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Abstract

Matching is an appealing way to design observational studies because it mimics the data
structure produced by stratified randomized trials, pairing treated individuals with similar
controls. After matching, inference is often conducted using methods tailored for stratified
randomized trials in which treatments are permuted within matched pairs. However, in ob-
servational studies, matched pairs are not predetermined before treatment; instead, they are
constructed based on observed treatment status. This introduces a challenge as the permuta-
tion distributions used in standard inference methods do not account for the possibility that
permuting treatments might lead to a different selection of matched pairs (Z-dependence). To
address this issue, we propose a novel and computationally efficient algorithm that charac-
terizes and enables sampling from the correct conditional distribution of treatment after an
optimal propensity score matching, accounting for Z-dependence. We show how this new pro-
cedure, called match-adaptive randomization inference, corrects for an anticonservative result
in a well-known observational study investigating the impact of hormone replacement theory
(HRT) on coronary heart disease and corroborates experimental findings about heterogeneous
effects of HRT across different ages of initiation in women. Keywords: matching, causal infer-
ence, propensity score, permutation test, Type I error, graphs.

1 Introduction

A randomized trial is an ideal design for determining the causal effect of a treatment, since it ensures

that units receiving the treatment and those receiving the control condition are comparable on

average on all covariates, both observed and unobserved. When only observational data is available,

systematic differences between treated and control subjects must be addressed. Matching designs

proceed by pairing each unit receiving treatment to a control unit with similar observed covariates

and comparing outcomes within the resulting matched pairs (Stuart 2010). Intuitively, the aim

is to create a new control subgroup that is similar to the treated group on observed covariates,

like the ideal control group in a hypothetical randomized trial. The analogy between matched

designs in observational studies and stratified randomized trials extends to inference. It is common

to permute treatment labels within matched pairs to conduct inference as has long been done for

stratified randomized trials (Fisher 1935; Rosenbaum 2002b).
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However, permuting treatment labels in matched pairs from an observational study as if in

a randomized trial relies on strong assumptions, one of which is that pairs remain fixed even

as treatment labels are permuted within them. Although natural in stratified randomized trials

where strata are chosen prior to treatment assignment, this assumption is suspect in matched

observational studies, where matched pairs are explicitly a function of the observed treatment.

Yet it has received little attention in the literature. We demonstrate how ignoring the role of

observed treatment in constructing matched pairs can lead to anticonservative permutation tests,

and we propose a novel and computationally efficient inference algorithm that restricts attention

to treatment permutations that would have produced the same set of matched pairs as the original

study. We call this new procedure match-adaptive randomization inference.

We explore our new approach in a case study of a historically controversial question, the impact

of hormone replacement therapy (HRT) on coronary heart disease (CHD) using observational data

from the Women’s Health Initiative study (WHI). We show that match-adaptive randomization

inference corroborates contemporary understanding, finding substantially less evidence for effects of

HRT in the broad population than traditional methods of inference after matching, but confirming

the presence of heterogeneous effects across different HRT initiation age groups. Overall, match-

adaptive randomization inference provides a valuable safeguard in matched studies against subtle

kinds of Type I error violations, calibrating inference procedures better to the ideal randomized

trial.

2 Background and literature review

2.1 The randomization inference paradigm in matched designs Matching offers several

advantages compared to alternative approaches to adjusting for confounding, including a separation

between a study’s design stage and its analysis stage (Rubin 2007, 2008), protection against extreme

weights for individual subjects, and preservation of the original unit of analysis, which can facilitate

complementary qualitative analysis (Rosenbaum and Silber 2001; Yu et al. 2021a). At a high level,

matching unites many beneficial attributes of randomized trials (Brown Jr 1980), and suggests

the use of similar inference methods. Inference in a randomized trial can be conducted purely

on the basis of the known distribution of treatment, holding covariates and potential outcomes

fixed and requiring no distributional assumptions on outcomes besides the stable unit treatment
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value assumption (SUTVA), which prohibits interference between subjects and hidden versions of

treatment (Fisher 1935; Rosenbaum 2002b). For stratified trials, this means permuting treatment

indicators within strata.

While such “randomization inference" methods are also applied to matched observational studies

in practice, using them in this context requires strong assumptions. In the language of Zhang

and Zhao (2023), these are quasi-randomization tests. We highlight three key assumptions: (1)

independent treatments, requiring treatment status to be independent across individuals in the raw

data prior to matching; (2) no unobserved confounding, requiring the true probability of treatment

to be a function of only measured covariates; and (3) exact matching, under which matched units

share identical propensity scores (conditional probabilities of treatment given covariates). The first

two assumptions, their possible violations, and the implications for a wide variety of causal inference

approaches have received extensive discussion in the literature (Chang and Stuart 2022; Hansen

et al. 2014; Rosenbaum 1987). While more specific to the context of matching and less frequently

discussed, the third assumption of exact matching can also be problematic. Even when propensity

scores can be estimated consistently, exact matches are typically unattainable in practice except

with few discrete covariates. Failures of this assumption and the downstream adverse implications

for inference are our primary focus.

2.2 Addressing inexact matching Several researchers have recognized the implausibility

of achieving exact matching on the true propensity score in finite samples and raised concerns

regarding robustness of inference of violations to this assumption. Hansen (2009) showed that in

large sample settings where matched discrepancies shrink to zero, finite-sample bias shrinks slowly

and may not vanish unless careful balance checking is applied; related work suggested the use of a

shrinking propensity score caliper as a means to maintain accurate inference (Hansen 2023). Abadie

and Imbens (2006) found similar problems with inexact matching and proposed the use of regression

models to re-establish valid inference (Abadie and Imbens 2011). Sävje (2021) demonstrated that

achieving convergence of matched discrepancies to zero becomes implausible when any units in the

study population have propensity scores larger than 0.5. Guo and Rothenhäusler (2022) explored

how this phenomenon leads to problems for randomization inference and suggested the use of

regression models to rectify the problem. However, caliper matching and regression modeling are
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imperfect solutions. Calipers exclude treated subjects from the match, which hurts precision and

alters the study population, making the study’s estimand less interpretable. Regression modeling

requires assumptions about the study outcome, especially when matched pair discrepancies do not

vanish asymptotically.

A different approach for correcting bias from inexact matching that does not require exclusion

of treated units or outcome model assumptions is to modify the permutation procedure to account

for propensity score differences within matched sets. Building on a brief initial proposal by Baiocchi

(2011) and a growing recent literature on non-uniform permutation tests for unmatched studies

(Branson and Miratrix 2019; Berrett et al. 2020; Shaikh and Toulis 2021), Pimentel and Huang

(2023) introduced covariate-adaptive randomization inference, in which treatments are permuted

within pairs with renormalized probabilities given by estimated propensity odds, which is valid

even if matched discrepancies do not vanish. Nevertheless, these attractive properties of covariate-

adaptive randomization inference rely on a key assumption that matched pairs are fixed across

all permutations of treatment. While reasonable for a randomization test in a paired randomized

experiment (where matched pairs are determined prior to treatment assignment), this assumption

is suspect in observational studies, where matched pairs are chosen based on the original observed

treatment vector. Consequently, some permutations of the treatment vector would have resulted

in different matched pair configurations had they been observed originally. These treatment per-

mutations do not appropriately belong to the conditional distribution of treatment, given that the

original set of pairs was selected. This phenomenon, labeled “Z-dependence" by Pimentel and

Huang (2023), was also discussed by Pashley et al. (2021).

In principle it is possible to remove incompatible permutations by repeating the propensity score

match procedure for each permutation of treatment to see if the same pairs are recovered. However,

in practice, this approach is computationally infeasible except in very small datasets, and more

efficient strategies are essential. In this paper, we introduce a novel and computationally efficient

strategy called match-adaptive randomization inference to correct the permutation distribution

and conduct valid hypothesis tests after matching.

2.3 Hormone replacement therapy and women’s health We use match-adaptive infer-

ence to study the effect of hormone-replacement therapy (HRT) on coronary heart disease (CHD)
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using data from the widely-recognized Women’s Health Initiative study (WHI). Scientific debate

over HRT’s safety is decades old. HRT was already widely used when the FDA approved estro-

gen for osteoporosis prevention in 1988 (Lobo 2017), and during the subsequent period of even

greater adoption, observational studies on HRT highlighted numerous benefits, including reduced

risks of CHD and mortality (Grady et al. 1992; Grodstein et al. 1997; Stampfer and Colditz 1991).

However, subsequent randomized trials, including one conducted as part of WHI, found no such

benefit and raised concerns about increased risks of CHD and breast cancer (Anderson et al. 2004;

Herrington et al. 2000; Hulley et al. 1998; for the Women’s Health Initiative Investigators 2002).

This divergence triggered a significant decline in HRT usage. Recent reanalyses of WHI data, with

age stratification, along with comprehensive analyses of newer randomized trials and observational

data, consistently demonstrate that when HRT is initiated shortly after menopause, there are no-

table reductions in CHD and mortality (Hodis and Mack 2008; Manson et al. 2013; Salpeter et al.

2006; Rossouw et al. 2007). Unfortunately, these nuances in the data often went underreported in

the media, leaving lingering apprehensions regarding HRT (Cagnacci and Venier 2019). Motivated

by the debate over apparently contrasting results between the WHI’s clinical trial results and pre-

vious observational studies and by recent discoveries on the importance of timing and age at which

HRT is initiated (Cagnacci and Venier 2019; Lobo 2017), we approach our analysis in §7 below

from the perspective of matching and ask to what degree match-adaptive randomization inference

is able to recalibrate uncertainty about the presence of a beneficial effect, in contrast to methods

of inference that allow all within-pair permutations of treatment.

3 Formal framework and role of Z-dependence

3.1 Setup for an inexactly-matched observational study Consider a sample of N units

independently drawn from a population. Each unit has an observed binary treatment indicator Z,

an observed covariate vector X, and potential outcomes Y (0) and Y (1) which represent the values

that would have been observed under each treatment option. Under SUTVA, we observe outcomes

Y = ZY (1) + (1 − Z)Y (0). Let F = (Y(0),Y(1),X) where boldface indicates the vector (or

matrix) of all values in the sample. The investigator solves an optimization problem under which

every subject in the treated group is paired to a distinct subject in the control group, choosing

pairs so as to minimize the average value of some predefined covariate distance between subjects
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(Rosenbaum 1989); for a more formal characterization, see §A.1 in the Supplementary materials.

This produces K ≤ N/2 disjoint pairs, indexed by k, each pair with two individuals j = 1, 2 so

Zk1 + Zk2 = 1; the remaining N − 2K individuals remain unmatched. We let Mopt represent

the collection of K index pairs for the matched units, and we let Uopt represent the collection

of the indices and treatment values for the N − 2K unmatched units. Both Mopt and Uopt are

deterministic functions of X and Z. Our goal is to conduct statistical inference for the matched

sample using the distribution P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F).

If unobserved confounding is absent so P(Z = 1 | X,Y (1), Y (0)) is equal to the propensity

score P(Z = 1 | X) = λ(X) ∈ (0, 1), and matched units share identical propensity scores (with

mild conditions on choice among exact matches), P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F) is uniform over treatment

permutation Z′ for which (i) Z ′
k1+Z ′

k2 = 1 for all k = 1, . . . ,K and (ii) unmatched units retain their

original treatments, i.e., for any such Z′, P(Z′|Mopt,Uopt,F) = 1/2K . This suggests permuting

treatment labels with equal probability within matched pairs, while holding outcomes fixed, to

conduct inference. We call this distribution F0(Z).

