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Abstract

Randomized experiments are the gold standard for investigating causal relation-
ships, with comparisons of potential outcomes under different treatment groups used
to estimate treatment effects. However, outcomes with heavy-tailed distributions pose
significant challenges to traditional statistical approaches. While recent studies have
explored these issues under simple randomization, their application in more complex
randomization designs, such as stratified randomization or covariate-adaptive ran-
domization, has not been adequately addressed. To fill the gap, this paper examines
the properties of the estimated influence function-based M-estimator under covariate-
adaptive randomization with heavy-tailed outcomes, demonstrating its consistency
and asymptotic normality. Yet, the existing variance estimator tends to overestimate
the asymptotic variance, especially under more balanced designs, and lacks universal
applicability across randomization methods. To remedy this, we introduce a novel
stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator to enhance efficiency and pro-
pose a universally applicable variance estimator to facilitate valid inferences. Addi-
tionally, we establish the consistency of kernel-based density estimation in the context
of covariate-adaptive randomization. Numerical results demonstrate the effectiveness
of the proposed methods in finite samples.
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1 Introduction

Randomization is the gold standard for drawing causal inference, often utilizing compar-
isons of potential outcomes across different treatment groups to estimate treatment effects
(Neyman, 1923; Fisher, 1935; Rosenbaum, 2002; Imbens and Rubin, 2015). However, clas-
sical methods based on large sample theory for valid inferences assume well-behaved po-
tential outcomes, a condition often violated by heavy-tailed distributions common in fields
like economics, social sciences, and clinical trials. For example, factors such as payment
amounts or customers’ spending abilities in social science experiments (Athey et al., 2023),
and data like CD4 counts in HIV studies (Henry et al., 1998), often exhibit heavy-tailed
distributions, posing significant challenges to traditional statistical methods.

While heavy-tailed distributions have been extensively studied in association studies
(see, e.g., Pickands 111, 1975; Hill, 1975; Embrechts et al., 1997; Coles et al., 2001), recent
years have witnessed a growing interest in their impact on causal inference. Seminal works
by Athey et al. (2023) and Ghosh et al. (2021) proposed novel methods for estimating
treatment effects in randomized experiments with heavy-tailed outcomes. However, these
studies primarily focus on simple randomization, neglecting the complexities introduced by
stratified or more general covariate-adaptive randomization.

Covariate-adaptive randomization methods are widely used in experimental designs
for their ability to balance baseline covariates, such as gender and age, across treatment
groups, thereby enhancing estimation and inference efficiencies (Bugni et al., 2018, 2019).
For example, the stratified biased-coin design partitions samples into different strata based
on covariates and then independently assigns treatments within each stratum using a biased
coin to ensure balance within strata (Efron, 1971). Stratified permuted block randomization

divides each stratum into blocks of pre-specified sizes and allocates treatments within each



block (Zelen, 1974). Pocock and Simon’s minimization method focuses on minimizing
imbalances between the number of participants in each treatment group across several
prognostic factors (Pocock and Simon, 1975). According to Ciolino et al. (2019), nearly 80%
of clinical trials published in leading medical journals in 2009 and 2014 utilized covariate-
adaptive randomization strategies.

Recent years have witnessed significant advances in achieving valid inferences under
covariate-adaptive randomization. For instance, Bugni et al. (2018) developed the ground-
work by establishing a new law of large numbers and central limit theory tailored for
covariate-adaptive randomization. Their study explored the asymptotic properties of the
two-sample t-test and regression-adjusted estimators that adjust for stratification indica-
tors, without assuming a correct underlying outcome data-generating model. Bugni et al.
(2019) proposed a fully saturated regression estimator through a two-step procedure to
enhance efficiency. Ma et al. (2022), Ye et al. (2022), Liu et al. (2023), and Gu et al.
(2023) further studied various regression methods to address imbalances caused by addi-
tional covariates beyond stratification variables. Their findings demonstrated that these
regression-adjusted estimators could achieve improved efficiency even under misspecified
linear models. However, it’s important to note that all these methods and theories re-
quire finite second moments of outcomes and are not applicable when outcomes exhibit
heavy tails. To overcome this challenge, researchers have proposed methods for estimating
quantile treatment effects, as evidenced by works such as Firpo (2007) and Firpo et al.
(2009) under simple randomization, as well as Zhang and Zheng (2020) and Jiang et al.
(2023) under covariate-adaptive randomization. Notably, these studies primarily focus on
treatment effects at specific quantiles rather than the overall treatment effect.

Athey et al. (2023) introduced an M-estimation approach to estimate the overall aver-



age treatment effect with theoretical guarantees under simple randomization. Under the
constant quantile treatment effects assumption, the overall treatment effect is equivalent to
the treatment effect at any specific quantile. Athey et al. (2023) demonstrated that the M-
estimator achieves the semiparametric efficiency bound, making it generally more efficient
than the estimator of any particular quantile treatment effect. However, it remains unclear
whether the point and variance estimators remain valid under covariate-adaptive random-
ization. The challenge stems from, unlike simple randomization, which independently as-
signs each unit to the treatment with a fixed probability, covariate-adaptive randomization
introduces a complex dependence structure between covariates and treatment assignments.
It determines treatment allocation for a unit not only based on its own covariates but also
on the covariates and treatments of all previously assigned units.

To fill the gap, we establish the asymptotic theory of the estimated influence function-
based M-estimation approach (Athey et al., 2023) under covariate-adaptive randomiza-
tion. Given that the point estimator asymptotically equals the difference in the sample
means of appropriately transformed outcomes under treatment and control, we term it the
transformed difference-in-means estimator. Our analysis demonstrates that this estima-
tor remains consistent and asymptotically normal under covariate-adaptive randomization,
broadening its applicability. Moreover, we observe a decrease in the asymptotic variance
as treatment allocation becomes more balanced, demonstrating the advantages of balanced
designs. A related work by Wang et al. (2023) investigated the properties of a general class
of M-estimators. However, their theory only applied to simple, stratified, or biased-coin
randomization. More importantly, they assumed that the function used in the estimating
equation is known. With heavy-tailed outcomes, this function depends on the unknown

density function of the potential outcomes (Athey et al., 2023). To address this challenge,



we establish the consistency of kernel-based density estimation and the Ly convergence
of the estimated score function under covariate-adaptive randomization. The results for
density estimation are of particular interest in many other problems.

Several key issues arise with the estimated influence function-based M-estimation ap-
proach. Firstly, the conditions for deriving the asymptotic results preclude the applicability
of Pocock and Simon’s minimization method. Secondly, the asymptotic variance depends
on the randomization methods and thus violates the universal applicability requirement
outlined by Ye et al. (2023), which asserts that the same inference procedure should apply
to all commonly used covariate-adaptive randomization methods. Lastly, the variance es-
timator proposed by Athey et al. (2023) remains consistent only for simple randomization
and tends to overestimate the asymptotic variance for more balanced designs.

To tackle these challenges, we propose a novel stratified transformed difference-in-means
estimator and show that it is consistent and asymptotically normal. Notably, its asymp-
totic variance is independent of the randomization method and is either smaller than or
equal to that of the transformed difference-in-means estimator, thereby enhancing the ef-
ficiency. Moreover, we provide a consistent nonparametric variance estimator, which is
universally applicable across randomization methods, for constructing confidence intervals
or performing hypothesis testing. Simulation studies and real data results demonstrate the
validity of the proposed methods in finite samples.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 outlines the covariate-
adaptive randomization framework and introduces relevant notations. In Section 3, we
introduce the transformed difference-in-means estimator based on the M-estimation ap-
proach, propose the stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator, and establish

their asymptotic theory under covariate-adaptive randomization. Section 4 presents the



simulation results, while Section 5 reports the results of a real data example. Section 6
concludes the paper with discussions of future research. Proofs are relegated to the sup-

plementary material.

2 Framework and notation

In a covariate-adaptive randomized experiment, suppose that n units are drawn indepen-
dently from a super-population, and each unit is assigned to the treatment or control group.
Let A; represent the treatment assignment indicator for unit ¢, with A; = 1 indicating as-
signment to the treatment group and A; = 0 to the control group. The potential outcomes
under treatment and control are denoted as Y;(1) and Y;(0), respectively, and the observed
outcome is given by Y; = A;Y;(1) + (1 — A;)Y;(0). The n units are divided into K strata
based on important baseline covariates like age, gender, or race. Let S; denote the stratum
indicator, such that S; = k (k= 1,..., K) if unit ¢ belongs to stratum k. The probability
of a unit belonging to stratum k is denoted as py) = P(S; = k). We assume that K is
fixed, pp is independent of n, and py) > 0 for all k = 1,..., K. Let ny = > | Is,—k
denote the number of units in stratum k, where [ is the indicator function. Additionally,
ny =Yy A and ng = > (1 — A;) denote the numbers of treated and control units,
respectively, while np; = > Ailg,— and nygo = >, (1 — A;)Ig,— represent the num-
bers of treated and control units in stratum k, respectively. The proportion of treated
units in stratum £ is denoted as m,x = npp /n[k}, and the proportion of stratum sizes is

denoted as p,r = ny)/n. Regarding the data-generating process and treatment assignment

mechanism, we adopt assumptions similar to those in Bugni et al. (2018, 2019).
Assumption 1. {Y;(1),Y;(0), S;};_, are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.).
Assumption 2. [{Y;(1),Y;(0)};_, L {A:} ] | {Si},
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Assumption 3. 7,y converges to m € (0,1) in probability for k=1,... K.

Assumption 4. {n~2{D,, <, | {Si}]_1} % N(0,%) almost surely, where Dy, =

N1 — TNk, E:diag{w[k]q[k]:k: L,...,K} with 0 < g <m(l—m) fork=1,... K.

Assumption 2 indicates that the potential outcomes and treatment assignment are con-
ditionally independent given the stratum information. In a covariate-adaptive randomized
experiment, if the treatment assignments depend only on the vector of stratum covariates
and an exogenous randomization device, then Assumption 2 is satisfied. For example, the
stratified biased-coin design (Efron, 1971), stratified permuted block randomization (Zelen,
1974), Pocock and Simon’s minimization (Pocock and Simon, 1975), and the randomization
methods proposed by Hu and Hu (2012) satisfy Assumption 2. Assumption 3 requires that
the proportion of treated units in each stratum converges to the same target treated prob-
ability 7. Almost all commonly used covariate-adaptive randomization methods satisfy
this assumption. Assumption 4 was proposed by Bugni et al. (2018). It is stronger than
Assumption 3 because it necessitates the level of imbalance in treatment assignment to be
asymptotically independent across strata, as the asymptotic covariance ¥ forms a diagonal
matrix. Simple randomization and stratified permuted block randomization are two typical
designs satisfying Assumption 4, with their corresponding gy values being m(1 — 7) and
zero, respectively. However, Pocock and Simon’s minimization violates this assumption.

To address heavy-tailed outcomes, we refrain from imposing second-order moment con-
ditions on the outcomes, as typically done in studies such as Bugni et al. (2018, 2019);
Ye et al. (2022, 2023); Ma et al. (2022); Liu et al. (2023). However, certain issues can
become intricate in the absence of specific moment conditions. For instance, defining the
average treatment effect £{Y;(1)—Y;(0)} may become challenging if the potential outcomes

follow a Cauchy distribution. Even if well-defined, commonly used treatment effect estima-



tors like the difference-in-means (Bugni et al., 2018) or the regression-adjusted estimators
(Bugni et al., 2019; Ye et al., 2022, 2023; Ma et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2023) may not exhibit
asymptotic normality. To address these challenges, we adopt a methodology outlined in
Athey et al. (2023) and Ghosh et al. (2021), focusing on a constant quantile treatment
effects assumption. Specifically, let Fi(y) and Fy(y) denote the distribution functions of
potential outcomes Y;(1) and Y;(0), respectively. Throughout the paper, we assume that
Fi(y) = Fo(y — 7), for y € R, where 7 is the target treatment effect. A sufficient but not
necessary condition for constant quantile treatment effects is the additivity of the treatment
effect, i.e., Y;(1) — Y;(0) = 7.

The estimand 7 is equal to the average treatment effect when the first moments of Y;(1)
and Y;(0) exist. It is also equal to any specific quantile treatment effect (Zhang and Zheng,
2020; Jiang et al., 2023), such as the treatment effect at the median. Given a distribution
function F, we denote F'~! as the quantile function, f as the derivative of F', and f’ as
the derivative of f. The information function is defined as I(f) = [ (f'/f)* (z)f(x)dz.
Even when the constant quantile treatment effects assumption is violated, the estimand
T retains a causal interpretation (Athey et al., 2023), representing a weighted average of
quantile treatment effects: 7 = fol(Fl_l(u) — Fy ' (u))dW(u), where the weight function is
Wi(u) = [ I(fo) " (= 3/ fo) (Fy ' (t))dt for u € [0,1]. Under simple randomization, Athey
et al. (2023) discussed a class of weighted quantile estimators and demonstrated that using

the above weight is more efficient compared to using weight at any single quantile.



