃2

(nB − 1)2

B∑
b=1

{
n2
Btr
[
diag(ρ2

b)
]
− 2nBtr

[
JnB

diag(ρ2
b)
]
+ tr

[
[JnB

diag(ρb)]
2
]}

.

We now compute the above traces:

tr
[
diag(ρ2

b)
]

= ∥ρb∥2;
tr
[
JnB

diag(ρ2
b)
]

= tr
[
1nB

1T
nB

diag(ρ2
b)
]
= tr

[
1nB

(ρ2
b)

T
]
= ∥ρb∥2;

tr
[
[JnB

diag(ρb)]
2
]

= tr
[
1nB

1T
nB

diag(ρb)1nB
1T
nB

diag(ρb)
]

= tr
[
1nB

ρT
b 1nB

ρT
b

]
= ρT

b 1nB
tr
[
1nB

ρT
b

]
= (ρT

b 1nB
)2.

Putting all terms together we have

R =
r2r̃2

(nB − 1)2

B∑
b=1

{
n2
B∥ρb∥2 − 2nB∥ρb∥2 + (ρT

b 1nB
)2
}

=
r2r̃2

(nB − 1)2

B∑
b=1

{
nB∥ρb∥2(nB − 1) + (ρT

b 1nB
)2 − nB∥ρb∥2

}
=

r2r̃2nB∥ρ∥2

nB − 1
+

r2r̃2

(nB − 1)2

B∑
b=1

{
(ρT

b 1nB
)2 − nB∥ρb∥2

}
.

Now notice that

ρT
b Bρb = ρT

b

(
nB

nB − 1
InB

− 1

nB − 1
JnB

)
ρb =

1

nB − 1

(
nB∥ρb∥2 − (ρT

b 1nB
)2
)
.

Therefore,

R = r2r̃2
nB∥ρ∥2 −

∑B
b=1 ρ

T
b Bρb

nB − 1

= r2r̃2
4n2 1

2n
∥ρ∥2 −B

∑B
b=1 ρ

T
b Bρb

2n−B

=
r2r̃24n2 1

2n
∥ρ∥2 − rr̃BρTΣWρ

2n−B
. (31)

We now consider four regimes for B which become the four results of Theorem 3.6.

(i) B
n1/4 → 0

By Assumption 3.4,

1√
n
Q̃ >

1√
n
B1 ≈

1√
n
n/B2 → ∞.
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(ii) B
n1/4 → 1

By Assumption 3.4 that in this case 1√
n
B1 → CB1 . By Assumption 3.3, κZ

n
→ 2κ̄Z . The

bounds for terms B2 and S (Equations 29 and 30) imply that
√

B2

n
→ 0 and

√
S
n
→ 0 and

hence those terms are negligible. For term R, by Equation 31 and Assumptions 3.1 and 3.5,

R
n

= r2r̃2
4n 1

2n
∥ρ∥2

2n−B
+ o(1) → 2r2r̃2ρ̄.

In conclusion, we have that under this regime

2√
n
Q̃ → CB1 + crr̃

√
2(κ̄Z + ρ̄).

(iii) B
n1/4 → ∞ and B/n → ∞

We have by Assumption 3.4 that in this case 1√
n
B1 → 0 and similarly to before terms B2

and S are negligible. Also, as in the previous case R
n
→ 2r2r̃2ρ̄.

(iv) B/n → α

As in the previous case, terms B1, B2 and S are negligible and for term R we have that

R
n

= r2r̃2
2 1
2n
∥ρ∥2

1−B/(2n)
+ o(1) → 2r2r̃2ρ̄

1

1− α/2
.
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