In practice, it is impossible to form matched pairs with identical propensity scores. Under

inexact matching, the conditional distribution of treatment Fλ(Z) depends on propensity score

differences between the two units in each matched pair. Accordingly, Pimentel and Huang (2023)

suggested basing inference on the following distribution Fλ(Z) in place of F0(Z). For any treatment

permutation Z′ such that Z ′
k1 + Z ′

k2 = 1 for all k = 1, . . . ,K and all unmatched individuals’

treatments are unchanged from the original Z, we have:

Fλ(Z) =
K∏
k=1

η
Z′
k1

k1 η
Z′
k2

k2

ηk1 + ηk2
=

K∏
k=1

pZk1
k1 pZk2

k2 , (1)

where ηkj = λkj/(1−λkj) and pkj = ηkj/(ηk1+ηk2). While the true propensity score λ(·) is typically

unknown and must be estimated from observed data, these estimates can be used to approximate

Fλ; Pimentel and Huang (2023) proposed using this distribution for inference in practice, labeling

this procedure covariate-adaptive randomization inference.

Unfortunately, Pimentel and Huang (2023)’s results ignore an important second source of Type

I error violations. Permuting treatment labels using the distribution Fλ(Z) essentially treats the

matched pairs specified by Mopt as fixed across all treatment permutation vectors Z′ for which

Z ′
k1 + Z ′

k2 = 1 for all k = 1, . . . ,K and unmatched units maintain their original treatment sta-
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tus. However, in practice the selection of matched pairs depends on both X and Z and may vary

across observed values of Z. Incorrectly including permutations that would have led to a differ-

ent choice of Mopt can introduce bias into inference relative to the true conditional distribution

for treatment after matching P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F), particularly when propensity score differences

correlate with outcome differences. Pimentel and Huang (2023) denote the discrepancy between

P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F) and Fλ(Z) as Z-dependence, in reference to Mopt’s and Uopt’s dependence on

Z, and document via simulation how inference procedures based on Fλ(Z) fail to control Type I

error violations.

3.2 Z-dependence and Type I error: a small example To illustrate how Z-dependence

can lead to anticonservative inference in practice, we first consider a small example depicted in

Figure 1. Four treated are units optimally matched into pairs (from a pool of six control units)

using propensity score distances, yielding Mopt consisting of {(A,E), (B,G), (C,H), (D, I)} and

Uopt consisting of {F, J} with their treatment indicators {0, 0}. The sharp null hypothesis of no

treatment effect for any individual holds, and study outcomes (identical to potential outcomes

under control) are perfectly correlated with propensity scores. The difference-in-means statistic is

0.7.

With the uniform permutation test, a one-sided p-value of 1/24 = 0.0625 is obtained for the

alternative hypothesis that the treatment effect is larger than zero. Next we perform a covariate-

adaptive test using the same matched pairs. Since the treated units in each matched pair have

higher propensity scores than their matched controls, the covariate-adaptive test recognizes that

the original treatment allocation is relatively more likely than its permuted versions, and the p-

value increases to 0.11. Finally, we account for Z-dependence by a brute force method, rerunning

the optimal propensity score matching algorithm for each of the 24 possible permutations. Since

only three out of the 16 treatment permutations lead to the same set of matched pairs, we restrict

attention to these permutations, renormalizing their covariate-adaptive probabilities to obtain a

new distribution for treatment. As a result, the p-value now increases further to approximately

0.41. Table 1 provides the complete distribution of the difference-in-means statistic under each

treatment permutation. While, in this particular case, none of the three tests rejects at the 0.05

level, in a slightly larger study, the first two tests might easily yield nominally significant results.
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Unit A B C D E F G H I J

Propensity Score 0.80 0.45 0.41 0.35 0.65 0.60 0.40 0.36 0.30 0.20

Y (0) 8.0 4.5 4.1 3.5 6.5 6.0 4.0 3.6 3.0 2.0

Figure 1: An optimal propensity score match and two permutations of treatment under which different
matched pairs would have been formed if each had been observed initially. Black dots indicate treated units
and gray dots indicate controls; black lines connect subjects in the same matched pair in the original match,
and red lines show better matched pairs that could have been formed if this permutation had been observed
originally.



Evidently, conducting inference using the proper conditional distribution of treatment given the

actual match constructed can protect against Type I error violations. This control comes at a cost

in power – in this example, for instance, it will be impossible ever to reject the null at the typical

0.95 level (or even at the 0.25 level) when accounting for Z-dependence since there are only three

allowed permutations. However, a test with good power is not very useful if it cannot also control

Type I error reliably. As such, we prioritize Type I error rate control over power considerations and

focus on constructing a test that will be valid in the presence of Z-dependence. Unfortunately, the

brute-force approach to adjusting for Z-dependence used for the small example scales very poorly

with the size of the match, since the computational complexity of solving even one optimal match

grows polynomially with the sample size, while the number of possible permutations of treatment

(and hence distinct matches that need to be computed) explodes exponentially.

4 Dealing with Z-dependence: match-adaptive randomization inference

We now develop a computationally practical hypothesis testing framework using the distribution

P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F), labeled as match-adaptive randomization inference. This term signifies both

its connection to covariate-adaptive randomization inference (which is based on the distribution

Fλ(Z) in the absence of exact matching) and its enhanced ability to handle the match itself as a

random quantity. We characterize P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F) in three stages of increasing complexity:

two matched pairs, many matched pairs without any unmatched controls, and a match with many

pairs and unmatched controls. In each stage we leverage a new structural property of the matched

pair configuration to capture key information about compatibility of candidate treatment vectors

with the original match.

We assume for convenience that the matching distance is absolute difference on an estimated

propensity score (although our results hold for matching on differences in any other univariate

score). We assume there are no ties among estimated propensity scores (if some ties do occur, it

is straightforward to introduce a small perturbation to obtain unique values). For extensions to

handle exact matching and caliper matching, see Section 5.

4.1 Two pairs only: overlapping pairs and crossing matches First consider a toy prob-

lem with two treated units and two control units as in Figure 2, so only two matched pairs are

formed. In this case, only four permutations of treatment are possible. To determine which of
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Permute this pair? Diff.-in-Means Null probability

A-E B-G C-H D-I Value Unif. Cov.-Ad. Match-Ad.

1 0.70 0.06 0.12 0.41

2 X -0.05 0.06 0.05

3 X 0.50 0.06 0.09

4 X X -0.25 0.06 0.04

5 X 0.50 0.06 0.09

6 X X -0.25 0.06 0.04

7 X X 0.30 0.06 0.08 0.27

8 X X X -0.45 0.06 0.04

9 X 0.45 0.06 0.09 0.32

10 X X -0.30 0.06 0.04

11 X X 0.25 0.06 0.08

12 X X X -0.50 0.06 0.03

13 X X 0.25 0.06 0.07

14 X X X -0.50 0.06 0.03

15 X X X 0.05 0.06 0.06

16 X X X X -0.70 0.06 0.03

Table 1: Null distributions for the example in Figure 1 under uniform randomization inference, covariate-
adaptive randomization inference, and match-adaptive randomization inference. The 16 rows delineate the
24 = 16 possible permutations of treatments, with X’s indicating which pairs were permuted. Probabilities
are given to two decimal places; in the final column, zero probabilities are omitted for greater clarity.



(a)

Treated

Control

Propensity score values
0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55

(b)

Treated

Control

Propensity score values
0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55

Figure 2: Two overlapping pairs in (a), and a permutation of treatment within these pairs under which the
fixed pairing becomes sub-optimal in (b). The match in (b) can be improved in average propensity score
difference by choosing instead the matches indicated by the dashed lines.

these permutations would have resulted in the same set of optimally matched pairs, we define a

key concept, overlapping pairs.

Definition 1. Let k1 and k2 be indices of distinct matched pairs, and without loss of generality let

λ(Xk11) > λ(Xk12) and λ(Xk21) > λ(Xk22). Then, (k1, k2) is an overlapping pair if and only if

λ(Xk11) > λ(Xk21) > λ(Xk12) or λ(Xk21) > λ(Xk11) > λ(Xk22).

A related concept is the crossing match introduced by Sävje (2021). For any two distinct

matched pairs k1 and k2, suppose, without loss of generality, Zk11 = Zk21 = 1 in the original treat-

ment vector. Then, the pair (k1, k2) is a crossing match if and only if max {λ(Xk11), λ(Xk22)} <

min {λ(Xk12), λ(Xk21)}. Crossing matches are suboptimal, since switching which treated and con-

trols are matched leads to a strictly lower objective function in the optimal matching problem.

Furthermore, an overlap relationship is present between two pairs if and only if they form a cross-

ing match under some within-pair permutation of Z. This is why overlapping relationships matter

for determining P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F); all permutations in our two-pair study lead to the same opti-

mal match if and only if the pairs do not overlap. If they do overlap, the only permutations in the

support of P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F) are those in which either both pairs are permuted or neither pair

is permuted. In Figure 2(a), the two pairs overlap, and panel (b) illustrates how a crossing match

arises when treatments in exactly one pair are permuted.

4.2 No unmatched units: connected components When only two pairs are present and

all units are matched, checking whether they overlap suffices to characterize P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F)

fully. Now consider a more general setting with many matched units but no unmatched controls

(i.e., equal numbers of treated and control subjects in the original observational study). Over-

lapping pair relationships are still of central importance, and we represent them all a graph with

nodes {1, . . . ,K}, each corresponding to a matched pair in Mopt, and edges (k1, k2) present only if
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(i)

A-E

B-G
C-H

D-I

(ii)

C G

A

B

D

E
F

H

I

J

Original
treated

Original
controls

(iii)

C G

A

B

D

E
F

H

I

J

Original
treated

Original
controls

Figure 3: Overlap graph for the pairs in the small example of Figure 1 (i), with further details on connected
components (ii) and meta-components (iii). In (i) each circle represents a pair (with unmatched individuals
omitted), and the two pairs that overlap (B-G and C-H) are connected by an edge. In (i)-(ii), dots represent
units rather than pairs. Black dots represent matched individuals and gray dots represent unmatched
controls with black lines connecting subjects grouped in the same matched pair in the match. Solid rectangles
each contain a distinct connected component of the overlap graph; dashed rectangles contain distinct meta-
components. In all figures, as in Figure 1, objects are arranged vertically according to propensity score
value.

k1 ̸= k2 and k1, k2 overlap. The connected components of this graph are the key structural element

that determines our distribution of interest in this setting. In brief, treatment permutations within

a connected component (consisting of a group of one or more pairs linked by overlap relationships)

must obey similar restrictions to a single set of overlapping pairs to be compatible with the original

match. If at least one of the pairs in the connected component is permuted while at least one other

is not permuted, a crossing match is necessarily created among the pairs and the original match is

no longer optimal. However, as long as unmatched units are absent, permutations that either keep

or permute all treatment assignments within pairs lead to the same optimal match. Figure 3(ii)

shows connected components in the small example of Figure 1. The pairs B-G and C-H are part

of the same connected component since they overlap (as illustrated in Figure 3(i)).

Algorithm 1 provides an efficient procedure for identifying the set of permutations that only

permute entire connected components in lockstep, and Proposition 1 shows that this modification

suffices to identify the support of P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F). Subroutine ConstructOverlapGraph is

specified fully in §A.2 in the Supplementary materials. The proof of Proposition 1 can be found in

§B.2 in the Supplementary materials.
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Algorithm 1

1. Conduct an optimal propensity score match with K pairs. For each matched pair k, denote

the treated propensity by λT
k and control propensity score by λC

k .