3 Treatment effect estimators

3.1 Transformed difference-in-means estimator

Under simple randomization, Athey et al. (2023) proposed an influence function-based
M-estimator of 7. Initially, we introduce this estimator and subsequently investigate its
asymptotic property under covariate-adaptive randomization, elucidating its limitations.
If we possess knowledge of the potential outcome distribution shape, i.e., we operate
within a parametric model: Y;(0) ~ F(y —n), or Y;(1) ~ F(y —n — 7), where F' is known,
then the only unknown parameters are the shift parameter n and the treatment effect 7.
In the context of simple randomization, if the information function corresponding to fj is
bounded away from zero and infinity, 0 < I(fy) < oo, the maximum likelihood estimator

of 7, denoted by 7, has the following influence function (Athey et al., 2023):

oL A Ny 124k
e T AR b IU R = 0]

where fo(-) = f(- —n) is the probability density function of Y;(0). Moreover, 7 can be

approximated near the true 7 through the summation of influence functions, expressed as:

. 1< _
F=T4 = (AL YaT) Hop(n?),

=1

However, the parameter of interest 7 in the above expansion remains unknown. Con-
sequently, Athey et al. (2023) suggested using a two-step estimator: first identifying an

initial estimator 7, such as the difference between the medians of the outcomes under the



treatment and control, followed by an update process

Y vem s L N A Ay s LA Sy,
o= AR =7 s S {2 o) - T o0,

where fi(-) = fo(- — 7) is the probability density function of Y;(1). The update step is
necessary for reducing the asymptotic variance.

Let Z;(a) = —1(fo) ' (f./f.)(Yi(a)), a = 0,1. Under simple randomization, if 7 is suffi-
ciently close to 7 such that \/n(7 —7) = Op(1), then the asymptotic difference between 7y
and Tisny ' Yon AiZi(1) —ng 't SO0 (1= A) Z;(0) (Athey et al., 2023). In this asymptotic
context, 7y can be interpreted as the difference-in-means estimator applied to Z;(a). Intu-
itively, Z;(a) serves as a transformation of Y;(a) and has a thinner tail compared to Y;(a).
This thinning effect stems from the condition I(fo)™! = E[Z?(a)] < oo, indicating the
existence of the second-order moment of Z;(a). Consequently, the asymptotic normality of
the difference-in-means estimator is implied (Bugni et al., 2018).

A practical challenge associated with the estimator 7y arises from the often unknown
nature of fy. To address this, one can use the nonparametric method proposed by Bickel
(1982) for estimating fo. Specifically, fy can be effectively estimated using a kernel method,
such as fo(y) = (nh)™ Yo &{(y —Y;)/n}, where ¢ is the probability density function of
N(0,1), and h denotes the bandwidth to be determined. Subsequently, 0 o /0y is utilized as
the estimator of f). To ensure robustness, it becomes necessary to truncate the estimated

score function f()/ / fo appropriately; for a more detailed discussion, refer to Bickel (1982).

Remark 1. We use the Gaussian kernel here simply as an illustrative example. Theoret-
ically, it could be substituted with any bounded kernel function. In practical applications,
we recommend the triweight kernel. This preference arises because we aim to minimize

the influence of distant samples on local density estimation, particularly in scenarios with
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heavy-tailed distributions. Therefore, we favor kernels that have bounded support.

However, using the same samples for estimating f, and constructing 7, can potentially
lead to overfitting (Bickel et al., 1993; Hastie et al., 2009). To mitigate this issue, Athey
et al. (2023) suggested using sample splitting and cross-fitting techniques (Klaassen, 1987;
Chernozhukov et al., 2018). We slightly modify the sample splitting procedure to take
into account the stratification used in the design stage, thereby facilitating the proof of
theoretical results. Specifically, we split the samples separately within each stratum for
each treatment arm to ensure conditional independence. Let Lj,1 denote a random
subset of {i : S; =k, A; = a} (the index set for units in stratum &k under treatment arm a)
with cardinality [Lpe1| = [npe/2]. Let L1 = Uszl Uizo Li),a,1 denote the combination
of Li)4,1- Additionally, let £, represent the complementary set of £;. Then, we modify 7

as follows:

R .1 - -
Ttdim = 7 + o {Z wfo(z) (A, Yis 7) + Z ¢f0(1)(14i,yi;7')} ) (1)

€Ly €Ly
where fo(j) denotes the nonparametric estimator of f, (Bickel, 1982) using samples in £;,
j = 1,2. With a slight abuse of notation, we substitute ](fo(j)) in the definition of 1/Jf0(j>
with I(f,), representing the estimated Fisher information, which will be formally defined

later. For simplicity, we refer to 7igi, as the transformed difference-in-means estimator.

Remark 2. In the context of simple randomization, Athey et al. (2023) proposed a method
inwvolving random splitting of the sample at each treatment arm into two nearly equal parts,
denoted as L,1 and L2, followed by the separate combination of samples from different
treatment arms into L1 and Ly (ensuring that the cardinality of L1 under both splitting
mechanisms is approzimately n/2). They defined the treatment effect estimator in the
same way as Tigim and showed that it shares the same asymptotic properties as 7y under the

condition of accurate estimation of fo. Under covariate-adaptive randomization, one can
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directly utilize Athey et al. (2023)’s estimator without alterations, which exhibits comparable
performance to Tigim n Simulation studies. However, deriving its theoretical properties
becomes more challenging due to the intricate dependence structure inherent in covariate-

adaptive randomization with sample splitting.

Remark 3. To ensure that the final estimator Tyqun possesses favorable asymptotic prop-
erties, the initial estimator T must approximate the true value of T as closely as possible.
Specifically, it is necessary for T to be \/n-consistent, i.e., \/n(7 — 1) = Op(1). A reason-
able choice of T is the difference in medians of outcomes under the treatment and control
groups (Athey et al., 2023). As demonstrated in the simulation studies and detailed in the
supplementary material, the final estimator, Tiqim, erhibits lower finite-sample and asymp-
totic variance compared to the initial difference-in-medians estimator. To take into account
stratification under covariate-adaptive randomization, another option of T is the difference-
in-weighted-medians estimator with weights based on stratum size, or the weighted average of
the stratum-specific differences-in-medians estimators within each stratum. In Section D.3
of the supplementary material, we establish the \/n-consistency of these estimators. Our
simulation studies revealed that these three estimators displayed comparable finite sample

performance when used as initial estimators.

In the following, we examine the asymptotic properties of T qim, under covariate-adaptive
randomization. This analysis is challenging for several reasons: firstly, the dependence
among the influence function for different units renders the standard semiparametric and
M-estimator theories, which are based on independence assumptions, inapplicable. Al-
though Wang et al. (2023) extended the properties of M-estimators to non-independent
settings, their theory required the function ¢y, (A;, Y;; 7) to be known and applied only to

simple, stratified, or biased-coin randomization, excluding minimization. Secondly, exist-
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ing theories that involve the sample-splitting technique often assume that the two split
parts are independent. However, under covariate-adaptive randomization, £; and L, are
correlated due to the dependence among A; and Y;, necessitating the consideration of
this correlation. Finally, the accuracy of the estimator fy needs to be re-evaluated un-
der covariate-adaptive randomization, as the correlation between samples may affect the
effectiveness of the original method for estimating fj.

The asymptotic variance of Tiqi, depends on the following quantities:

Var{Z;(1)} +Var{Z-(0)}

T 1—m

Vi = VR B{AW-Z0) Vi = Efge {20420V

T 1—m

where Z;(a) = Z;(a) — E{Z;(a) | S;} and Z;(a) = E{Zi(a) | S;} — E{Zi(a)}, a = 0,1. Let
Otim = V7 + Vi + V3. Let figo(y) and Fyo(y) be the density function and cumulative

distribution function of Y;(0) conditional on S; =k, for k =1,... K.
Assumption 5. Suppose that the following conditions hold:
(i) fo is twice differentiable with 0 < I(fo) < oo and [Z_|fi(y)|dy < oo;

(71) maxg—q

.....

fii) for § = 1,2, sup,eadlFip/ Fonl ) = 0p(n'2), [(Fop /o) — ol o2 (@) dFo(y) =
op(1), and for any Y{,...,Y] i.i.d. ~ Fyo and are independent of f(l)(j)/f()(j), and
6, = Op(n~Y2), if m/n converges to a positive constant, then as n — oo, we
have m= 32 | (foy/ Fo)) |(Y] + 6n) = Op(1), m= 300 (foiy/ o)) (V7 + 6) =

m= 30 (fo/ fo) (YY) + op(1).

Assumption 5(i) ensures the existence of the second-order moment of Z;(a), which is sat-

isfied by most heavily-tailed distributions, such as the t-distribution (including the Cauchy
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distribution as a special case). The absolute integrability of the second derivative is also
a common regularity condition, sufficient to show E(f}/fo) (Yi(0)) = —I(fy). Assump-
tion 5(ii) rules out the case of degeneration of the asymptotic variance. Assumption 5(iii)

requires fé(j) / fo(j) to be an accurate estimator of the true score function.

Remark 4. Regarding Assumption 5(iii), Athey et al. (2023) does not require supyeR{|f(’)(j)/
Fo|)} = op(n/2) and m= S, [(Fy, /o) I(¥; + 82) = Op(1). However, as shown
in Theorem 3 below, the variance estimator proposed by Athey et al. (2023) is conservative
under general covariate-adaptive randomization methods. To derive a consistent variance
estimator, we impose these two additional conditions. Notably, these conditions are not
necessary if we use the treatment and control group samples to estimate fi; and fo, respec-
tively. However, such an approach may lead to increased computational complexity and less
accurate estimates due to smaller sample sizes in one arm (when ™ # 1/2). In practice,

we recommend using the larger sample size arm for density estimation.

Theorem 1 below demonstrates that Assumption 5(iii) holds under mild conditions
on fo, which are satisfied by many common heavily-tailed distributions (for details, see

Section A in the supplementary material).

Theorem 1. Under Assumptions 1-3 and S.1-5.2 in the supplementary material, if fo is

twice differentiable with 0 < I(fo) < oo and [ {f{(y)}*/fo(y)dy < oo, then f(’)(j)/fo(j)

(7 = 1,2) satisfies Assumption 5(iii).

Theorem 1 illustrates that under mild conditions, the estimated score function displays
notable smoothness and continuity. These properties were initially established by Stone
(1975) and Bickel (1982) for a class of kernel density estimation methods applied to inde-
pendent and identically distributed outcomes. We extend this research by confirming that

these favorable properties also apply to outcomes from covariate-adaptive randomization.

14



This includes the consistency of fo(j) and f(’)( j)» s proven in Section D.1 in the supplemen-
tary material. These findings are crucial for studies that involve density estimation under

covariate-adaptive randomization.

Theorem 2. Under Assumptions 1-2 and /-5, if the initial estimator T is \/n-consistent,

ie., /(7 —7) = Op(1), then /n(Fiaim — 7) — N0, Otim)-

Remark 5. Under the constant quantile treatment effects assumption, estimators for any
specific quantile can serve as initial estimators. Since the asymptotic variance of the quan-
tile estimator is roughly inversely proportional to the square of the density function value
at that quantile (Zhang and Zheng, 2020), we typically choose the median for efficiency

considerations.

Theorem 2 implies that the transformed difference-in-means estimator 7iqim iS consis-
tent and asymptotically normal under covariate-adaptive randomization. However, As-
sumption 4 excludes Pocock and Simon’s minimization method, although this assumption
is satisfied for many other covariate-adaptive randomization methods, such as simple ran-
domization, stratified permuted block randomization, and stratified biased coin design.
Consequently, it remains unclear whether 7i4;m is asymptotically normal or not under min-
imization. Deriving the asymptotic distribution of 7ig;, under minimization is challeng-
ing due to the complex dependence structure of treatment assignment across strata, even
asymptotically.

As indicated by Theorem 2, the asymptotic variance depends on the randomization
methods used during the design stage via qp). Consequently, we cannot provide a universal
inference method that is applicable to all commonly used covariate-adaptive randomiza-
tion methods. For simple randomization, ¢y = 7(1 — 7) and the asymptotic variance

simplifies to {m(1—m)I(fo)}~!; see also Athey et al. (2023). For general covariate-adaptive
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randomization methods, we can verify that

1

T Iy~ Cam = E|{m(1 =) - q[si]}{Zi(l

T 1—m

SN—
+
=
o
N—
W—/
no
| I
v
(@)

Thus, the asymptotic variance of 7Tigim is no greater than that under simple randomiza-
tion. Moreover, as the design becomes more balanced (i.e., gy decreases), the asymptotic
variance o2y decreases, indicating that a more balanced design leads to a more efficient
estimator for the average treatment effect. The asymptotic variance o2, = achieves its min-
imum value if the design is strongly balanced, i.e., gy = 0 for £ = 1,..., K. In this case,

the asymptotic variance has a much simpler expression, as shown in Corollary 1 below.