2. Run the subroutine ConstructOverlapGraph (with (λT
1 , λ

C
1 ), . . . , (λ

T
K , λC

K) as inputs).

3. Identify the connected components of the graph and denote the indices for pairs in component

r by Sr, r = 1, . . . , R.

4. Generate all permutation vectors W ∈ {0, 1}R where Wr indicates whether the treatment

assignments of all pairs in connected component Sr are reversed (relative to original treatment

Z). The set of corresponding permuted treatment vectors Z′ is returned as the support for

the randomization test.

Proposition 1. Suppose that the initial match left no unmatched units. Then for any compatible

permutation Z′ of Z generated by the algorithm, P(Mopt,Uopt | Z′,F) = 1, and for any permutation

Z′ rejected, P(Mopt,Uopt | Z′,F) = 0.

Algorithm 1 runs very efficiently. ConstructOverlapGraph runs linearly in the number of pairs.

Finding the connected components of a graph with V nodes and E edges runs linearly in E + V

(Hopcroft and Tarjan 1973); since in the worst case the number of overlapping relationships scales

as K2 with the number of pairs K, this is O(K2). Both tasks tend to be less computationally

expensive than constructing the optimal match itself.

The efficient method described in Algorithm 1 provides a way of choosing the support for a

randomization test (i.e., which permutations will be allowed) but does not describe probabilities

for the valid permutations. These can be calculated by re-normalizing the probabilities from the

covariate-adaptive randomization test of Pimentel and Huang (2023) to account for the altered

support. Letting Sr represent the indices for pairs in component r as in Algorithm 1, we conduct

the test using the following probabilities for the Wrs:

P(Wr = 1) =
θswitch
r

θswitch
r + θkeepr

, θkeepr =
∏
k∈Sr

pZk1
k1 pZk2

k2 , θswitch
r =

∏
k∈Sr

p1−Zk1
k1 p1−Zk2

k2 . (2)

Here, pk1 and pk2 are defined as in equation (1).

4.3 General case with unmatched controls: meta-components In practice, we usually

have a larger pool of potential controls than the treated units, so that optimal pair matching leaves
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some control subjects unmatched. The presence of these unmatched controls leads to complications

when determining the distribution P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F). Although not useful for matching under the

original treatment Z, these controls might be included in the optimal matched control group under

some permutations of treatment. For example, compare panels (a) and (b) of Figure 1; although

the matched pair A-E does not overlap with any other pair, permuting it permits E and F to match

to each other instead with lower cost. Thus, Algorithm 1, which examines reconfiguration only

among subjects included in the original match, is not enough.

In fact, the impact of unmatched controls can lead to subtler problems that extend beyond a

single matched pair or connected component. Consider the matched pairs C-H and D-I in Figure 1.

These pairs do not overlap so Algorithm 1 places no restrictions on how they can be permuted. If

either one of these pairs is permuted while the other remains unchanged, the original match remains

optimal. However, as panel (c) of Figure 1 shows, it is not permissible to permute both C-H (along

with pair B-G in the same connected component) and D-I, since this opens the possibility of a better

match involving the previously unmatched control J. This shows that when unmatched controls are

present, it is no longer sufficient to consider connected components in isolation, as Algorithm 1 did.

The presence of an unmatched control can create entanglement among the allowed permutations

of several neighboring connected components.

To address these challenges, we leverage a final structural property of a set of matched pairs, the

meta-component. Call two connected components r, r′ adjacent if there are no unmatched controls

or other connected components between them in propensity score space. Formally, adjacency holds

if for any unit k in Sr and any unit k′ in Sr′ , each unit k′′ with propensity score λk′′ between λk

and λk′ lies in either Sr or Sr′ . For any connected component, its meta-component is the largest

group of consecutive adjacent connected components to which it belongs. By default, connected

components not adjacent to any other components are also considered to be meta-components of

size 1. Figure 3(iii) shows the meta-components in the match from the small example of Figure 1.

Meta-components are useful because they define how far across the matched design as we have

to look to consider the possible impact of including a single new unmatched control. As will be

shown, if under a treatment permutation none of the unmatched controls that lie closest to the edge

of any meta-component can be used to improve the match among units in that meta-component, the
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current match remains optimal. Accordingly, Algorithm 2 leverages meta-components to identify

the correct support for match-adaptive randomization inference in the presence of unmatched

controls. It treats each meta-component separately, recursively exploring all possible permutations

of treatment for the internal components of each and screening out permutations under which

unmatched controls can enter the match and improve the objective. All subroutines are specified

in §A.2 in the Supplementary materials.

Algorithm 2

1. Build overlap graph and its connected components (steps 1-3 of Algorithm 1).

2. Run subroutine ConstructMetaComponents (with inputs λ1, . . . , λN and S1, . . . ,SR) and store

output as O. Denote the number of meta-components as I.

3. (Preprocess treatment assignments for each meta-component) For each i = 1, . . . , I:

(a) Run subroutine CheckComponentUp(O, 1, 0, 0, sℓi ,w) for w = (0, ..., 0) and w = (1, 0, . . . , 0).

Label the resulting set of compatible vectors Wi,up.

(b) Run CheckComponentDown(O, |Ti|, 0, 0, sui ,w) for w = (0, ..., 0) and w = (1, 0, . . . , 0).

Label the resulting set of compatible vectors, Wi,down.

(c) Define Wi = Wi,up ∩Wi,down.

4. Draw W by sampling wi ∈ Wi for meta-component i.

5. Choose treatment permutation Z′ by setting all subjects in each component to the corre-

sponding treatment assignment in W.

Validity of Algorithm 2 is stated in Proposition 2 (see §B.3 in the supplementary materials for

the proof).

Proposition 2. For any permutation Z′ of Z rejected by Algorithm 2, P(Mopt,Uopt | F ,Z′) = 0,

and for any permutation Z′ not rejected, P(Mopt,Uopt | F ,Z′) = 1.

Once the conditional distribution of treatment within each meta-component has thus been

characterized, we draw permutations for each meta-component independently of others, with re-

normalized covariate-adaptive probabilities derived from the probabilities for individual connected
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components given in equation (2). For any set of assignments wi over the connected components

in meta-component i not rejected by Algorithm 2 (i.e., wi ∈ Wi):

Pnorm(wi) =
P(Wi = wi)∑

w′
i∈Wi

P(Wi = w′
i)
1 {wi ∈ Wi} . (3)

Since permutations are independent across meta-components, these probabilities can be multiplied

to derive sampling probabilities for full treatment vectors.

4.4 Implications for hypothesis testing and confidence intervals So far we can accu-

rately sample from the conditional distribution of treatment P(Z | Mopt,Uopt,F) via appropriately

constrained permutations, at least when propensity scores are known. This means that match-

adaptive randomization tests based on our constrained permutation approach with known propen-

sity scores will control Type I error. To make this claim formal, we introduce some machinery for

hypothesis testing. Let T : (Z,Y) −→ R be an arbitrary test statistic and let α ∈ (0, 1) be the

desired level of Type I error control. Let Z′ be an arbitrary draw of treatment assignments based

on Algorithm 2 with probabilities given by equations (2)-(3), using the true propensity scores,

and let t(α) = min{t : P [T (Z′,Y) > t | Mopt,Uopt,F ] ≤ α}. Using the quantile t(α) of our

match-adaptive randomization distribution as a critical value for a one-sided test of a sharp null

hypothesis of zero effect controls Type I error at level α. The formal results are summarized in

Proposition 3; see §B.4 in the Supplementary materials for the proof.

Proposition 3. Suppose the sharp null hypothesis Yki(1) = Yki(0) for all k, i holds. Then

P [T (Z,Y) > t(α) | Mopt,Uopt,F ] ≤ α for all α ∈ (0, 1).

We may also invert the match-adaptive randomization test to provide valid 1 − α confidence

intervals. Consider the null hypothesis of a constant additive effect of size τ , Yki(1) − Yki(0) = τ.

We can test this null hypothesis instead of the τ = 0 considered in Proposition 3 by replacing

Y with Y − τZ in the hypothesis testing framework described above. A 1 − α confidence set is

then obtained by choosing all values τ for which the test does not reject at level α; as long as true

propensity scores are used, the 1−α coverage follows as a consequence of Proposition 3. For more

details on constructing confidence intervals see Luo et al. (2021).
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5 Practical Considerations

5.1 Speed-ups for large meta-components Algorithm 2 calculates the treatment distri-

bution by examining all possible treatment assignments in each meta-component. For large meta-

components it can become inefficient to explore all possible treatments. Large datasets need not

contain large meta-components since many pairs may be subsumed either into large connected com-

ponents or into a large number of small meta-components. However, in practice we recommend

checking for very large meta-components before running Algorithm 2.

Some changes to the algorithm can help optimize performance for large meta-components. If

one is approximating the overall distribution by some finite number of draws Nsim, a quicker

version of the algorithm avoids exploring all possible treatment assignments, instead first sampling

treatment permutations from the incorrect distribution, then checking which are valid and keeping

only those (adding extra draws as needed until at least Nsim are obtained). For full details see

Algorithm 2’ in §A.3 in the Supplementary materials.

Early stopping of the recursive procedures CheckComponentUp and CheckComponent-

Down can also help. These subroutines exhaustively explore treatment assignments within a

meta-component, tracking possible changes to the objective function as matched pairs are per-

turbed one by one. Sometimes at an early stage the objective function has increased by so much

that it is mathematically impossible for treatment assignments further down the recursive path to

improve on the original match, in which case the recursive search can be stopped. For more details

see Algorithm 3 in §A.4 in the Supplementary materials.

5.2 Extensions to exact matching and caliper matching While enhancing computa-

tional performance for the inference procedure is helpful in practice, often a bigger concern is

ensuring efficient computation of the initial match. For example, in the matched study comparing

HRT users to controls in Section 7, the match required 14 times as much computation time as the

inference procedure. For reasons discussed by Pimentel et al. (2015) and Yu et al. (2020), matches

can often be computed more efficiently when matching is exact on one or more categorical variables,

or when a caliper is imposed on one or more continuous variables. It is straightforward to adapt

match-adaptive inference to exact matching constraints, since this amounts to performing several

separate matches within distinct categories. Algorithm 2 can be repeated separately within each
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category to generate a valid permutation distribution for that segment of the overall match; since

matches across categories are forbidden an overall permutation can be obtained by independently

selecting a permutation within each category. Algorithm 2 can also be generalized to allow for

a caliper on the propensity score (or whatever continuous variable is used as the matching dis-

tance), although the changes are more involved. For full details see Algorithm 3 in §A.4 in the

Supplementary materials.

6 Simulations

To demonstrate the empirical value of match-adaptive inference for ensuring Type I error control

in finite samples, we simulate from a data-generating process in which the null hypothesis is true

and compare the rates of rejection for match-adaptive inference, covariate-adaptive inference, and

uniform inference after matching. We draw datasets of size n = 500 with two observed covariates

X1 and X2 sampled as independent mean-zero normal random variables, the first with variance

5 and the second with variance 1. We construct treatment status via one of two logistic models

specified as follows:

logit [P(Z = 1 | X)] = 0.1 + 0.7 ·X1 − 0.4 ·X2 (linear)

logit [P(Z = 1 | X)] = 0.2 + 0.7 ·X1 − 0.4 ·X2 + log (|X1|)− 0.5 ·X2
2 (nonlinear)

and outcomes using one of the two following models:

Y = X1 + 2X2 + ϵ (linear) Y = 4|X1|3 + 6 sin(X1) + 2X2 + ϵ (nonlinear)

where in both models the ϵ terms are independent standard normal random variables.

On each dataset so generated we fit a propensity score using logistic regression on X1 and X2

and conducted matching using a robust Mahalanobis distance (Rosenbaum 2020a, §9.3), either with

or without a propensity score caliper (equal to 0.2 standard deviations of the estimated propensity

scores). When used, the caliper was strictly enforced so that if some treated units could not be

matched, a minimal number of treated units was excluded in order to make the match feasible. After

matching, one-sided hypothesis tests were conducted using uniform inference, covariate-adaptive

randomization inference, and match-adaptive randomization inference, using both estimated and

true propensity scores for the latter two methods. Note that match-adaptive inference always

uses the estimated propensity scores for matching and in Algorithm 2. We examined both the

difference-in-means statistic and the regression-adjusted test statistic of Rosenbaum (2002a) that
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uses ordinary linear regression (on X1 and X2) to residualize pair differences. We conduct 21,600

replications for each unique combination of simulation parameters and reported Type I error as

estimated by the proportion of rejections at the 0.05 level.

Table 3 summarizes the results of these simulations. With the exception of certain cases in

which the propensity score model is misspecified (under which we do not expect match-adaptive

inference with estimated propensity scores to perform well), the match-adaptive procedure con-

sistently controls Type I error at or near 0.05. In contrast, covariate-adaptive inference over the

full space of permutations frequently fails to control Type I error when calipers and regression

adjustment are absent, and sometimes when one of these adjustments is present.

7 Does HRT reduce heart disease risk?

7.1 Study population and matched design We conduct a matched study using data from

the Women’s Health Initiative study (WHI). WHI includes both a clinical trial and observational

study. Eligible women were between the ages of 50 and 79 at baseline, postmenopausal, free from

medical conditions predicting a survival of less than three years, and likely to live in the same region

for at least three years. Women meeting these criteria and expressing interest in participating first

underwent eligibility screening for the clinical trial. Those who did not qualify for the clinical trial

or declined participation in it were invited to be part of the observational study Women’s Health

Initiative Study Group (1998). Our WHI study cohort (obtained through the BioLINCC at the

National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute) consists of 53,045 women who participated in the WHI

observational study, had a uterus, and were not using unopposed estrogen when they enrolled in

the study. We adhered to the sample selection criteria outlined in Prentice et al. (2005) and Yu

et al. (2021b). In line with the existing literature, we define the treated group as current users of a

combined estrogen-plus progestin preparation at baseline and the control group as individuals who

have never used or are former users. The outcome of interest is an indicator for any occurrence

of coronary heart disease (CHD), defined as the occurrence of clinical myocardial infarction (MI),

definite silent MI or a death due to definite CHD or possible CHD.

We begin by constructing an optimal propensity score match between patients who received

HRT (the treated) and patients who did not (the controls) within 5-year age strata (50-54 years old,

55-59 years old, 60-64 years old, 65-69 years old, 70-74 years old, 75-79 years old). The matching
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step took 4.23 hours. The standardized mean differences for the demographic and clinical covariates

are summarized in Table S4 in §A.5 in the Supplementary materials. The summary statistics

of the propensity score before and after matching are summarized in Table S5 in §A.5 in the

Supplementary materials. Results in these two tables show that our matching greatly improve the

covariate balance. Although the standardized mean difference for the propensity score is slightly

greater than 0.2, the summary statistics are very similar in the matched treated and control groups.

7.2 Impact of HRT on CHD in matched pairs Motivated by findings of heterogeneous

treatment effects across age of initiation of HRT in other datasets (Lobo 2017; Cagnacci and Venier

2019), we plan our outcome analysis to incorporate both a test for an overall protective effect of

HRT across the entire matched sample and a set of subgroup tests within patient categories. Based

on our matched sample, HRT decreases CHD risk by 0.64% on average in the overall population.

Under match-adaptive randomization inference, the effect is significant at the 0.05 level but not at

the 0.01 level (p-value= 0.035) when testing is against the one-sided alternative hypothesis that

HRT can decrease the occurrence of CHD. We also conducted inference using uniform randomiza-

tion inference and covariate-adaptive randomization inference. The sample means of null draws for

uniform randomization inference, covariate adaptive randomization inference and our new proce-

dure are 0.000, -0.001, -0.004, respectively. The computation time is around 0.3 hours for the new

inference method, longer than the two other forms of inference (each took less than 3 minutes),

but an order of magnitude shorter than the time taken to construct the match.Figure 4 gives den-

sity plots of 50,000 null draws for each method. The corresponding one-sided p-values are 0.000,

0.002, 0.035, respectively. The match-adaptive test views the nominally beneficial estimate of the

treatment effect as much less surprising under the null than do the uniform and covariate-adaptive

tests, such that its result is not significant at the 0.01 level; in Figure 4, the match-adaptive null

distribution concentrates in the negative part of the real line with substantially more probability

mass near the observed value of the test statistic. Intuitively, the match-adaptive test has identified

the presence of pairs with large propensity score gaps and prevented them from being permuted.

These pairs tend also to have systematically better outcomes among the treated, since the propen-

sity score is negatively correlated with the outcome, with correlation -0.11 in the full observational

study. Clearly, ignoring Z-dependence risks anticonservative inference inappropriately permuting
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pairs that must remain fixed in the true conditional distribution.

Figure 4: Null distribution for the difference-in-means estimator under uniform, covariate-adaptive, and
match-adaptive inference.

Next, in order to investigate the influence of HRT initiation age, we split the matched data

into subgroups according to the age of the treated individual initiating HRT (before 50 years old,

50-59 years old, 60-69 years old, and at least 70 years old). For each subgroup, we estimate the

treatment effect and calculate p-values based on match-adaptive inference. For reference, we also

provide results based on uniform randomization inference and covariate-adaptive randomization

inference. Results in Table 2 suggest significant beneficial effects of HRT on CHD for women who

start HRT when 50-59 years old. At other age intervals, starting HRT has no significant effects

reducing CHD occurrences. This conclusion is consistent with the current recommendation of

initiating HRT for young and healthy women (aged 50-59 years old) (Cagnacci and Venier 2019;

Lobo 2017).

8 Discussion

To the best of our knowledge, the newly proposed match-adaptive inference algorithm is the first

procedure for matched observational studies providing explicit guarantees against Z-dependence,

and our simulations and case study demonstrate its potential impact on empirical Type I error

control. We urge researchers to be aware of the potential for anticonservative testing when matches

are not exact, and to use the machinery of covariate-adaptive and match-adaptive inference to assess
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HRT Initiation Age < 50 years old 50-59 years old 60-69 years old 70-79 years old

# of pairs 4303 10498 2349 359

Estimated effect -0.005 -0.006 -0.006 -0.025

null mean p-value null mean p-value null mean p-value null mean p-value

Match-adaptive -0.004 0.304 -0.004 0.045 -0.006 0.454 -0.003 0.107

Covariate-adaptive -0.002 0.167 -0.001 0.012 0.000 0.170 0.000 0.104

Uniform -0.000 0.060 0.000 0.003 -0.000 0.170 -0.000 0.104

Table 2: Estimated treatment effects, mean of null distribution and p-values.

the downstream impact of inexact matching.

Our findings about the impact of HRT on heart disease based on match-adaptive randomization

inference agree qualitatively with the modern understanding that such effects depend on patients’

initiation age. Although we find benefits for women initiating therapy from age 50-59 when inference

is conducted at the 0.05 level, and hence also reject the null hypothesis of no effect across the

entire population, we fail to detect benefit for other age groups, and our inference procedures

see more limited evidence for such benefits in the WHI data than other testing methods with less

comprehensive Type I error control. Evidence about the presence or absence of an effect of hormone

replacement therapy for women younger than 50 appears quite limited in the broader literature.

In our study the nominal effect size for women under 50 is not much smaller than the effect size

for the significant 50-59 group, and the match-adaptive randomization inference null distribution

has a similar mean, but the sample size was much smaller. Further study to interrogate possible

beneficial effects for this age group seems warranted.

Several directions for future methodological work are also apparent. First, a method of sen-

sitivity analysis for unobserved confounding compatible with match-adaptive inference is needed.

Although Rosenbaum (2002b) introduced a comprehensive framework for sensitivity analysis in

matched observational studies under uniform inference, adapting it to match-adaptive inference

requires new technical tools. Another direction is generalizing our algorithms to a broader class

of matching methods. While we focus on pair matching, when controls are prevalent or overlap is

limited it can be helpful to extend the new inference framework to matching with multiple con-

trols (Ming and Rosenbaum 2000) or full matching (Hansen 2004). Extending our approach based
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on matching with distances on a univariate score to other common strategies such as matching

on Mahalanobis distances (Rubin 1980) or under balance constraints (Pimentel et al. 2015) could

also greatly expand its practical applicability. Finally, there are interesting parallels between our

contributions and the procedures of Basse et al. (2019) and Puelz et al. (2022) for conducting

randomization tests under interference, where the key is to identify the conditional distribution of

an auxiliary event given the treatment vector. This is similar to our setting, in which the optimal

matching partition takes the place of the auxiliary event. While the motivations for these pro-

cedures are different, the connection suggests a general strategy for adapting randomization tests

effectively to complex designs or data generating processes.
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A Additional details for the algorithm and case study

A.1 Details on optimal matching In this section we give a detailed mathematical charac-

terization of the optimization problem solved to produce the matched pairs encoded by Mopt as

described in Section 3.1. For this section only, we use single-indexing of elements in Z and X, e.g.

Z = (Z1, . . . , ZN ) (in contrast to the double-indexing used to describe matched units elsewhere).

Let K = min
{∑N

i=1 Zi, N −
∑N

i=1 Zi

}
and let d(Xi, Xj) be some nonnegative real-valued covari-

ate distance defined for all i, j ∈ 1, . . . , N . The investigator matches units into K pairs by solving

an optimization problem to minimize the average distance d(·, ·) between paired units. Formally,

letting M be the set of all collections of K disjoint pairs (i, i′) with i ̸= i′ and i, i′ ∈ {1, . . . N}, an

optimal pairing is obtained by solving the following problem:

argminK∈K
∑

(i,i′)∈M

d (Xi, Xi′) (S4)

s.t.

Zi + Zi′ = 1 for all (i, i′) ∈ M.

We call the solution to this problem Mopt; object Uopt collects the indices of the remaining un-

matched units and their treatment indicators.

Note that the definition of M given here requires that exactly K pairs be formed. In Section

5.2, different versions of the optimization problem are discussed under which the total number of

pairs may be less than K. Under exact matching, a separate version of problem (S4) is solved for

each category of a nominal variable; since treated units may outnumber controls in some categories

while controls outnumber treated units in others, the total number of pairs may be less than K.

Under caliper matching, pairs are only formed between units for which d(Xi, Xj) ≤ c for some

fixed value c, which may make it impossible to form K pairs. Formally, define Mc as the set of all

collections of disjoint pairs (i, i′) for which i ̸= i′, i, i′ ∈ {1, . . . , N}, and d(Xi, Xi′) ≤ c, and for

any M ∈ Mc let |M| give the number of pairs in M. Then optimal matching with a caliper c is
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conducted by solving the following optimization problem:

argminM∈Mc

∑
(i,i′)∈M

d (Xi, Xi′) (S5)

s.t.