Corollary 1. Under Assumptions 1-2 and /-5 with q = 0 for k =1,..., K, if the initial
estimator T is y/n-consistent, i.e., \/n(7 — 1) = Op(1), then \/n(Tidim — 7) A N(0,02)),

) Ystr

2 _ 12 2
where 0%, = V7 + V.

Athey et al. (2023) suggested using {m(1 —m)I(fo)} ! to estimate the asymptotic vari-

ance, where I(fy) is a consistent estimator of I(fy). For example,

f<fo>=nio[i€£§/;:o{°’fé@><m}2+ 3 {Jf&l)(m}z}

fO(Q) 1€L2,A;=0

Remark 6. | (fo) appears in both the point and variance estimators. In theory, we only need
I(fo) to be consistent with the true Fisher information I(fo), i.e., 1(fo) = I(fo) + op(1).
There are various ways to estimate 1(fy). For example, Athey et al. (2023) proposed an
alternative estimator I*(fo) = {I(foy) + I(fo(g))}/Q, where

Jou (V) fi5) (Y0) = gy (¥0)?

I(fog) = =1LosI ™" D : , j=1,2
i€L;,A;=0 fO(j)(YE)2
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The point estimator is modified accordingly as T = (T + T(2)) /2, where

) . 1 A; f(l)(?)—j) . 1— A4 fé(S—j) .
TG FTE-) T T — (Y = T3-) — : Y,) s, j=1,2.
’ "L (fo-) Z; { T Joe-i) ! -

Here, T(;) is an initial estimator (they used the difference-in-medians of outcomes under
the treatment and control group within L;). Our simulation results indicate that these two

estimating strategies perform similarly.

Theorem 3 below indicates that {m(1 — m)I(fo)} ™! is generally conservative under

covariate-adaptive randomization when gy < 7(1 — ).

Theorem 3. Under the Assumptions of Theorem 2, {m(1 —)I(fo)}™" converges in prob-
ability to {m(1 — m)I(fo)}~'. Moreover, we have {m(1 — m)I(fo)} " > o0&, with equality

holding if quy = n(1 — =) fork=1,..., K.

Theorem 3 shows that {m(1 —7)I(fy)} " is consistent under simple randomization but
overestimates the asymptotic variance under a more balanced design with 0 < g < 7(1 —
), resulting in a loss of power. To make valid inferences on the average treatment effect
using normal approximation, we need a non-parametric variance estimator. Specifically,
we can replace the population mean and variance of the three terms in o2y = with their
corresponding sample mean and variance to create a plug-in estimator.

Let Z; denote the “observed” transformed outcome as follows: for i € L;, A, =0,
we define Z; = —I(fo)™!- (fé(gij)/fo(gfj))(}/;‘), j = 1,2, while for i € £;, A; = 1, we
define Z; = —1(fo)™" - (fi3_;/ foz—p)(Yi = 7), j = 1,2. Let Ziga = S ii8i—kAi—a Zi/ Mk
denote the stratum-specific sample mean of Z: under treatment arm «a in stratum k and

Za =>. Ai=a Zl /nq denote the sample mean of ZZ under treatment arm a, where a = 0,1,
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k=1,...,K. We define 62, = V3 + V2 + V3 with

K

Z { —— > (1—Ai)(2i—é[k]o)2},

:5;=k

Vi=— anm{ Z Al Zi~Zyp) }

sz k

~ o K = = = = 2
Vi = pupy {(Z[k]l —71) = (Zjgyo — Zo)} :

K ~ ~ ~ ~
i Zun—2)  (Zo — Zo)\ 2
Vi Zzpn[qum{( = %) | (e O>} :
k=1

T l1—m

Theorem 4. Under Assumptions 1-2 and /-5, if the initial estimator T is \/n-consistent,

i.e., Vn(T — 1) = Op(1), then 62, converges in probability to o2y .

Theorem 4 indicates that the plug-in estimator 62, is a consistent estimator of the

asymptotic variance. Thus, the Wald-type confidence interval,

Tidim — Qa/20tdim/ V1, Tedim + Ga/20tdim/ /1)

has an asymptotic coverage rate of 1 —a, 0 < a < 1, where g, /2 is the upper /2 quantile

of a standard normal distribution.

3.2 Stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator

The asymptotic variance of Tiqi, depends on the randomization methods, and its plug-
in variance estimator is not universally applicable. To address this issue and enhance
efficiency, we propose a stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator along with a
universally applicable inference method in this section.

Previous studies have demonstrated that the stratified difference-in-means estimator,

which aggregates the difference-in-means estimator calculated for each stratum weighted by
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the stratum size proportion p,), often performs better than the simple difference-in-means
estimator (Bugni et al., 2019; Ma et al., 2022; Ye et al., 2023). This observation motivated
us to explore a stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator. As mentioned earlier,
by treating Z;(a) = —1(fo)~" - (f4/fa)(Yi(a)) as the transformed outcomes, 7idim is asymp-
totically equivalent to the difference-in-means estimator applied to Z;(a). Therefore, the

stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator is defined as:

K
s s 1 (k) - (k) -
Tstr _T+Zp"[k} ' %( Z wa(g)(Ai’Yi’T> T ' Z ¢fo(1)(AZ7E7T) ’
k=1 1€L1,S;=k 1€L2,S;=k
where
1 A f] 1-A4 f]
TRV N (N PV EV R TS
ol ) I(fo) 7w fo( ) 1 — T fo( )
The asymptotic variance of 7, can be estimated by 62, = ! 7+ VEI Theorem 5 below

2

presented the asymptotic properties of 7y, and 67, .

Theorem 5. Under Assumptions 1-3 and 5, if the initial estimator T is \/n-consistent,

i.e., /n(T—7) = Op(1), then Ty, is consistent and asymptotically normal, \/n(Tsy — T) A

2

N(0,02%,). Moreover, 6%, converges in probability to o2,.

str str

It is worth noting that the asymptotic normality of 7y, and the consistency of the

variance estimator 62 require less stringent design requirements as the conclusion holds

str
under the weaker Assumption 3 instead of the stronger Assumption 4. Since Assumption 3
is quite general, Theorem 5 is applicable to almost all covariate-adaptive randomization
methods, including Pocock and Simon’s minimization. Moreover, the asymptotic variance
is identical to that of 7igy, under strongly balanced designs, which is independent of the

randomization methods used in the design stage. Therefore, 7, and 62, are universally

T

applicable (Ye et al., 2023). For designs that are not well-balanced, such as simple random-
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ization, Theorem 5 indicates that the asymptotic variance of 7, is smaller than or equal
to that of 7igim, thus enhancing the asymptotic efficiency in comparison to Tiqim. These
conclusions align with those in Bugni et al. (2019) for outcomes with light-tails.

By Theorem 5, we are able to provide a valid inference for the treatment effect 7. One

approach is constructing a Wald-type 1 — « (0 < a < 1) confidence interval for 7:

[%str - QQ/26str/\/ﬁ7 %Str + QCx/2a—str/\/ﬁ]'

The asymptotic coverage rate of the above confidence interval is 1 — a.

4 Simulation study

In this section, we carry out simulation studies to evaluate the finite sample performance
of the proposed estimators 7iqim and 7, under three covariate-adaptive randomization
methods: simple randomization (SR), stratified randomization (STR), and Pocock and
Simon’s minimization (MIN).

We set the sample size as n = 500, 1000 and consider three models for generating the
potential outcomes, similar to those elucidated in Ghosh et al. (2021).

Model 1 (Linear stratum effect): Y;(0) = (3/4)xi1 + xi2 + &;, where z;; ~ Unif(—1,1),
x;2 takes values in {—1,—1/3,1/3,1} with equal probabilities, and it is independent of x;;.

Model 2 (Nonlinear stratum effect): Y;(0) = (1/2){exp (z;) + exp (2:/2)} + &;, with
zi = (3/4)x;1 + x40, where x;; ~ Unif(—1,1) and x;5 takes values in {—1,—1/3,1/3,1} with
equal probabilities, independent with x;;.

Model 3 (Nonlinear stratum effect with one covariate transformed to exponential):

Y;(0) = (1/2) (zl + \/Z_Z) + i, with z; = z;1 + 21242, where x;; = €, u; ~ Unif(—1,1) and
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x;o takes values in {—1,—1/3,1/3,1} with equal probabilities, independent with w;.

The error terms ¢; are independently drawn from the standard normal distribution, the
standard double exponential (Laplace) distribution, and the standard Cauchy distribution.
The generation of ¢; is independent of x;; and x;. The treatment probability 7 is set
to 0.5, and the potential outcome Y;(1) is generated as Y;(1) = Y;(0) + 7 with 7 set at
0 and 1. The results for unequal treatment probability (7 = 1/3) are relegated to the
supplementary material. Under each model and each tail distribution, z;5 is used as the
stratification covariate in STR. For minimization, both x;; and x;5 are dichotomized as
stratification covariates. The biased-coin probability and the weight used in minimization
are set to 0.85 and (0.5,0.5), respectively. Under each model and each tail distribution,
the data generation process is repeated 1000 times to evaluate the bias, standard deviation
(SD), root mean squared error (RMSE) of the point estimators, and empirical coverage
probability (CP) and mean confidence interval length (Length) of 95% confidence intervals.

We apply the kernel density estimation methods proposed by Bickel (1982) to esti-
mate the influence function for 74, and 7y, and use the triweight kernel instead of the
original Gaussian kernel to achieve better finite-sample performance. The bandwidth as
a critical hyperparameter is selected through a one-step adaptive update, and other nec-
essary truncation parameters are chosen empirically. To highlight the enhanced efficiency
of our proposed methods in scenarios with heavy-tailed distributions, we compare their
performance with that of the standard difference-in-means estimator and the weighted
average difference-in-means estimator, denoted as Tpaive-dim and Tytr-gim, respectively. The
difference-in-medians estimator and the difference-in-weighted-medians estimator, denoted
as Tma and Tyima, are used as the initial estimators for 7igm and 7., respectively, and

their performance is included in our results. More detailed discussions on the initial esti-
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mators are provided in the supplementary material. For variance estimation, we use the
method from Ma et al. (2022) for Thaive-dim and Tygrgim, and use a plug-in method for 7,4
and Twimd. SINCE Thaive-dims Tmd and Tigim lack asymptotic properties without Assumption
4, their inference-related results are not available under minimization.

Tables 1-3 present the results for n = 1000. The results for n = 500 exhibit a comparable
pattern but with increased variability and these results are relegated to the supplementary
material. Our observations are as follows:

(1) The biases of both Tyqim and 7y, are negligible in comparison to the standard devi-
ations, even when dealing with the heaviest-tailed distribution (the Cauchy distribution).

(2) With the same model and randomization approach, the standard deviations of
Tiaim and 7y, increase as the potential outcomes exhibit heavier tails, yet they remain well
behaved. Furthermore, under the STR method, 7igi, shows lower standard deviations
compared to SR. This observation aligns with the conclusion in Theorem 2 that a more
balanced design results in a more precise transformed difference-in-means estimator. In
contrast, the standard deviations of 7, are independent of the randomization methods, as
predicted by Theorem 5. Additionally, these standard deviations are nearly identical to
those of 7Tigi, under STR, highlighting the effectiveness of stratification both in the design
and analysis stages.