Zi + Zi′ = 1 for all (i, i′) ∈ M.

|M| = max
M′∈Mc

|M′|.

For more discussion of exact matching and caliper matching as optimization problems, see Rosen-

baum (2020b).

A.2 Subroutine definitions.

Subroutine ConstructOverlapGraph (input: list of paired propensity score values of form

(λT
1 , λ

C
1 ), . . . , (λ

T
K , λC

K), with treated unit’s propensity score listed first):

1. Order all matched pairs by decreasing propensity score for the treated unit λT
k and index

the pairs by k = 1, . . . ,K.

2. For k = 1, . . . ,K, do the following:

(a) If λT
k > λC

k and k < K, then for j = k + 1, . . . ,K do the following:

i. Check if λT
k > λT

j > λC
k . If so, pairs k and j overlap; if not, exit the (inner) loop.

(b) Otherwise (i.e., λT
k < λC

k ), if k > 1, then for j = k − 1, . . . , 1 do the following:

i. Check if λT
k < λT

j < λC
k . If so, pairs k and j overlap; if not, exit the (inner) loop.

3. Construct and return an undirected graph with node set N = {1, . . . ,K} and an edge set

consisting of all pairs (k, j) labeled overlapping.

Subroutine ConstructMetaComponents (input: list of propensity scores for all units λ1, . . . , λN

and connected components of overlap graph S1, . . . ,Sr).

1. Sort the connected components of the graph Sr, r = 1, . . . , R by increasing maximum propen-

sity, maxQr.

2. Initiate a new index i = 0. For each r = 1, . . . , R:
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(a) Let j∗ be the index of the unit with the largest propensity score λ∗ such that λ∗ < minQr

(or λ∗ = −∞ if no such unit exists).

(b) If unit j∗ is an unmatched control or if λ∗ is not finite, increment the index i by setting

i = i+ 1, begin a new meta-component Ti = {}, and define sℓi = λ∗.

(c) Redefine Ti as Ti ∪ {r}.

(d) Let j∗ be the index of the unit with the smallest propensity score λ∗ such that λ∗ >

maxQr (or λ∗ = ∞ if no such unit exists).

(e) If unit j∗ is an unmatched control or if λ∗ is not finite, define sui = λ∗.

3. Define I as the final value of i and return meta-component information {Ti, sℓi , sui }Ii=1.

Subroutine CheckComponentUp (input: meta-component information O = {Ti, sℓi , sui }Ii=1 of

the type returned by subroutine ConstructMetaComponents, index j ∈ {1, . . . , |Ti| + 1},, new

running cost C ∈ R, old running cost D ∈ R, propensity score qmax ∈ R, and component-wise

permutation indicators w ∈ {0, 1}|Ti| ):

1. If j = |Ti|+ 1, add w to list of compatible vectors for meta-component i and return.

2. Letting j′ be the index of the jth component in Ti, set C ′ = C + minQj′ − qmax, set

D′ = D +maxQj′ −minQj′ , and q′max = maxQj′ .

3. If the lowest unit in the jth component in Ti is treated, do the following:

(a) Set the jth coordinate of w to 1 and call CheckComponentUp(O, j + 1, C,D, qmax,w).

(b) If C ′ ≥ D′, also set the jth coordinate of w to 0 and call CheckComponentUp(O, j +

1, C ′, D′, q′max,w).

4. Otherwise:

(a) Set the jth coordinate of w to 0 and call CheckComponentUp(O, j + 1, C,D, qmax,w).

(b) If C ′ ≥ D′, also set the jth coordinate of w to 1 and call CheckComponentUp(O, j +

1, C ′, D′, q′max,w).
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Subroutine CheckComponentDown (input: meta-component information O = {Ti, sℓi , sui }Ii=1

of the type returned by subroutine ConstructMetaComponents, index j ∈ {1, . . . , |Ti| + 1},, new

running cost C ∈ R, old running cost D ∈ R, propensity score qmin ∈ R, and component-wise

permutation indicators w ∈ {0, 1}|Ti| ):

1. If j = 0, add w to list of compatible vectors for meta-component i and return.

2. Letting j′ be the index of the jth component in Ti, set C ′ = C + qmin − maxQj′ , set

D′ = D +maxQj′ −minQj′ , and q′min = minQj′ .

3. If the highest unit in the jth component in Ti is treated, do the following:

(a) Set the jth coordinate of w to 1 and call CheckComponentDown(O, j−1, C,D, qmin,w).

(b) If C ′ ≥ D′, also set the jth coordinate of w to 0 and call CheckComponentDown(O, j −

1, C ′, D′, q′min,w).

4. Otherwise:

(a) Set the jth coordinate of w to 0 and call CheckComponentDown(O, j−1, C,D, qmin,w).

(b) If C ′ ≥ D′, also set the jth coordinate of w to 1 and call CheckComponentDown(O, j −

1, C ′, D′, q′min,w).

A.3 Adjustments for settings with very large meta-components An important prac-

tical issue with Algorithm 2 is that it runs orders of magnitude more slowly for matches with

at least one large (in the sense of having many distinct sub-components) meta-component. This

is because the number of recursive calls grows exponentially in the size of the meta-component.

As discussed in Section 5.1, when inference is conducted approximately by taking a large number

of draws Nsim from the permutation distribution, it is be inefficient to calculate the full support

of the match-adaptive distribution of treatment indicators in a given meta-component when that

support is much larger than Nsim; most of the recursive calls refer to treatment vectors that need

never be considered. Algorithm 2’ below modifies Algorithm 2 to use a rejection sampling ap-

proach, first drawing candidate treatment vectors and limiting recursive exploration to this family

of treatment vectors, repeating as needed until Nsim valid draws are obtained In practice, one can
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use the approach of Algorithm 2’ for the large meta-components only and sample from the small

meta-components using the approach of Algorithm 2 instead.

A second opportunity to boost computational performance for large meta-components is early

stopping. Many of the recursive calls performed by Algorithm 2 in large meta-components form

new matched pairs that skip over several interior components, paths which are unlikely to lead

to better matches because of the large costs incurred. In many practical situations, it may be

possible to stop recursing early in these cases by confirming that there is no hope of bringing the

new path’s cost below the cost of the pairs eliminated from the original match; for example, if the

gap between the new path cost and the old path cost exceeds the remaining distance between the

current propensity score location and the end of the meta-component, no such hope exists. To

improve computational performance, we propose a short-circuiting approach where we check the

remaining space in the meta-component as an upper bound for how much further improvement

the new path can offer and stopping early (accepting all downstream treatment allocations) when

the upper bound does not suffice to improve the match. These modifications are implemented in

Algorithm 3 in Section A.4 below, along with adjustments for caliper matching.

Algorithm 2‘

1. Run steps 1-2 of Algorithm 2 to construct connected components and meta-components.

2. Draw Nsim random treatment permutations that are compatible with Algorithm 1.

For each treatment permutation, record the permutation indicators as w and collect these

vectors into a (multi)set Winitial.

For each i = 1, . . . , I:

(a) Define a subroutine: CheckComponentUp(j, C,D, qmax,w) where

C,D, qmax ∈ R, j ∈ {1, . . . , |Ti|+ 1}, and w ∈ {0, 1}|Ti|:

i. If no member of Winitial shares the first j elements of w for meta-component i,

return.

ii. If j = |Ti|+ 1, return.

iii. Letting j′ be the index of the jth component in Ti, set C ′ = C +minQj′ − qmax,

set D′ = D +maxQj′ −minQj′ , and q′max = maxQj′ .
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iv. If the lowest unit in the jth component in Ti is treated, do the following:

A. Set the jth coordinate of w to 1 and call

CheckComponentUp(j + 1, C,D, qmax,w).

B. If C ′ < D′ remove all elements of ,Winitial that share the first j elements of w

in component i. Otherwise, set the jth coordinate of w to 0 and call

CheckComponentUp(j + 1, C ′, D′, q′max,w).

v. Otherwise:

A. Set the jth coordinate of w to 0 and call

CheckComponentUp(j + 1, C,D, qmax,w).

B. If C ′ < D′ remove all elements of ,Winitial that share the first j elements of w

in component i. Otherwise, set the jth coordinate of w to 1 and call

CheckComponentUp(j + 1, C ′, D′, q′max,w).

(b) Run CheckComponentUp(1, 0, 0, sℓi ,w) for w = (0, ..., 0) and w = (1, 0, . . . , 0).

(c) Define another subroutine: CheckComponentDown(j, C,D, qmin,w) where

C,D, qmin ∈ R, j ∈ {0, . . . , |Ti|}, and w ∈ {0, 1}|Ti|:

i. If j = 0, add w to list of compatible vectors for meta-component i and return.

ii. Letting j′ be the index of the jth component in Ti, set C ′ = C + qmin −maxQj′ ,

set D′ = D +maxQj′ −minQj′ , and q′min = minQj′ .

iii. If the highest unit in the jth component in Ti is treated, do the following:

A. Set the jth coordinate of w to 1 and call

CheckComponentDown(j − 1, C,D, qmin,w).

B. If C ′ < D′ remove all elements of ,Winitial that share the first j elements of w

in component i. Otherwise, set the jth coordinate of w to 0 and call

CheckComponentDown(j − 1, C ′, D′, q′min,w).

iv. Otherwise:

A. Set the jth coordinate of w to 0 and call

CheckComponentDown(j − 1, C,D, qmin,w).

B. If C ′ < D′ remove all elements of ,Winitial that share the first j elements of w
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in component i. Otherwise, set the jth coordinate of w to 1 and call

CheckComponentDown(j − 1, C ′, D′, q′min,w).

(d) Run CheckComponentDown(|Ti|, 0, 0, sui ,w) for w = (0, ..., 0) and w = (1, 0, . . . , 0).

(e) If |Winitial| < Nsim, return to the beginning of step 2, and draw new permutation

vectors as in step 2. If any are already members of Winitial, add the new copies to

Winitial too. Repeat 2(a)-2(d) on the remaining new permutations and add whichever

are retained to WLinitial. Repeat until Nsim valid permutations are obtained.

3. For each j = 1, . . . , Nsim concatenate chosen treatments across the I meta-components to

create a single global treatment permutation vector. The resulting Nsim vectors are used as

null draws of Z.

A.4 Extension to caliper matching Algorithm 2 is not valid for propensity score matching

under a propensity score caliper (as specified in problem (S5) with d(Xi, Xj) given by an abso-

lute propensity distance). In particular, it may reject treatment draws even if the objective can

only be improved by introducing pairs that violate the caliper, since the caliper is not explicitly ac-

counted for or checked when new pairs across connected components are considered by the recursive

procedures. However, it is possible to adjust the algorithm to do such checking.

First of all, we consider the easier case where all treated units are matched within the propensity

score caliper under the original treatment assignment. If there are no unmatched controls in this

case, calipers do not introduce problems for Algorithm 1 (we can still rule out all the same treatment

draws because the new pairs formed by resolving a crossing match always have strictly smaller pair

distances than the original pairs and must therefore satisfy the caliper). Similarly, in the presence

of unmatched controls, the caliper do not introduce any issues for reconfiguring pairs within a

connected component when the most extreme observerations in the component are removed as is

done by the recursive procedures in Algorithm 2, since there is always a way to do this that leads

to strictly smaller pair distances than in the original match. Thus it suffices to add checks for

whether the new matches formed across the original connected components satisfy the caliper, and

(if not) whether there is a way to reconfigure the pairs to avoid the caliper violation.

Another challenge with using a caliper is that it may exclude some treated units that have no

candidate controls within the caliper. In this case, we need to check for two distinct problems: (1)

36



settings where more matched pairs can be formed (2) settings where bringing an unmatched treated

unit into the match improves the objective without changing the number of pairs. Adaptations to

the recursive algorithm make this possible.

These adaptations, as well as the early stopping procedure discussed in Section A.3, are imple-

mented together in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3

1. Run steps 1-3 of Algorithm 1 (i.e. create overlap graph and its connected components).

2. Let U indicate whether unmatched treated units are present.

3. Sort the connected components of the graph Sk, k = 1, . . . ,K by increasing maximum propen-

sity, maxQk.

4. (Construct the meta-components) Initiate a new index i = 0. For each k = 1, . . . ,K:

(a) Let j∗ be the index of the unit with the largest propensity score λ∗ such that λ∗ < minQk

(or λ∗ = −∞ if no such unit exists).

(b) If unit j∗ is unmatched or if λ∗ is not finite, increment the index i by setting i = i+1, be-

gin a new meta-component Ti = {}, and define sℓi = λ∗ and Hℓ
i =

 Zj∗ if sℓi is finite

NA otherwise.

(c) Redefine Ti as Ti ∪ {k}.

(d) Let j∗ be the index of the unit with the smallest propensity score λ∗ such that λ∗ >

maxQk (or λ∗ = ∞ if no such unit exists).

(e) If unit j∗ is unmatched or if λ∗ is not finite, define sui = λ∗ and Hu
i =

 Zj∗ if sui is finite

NA otherwise.

(f) If U = 1 and both λ∗ and λ∗ are finite, run the caliper algorithm of Ruzankin (2020)

on the units in component k plus a unit with propensity score λ∗ having the same

treatment status as the lowest unit in Qk and a unit with propensity score λ∗ having

the same treatment status as the largest unit in Qk. If all units can be matched under the

caliper, mark component k as bypassable and define tℓk and tuk as the smallest (largest)

propensity score for a unit in component k with the opposite treatment status to the

unit with propensity score λ∗ (λ∗).
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5. Set I = i.

6. (Preprocess treatment assignments for each meta-component) For each i = 1, . . . , I:

(a) Define a subroutine: CheckComponentUp(j,∆, qmax,w) where D, qmax ∈ R, j ∈

{1, . . . , |Ti|+ 1}, and w ∈ {0, 1}|Ti|:

i. (Check for end of meta-component): if j = |Ti|+ 1 do the following:

A. If any one of the following is true:

• Either Hℓ
i = NA or Hu

i = NA;

• Hℓ
i = Hu

i ;

• sui − qmax exceeds the caliper;

then add w to list of compatible vectors for meta-component i.

B. Return.

ii. (Determine whether to bypass component). Let Zℓ be the treatment status of the

lowest unit in the jth component in Ti, and define bypass indicator B as follows:

B =

 1 if Zℓ(1− wj) + (1− Zℓ)wj = Hℓ
i

0 otherwise

iii. Let j′ be the index of the jth component in Ti. If B = 0, do the following:

A. Let ∆′ = ∆+minQj′ − qmax −
(
maxQj′ −minQj′

)
.

B. Let qmatch = minQj′ and q′max = maxQj′ .

If instead B = 1 and component j′ is bypassable:

A. Let ∆′ = ∆+ tuj′ − qmax.

B. Let qmatch = tℓj′ and q′max = tuj′ .

iv. (Early stopping) If any of the following is true:

• (Caliper violation) B=1 and component j′ is not bypassable;

• (Caliper violation) qmatch − qmax exceeds the caliper;

• (Current path too poor) ∆′ > maxQjmax − q′max (where jmax is the index of

the highest component in Ti) and either at least one of Hu
i and Hℓ

i is NA or

Hu
i = Hℓ

i ;
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then construct all vectors w′ ∈ {0, 1}|Ti| such that the first j elements of w′ are

identical to the first j elements of w, add them all to the list of compatible vectors

for meta-component i, and return.

v. (Check for improved objective) If ∆′ < 0, return.

vi. (Recurse):

A. Call CheckComponentUp(j + 1,∆′, q′max,w).

B. If j < |Ti|, switch the (j + 1)th element of w to the opposite status and call

CheckComponentUp(j + 1,∆′, q′max,w) again.

(b) Let w1 = (1, 0.., 0) and w0 = (0, .., 0). Run CheckComponentUp(1, 0, sℓi ,w
0) and

CheckComponentUp(1, 0, sℓi ,w
1). After both functions complete, label the resulting

set of compatible vectors Wup.

(c) Define another subroutine: CheckComponentDown(j,∆, qmin,w) where D, qmin ∈

R, j ∈ {1, . . . , |Ti|+ 1}, and w ∈ {0, 1}|Ti|:

i. (Check for end of meta-component): if j = 0 do the following:

A. If any one of the following is true:

• Either Hℓ
i = NA or Hu

i = NA;

• Hℓ
i = Hu

i ;

• qmin − sℓi exceeds the caliper;

then add w to list of compatible vectors for meta-component i.

B. Return.

ii. (Determine whether to bypass component). Let Zu be the treatment status of the

largest unit in the jth component in Ti, and define bypass indicator B as follows:

B =

 1 if Zu(1− wj) + (1− Zu)wj = Hu
i

0 otherwise

iii. Let j′ be the index of the jth component in Ti. If B = 0, do the following:

A. Let ∆′ = ∆+ qmin −maxQj′ −
(
maxQj′ −minQj′

)
.

B. Let qmatch = maxQj′ and q′min = minQj′ .
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If instead B = 1 and component j′ is bypassable:

A. Let ∆′ = ∆+ qmin − tℓj′ .

B. Let qmatch = tuj′ and q′min = tℓj′ .

iv. (Early stopping) If any of the following is true:

• (Caliper violation) B=1 and component j′ is not bypassable;

• (Caliper violation) qmin − qmatch exceeds the caliper;

• (Current path too poor) ∆′ > q′min −minQjmin (where jmin is the index of the

lowest component in Ti) and either at least one of Hu
i and Hℓ

i is NA or Hu
i = Hℓ

i ;

then construct all vectors w′ ∈ {0, 1}|Ti| such that the last j elements of w′ are

identical to the last j elements of w, add them all to the list of compatible vectors

for meta-component i, and return.

v. (Check for improved objective) If ∆′ < 0, return.

vi. (Recurse):

A. Call CheckComponentDown(j − 1,∆′, q′min,w).

B. If j > 1, switch the (j − 1)th element of w to the opposite status and call

CheckComponentUp(j − 1,∆′, q′min,w) again.

(d) Let w1 = (0, .., 0, 1) and w0 = (0, .., 0). Run CheckComponentDown(|Ti|, 0, sui ,w0)

and CheckComponentDown(|Ti|, 0, sui ,w1). After both functions complete, label the

resulting set of compatible vectors Wdown and define W = Wup ∪Wdown.

7. Draw W by sampling wi in meta-component i from Wi.

8. Choose Z by setting all subjects in each component to the corresponding treatment assign-

ment in W.

A.5 Covariate balance checks for the WHI study See Tables S4 and S5.

B Proofs of main results

B.1 Supporting lemmas for proofs In this section we present several lemmas helpful for

proving Propositions 1-2. All place restrictions on the set of matches that can be optimal in a

given configuration of treated and control propensity scores. Only the first two lemmas are needed
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Covariate means Std. mean diffs.
Control Control After Before

Treated (after match) (before match) match match
Sample size 17509 17509 35536 17509 35536
Age 60.78 60.83 64.71 -0.01 -0.56
Maternal history of MI 0.18 0.18 0.18 -0.01 -0.01
Maternal history of MI unknown 0.02 0.02 0.02 -0.01 -0.03
Maternal history of MI missing 0.63 0.64 0.65 -0.01 -0.02
Paternal history of MI 0.32 0.31 0.29 0.02 0.07
Paternal history of MI unknown 0.02 0.02 0.02 -0.01 -0.03
Paternal history of MI missing 0.58 0.59 0.60 -0.01 -0.05
Oral contraceptive use 0.53 0.49 0.35 0.09 0.39
Former smoker 0.46 0.44 0.41 0.05 0.10
Current smoker 0.05 0.06 0.07 -0.05 -0.07
Smoking missing 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.00 -0.01
Hypertension ever 0.24 0.25 0.32 -0.01 -0.16
Hypertension missing 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.02
High cholesterol ever 0.11 0.11 0.15 -0.02 -0.12
Cholesterol missing 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 -0.04
Diabetes ever 0.03 0.03 0.06 -0.03 -0.15
Diabetes missing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01
Bilateral oophorectony 0.00 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.02
Bilateral oophorectony missing 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 -0.03
BMI 25.82 26.49 27.47 -0.12 -0.30
BMI missing 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.03
Years of education 15.68 15.42 14.86 0.09 0.29
Education missing 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.02
Family income ($1000s) 64.4 58.7 49.4 0.16 0.42
Family income missing 0.04 0.04 0.05 -0.02 -0.06
Family income unknown 0.02 0.02 0.04 -0.02 -0.08
Black 0.03 0.05 0.08 -0.08 -0.24
Hispanic 0.03 0.04 0.04 -0.05 -0.06
Asian 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.06
Age at menopause 50.49 50.49 50.19 0.00 0.06
Physical function score 86.41 85.61 81.40 0.04 0.27
Physical function score missing 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 -0.06
History of breast cancer 0.01 0.02 0.08 -0.07 -0.36
History of breast cancer missing 0.01 0.01 0.01 -0.00 -0.02
Propensity score 0.44 0.40 0.28 0.23 0.93

Table S4: Balance table: Covariate means in the treated group, matched control group, and full control
group; standardized mean differences after an before matching. Standardized mean differences with absolute
value greater than 0.2 are bolded.

to prove Proposition 1; we do not offer a proof of the first since the result and its proof are given

in Sävje (2021).

Lemma 1 (Sävje (2021)). An optimal propensity score match contains no crossing matches.

Lemma 2. Suppose that there exists non-overlapping subsets P1,P2, . . . ,PL of the unit interval
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Min. 1st Qu. Median Mean 3rd Qu. Max.
Before Matching 0.00 0.19 0.31 0.33 0.47 0.88

All Treated 0.01 0.31 0.44 0.44 0.56 0.85
All Control 0.00 0.15 0.26 0.28 0.39 0.88

After Matching 0.01 0.30 0.41 0.42 0.53 0.88
Matched Treated 0.01 0.31 0.44 0.44 0.56 0.85
Matched Control 0.01 0.29 0.39 0.40 0.50 0.88

Table S5: Propensity score summary statistics.

where each Pi is a closed interval and where each Pi contains identical numbers of treated and

control individuals (i.e. the propensity scores of those individuals lie in Pi). Then an optimal

propensity score match pairs units only within the same interval Pi.

Proof. Suppose not. Then we can show a crossing match exists, which is a contradiction by Lemma

1. Specifically, if the statement is false there exist two intervals Pi,Pj with i ̸= j such that a treated

unit in Pi (call this unit t1) is matched to a control in Pj (call this unit c1).