(3) Compared to the initial estimators 7y,q and Tyi.ma, both Tigim and 7y, exhibit smaller
standard deviations across all cases, underscoring the need for a one-step update. While
Tiaim and Ty, also demonstrate reduced variability compared to Thaive-dim and Tstr-dim, this
advantage does not extend to scenarios with normal tails. In fact, when the distribution
of the outcomes is perfectly normal, both 7 .ive-dim and Tiaim asymptotically achieve the

efficiency bounds under simple randomization (Athey et al., 2023). However, in finite
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Table 1: Simulation results under Model 1 for n = 1000 and 7 = 1/2

SR STR MIN
Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP
7T=0
Normal tail  Taive-dim 0.004 0.083  0.083 0.940 -0.003 0.071  0.069 0.945 -0.001 0.080 / /
Tatr-dim 0.003 0.071  0.069 0.941 -0.003 0.071  0.069 0.945 -0.002 0.069  0.069 0.950
Tmd 0.006 0.106  0.118 0.963 -0.004 0.094 0.106 0.962 -0.002 0.104 / /
Twtomd 0.005 0.095 0.106 0.961 -0.004 0.094 0.106 0.962 -0.003 0.094 0.106 0.960
Ttdim 0.005 0.090 0.091 0.941 -0.005 0.078  0.081 0.963 -0.002 0.089 / /
Tetr 0.005 0.079 0.082 0.945 -0.005 0.078  0.081 0.965 -0.003 0.080 0.082 0.949
Laplace tail  Thaive-dim 0.006 0.105 0.105 0.947 -0.004 0.098  0.093 0.928  0.000 0.103 / /
Tstr-dim 0.005 0.094 0.093 0.945 -0.004 0.098  0.093 0.927 -0.001 0.094 0.093 0.953
Tmd 0.008 0.117  0.119 0.953  -0.003 0.107  0.109 0.958  0.000 0.118 / /
Twtomd 0.007 0.107  0.109 0.948 -0.003 0.107  0.109 0.959  0.000 0.108  0.109 0.945
Ttdim 0.006 0.107  0.103 0.932  -0.006 0.092  0.092 0.943 0.002 0.101 / /
Tstr 0.006 0.095 0.092 0.942 -0.006 0.092 0.092 0.943 0.001 0.091  0.092 0.958
Cauchy tail  Thaive-dim 0.367 29.541 8.246 0.977 0.109 30.100  8.310 0.979  0.927 28.668 / /
Tstr-dim 0.324 28.599  8.233 0.978 0.110 30.105 8.310 0.979  0.970 28.581  8.316 0.977
Tmd 0.000 0.147  0.147 0.955 0.004 0.135 0.138 0.946  0.006 0.137 / /
Twt-md  -0.001 0.138  0.138 0.942 0.005 0.135 0.138 0.946  0.004 0.130  0.138 0.965
Tidim 0.002 0.128  0.128 0.940 0.003 0.118 0.118 0.946  0.006 0.124 / /
Tstr 0.001 0.118  0.118 0.949 0.003 0.118 0.118 0.945 0.005 0.116  0.118 0.956
T=1
Normal tail  Thaive-dim 0.003 0.083  0.083 0.951 0.007 0.068  0.069 0.955 -0.004 0.077 / /
Tstr-dim 0.003 0.068  0.069 0.951 0.007 0.068 0.069 0.955 -0.004 0.067  0.069 0.956
Tmd 0.001 0.107  0.118 0.967 0.006 0.092  0.106 0.977  0.000 0.100 / /
Twtmd 0.001 0.095 0.106 0.968 0.006 0.092 0.106 0.977  0.001 0.091 0.106 0.974
Tdim 0.003 0.091  0.091 0.948 0.007 0.075  0.081 0.961 -0.002 0.084 /
Tetr 0.003 0.078  0.082 0.968 0.007 0.075  0.081 0.960 -0.002 0.075  0.082 0.967
Laplace tail  7Tiaive-dim 0.001 0.106  0.105 0.948 0.002 0.096  0.093 0.944  0.000 0.100 / /
Tutr-dim 0.001 0.094  0.093 0.951 0.002 0.096  0.093 0.945  0.000 0.090  0.093 0.953
Tind 0.003 0.114  0.120 0.952 0.004 0.108  0.109 0.945 -0.001 0.109 / /
Twtmd 0.003 0.100  0.109 0.972 0.004 0.108  0.109 0.946 -0.002 0.100  0.109 0.965
Tidim 0.002 0.105  0.103 0.937 0.004 0.092 0.092 0.945 -0.001 0.097 / /
Tatr 0.002 0.091  0.092 0.944 0.004 0.092  0.092 0.945 -0.001 0.088  0.092 0.965
Cauchy tail  Thaivedim  -34.037  1037.167 44.967 0.978 -33.248 1099.566 45.306 0.987 35.288 1088.502 /
Tetr-dim -39.219  1076.533 44.902 0.980 -33.307 1101.616 45.306 0.987 34.421 1060.345 44.601 0.978
Tmd 0.001 0.148  0.147 0.948 -0.004 0.144  0.138 0.938 -0.007 0.144 / /
Twtmd 0.002 0.138  0.138 0.948 -0.004 0.143  0.138 0.938 -0.007 0.138  0.138 0.948
Tedim  -0.002 0.129 0.128 0.946 -0.007 0.122  0.118 0.933 -0.006 0.126 / /
Tstr  -0.002 0.119  0.118 0.944 -0.007 0.122 0.118 0.931 -0.006 0.120  0.118 0.942

Note: Thaive-dim, sStandard difference-in-means

estimator; Tsr-qim, stratified difference-in-means esti-
mator; Tyq, difference-in-medians estimator; 7iwi-md, difference-in-weighted-medians estimator; T¢dim,
transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7., stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator;
SR, simple randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization;
SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.
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Table 2: Simulation results under Model 2 for n = 1000 and 7 = 1/2

SR STR MIN
Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP
T=0
Normal tail  Taive-dim -0.002 0.082 0.083 0.957 -0.002 0.071 0.070 0.945 0.001 0.080 / /
Tstr-dim 0.000 0.069 0.070  0.959 -0.003 0.071 0.070 0.943 0.000 0.069 0.070 0.947
Tind 0.002 0.102 0.109 0.959 -0.002 0.090 0.100  0.970 -0.002 0.097 / /
Twtmd 0.004 0.094 0.100  0.965 -0.002 0.090 0.100  0.969 -0.003 0.088 0.100 0.961
Tidim 0.000 0.088 0.085 0.939 -0.003 0.077 0.078 0.954 0.000 0.084 / /
Tetr 0.001 0.079 0.079 0.943 -0.003 0.077 0.078 0.954 0.000 0.078 0.079 0.945
Laplace tail  Toaive-dim 0.000 0.103 0.104 0.949 -0.002 0.097 0.094 0.937 0.002 0.098 / /
Totr-dim 0.003 0.094 0.094 0.947 -0.002 0.097 0.094 0.938 0.002 0.092 0.094 0.957
Tind 0.000 0.104 0.106  0.955 0.000 0.101 0.098 0.940 0.003 0.102 / /
Twt-md 0.003 0.097 0.098 0.951 0.000 0.101 0.098 0.939 0.002 0.096 0.098 0.944
Tidim 0.002 0.098 0.096 0.948 0.001 0.092 0.090 0.949 0.003 0.093 / /
Tstr 0.004 0.090 0.090 0.951 0.001 0.092 0.090 0.949 0.002 0.088 0.090 0.951
Cauchy tail  7Thaive-dim 0.434 29.979 7.450 0.969 -0.036 29.854 7.453 0.978 -1.446 29.947 / /
Tetr-dim 0.379 28.675 7.438 0.968 -0.037 29.826 7.453 0.978 -1.453 30.317 7.479 0.979
Tind 0.001 0.137 0.138 0.946 0.000 0.127 0.132  0.955 -0.001 0.137 / /
Twtmd 0.003 0.129 0.131 0.946 0.000 0.127 0.132  0.956 -0.001 0.130 0.132  0.954
Tidim 0.003 0.125 0.125 0.946 0.000 0.116 0.118 0.954 0.000 0.125 /
Tetr 0.005 0.116 0.117 0.946 0.000 0.115 0.118 0.955 0.000 0.118 0.118 0.949
T=1
Normal tail  Foaiedin  -0.002 0084 0083 0948  -0.001 0072 0070 0948  0.001 0.078 / /
Totr-dim -0.002 0.071 0.070 0.942 -0.001 0.072 0.070 0.947 0.002 0.067 0.070 0.961
Tind -0.003 0.101 0.109 0.964 -0.004 0.092 0.101 0.971 0.001 0.097 / /
Twtmd -0.003 0.091 0.101  0.963 -0.004 0.092 0.101  0.969 0.003 0.089 0.101 0.973
Tidim -0.002 0.089 0.085 0.935 -0.001 0.079 0.079  0.930 0.001 0.084 / /
Tetr -0.002 0.079 0.079 0.945 -0.001 0.079 0.079  0.929 0.002 0.078 0.079 0.957
Laplace tail  Toaive-dim -0.001 0.108 0.104 0.949 -0.003 0.096 0.094 0.952 -0.003 0.102 / /
Totr-dim 0.000 0.097 0.094 0.940 -0.003 0.096 0.094 0.950 -0.002 0.095 0.094 0.939
Tind 0.000 0.109 0.106 0.936 -0.006 0.099 0.098 0.945 0.000 0.103
Twt-md 0.000 0.098 0.098 0.938 -0.006 0.099 0.098 0.945 0.000 0.099 0.098 0.936
Tidim 0.000 0.099 0.096 0.939 -0.003 0.089 0.089 0.955 -0.001 0.094 / /
Tstr 0.000 0.090 0.089 0.947 -0.003 0.089 0.089 0.955 0.000 0.090 0.089 0.953
Cauchy tail Thaive-dim  -159.708  4998.819 170.268 0.976 -157.734 5119.119 171.269 0.984 -160.063 5108.970 / /
Tatr-dim -160.720 5028.971 170.017 0.979 -157.407 5108.884 171.269 0.984 -172.505 5501.904 177.367 0.982
Tind 0.003 0.139 0.138 0.943 0.001 0.127 0.131 0.953 -0.003 0.136 / /
Twtmd 0.004 0.133 0.131 0.935 0.002 0.127 0.131 0.953 -0.001 0.131 0.131 0.952
Tidim 0.001 0.127 0.125 0.936 0.000 0.115 0.118 0.947 -0.004 0.126 / /
Tstr 0.001 0.118 0.117 0.939 0.000 0.115 0.118 0.947 -0.003 0.122 0.118 0.945

Note: Thaive-dim, Standard difference-in-means estimator; Ts,-dim, Stratified difference-in-means esti-
mator; Tyq, difference-in-medians estimator; 7yi-md, difference-in-weighted-medians estimator; Tidim,
transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7., stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator;
SR, simple randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization;
SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.
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Table 3: Simulation results under Model 3 for n = 1000 and = = 1/2
SR STR MIN
Bias SD SE CP  Bias SD SE CP  Bias SD SE CP
T=0
Normal tail  Thaive-dim -0.002  0.087 0.085 0.947 0.001 0.074 0.072 0.950 -0.001 0.077 / /
Tstr-dim -0.002  0.075 0.072 0.935 0.001 0.074 0.072 0.950 -0.001 0.068 0.072 0.961
Tind 0.000  0.108 0.115 0.968 0.003 0.095 0.105 0.968 0.002 0.096 / /
Twtomd -0.002  0.097 0.105 0.970 0.003 0.095 0.105 0.968 0.001 0.090 0.105 0.980
Tidim 0.000  0.092 0.090 0.944 0.002 0.079 0.081 0.958 -0.001  0.083 / /
Tetr 0.000 0.081 0.082 0.949 0.002 0.079 0.081 0.958 -0.002 0.077 0.082 0.951
Laplace tail Tpaive-aim  0.001  0.106 0.106 0.941 0.001  0.099 0.096 0.937 -0.002 0.104 / /
Totr-dim 0.001  0.094 0.096 0.949 0.001 0.099 0.096 0.936 -0.003 0.096 0.096 0.953
Tmd 0.001  0.116 0.113 0.945 0.002 0.103 0.104 0.956 -0.001  0.109 / /
Tywt-md 0.000  0.105 0.104 0.945 0.002 0.103 0.104 0.956 -0.001 0.102 0.104 0.953
Tidim 0.001  0.105 0.101 0.937 0.003 0.092 0.093 0.949 0.000 0.098 / /
Totr 0.000  0.093 0.093 0.948 0.003 0.092 0.093 0.951 -0.001 0.091 0.093 0.957
Cauchy tail  Thaive-dim  -2.556  67.555 9.639 0.979 -1.792 65.256 9.539 0.980 -0.426 64.678 / /
Totr-dim  -2.735  70.760 9.623 0.982 -1.789 65.172 9.539 0.980 -0.342 64.733 9.522 0.973
Tmd 0.006 0.145 0.145 0.950 -0.004 0.133 0.138 0.950 0.000 0.136 / /
Twt-md 0.005 0.137 0.137 0.948 -0.004 0.133 0.138 0.950 -0.001  0.131 0.138 0.958
Ttdim 0.003 0.134 0.128 0.937 -0.002 0.116 0.120 0.962 -0.002 0.122 / /
Totr 0.003 0.126 0.120 0.929 -0.002 0.116 0.120 0.961 -0.002  0.117 0.120 0.950
T=1
Normal tail  7paive-dim  -0.001  0.086 0.085 0.935 0.004 0.075 0.072 0.946 0.004 0.079 / /
Tetr-dim 0.000 0.073 0.072 0.934 0.004 0.075 0.072 0.949 0.003 0.069 0.072 0.963
Tmd -0.002  0.103 0.115 0.963 0.004 0.099 0.105 0.953 0.008 0.101 / /
Twtmd -0.001  0.094 0.105 0.961 0.003 0.099 0.105 0.951 0.007 0.095 0.105 0.964
Ttdim 0.000  0.090 0.089 0.946 0.004 0.082 0.081 0.945 0.005 0.084 / /
Tstr 0.000  0.079 0.081 0.948 0.004 0.082 0.081 0.945 0.005 0.077 0.082 0.957
Laplace tail 7haive-aim  0.000  0.108 0.106 0.947 -0.004 0.097 0.096 0.945 0.001 0.102 / /
Tetr-dim 0.000 0.096 0.096 0.956 -0.004 0.097 0.096 0.945 0.000 0.094 0.096 0.952
Tmd 0.002 0.114 0.113 0.933 -0.002 0.103 0.104 0.947 0.002 0.111 / /
Twt-md 0.002  0.101 0.104 0.950 -0.002 0.103 0.104 0.948 0.001 0.103 0.104 0.949
Ttdim 0.002  0.103 0.101 0.943 -0.003 0.089 0.093 0.948 0.002 0.100 / /
Totr 0.002  0.092 0.093 0.954 -0.003 0.089 0.093 0.949 0.001 0.092 0.093 0.950
Cauchy tail  Thaive-aim  0.163  46.122 9.876 0.985 1.694 46.874 9.881 0.980 2.482 47.248 / /
Tetr-dim 0.144 45.653 9.861 0.985 1.697 46.929 9.881 0.980 2.489 45433 9.826 0.975
Tmd -0.004  0.138 0.144 0.956 0.009 0.134 0.136 0.956 0.000 0.143 / /
Twt-md -0.004  0.134 0.137 0951 0.009 0.134 0.136 0.956 0.000 0.137 0.137 0.949
Tidim -0.003  0.126 0.127 0.954 0.006 0.119 0.120 0.953 0.002 0.132 / /
Totr -0.003  0.119 0.119 0.954 0.006 0.119 0.120 0.952 0.001 0.126 0.119 0.933