WLOG suppose that the subsets Pl are organized in increasing order of the propensity score

values they contain, and that i < j; in addition, let nl represent the number of treated units (or

controls) in interval Pl.

Setting aside the previously-mentioned matched pair between a treated unit in Pi and a control

in Pj and focusing on the region
⋃L

l=j Pl, there remain
∑L

l=j nl unmatched treated units in this

region and only
∑L

l=j nl − 1 unmatched controls. Therefore, at least one treated unit in
⋃L

l=j Pl

(call this unit t2 will need to match to a control in
⋃j−1

l=1 Pl (call this unit c2). Then

max {λ(Xt1), λ(Xc2)} ≤ max
i:λ(Xi)∈

⋃j−1
l=1 Pl

λ(Xi) < min
i:λ(Xi)∈

⋃L
l=j Pl

λ(Xi) ≤ min {λ(Xt2), λ(Xc1)} .

Therefore the pairs (t1, c1) and (t2, c2) create a crossing match and the proof is complete.

The next three lemmas are used in the proof of Proposition 2. To exclude an incompatible

Z′ draw, it is both necessary and sufficient to identify at least one matched pair configuration

that achieves a better objective value than the original match. The first lemma establishes that

is sufficient to consider all ways to add exactly one unmatched control to the design, removing

exactly one originally-matched control. Let M(X,Z) represent the set of all possible pair matches

for covariates X and treatment Z, and for any M ∈ M(X,Z) let f(M) be its objective value; let
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M∗ be some optimal match under the original treatment vector Z. For any Z′ ∈ Mopt, observe

that M∗ is still a feasible match, since it pairs each treated unit in Z′ to a control. Let Mq
M∗(X ,Z′)

be the set of all pair matches under Z′ in which the set of controls chosen differs from the set of

controls in M∗ (also under Z′) by no more than q subjects.

Lemma 3. If minM∈M0
M∗ (X ,Z′)f(M) = f(M∗) (i.e. we cannot improve the match using the same

set of matched controls), we have:

min
M∈M(X ,Z′)

f(M) < f(M∗) iff min
M∈M1

M∗ (X ,Z′)
f(M) < f(M∗).

Proof. Since M1
M∗(X ,Z′) ⊆ M(X ,Z′), we have minM∈M(X ,Z′) f(M) ≥ minM∈M1

M∗ (X ,Z′) f(M)

Therefore, it is clear that if minM∈M1
M∗ (X ,Z′) f(M) < f(M∗), we have minM∈M(X ,Z′) f(M) <

f(M∗).

Next, we show the other direction. Suppose M∗ is not optimal under Z′ and denote the optimal

match as M′ ∈ M(X ,Z′) (so f(M′) < f(M∗)). Then we create a graph in which each treated unit

is connected to a given control unig if it is matched to that control in either M′ or M∗. Since the

two matches M∗ and M′ are not identical, there exists at least 1 connected part with more than

2 units. All connected parts with more than 2 units in this graph are chains of alternating treated

and control units with controls on both ends (so the number of edges in each connected part is

necessarily even and the number of controls in each connected part is the number of treated units

in the same connected part plus 1). Numbering the edges consecutively from either end, choosing

only the odd edges gives the pair configuration for these units in one match and choosing only the

even edges gives the pair configuration in the other. For every such connected part, the objective

value within it must be smaller in M′ than in M∗, otherwise M′ would not be optimal under Z′

since we could improve it by updating the match using the corresponding part in M∗. Therefore

if we take match M∗ and reverse only one of the connected parts with more than 2 units, we have

improved the objective value while introducing only one new unmatched control, and the proof is

complete.

With Lemma 3 established, the following lemma, proved originally by Ruzankin (2020), sim-

plifies our handling of large connected components by allowing us to restrict our attention to the
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largest and smallest propensity scores in each connected component when computing changes to

objective value.

Lemma 4 (Ruzankin (2020)). Suppose the data has the same number of treated and controls with

propensity scores λT
l and λC

l respectively, l = 1, . . . , L, such that

λT
1 ≤ λT

2 ≤ · · · ≤ λT
L and λC

1 ≤ λC
2 ≤ · · · ≤ λC

L .

Then an optimal matching can be obtained by pairing the treated unit with propensity score λT
l to

the control with propensity score λC
l for all l = 1, . . . , L.

B.2 Proof of Proposition 1

Suppose that the initial match left no unmatched units. Then for any compatible permutation Z′

of Z generated by the algorithm, P(Mopt,Uopt | Z′,F) = 1, and for any permutation Z′ rejected,

P(Mopt,Uopt | Z′,F) = 0.

Proof. First note that it suffices to determine whether the original match based on Z encoded by

Mopt is still an optimal propensity score match or whether under Z′ there exists some other pairing

with a strictly lower objective value.

Represent the set of units in each connected component r identified by Algorithm 1 as Sr,

and let Qr = [mini:i∈Sr λ(Xi),maxi:i∈Sr λ(Xi)]. By construction of the connected components, the

Qr are all non-overlapping closed intervals. Under any permutation of Z within pairs Mopt, the

number of treated units in each connected component remains fixed and equal to the number of

control units; therefore by Lemma 2, any optimal propensity score matching must pair individuals

only within the same connected component.

Now consider the subvectors of Z′ and Z in a given connected component Sr; call them Z′
r

and Zr respectively. The previous paragraph tells us that the original match is still optimal if and

only if within each connected component k, the treatment assignment Z′
r does not lead to a better

within-component match than treatment assignment Zr. To determine whether this is true for a

given Z′
r, notice that there are three possible cases:

1. Z′
r = Zr (no treatment assignments in Zr are switched by Z′

r).
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2. Z′
r = 1− Zr (all treatment assignments in Zr are switched by Z′

r).

3. Z′
r ̸= Zr, Z′

r ̸= 1− Zr (some but not all treatment assignments in Zr are switched by Z′
r).

Suppose first that case 3 holds for any r. Sort the pairs in Sr by the propensity score of the treated

unit. Since not all treatment assignments are switched, there exits i such that pair i has switched

treatment assignment and it has an adjacent pair j with unswitched treatment assignment. Then

these two pairs form a crossing match and therefore the match as a whole cannot be an optimal

propensity score match.

Now suppose that in every connected component Sr, either case 1 or case 2 holds for subvectors

Z′
r,Zr. Within each component, the match is still optimal because the solution to the optimal

propensity matching is invariant to which group is labeled treated and which labeled control when

groups are equal in size. Furthermore, by Lemma 2, since the match within each connected com-

ponent is optimal, the overall match is optimal.

To complete the proof, it suffices to observe that the set of permutations allowed by Algorithm

1 is exactly the set for which either case 1 or case 2 holds in each connected component.

B.3 Proof of Proposition 2

For any permutation Z′ of Z rejected by Algorithm 2, P(Mopt,Uopt | F ,Z′) = 0, and for any

permutation Z′ not rejected, P(Mopt,Uopt | F ,Z′) = 1.

Proof. First note that since Algorithm 2 accepts only Z′ draws also accepted by Algorithm 1, by

Proposition 1 there exists no better pairing among the units included in the original match. In

addition, by Lemma 3, if a better pairing exists using multiple unmatched controls, one also exists

using only one unmatched control. Therefore, to establish the result it is sufficient to show that

for any Z′ accepted by Algorithm 2, no better match among those incorporating exactly one of

the originally-unmatched controls exists, and that for any Z′ not accepted, some better match

incorporating exactly one of the originally-unmatched controls exists.

Suppose that one such originally-unmatched control c∗ now enters the match, improving the

objective function. Without loss of generality, let the new match be the best of all possible such
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one-step improvements (i.e. a minimizer of objective function f(·) on M1
m∗(X ,Z′) in the language

of Lemma 3). c∗ must be adjacent to the meta-component containing the treated unit t to which

it is now paired, i.e. no other originally-unmatched control can lie between c∗ and that meta-

component; otherwise we could improve the match by pairing t to this other control instead.

Take any such c∗ as given. We define the chain associated with the new match incorporating

c∗ (and the particular value Z′ under which it is constructed) as a sequence of propensity scores

(λ1, λ2, . . . , λ2K+1) such that each odd entry is the propensity score for a distinct control unit under

Z′, each even entry is the propensity score for a distinct treated unit under Z′, λ1 = λc∗ , (λ2i, λ2i+1)

are paired under the original match for all i ∈ 1, . . .K, and (λ2i−1, λ2i) are paired under the new

match for all i ∈ 1, . . .K. We define a sub-chain as any chain that can be obtained by taking only

the first 2K ′ + 1 entries of the chain with K ′ ≤ K; any larger chain for which the current chain is

a subchain is referred to as a superchain. We also define the value of a chain as:

K∑
i=1

|λ2i+1 − λ2i| −
K∑
i=1

|λ2i−1 − λ2i|

Note that possible new matches incorporating c∗ are bijectively associated with chains, and that

the value of the chain encodes the change in objective value associated with choosing the new match

over the original match. As such, to check if P(Mopt,Uopt | F ,Z′) = 1, it suffices to show that the

minimum value over all possible chains is nonnegative, and to show P(Mopt,Uopt | F ,Z′) = 0 it

suffices to find one chain with negative value.

Next, we prove that whenever a chain with negative value exists, one must exist that changes

pairs only within a single meta-component. Consider any negative-value chain θ that changes pairs

within multiple meta-components. Let θs be the largest sub-chain of θ that changes pairs only

within a single meta-component i1, so that the last control unit in θs is matched to a treated unit

in a different meta-component i2 in θ. If θs has negative value, the claim holds. If instead θs

has nonnegative value, we can create a new chain θt with (negative) value no greater than that of

θ by beginning with an unmatched control nearest to meta-component i2 and then following the

same sequence of units that followed subchain θs in chain θ. If θt still incorporates multiple meta-

components, the process can be repeated until a negative-value chain is produced that is contained

within a single meta-component. Therefore we consider only chains within a single meta-component
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for the remainder of the proof.

Now consider Algorithm 2. The workhorse functions are CheckComponentUp and CheckCom-

ponentDown. These functions each operate on a particular component j in a particular meta-

component i for a particular vector of treatment assignments w in that meta-component (encoded

as component-level treatments), and take as inputs two arguments C and D giving respective run-

ning costs for a new match and the original match. As we will show, underlying any call to either

function is an implicit chain θj−1, which has value C−D, and which each function seeks to extend

into a larger chain (by adding units from the component under consideration) so as to minimize

the value of the final chain. To streamline our analysis of this process, we define some additional

quantities. We let the treatment subvector w(j) ∈ {0, 1}j encode the treatments for the compo-

nents numbered 1 through j in meta-component i, and we let the completion set C(w(j)) be the set

of all w ∈ {0, 1}|Ti| whose first j values are equal to the corresponding values in wj . Let the index

of θj−1’s final control unit be c∗j−1 (with associated propensity score λc∗j−1
). Let the completion

set C(θj−1,w) be the set of all superchains of θj incorporating only units within meta-component

i under treatment assignment w. We also let the (j − 1)-restricted completion set Cj−1(θj−1,w)

be the subset of C(θj−1,w) that is the union of {θj−1} and the set of all superchains of θj−1 such

that the treated unit immediately following c∗j−1 does not lie in any of components 1, . . . , j − 1.