Note: Thaive-dim, Standard difference-in-means estimator; 7s,-dim, Stratified difference-in-means esti-
mator; Tyq, difference-in-medians estimator; Tii.md, difference-in-weighted-medians estimator; T¢dim,
transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7y, stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator;
SR, simple randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization;
SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.
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samples, Tiqim exhibits a larger standard deviation, attributable to the imprecision in the
density estimation and the initial estimator.

(4) The variance estimators are reliable, ensuring that the empirical coverage proba-
bilities are close to 95%. The average lengths of confidence intervals for 7y, are either
smaller than (approximately 10% smaller under SR) or equal to those of 7igi,. Therefore,
Tste iIMproves, or at least does not hurt the inferential efficiency in comparison to Tigim.

Based on these simulation results, we recommend 7, and its associated variance es-
timators for inferring the treatment effect under covariate-adaptive randomization with

heavy-tailed potential outcomes.

5 Real data example

The AIDS Clinical Trial Group conducted a randomized controlled double-blind study
to evaluate the effects of dual or triple combinations of HIV-1 reverse transcriptase in-
hibitors (Henry et al., 1998). The study involved 1313 HIV-infected patients from 42 adult
AIDS Clinical Trials Group sites and 7 National Hemophilia Foundation centers, span-
ning the period from June 1993 to June 1996. The CD4 counts were used to determine
patient enrollment and were of interest as outcomes post-intervention. All patients were fol-
lowed up to 40 weeks, with CD4 counts measured every 8 weeks. Patients were randomly
assigned to one of four treatment arms, which included: 600mg zidovudine alternating
monthly with 400mg didanosine (arm 1), 600mg zidovudine plus 2.25mg of zalcitabine
(arm 2), 600mg zidovudine plus 400mg of didanosine (arm 3), and 600mg zidovudine
plus 400mg of didanosine plus 400mg of nevirapine (arm 4). The data is available at
https://content.sph.harvard. edu/fitzmaur/ala/cd/.txt.

The original CD4 count data exhibits severe non-normality and heavy-tailed behavior;

26


https://content.sph.harvard.edu/fitzmaur/ala/cd4.txt

QQ Plot - Week 0 Data QQ Plot - Week 8 Data
e Week 0 Data ] 6 * Week 8 Data .

1.4 Normal Distribution Normal Distribution

1.2 Shapiro-Wilk p-value < 107-6 . 5 Shapiro-Wilk p-value < 10"-6

1.0 4 .
7] 7]
<@ Q
= 08 €
(] @ 3 °®
= =
(@] @)
o 06 3 @ .
o (e N
IS E2 -
@© L4 © o
“ 04 2 s

° [ 4
L] -
1 L]
0.2 3
0.0 e oo 0
-0.2
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
Theoretical Quantiles Theoretical Quantiles

Figure 1: Q-Q plot for CD4 counts (x10°) in the first 8 weeks

refer to Figures 1 and 2 (for enhanced visual clarity, the data is scaled by dividing it
by 10°). We highlight the notable differences in quantiles between the normal and CD4
count distributions at week 0 and week 8. The Shapiro-Wilk test yields a p-value below
107, further affirming the non-normality. Both the kurtosis values at week 0 and week 8
significantly exceed 3, indicating the CD4 count distributions possess heavy tails. Although
prior studies commonly applied a logarithmic transformation to mitigate skewness in CD4
counts, our approach leverages methods tailored for heavy-tailed data, facilitating the direct
analysis of the CD4 counts.

We focus on assessing the impact of triple therapy, consisting of 600 mg of zidovudine,
400 mg of didanosine, and 400 mg of nevirapine, which we consider the treatment arm. The
other three dual therapies serve as control arms, and we compare their effects pairwisely.
We use the difference between the CD4 counts at the 8th, 16th, and 24th weeks and the
initial counts as the outcomes. For each time period, we focus on patients without missing

data, stratifying them into four strata based on gender and dichotomized age, and consider
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Figure 2: Density plot for CD4 counts (x10°) in the first 8 weeks

the estimated propensity score ny/n as the true treatment assignment probability. Table 4
shows the point estimators, 95% confidence intervals, and the lengths of the confidence
intervals. Our results indicate that the triple therapy leads to significantly more CD4
counts compared to any other therapy, regardless of the period considered (8th, 16th, or
24th week), suggesting that the combination of triple reverse transcriptase inhibitors better
delays disease progression in AIDS patients. This result is consistent with the findings of
Henry et al. (1998). As a comparison, we can see that the classical difference-in-means
estimator and stratified difference-in-means estimator exhibit extremely large variances in
such heavy-tailed situations, thereby being unable to provide effective inference.

To validate the reliability of our method, we carry out additional simulations using
synthetic data. Our focus remains on comparing the triple therapy to other dual thera-
pies, specifically observing changes in CD4 counts at the 8th week. Taking the comparison
between the triple therapy and the alternating therapy (600mg zidovudine alternating

monthly with 400mg didanosine) as an example, after excluding missing data, we analyze
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Table 4: Results for CD4 counts: triple therapy vs. three dual therapies
Week 8 Week 16 Week 24
Estimator 95% CI Length Estimator 95% CI Length Estimator 95% CI Length

Arm 4 vs. 1

Thaive-dim 14265 (6546, 21984) 15438 33485 (11208, 55762) 44553 30231 (4451, 56011) 51560
Tetr-dim 14533 (6839, 22228) 15389 33866 (11630, 56103) 44473 30906 (5176, 56636) 51460
Tdim 673 (217, 1129) 912 989 (434, 1543) 1109 632 (55, 1209) 1154
Fotr 682 (227, 1138) 911 995 (441, 1548) 1107 649 (73, 1225) 1152
Arm 4 vs. 2

Thaive-dim 13379 (5687, 21070) 15383 33345 (11213, 55478) 44264 29315 (4245, 54384) 50139
Tetr-dim 13356 (5684, 21028) 15344 33601 (11511, 55690) 44178 29361 (4356, 54366) 50010
Tidim 1137 (370, 1904) 1534 1286 (546, 2026) 1480 1122 (138, 2106) 1968
Tetr 1140 (374, 1905) 1532 1299 (560, 2038) 1478 1125 (143, 2108) 1965
Arm 4 vs. 3

Toaive-dim 6150 (-2797, 15097) 17894 27367 (5273, 49460) 44187 23900 (-1785, 49585) 51370
Tutr-dim 6102 (-2822, 15025) 17847 26892 (4875, 48908) 44033 23829 (-1743, 49401) 51144
Tedim 3164 (390, 5938) 5548 2825 (971, 4679) 3708 2001 (268, 3734) 3466
Tstr 3375 (648, 6102) 5454 2811 (958, 4664) 3706 2071 (348, 3794) 3445

Note: Thaive-dim, Standard difference-in-means estimator; 7s,-dim, Stratified difference-in-means esti-
mator; Tiqim, transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7., stratified transformed difference-in-
means estimator; 95% CI, 95% confidence interval; length, length of the confidence interval.

the first eight weeks of data from 223 participants in the control arm and 235 in the treat-
ment arm. We impute the counterfactual outcomes using the estimated treatment effect,
Tstr, from the original data as the assumed true value. We then resampled the outcomes of
458 patients with replacement, along with their gender and age as stratification variables.
We simulate the reallocation of treatment using simple randomization, stratified random-
ization, and Pocock and Simon’s minimization, repeating the process 2000 times to evaluate
the bias, standard deviation (SD), standard error (SE), and empirical coverage probability
(CP) of the 95% confidence intervals. The results are displayed in Table 5 alongside two
other dual therapies. The findings align with those in the simulation section, showing that
both estimators, Tigim and 7y, exhibit negligible biases, which are significantly smaller
than their respective SDs. The true variance term associated with treatment allocation V2
defined in Section 3, is nearly zero, which explains why the SDs of 7igi, and 7y, are similar
under each design. Moreover, the empirical coverage probabilities are approximately 95%,

confirming the validity of our interval estimators.
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Table 5: Simulation results for synthetic CD4 count data
SR STR MIN

Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP

Arm 4 vs. 1

Thaive-dim -103 4018 3931 0.958 -84 4037 3911 0.959 160 4059 / /
Tstr-dim -99 4017 3908 0.957 -85 4037 3911 0.958 149 4057 3909 0.948
Tidim 5 293 278 0.965 -4 302 278 0.955 7 289 / /
Tetr 4 294 277 0.962 -1 303 278 0.956 7 289 278 0.962
Arm 4 vs. 2

Thaive-dim 39 4077 3984 0.955 -95 4135 3963 0.954 71 4055 / /
Tstr-dim 35 4080 3959 0.952 -73 4137 3963 0.954 77 4057 3959 0.953
Tidim 2 330 329 0961 -14 319 326 0.967 11 320 / /
Tutr 4 334 326 0.958 -9 318 326 0.967 11 319 322 0.969
Arm 4 vs. 3

Toaive-dim 198 4594 4432 0.945 -110 4480 4411 0.946 -157 4533 / /
Tatr-dim 200 4604 4408 0.951 -71 4478 4411 0.945 -153 4531 4412 0.947
Tidim 23 580 589 0.961 0 584 592 0.964 36 581 / /
Tutr 26 582 584 0.963 5 584 592 0.966 38 581 593 0.963

Note: Thnaive-dim, Standard difference-in-means estimator; Ts,-dim, Stratified difference-in-means esti-
mator; Tidim, transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7y, stratified transformed difference-in-
means estimator; SR, simple randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and
Simon’s minimization; SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.

6 Discussion

Covariate-adaptive randomization methods are extensively used in clinical trials and eco-
nomic studies to assess the impact of treatments or interventions. In many of these exper-
iments, outcomes often exhibit heavy-tailed behavior, posing challenges in accurate esti-
mation and efficient inference of treatment effects. In this paper, we proposed methods to
effectively infer treatment effects under covariate-adaptive randomization with heavy-tailed
outcomes. Specifically, we examined the asymptotic properties of the semi-parametric in-
fluence function-based M-estimation approach introduced by Athey et al. (2023) under
covariate-adaptive randomization. Our analysis revealed that Athey et al.’s point estima-
tor remains consistent and asymptotically normal under covariate-adaptive randomization,
albeit with the asymptotic variance contingent on the randomization method employed.

While Athey et al.’s variance estimator is consistent under simple randomization, it tends to
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be conservative under more balanced covariate-adaptive randomization strategies like strat-
ified permuted block randomization and minimization. To tackle this issue, we proposed
a consistent non-parametric variance estimator to enable valid inferences. Furthermore, to
enhance efficiency and broaden the applicability of the inference method, we introduced a
stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator and established its asymptotic prop-
erties. Through simulation studies and a real data example, we demonstrated the validity
and efficiency gains achieved through the proposed methods.

This paper primarily focuses on leveraging stratum information to enhance universality
and efficiency. In covariate-adaptive randomized experiments, beyond stratum covariates,
additional baseline covariates such as age, gender, and clinic location may also be available.
Past studies with light-tailed outcomes have demonstrated that accounting for imbalances
in both stratum covariates and additional covariates can yield greater efficiency gains com-
pared to solely adjusting for stratum covariates (Ma et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2023; Liu
et al., 2023; Ye et al., 2023). It is worth exploring methodologies for integrating additional
high-dimensional covariate information to enhance statistical efficiency, particularly in the
presence of heavy-tailed outcomes. Moreover, various strategies exist for handling heavy-
tailed data; for instance, Ghosh et al. (2021) introduced a ranking-based approach under
simple randomization. Investigating the validity of this estimator under covariate-adaptive

randomization presents an intriguing avenue for further research.

Supplementary material

The supplementary material provides sufficient conditions for Assumption 5(iii), \/n-consistency

of three initial estimators, additional simulation results, and proofs.
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Section A provides sufficient conditions for Assumption 5(iii). Section B establishes
the /n-consistency of three initial estimators: the difference-in-medians estimator, the
difference-in-weighted-medians estimator, and the weighted average difference-in-medians
estimator. Section C provides additional simulation results. Section D presents the proofs

of the main results. Section E provides the proofs of the lemmas.

A Sufficient conditions for Assumption 5(iii)

This section provides sufficient conditions on the density function and its estimates to
ensure that Assumption 5(iii) holds. These conditions, utilized in Athey et al. (2023) to
ensure that the estimated score function closely approximates the true one, were originally
established as properties of a class of density estimation methods in Stone (1975) and
Bickel (1982). We extend these results to accommodate covariate-adaptive randomization,
allowing for dependent treatment assignments.

In this and subsequent sections, we assume that fo(j) is obtained by the method proposed
by Bickel (1982). Specifically, let ¢, be the probability density function of N(0,c?). We

define the convolution of the empirical density and ¢, as

~

o) =ngly 3 buly— Y.

i€L1,A;=0
where n41) denotes the number of units in £; with treatment A; = a, for a = 0, 1.

For given o, b,, c,,d,, e, > 0, define

= d P T A 0) 2 o bl < e 15, 0] < ndn) a0 |2, 0] < b0

0 otherwise.
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We use g,(y) as our estimated score function, denoted as fé(l) / fo(l). Similarly, we can
obtain the estimated score function f(’)(Q) / fo(g) based on sample {Y;}ier, 4,-0-
Let njo(1) denote the number of units in stratum & within £; that receive treatment

assignment A; = 0. Define A,, = max,—1 . x [?po(1)/M0) — P|- Note that for any F,

MK _ MK | Mo Ppo P mop 1
No(1) Nko Moy N N o 2

thus A, = op(1).

Assumption 6. Suppose that ¢, — o0, e, — o0, 0, — 0 and d,, — 0 in such a way that

oncn — 0, €,0,° = op(min{n, A ?}).

Remark 7. Assumption 6 imposes requirements on the hyperparameters of the density esti-
mation. In Bickel (1982), similar restrictions were proposed with e,o,° = op(min{n, A ?})
replaced by e,0,3 = o(n). We introduce an additional term A% due to the more general
treatment assignment mechanism used here, which differs from independent and identically
distributed samples, resulting in greater variability. However, if the treatment allocation
satisfies Assumption 4, we can show that A, = Op(n~?), and consequently, this extra

term is no longer necessary.

Assumption 7. Suppose that for any deterministic sequence {gn}n:m,_,, as 0, — 0,

f[k]O(Z/ + Sn)
fio()

sup
yeR, ke{l,..,K}

—1’—>0.

Assumption 7 characterizes the continuity of the stratum-specific density functions, re-
quiring that the change caused by a small perturbation is a uniformly higher-order term
relative to the function value itself. This assumption is satisfied by most common distri-

butions, such as the normal, Laplace, and heavy-tailed Cauchy distributions. Given that
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the actual distribution of outcomes may not be regular, we can weaken this assumption as

follows: for any stratum k and 8, > 0 with 4, = O(n"'/2), as n — oo,

f{k}o(g/)
Jirio(y)

sup
|y‘€yn

Tl 1B,

firo()

‘ = o(n'?) and sup
[y|€Vn, 18]<dn

where Vo = {y : [figo(¥)| < (oo +¢2)™ Yy =06, <y <y+ 3t N{y: [yl < en} with
bp, Cn, €, > 0 satisfying Assumption 6. Noting that the hyperparameters can be reasonably
chosen to ensure that ), does not contain singular points, this weaker assumption can be

easily satisfied.

B Results on the initial estimator

Recall that fpo(y) and Figo(y) are the density function and cumulative distribution func-
tion of Y;(0), conditional on S; = k. Let 7y,q denote the difference between the medians of
the outcomes in the treatment and control groups, and 7y.mq denote the difference between
the weighted medians of the outcomes in the treatment and control groups with weights
W;[lsi] and (1 — m,g,)) ", respectively. Let ¢,(7) be the 7-th quantile of Y'(a), a = 0,1. Let

E be any compact subset of (0,1).

Assumption 8. Suppose that (i) fo(qo(7)) and fio (qo(7)) are bounded away from zero
and infinity uniformly over T € E and k = 1,..., K, and (ii) fo(-) and fpo(-) are Lipschitz

continuous over {q,(7) : T € E}.

Assumption 8, proposed by Zhang and Zheng (2020), is satisfied by many commonly
used distributions, including those with heavy tails (e.g., the Cauchy distribution).
Proposition 1. (i) Under Assumption 1, 2, 4, and 8, \/n(Tma — 7) = Op(1); (ii) Under
Assumption 1-3 and 8, \/n(Twema — 7) = Op(1).
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Proposition 1 is a direct result of Zhang and Zheng (2020, Theorem 3.1 and Theorem
3.2), which indicates that the initial estimators 7,q and Tyima are v/n-consistent.

Let 7yrma be the weighted average difference-in-medians estimator, computed as the
weighted summation of the difference-in-medians estimator within each stratum, with
weights being the proportions of the stratum sizes. In order to establish the y/n-consistency

of Tstr-ma, We require a milder Condition 9 as outlined below.

Assumption 9. For (g,G) = (fs, Fa) and (9,G) = (fikja, Flia), where a = 0,1 and k =
1,..., K, suppose that g is twice continuously differentiable and there exist constants Cy > 0

and € € (0,1/2) such that

(i) G(x)(1 — G(2))|d (z)] /¢*(x) < Cy if G(x) € (0,€) or G(z) € (1 —¢,1), and Cy can

be replaced by another constant if G(x) € [e,1 — €|;
(ii) ¢'(z) >0 for x < G7'(€) and ¢'(x) <0 for x > G711 —¢);
(iii) g(G~1(1/2)) > 0.

Assumption 9 serves as a constraint on the outcome distribution. Assumption 9(i)—(ii)
were introduced by Csorgo and Revesz (1978) to ensure the stationarity of the distribu-
tion as a quantile process. Assumption 9(iii) mandates the positivity of the density at the
population median, implying finite second moments for the sample median estimator. In
practice, these conditions are widely applicable and can be met by many common distri-
butions, such as the normal distribution and the ¢ distribution, including the heavy-tailed
Cauchy distribution. To extend the results to covariate-adaptive randomization and mit-
igate local errors arising from strata, we strengthen the requirement for each stratum to
hold (i.e., g = fixo and G = Fio).

Let 7 = F| [;]11(1 /2) — F[;]B(l /2) denote the median treatment effect in stratum k.
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Proposition 2. Under Assumptions 1-3, and 9, if Zle P Tie) = T, then v/n(Tspomd —T) =

Op(1).

Proposition 2 implies that the weighted average difference-in-medians estimator 7y,.ma
is also y/n-consistent. It is interesting to observe that Proposition 2 requires the weaker
Assumption 3 rather than the stronger Assumption 4 needed for Proposition 1(i). Conse-
quently, Ts,-ma has wider applicability compared to 7,,q. The proof of Proposition 2 will be

provided in Section D.3.

C Additional simulation results

C.1 Unequal treatment probability

In this section, we evaluate the finite sample performance of the proposed estimators with
a treatment probability of 1 = 1/3. The other settings remain similar to those in the
main text, except that the biased-coin probability for Pocock and Simon’s minimization
is adjusted to 0.75. Tables 6-8 present the results. The conclusions are consistent with
those in the case of equal treatment probability (7 = 1/2): we observe negligible bias and
a significant reduction in standard deviation for 7igy, and 7y, compared to their initial
estimators. Additionally, for the same model and tail, 7y, exhibits comparable standard
deviations across all designs. These standard deviations are similar to those of 7iqi, under
stratified randomization and are smaller than those of 7ig;, under simple randomization.
A noteworthy phenomenon is that increasing the sample size used for density estimation
improves the accuracy of both 7igm and 7y,. For example, compared to the equal treat-
ment probability case in the main text, the standard deviations increase by 4.5% for 7Tigim

under simple randomization across all models and tails. Theoretically, this increase should
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be 6.1%, indicating that having more control group samples reduces the error in density

estimation.

C.2 Smaller sample size

Tables 9-11 present the results for a sample size of n = 500. The other settings remain iden-
tical to those in the main text. We find that 7ig;, and 7y, exhibit similar performance to
the case when n = 1000, except for greater variability, which is attributed to the precision
of the density estimation. Density estimation typically requires a considerably large sample
size. In practice, when the sample size is insufficient, we can leverage domain knowledge
or auxiliary data to assist in estimating the density. For example, when testing the effec-
tiveness of a new drug relative to an existing one, even if the number of patients enrolled
in the randomized trial is limited, we can still use data from patients who have been tak-
ing the existing drug to estimate the distribution of relevant physiological indicators for
the control group. If additional information is unavailable, we may need to estimate the
density functions separately using different hyperparameters (e.g., the bandwidth) when
constructing the point estimator and the variance estimator. Specifically, for estimating
the treatment effect, we adopt more aggressive hyperparameter settings (more localized
bandwidth) to capture the details of each sample point; for estimating the variance, we
adopt more conservative hyperparameter settings (more global bandwidth) to ensure the