We prove the theorem largely by an inductive argument on calls to CheckComponentUp, which

consider for each meta-component the nearest unmatched control c∗ with propensity score smaller

than those of units in the meta-component (an almost-identical argument, which we omit in the

interest of concision, is also needed for CheckComponentDown to consider the nearest unmatched

control with larger propensity score for each meta-component). In particular, consider the following

inductive hypothesis Aj(w) for j = 0, . . . , |Ti|+ 1:

Aj(w): For any call to CheckComponentUp with component index j and input treat-

ment vector w′ such that w′(j − 1) = w(j − 1) , the following statements are true:

1. If j = |Ti|+1, no negative-value chain beginning with unit c∗ is possible when its

units are assigned treatments according to w.

2. If j ≤ |Ti| but the function exits without recursing further on treatment subvectors

of w, then a negative-value chain exists whenever its units are assigned treatments
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according to w.

3. For any new call to CheckComponentUp this instance of CheckComponentUp

makes with treatment subvector w(j) and chain θj , the value of θj is non-negative

and either:

a. the minimal value over chains in Cj(θj ,w) is no greater than the minimal

value over chains in C(θj−1,w), or

b. the minimal value over chains in C(θj−1,w) is nonnegative.

We start by proving the trivial base case A0(w). For j = 0, case 1 can be ignored and since we

have not yet made a call to CheckComponentUp we can also ignore case 2; case 3 holds similarly

because the recursive call is simply the initial call to CheckComponentUp and both C(θj−1,w)

and Cj(θj ,w) refer to the set of all chains beginning with c∗ under this w.

Now we will prove Aj(w) assuming A0(w), A1(w), . . . , Aj−1(w) all hold. First consider case

1, under which w(j − 1) = w and Cj(θj ,w) is the set consisting of θj−1 alone. From Aj−1(w)

we know that θj−1 has nonnegative value, so we also know that the minimal value over chains in

C(θj−1,w) is nonnegative (since the minimal value over chains in Cj(θj ,w) is simply the value of

θj−1).By considering the earlier inductive hypotheses in turn, we know also that θj−1’s value is no

greater than the minimal value across any of the sets C(θj−2,w), . . . , C(θ0,w), or that these sets

themselves have nonnegative minimal value. The last set is simply the set of all chains beginning

with c∗. This establishes case 1.

Next we consider case 3. It must be the case that all overlapping pairs in the same connected

component Sr share the same relative ordering for the treated and control propensity scores (de-

noted as λT
k and λC

k respectively). Specifically, either λT
k > λC

k holds for all k ∈ Sr or λT
k < λC

k

is true for all k ∈ Sr. Any deviation from this pattern leads to the existence of crossing matches,

contradicting the optimality of the original match (Sävje 2021, Lemma 3).

When treated units are larger than their matched counterparts in component j, CheckCompo-

nentUp implicitly sets θj = θj−1 (so that the input values C and D are unchanged in the recursive

call). Consider any other superchain θ′ of θj−1 consisting entirely of units in the first j components.

By inductive hypothesis Aj−1(w) we know that to identify a negative-value superchain (if it exists)

it is sufficient to consider θ′ ∈ Cj−1(θj−1,w), so when j > 1 we can ignore superchains that begin
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by matching c∗j−1 to any treated unit in components 1 through j − 1 Furthermore, if j > 1, θ′ first

extends θj−1 by matching c∗j−1 to any treated unit t in j, and if at any later point in the extended

chain some control c in component j is matched to a treated unit in one of components 1, . . . , j−1,

a crossing match is created with the pair (c∗j−1, t) and neither this chain nor any of its superchains

can achieve the minimal value over Cj−1(θj−1,w), since a strictly better match (corresponding to

a different superchain) can be constructed instead. Therefore, any value θ′ that can achieve the

minimal value must extend beyond θj−1 only by changing pairs only within component j, and must

therefore end with some control c′ in component j. Numbering the treated units in component

j as t1, . . . , tnj by increasing propensity score and the control units in component j as c1, . . . , cnj

with ck = c′, we can obtain a lower bound on the difference between the values of θj−1 and any

θ′ ̸= θj−1 meeting the minimization condition using Lemmas 2 and 4 as follows:

[
λt1 − λc∗j−1

+
k∑

i=1

(λti+1 − λci) +

nj∑
k+1

(λti − λci)

]
−

nj∑
i=1

(λti − λci) = λck − λc∗j−1
≥ 0.

Now consider any superchain of such a θ′ ending in ck. Since the value of θ′ exceeds the value

of any θj−1 by λck − λc∗j−1
, we can produce a chain with equal or lesser value by extending θj−1

using the same sequence of units. Therefore, any chain value that can be achieved by a chain in

C(θj−1,w) can also be achieved by a chain in Cj(θj ,w) with θj = θj−1.

When instead treated units are paired to controls with larger propensity score values in com-

ponent j, CheckComponentUp first extends θj−1 by matching c∗j−1 to the treated unit tmin(j) with

smallest propensity score in component j, and the other matches are reconfigured so that the largest

control unit in this component cmax(j) is left unmatched to any treated unit in the component (i.e.

it is the last unit in the chain). To determine the change in chain value driven by this extension,

we number the treated units in component j as t1, . . . , tnj by increasing propensity score and the

control units in component j as c1, . . . , cnj by increasing propensity score; by Lemmas 2 and 4 we

obtain the following value for the change:

=

nj∑
i=1

(λci − λti)−

[ nj∑
i=2

(λci−1 − λti) + (λt1 − λc∗j−1
)

]

= λcnj
− λt1 − (λt1 − λc∗j−1

).
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In the first line we use the fact that λc(i−1) > λti (otherwise we can show that not all units can

be part of the same connected component j). Compare this chain θj to any other superchain θ′ of

θj−1 consisting entirely of units in components 1 through j. Hypothesis Aj−1(w) is true, so either

all superchains of θj−1 under w have nonnegative value (which suffices for case 3) or it to find the

minimum value of all superchains sufficient to consider members of Cj−1(θj−1,w). First suppose

θ′ ̸= θj−1; then c∗j−1 must be matched to t1 if θ′ achieves the minimal value among superchains

of θj−1 otherwise a crossing match is formed between the pairs involving c∗j−1 and t1. If j > 1

and some control unit in component j is matched to a treated unit in components 1 through

j − 1 as part of θ′, another crossing match is formed between this pair and the pair (c∗j−1, t1), so

it is suffiicent to consider superchains θ′ that use only units within component j. Finally, note

that if any control ck besides cnj is the last control in θ′, then the new match associated with

this chain cannot be optimal, since it leaves an unmatched control in the middle of at least one

treated-control pair (otherwise not all units in component j can be part of the same connected

component), and any further extensions of θ′ create a crossing match with the pair involving cnj .

If alternatively, θ′ = θj−1, i.e. the current chain is not extended using any units in this component,

then either nonnegative-valued θj−1 is itself the minimal-value chain in C(θj−1,w), or there exists

some chain θ′′ minimizing value over C(θj−1,w) that extends θj−1 by first matching to a treated

unit t outside components 1, . . . , j and achieves a lower value than any chain in Cj(θj ,w. But

this is a contradiction, since we can construct a chain in Cj(θj ,w) with no greater value than θ′′

by replacing the pair (c∗j−1, t) with the sequence by which θj extends θj−1, and the pair (cnj , t)

(by the argument given above about why optimal chains do not match to treated units in earlier

components, we know these units are not already part of θ′′). The difference in chain value between

θ′′ and this new chain is equal to:

λt − λc∗j−1
−
[
λt − λcnj

+ λcnj
− λt1 − (λt1 − λc∗j−1

)
]
= 2λt1 − 2λc∗j−1

≤ 0

Therefore, either C(θj−1,w) has non-negative minimal value or it has minimal value no greater

than the minimal value of Cj(θj ,w) and case 3 is proven.

Finally, consider case 2. If the function exits without recursing further on subvectors of w, this

can only be because component j has treated units smaller than control units in each matched
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pair, and the extended θj constructed as discussed in the previous paragraph achieves a negative

value, so the condition holds.

Therefore, by induction, for any w, Aj(w) holds for all j = 1, . . . , |Ti|+1. A similar set of induc-

tive hypotheses can be shown for the function CheckComponentDown, which checks all chains for a

meta-component beginning with the nearest unmatched control with larger propensity score.By our

reasoning above and the bijection between negative chains and alternative matches with improved

objective functions within a meta-component, this means that the treatment vectors approved

by both CheckComponentDown and CheckComponentUp are exactly the meta-component treat-

ment assignments for which no better within-meta-component match exists. Therefore Algorithm

2 allows exactly the set of full-dataset treatment vectors for which no meta-component admits

an improved match. Since the overall match can be improved if and only if the match in some

meta-component can be improved, the proof is complete.

B.4 Proof of Proposition 3

Suppose that Yki(1) = Yki(0) for all k, i. Then:

P [T (Z,Y) > t(α) | F ,Mopt,Uopt] ≤ α ∀α ∈ (0, 1).

Proof. First, note that it suffices to show that Z and Z′ are identically distributed conditional on

(F ,Mopt,Uopt). For any z ∈ {0, 1}N (where N is defined as in Section 3.1), the following is true:

P(Z = z | Mopt,Uopt,F) =
P(Mopt,Uopt | Z = z,F)P(Z = z | F)

P(Mopt,Uopt | F)

=
P(Mopt,Uopt | Z = z,F)P(Z = z | F)∑

z̃∈{0,1}N P(Mopt,Uopt | Z = z̃,F)P(Z = z̃ | F)
.

Since Mopt and Uopt are deterministic functions of Z and F , the conditional probability statements
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about Mopt,Uopt are all equal to one or zero. Therefore, we can simplify as follows:

P(Z = z | Mopt,Uopt,F) =


P(Z=z|F)∑

z̃:P(Mopt,Uopt|Z=z̃,F)=1 P(Z=z̃|F) P(Mopt,Uopt | Z = w,F) = 1

0 P(Mopt,Uopt | Z = w,F) = 0.

By Proposition 2, Algorithm 2 identifies exactly the set of permuted treatment vectors z̃ such

that the right-hand side is positive. Furthermore, by results in Pimentel and Huang (2023) and

construction of the permutation probabilities using true propensity scores, among these vectors

z̃ we have P(Z = z̃ | F) = P(Z′ = z̃ | F), so we may replace the former type of probability

statements in the right-hand side with the latter. This suffices to show that that Z and Z′ are

identically distributed conditional on (Mopt,Uopt,F), and the proof is complete.

52


	Introduction
	Background and literature review
	The randomization inference paradigm in matched designs
	Addressing inexact matching
	Hormone replacement therapy and women's health
	Formal framework and role of Z-dependence
	Setup for an inexactly-matched observational study
	Z-dependence and Type I error: a small example

	Dealing with Z-dependence: match-adaptive randomization inference
	Two pairs only: overlapping pairs and crossing matches
	No unmatched units: connected components
	General case with unmatched controls: meta-components
	Implications for hypothesis testing and confidence intervals

	Practical Considerations
	Speed-ups for large meta-components
	Extensions to exact matching and caliper matching

	Simulations

	Does HRT reduce heart disease risk?
	Study population and matched design
	Impact of HRT on CHD in matched pairs

	Discussion
	Additional details for the algorithm and case study
	Details on optimal matching
	Subroutine definitions.
	Adjustments for settings with very large meta-components
	Extension to caliper matching
	Covariate balance checks for the WHI study

	Proofs of main results
	Supporting lemmas for proofs
	Proof of Proposition 1
	Proof of Proposition 2
	Proof of Proposition 3