coverage rate of the confidence intervals.
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Table 6: Simulation results under Model 1 for n = 1000 and = = 1/3
SR STR MIN
Bias  SD SE CP Bias  SD SE CP Bias  SD SE CPp
T=0
Normal tail Thaive-aim  0.002  0.087 0.088 0.947 -0.003 0.070 0.073 0.955 0.004 0.083 / /
Tstr-dim 0.002 0.071 0.073 0.953 -0.003 0.070 0.073 0.956 0.002 0.073 0.073 0.947
Tind 0.003  0.113 0.126 0.973 0.000 0.099 0.113 0.972 0.007 0.108 / /
Twtomd 0.002  0.098 0.113 0.980 0.000 0.098 0.113 0.970 0.005 0.097 0.113 0.976
Tidim 0.002  0.095 0.097 0.957 -0.002 0.079 0.087 0.957 0.003  0.092 / /
Tetr 0.002  0.080 0.087 0.963 -0.002 0.079 0.087 0.955 0.002 0.083 0.087 0.960
Laplace tail Tpaive-aim -0.004  0.113 0.111 0.951 -0.004 0.098 0.099 0.956 -0.001 0.106 / /
Tetr-dim ~ -0.005  0.101  0.099 0.949 -0.004 0.098 0.099 0.955 -0.003 0.098 0.099 0.948
Tmd -0.005  0.125 0.128 0.953 0.000 0.108 0.117 0.966 -0.001 0.121 / /
Tywt-md -0.006  0.112 0.117 0.955 0.000 0.108 0.117 0.969 -0.003 0.113 0.116 0.960
Tidim -0.006  0.109 0.109 0.950 -0.002 0.093 0.098 0.963 -0.001 0.106 / /
Totr -0.006  0.095 0.098 0.955 -0.002 0.093 0.098 0.963 -0.003 0.098 0.098 0.955
Cauchy tail  7paive-aim 1.036 28.982 7.934 0.980 -1.745 30.787 8.247 0.976 0.636 24.073 / /
Totr-dim 1.053 29.509 7.919 0.982 -1.747 30.851 8.247 0.976 0.632 24.325 7.758 0.979
Tmd -0.002  0.153 0.156 0.958 0.003 0.144 0.146 0.957 0.000 0.152 / /
Twt-md -0.002  0.143 0.146 0.950 0.003 0.144 0.146 0.957 -0.002 0.147 0.146 0.945
Ttdim -0.002  0.131 0.132 0.950 0.004 0.126 0.123 0.939 0.001 0.131 / /
Totr -0.002  0.120 0.122 0.953 0.004 0.126 0.123 0.941 -0.001 0.126 0.122 0.945
T=1
Normal tail  7paive-dim  -0.001  0.087 0.089 0.954 -0.001 0.073 0.073 0.944 0.001 0.084 / /
Tetr-dim -0.001  0.073 0.073 0.947 -0.002 0.073 0.073 0946 0.000 0.071 0.073 0.955
Tmd 0.002 0.113 0.126 0973 -0.001 0.097 0.113 0.981 -0.001  0.112 / /
Twtmd 0.002 0.101 0.113 0.964 -0.002 0.097 0.113 0.980 -0.002 0.100 0.113 0.978
Ttdim -0.001  0.096 0.098 0.953 -0.001 0.083 0.087 0.957 0.002 0.094 / /
Tstr -0.002  0.082 0.087 0.962 -0.001 0.083 0.087 0.958 0.001 0.084 0.087 0.958
Laplace tail 7haive-aim  0.000  0.109 0.111 0.957 -0.001  0.096 0.099 0.960 0.004 0.107 / /
Tetr-dim -0.001  0.100 0.099 0.953 -0.001 0.096 0.099 0.963 0.004 0.097 0.099 0.951
Tmd 0.002  0.123 0.127 0.950 -0.004 0.107 0.116 0.963 0.003 0.116 / /
Twt-md 0.000  0.110 0.116 0.955 -0.004 0.107 0.116 0.961 0.002 0.107 0.116 0.970
Ttdim 0.002  0.110 0.109 0.951 -0.003 0.093 0.098 0.958 0.004 0.103 / /
Totr 0.001  0.097 0.098 0.946 -0.003 0.093 0.098 0.958 0.004 0.092 0.098 0.962
Cauchy tail Thaive-aim  1.661 36.639 8.216 0.980 -1.423 31.413 7.947 0.976 0.469 32.971 / /
Tetr-dim 1.600 35.465 8.198 0.980 -1.421 31.421 7.947 0976 0.509 34.453 7.792 0.975
Tmd 0.007  0.156 0.155 0.941 0.004 0.147 0.146 0.938 -0.003  0.152 / /
Twt-md 0.006 0.146 0.146 0.948 0.003 0.146 0.146 0.940 -0.004 0.144 0.146 0.949
Tidim 0.004 0.138 0.133 0.935 0.000 0.125 0.123 0.941 0.002 0.134 / /
Totr 0.003 0.127 0.123 0.929 0.000 0.125 0.123 0.940 0.001 0.126 0.123 0.947

Note: Thaive-dim, Standard difference-in-means estimator; 7s,-dim, Stratified difference-in-means esti-
mator; Tyq, difference-in-medians estimator; Tii.md, difference-in-weighted-medians estimator; T¢dim,
transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7y, stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator;
SR, simple randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization;
SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.
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Table 7: Simulation results under Model 2 for n = 1000 and 7 = 1/3

SR STR MIN
Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP
T=0
Normal tail  Tpaivedim ~ 0.001 0.089  0.088 0.951 -0.002 0.072  0.074 0.952  0.005 0.079 / /
Tstr-dim 0.001 0.075 0.074 0.946  -0.002 0.072  0.074 0.951  0.005 0.068  0.074 0.966
Tind -0.001 0.106  0.116 0.967 -0.001 0.094 0.107 0.968  0.006 0.097 / /
Twt-md -0.002 0.096 0.107 0.971 0.000 0.094 0.107 0.970 0.004 0.090 0.107 0.984
Tidim 0.002 0.094 0.091 0.948 0.000 0.080 0.084 0.963  0.008 0.083 / /
Tstr 0.001 0.084 0.084 0.954 0.001 0.080 0.084 0.963 0.007 0.076  0.084 0.970
Laplace tail Tpaivedim -0.008 0.112  0.110 0.944 -0.004 0.098  0.100 0.949 0.004 0.106 / /
Tstr-dim -0.009 0.101  0.100 0.950  -0.004 0.098 0.100 0.949 0.003 0.097  0.100 0.949
Tmd -0.008 0.113 0.114 0.951 0.000 0.105 0.105 0.953  0.003 0.109 / /
Twt-md -0.009 0.103  0.105 0.951 0.000 0.105 0.105 0.956  0.002 0.103  0.106 0.949
Tidim -0.005 0.101  0.102 0.956 0.002 0.093 0.095 0.955  0.007 0.100 / /
Tetr -0.005 0.092  0.095 0.957 0.002 0.093 0.095 0.954  0.006 0.093  0.095 0.956
Cauchy tail  Thaivedim  8.394 270.475 15.776 0.979 -18.836 535.206 23.786 0.979 9.654 268.566 /
Tetr-dim 8.977 288.486 15.755 0.980 -18.904 537.352 23.786 0.978 10.390 287.253 16.386 0.982
Tind 0.000 0.143  0.146 0.951  -0.005 0.132  0.138 0.964 0.003 0.133 / /
Twt-md -0.001 0.134  0.139 0.959 -0.005 0.132  0.138 0.964 0.002 0.126  0.139 0.973
Tidim -0.002 0.133  0.130 0.949 -0.008 0.118 0.122 0.957  0.000 0.124 / /
Tetr -0.002 0.124  0.122 0.950 -0.007 0.118 0.122 0.958  0.000 0.117  0.122 0.952
T=1
Normal tail  Thaivedim  0.000 0.088  0.088 0.950 0.003 0.076  0.074 0.949 0.003 0.083 / /
Tstr-dim -0.001 0.075  0.074 0.944 0.003 0.076  0.074 0.950 0.003 0.072  0.074 0.955
Tind -0.002 0.105 0.116 0.963 0.001 0.097  0.107 0.968  0.004 0.105 / /
Twt-md -0.003 0.095 0.107 0.971 0.001 0.097  0.107 0.967  0.004 0.098  0.107 0.970
Ttdim 0.000 0.092  0.090 0.949 0.001 0.081  0.084 0.953 0.004 0.088 / /
Tatr -0.001 0.083 0.084 0.955 0.001 0.081 0.084 0.951 0.003 0.082  0.084 0.951
Laplace tail Tpaivedim  0.004 0.111  0.111 0.950 0.000 0.096  0.100 0.949 0.001 0.109 / /
Tatr-dim 0.004 0.101  0.100 0.949 0.000 0.096  0.100 0.949 0.001 0.098  0.100 0.954
Tmd 0.001 0.113  0.114 0.948 0.001 0.107  0.105 0.941  0.004 0.113 / /
Twt-md 0.001 0.102  0.105 0.954 0.001 0.107  0.105 0.946  0.004 0.104  0.105 0.950
Tidim 0.003 0.105 0.102 0.947 0.000 0.093 0.095 0.945 0.004 0.103 / /
Tetr 0.002 0.095 0.095 0.940 0.000 0.093 0.095 0.942 0.003 0.095  0.095 0.948
Cauchy tail  Tpaivedim -1.328  50.021  9.697 0.983 -0.551 40.249 8.842 0.984 0.665 32.721 / /
Totr-dim -1.262  49.057  9.675 0.982 -0.554 40.244 8.842 0.984 0.641 33.373 8507 0.975
Tmd 0.001 0.137  0.146 0.960 0.006 0.141  0.139 0.939 0.001 0.146 / /
Twt-md 0.000 0.129  0.139 0.958 0.006 0.142  0.139 0.939 0.002 0.140  0.139 0.943
Tidim 0.002 0.123  0.130 0.966 0.004 0.125 0.122 0.939 -0.005 0.130 /
Tetr 0.001 0.116  0.122 0.965 0.004 0.125  0.122 0.940 -0.005 0.123  0.122 0.943

Note: Thaive-dim, Standard difference-in-means estimator; 7s,-dim, Stratified difference-in-means esti-
mator; Tyq, difference-in-medians estimator; 7yi-md, difference-in-weighted-medians estimator; 7¢dim,
transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7., stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator;
SR, simple randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization;
SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.

43



Table 8: Simulation results under Model 3 for n = 1000 and = = 1/3

SR STR MIN
Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP
7=0
Normal tail Tpaive-dim -0.003 0.088  0.090 0.953 -0.004 0.072  0.077 0.964 0.007 0.090 / /
Tstr-dim -0.003 0.075  0.076 0.942 -0.004 0.072  0.077 0.962 0.005 0.077  0.077 0.957
Tind -0.004 0.109 0.123 0.973 -0.003 0.093 0.112 0.978 0.008 0.109 / /
Twt-md -0.004 0.099 0.112 0.970 -0.003 0.093 0.112 0.977 0.007 0.098 0.112 0.977
Tidim -0.001 0.094 0.095 0.948 -0.002 0.079  0.087 0.973 0.009 0.093 / /
Tetr -0.002 0.083  0.087 0.952 -0.002 0.079  0.087 0.972 0.007 0.084  0.087 0.955
Laplace tail  Thaive-qim  -0-001 0.113  0.112 0.950 0.001 0.099 0.101 0.953 0.004 0.109 / /
Tstr-dim 0.000 0.102  0.101 0.948 0.001 0.098 0.101 0.953 0.002 0.099 0.102 0.953
Tind 0.004 0.120  0.120 0.944 0.002 0.106  0.111 0.953 0.006 0.113
Twtomd 0.004 0.110  0.111 0.950 0.002 0.106  0.111 0.952 0.004 0.104 0.111 0.961
Tidim 0.004 0.107  0.108 0.950 0.005 0.094 0.099 0.965 0.005 0.105 / /
Tstr 0.004 0.097  0.098 0.951 0.005 0.094 0.099 0.965 0.003 0.095 0.098 0.957
Cauchy tail  Tpaivedim  9-178 174.538 17.515 0.982 1.498 203.644 19.977 0.983 8.757 167.820 /
Tetr-dim 5.195 171.669 17.484 0.979 1.521 203.289 19.977 0.983 8.507 163.560 16.408 0.975
Tind 0.001 0.152  0.152 0.950 -0.003 0.150  0.144 0.941 0.000 0.146 / /
Twt-md 0.002 0.143  0.145 0.955 -0.003 0.150  0.144 0.942 -0.001 0.137  0.145 0.960
Tidim -0.001 0.136  0.133 0.940 -0.003 0.131  0.124 0.937 0.001 0.134 / /
Tstr -0.001 0.125 0.124 0.947 -0.003 0.131  0.124 0.937 -0.001 0.123  0.124 0.953
T=1
Normal tail  Thajvedim  -0.005 0.092  0.090 0.945 -0.002 0.078  0.077 0.944 -0.002 0.086 / /
Tetr-dim -0.003 0.077  0.077 0.946 -0.002 0.078  0.077 0.947 -0.002 0.074  0.076 0.955
Tind -0.003 0.111  0.123 0.966 -0.001 0.098 0.112 0.977 -0.002 0.109 / /
Twt-md -0.001 0.098 0.112 0.976 -0.001 0.098 0.112 0.976 -0.002 0.100 0.112 0.974
Tidim -0.005 0.097  0.095 0.945 -0.001 0.083  0.087 0.963 0.001 0.092 / /
Tstr -0.003 0.085 0.087 0.955 -0.001 0.083  0.087 0.963 0.000 0.083  0.087 0.957
Laplace tail  Tpaive.dim  -0.008 0.114  0.112 0.949 0.000 0.099 0.102 0.956 0.001 0.105 / /
Tetr-dim -0.006 0.103  0.102 0.948 0.000 0.099  0.102 0.955 0.001 0.098  0.102 0.954
Tind -0.004 0.121  0.120 0.948 0.002 0.107  0.111 0.951 0.001 0.112 / /
Twt-md -0.001 0.108 0.111 0.954 0.002 0.108 0.111 0.949 0.002 0.105 0.111 0.962
Tidim -0.002 0.112  0.108 0.947 0.003 0.096  0.099 0.960 0.006 0.103 / /
Tetr -0.001 0.099 0.098 0.955 0.003 0.096  0.099 0.960 0.006 0.096  0.099 0.951
Cauchy tail Toaive-dim  1.996  31.809  7.780 0.978 -0.697 50.088  8.542 0.967 1.153  32.051 / /
Tstr-dim 1.688  32.813 7.766 0.980 -0.692 49.925 8.542 0.967 1.206 33.546 7.863 0.983
Tind 0.001 0.154  0.152 0.941 0.000 0.143 0.145 0.955 0.004 0.151 / /
Twt-md 0.003 0.147  0.145 0.946 0.000 0.144  0.145 0.952 0.003 0.144  0.145 0.947
Tidim -0.001 0.138 0.132 0.945 -0.002 0.128 0.124 0.940 -0.001 0.132 / /
Tetr 0.001 0.130  0.124 0.943 -0.001 0.128 0.124 0.940 -0.001 0.126  0.124 0.945

Note: Thaive-dim, Standard difference-in-means estimator; Ts,-dim, Stratified difference-in-means esti-
mator; Ty,q, difference-in-medians estimator; 7ywi.ma, difference-in-weighted-medians estimator; Tiqim,
transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7., stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator;
SR, simple randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization;
SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.
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Table 9: Simulation results under Model 1 for n = 500 and 7 = 1/2

SR STR MIN
Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP
7=0
Normal tail Tpaive-dim -0.006 0.119  0.118 0.953 0.000 0.099 0.097 0.942 0.004 0.109 / /
Tstr-dim -0.003 0.097  0.097 0.953 0.000 0.099  0.097 0.941 0.002 0.093  0.097 0.963
Tind -0.004 0.151  0.165 0.960 -0.001 0.128 0.148 0.974 0.007 0.141 / /
Twt-md 0.001 0.131  0.148 0.974 -0.001 0.129 0.148 0.974 0.005 0.128 0.148 0.972
Tidim -0.004 0.132  0.127 0.924 -0.001 0.110  0.114 0.952 0.006 0.122 / /
Tetr -0.002 0.111  0.114 0.956 -0.001 0.110  0.114 0.950 0.004 0.109  0.114 0.958
Laplace tail  Thaive-qim  -0-003 0.144  0.148 0.957 -0.002 0.131  0.132 0.956 0.002 0.144 / /
Tstr-dim 0.000 0.127  0.132 0.962 -0.002 0.131  0.132 0.957 0.001 0.134  0.132 0.949
Tind 0.000 0.159  0.167 0.954 -0.003 0.147  0.151 0.950 0.006 0.160
Twtomd 0.004 0.142  0.152 0.967 -0.003 0.147  0.151 0.950 0.005 0.150  0.151 0.943
Tidim -0.005 0.145 0.145 0.952 -0.004 0.131  0.130 0.948 0.008 0.141 / /
Tstr -0.002 0.127  0.130 0.962 -0.004 0.131  0.130 0.949 0.007 0.129  0.131 0.958
Cauchy tail  Tpaive-aim  -6.532  221.631 13.877 0.984 6.983 214.727 13.966 0.976 -7.462 223.691 /
Tetr-dim -5.988 204.184 13.834 0.980 6.953 213.873 13.966 0.976 -7.294 224.395 14.077 0.976
Tind 0.006 0.207  0.216 0.959 0.002 0.201  0.204 0.948 0.004 0.206 / /
Twt-md 0.011 0.195 0.204 0.960 0.002 0.202  0.204 0.946 0.003 0.199  0.204 0.951
Tidim -0.001 0.192  0.199 0.954 0.005 0.178  0.182 0.950 0.011 0.186 / /
Tstr 0.003 0.181  0.185 0.955 0.005 0.178  0.182 0.950 0.009 0.176  0.183 0.959
T=1
Normal tail  Tpaivedim  0.000 0.120  0.118 0.939 -0.005 0.094 0.097 0.955 0.005 0.109 / /
Tetr-dim 0.000 0.099 0.097 0.943 -0.005 0.094 0.097 0.955 0.003 0.093  0.097 0.965
Tind 0.002 0.152  0.166 0.962 -0.009 0.129  0.148 0.974 0.005 0.148 / /
Twt-md 0.003 0.134  0.149 0.968 -0.009 0.129  0.148 0.975 0.005 0.135 0.149 0.964
Tidim 0.000 0.133  0.127 0.935 -0.008 0.105 0.114 0.966 0.005 0.121 / /
Tstr 0.000 0.114  0.114 0.949 -0.008 0.105 0.114 0.965 0.004 0.108 0.114 0.956
Laplace tail Tpaive.dim  0.004 0.146  0.148 0.959 0.000 0.135 0.131 0.949 -0.002 0.137 / /
Tetr-dim 0.005 0.130  0.131 0.956 0.000 0.135 0.131 0.945 -0.004 0.125  0.131 0.955
Tind 0.002 0.167 0.164 0.926 -0.001 0.147  0.149 0.949 0.000 0.155 / /
Twt-md 0.002 0.149  0.149 0.937 -0.001 0.147  0.149 0.948 -0.002 0.141  0.150 0.954
Tidim 0.001 0.148 0.145 0.945 -0.001 0.131  0.130 0.953 -0.005 0.136 / /
Tetr 0.002 0.132  0.130 0.938 -0.001 0.131  0.130 0.950 -0.006 0.123  0.131 0.959
Cauchy tail Tpaive-qim  2.273  71.961 11.065 0.974 1.112 73.012 11.102 0.973 -1.240 72.535 / /
Tstr-dim 2.363  71.992 11.031 0.978 1.118 73.000 11.102 0.973 -1.344 71.392 11.064 0.982
Tind 0.009 0.210  0.216 0.955 -0.002 0.187  0.203 0.970 -0.004 0.198 / /
Twt-md 0.008 0.198  0.203 0.955 -0.002 0.187  0.203 0.969 -0.005 0.189  0.202 0.968
Tidim 0.008 0.190  0.199 0.961 -0.001 0.176  0.181 0.959 -0.003 0.186 / /
Tetr 0.008 0.177  0.184 0.958 -0.001 0.176  0.181 0.957 -0.005 0.177  0.181 0.957

Note: Thaive-dim, Standard difference-in-means estimator; Ts,-dim, Stratified difference-in-means esti-
mator; Ty,q, difference-in-medians estimator; 7ywi.ma, difference-in-weighted-medians estimator; Tiqim,
transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7., stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator;
SR, simple randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization;
SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.
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Table 10: Simulation results under Model 2 for n = 500 and 7 = 1/2

SR STR MIN
Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP
T7=0
Normal tail 7paive-dim  0.000  0.118  0.117 0.954 0.004 0.099 0.099 0.951 0.001 0.111 / /
Tstr-dim 0.000 0.100 0.099 0.950 0.004 0.099 0.099 0.951 0.001 0.098 0.099 0.949
Tmnd -0.003 0.146  0.152 0.953 0.010 0.131  0.139 0.960 -0.001  0.137 / /
Twt-md -0.004 0.132  0.139 0.961 0.009 0.131 0.139 0.959 -0.001 0.129 0.139 0.963
Tidim -0.001  0.125 0.118 0.931 0.010 0.112 0.110 0.942 0.001 0.117 / /
Totr -0.001  0.112 0.110 0.946 0.011 0.112 0.110 0.942 0.000 0.110 0.110 0.938
Laplace tail 7Tpaiveqim 0.002  0.146  0.147 0.947 0.002 0.133 0.133 0.948 0.004 0.144 / /
Tstr-dim 0.002 0.132 0.133 0.950 0.002 0.133 0.133 0.949 0.004 0.132 0.133 0.947
Tnd -0.002  0.153 0.146 0.930 0.000 0.139 0.135 0.934 0.006 0.147 / /
Twtomd -0.002 0.138 0.135 0.943 0.000 0.140 0.135 0.932 0.005 0.137 0.135 0.932
Ttdim 0.001  0.138 0.136 0.945 0.001 0.125 0.126 0.949 0.009 0.133 / /
Tetr 0.001  0.125 0.127 0.953 0.001 0.125 0.126 0.947 0.008 0.125 0.127 0.958
Cauchy tail  Tpaveqim 0.133  95.123 13.143 0.980 -3.813 96.727 13.181 0.975 -5.432 97.120 /
Ttr-dim 0.069 91.833 13.105 0.979 -3.789 96.562 13.181 0.975 -5.710 99.134 13.248 0.984
Tnd 0.000 0.194 0.205 0.954 -0.011 0.185 0.196 0.958 -0.002 0.189 / /
Twtmd 0.000 0.185 0.195 0.958 -0.011 0.185 0.196 0.958 -0.002 0.181 0.196 0.966
Tedim 0.000 0.189 0.194 0.954 -0.012 0.178 0.179 0.948 -0.005 0.177 / /
Tetr -0.001  0.178 0.183 0.954 -0.012 0.178 0.179 0.947 -0.006 0.169 0.180 0.966
T=1
Normal tail  Tpaive-qim  0.005  0.113  0.117 0.956 0.009 0.102 0.099 0.942 -0.003 0.109 / /
Tstr-dim 0.007  0.098 0.099 0.961 0.009 0.102 0.099 0.944 -0.005 0.094 0.099 0.957
Tmd 0.003 0.135 0.152 0.968 0.008 0.129 0.139 0.965 0.003 0.133 / /
Twt-md 0.005 0.124 0.139 0.972 0.008 0.130 0.139 0.966 0.002 0.122 0.140 0.971
Tidim 0.007 0.120 0.118 0.946 0.010 0.113 0.110 0.948 0.000 0.116 / /
Totr 0.007  0.108 0.110 0.958 0.011 0.113 0.110 0.947 -0.002 0.107  0.110 0.950
Laplace tail 7paive-dim  0.000  0.148  0.147 0.938 -0.003 0.133 0.133 0.955 0.002 0.137 / /
Totr-dim 0.001  0.134 0.133 0.947 -0.003 0.133 0.133 0.954 0.001 0.128 0.133 0.957
Tmd -0.007  0.157 0.146 0.922 -0.001 0.146 0.135 0.915 0.000 0.142 / /
Twtomd -0.005 0.144 0.135 0.932 -0.001 0.146 0.135 0.917 -0.001 0.134 0.135 0.947
Tidim -0.003  0.142 0.137 0.933 0.001 0.129 0.127 0.947 0.004 0.126 / /
Tetr -0.002  0.129 0.127 0.934 0.001  0.129 0.127 0.949 0.003 0.120 0.127 0.962
Cauchy tail  Thajvedim -0.288 21.346  6.814 0.968 -1.178 20.716  6.827 0.976 -0.974 20.829 / /
Tstr-dim -0.307 21.053 6.793 0.966 -1.177 20.676 6.827 0.976 -0.971 20.541 6.805 0.972
Tnd -0.015  0.189  0.207 0.966 0.006 0.187  0.195 0.958 0.005 0.187 / /
Twtomd -0.012  0.181 0.196 0.966 0.006 0.187  0.195 0.960 0.004 0.179 0.196 0.962
Ttdim -0.013  0.185 0.195 0.963 0.003 0.172 0.179 0.955 -0.003 0.181 / /
Tatr -0.011  0.177  0.184 0.959 0.004 0.172  0.179 0.957 -0.005 0.174 0.181 0.953

Note: Tnaive-dim, Standard difference-in-means estimator; Ts,-dim, Stratified difference-in-means esti-
mator; Tyq, difference-in-medians estimator; 7iwt.md, difference-in-weighted-medians estimator; 7¢dim,
transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7y, stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator;
SR, simple randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization;
SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.
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Table 11: Simulation results under Model 3 for n = 500 and 7 = 1/2

SR STR MIN
Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP
T=0
Normal tail  Tpaive-dim  0.000 0.126 0.120 0.940  -0.006 0.100 0.102 0.957 0.003 0.115 / /
Totr-dim -0.001 0.105 0.102 0.946  -0.006 0.100 0.102  0.957 0.000 0.101 0.102 0.956
Tmd -0.002 0.154 0.161 0.955  -0.005 0.135 0.145 0.964 0.002 0.144 / /
Twtmd -0.004 0.136 0.147 0.964  -0.005 0.136 0.145 0.964 0.000 0.134 0.146  0.965
Ttdim 0.002 0.137 0.125 0.925 -0.002 0.111 0.114 0.951 0.006 0.121 / /
Tetr 0.001 0.119 0.114 0.939  -0.002 0.111 0.114  0.950 0.004 0.112 0.114 0.956
Laplace tail Tpaive-dim  -0.006 0.148 0.149 0.942 0.001 0.136 0.135 0.942 0.006 0.141 / /
Totr-dim -0.007 0.133 0.135 0.942 0.001 0.136 0.135 0.944 0.003 0.129 0.135 0.967
Tind 0.002 0.160 0.156  0.941 0.002 0.140 0.143 0.945 0.000 0.148 / /
Twtmd 0.002 0.144 0.144 0.954 0.002 0.140 0.143 0.945 -0.002 0.137 0.144 0.953
Tidim 0.000 0.145 0.143 0.953  -0.001 0.127 0.131 0.945 0.006 0.132 / /
Tetr -0.001 0.129 0.131 0.954 -0.001 0.127 0.131 0.945 0.004 0.121 0.131  0.965
Cauchy tail  Tpaive-dim  84.118  2821.234 109.258 0.980 -98.881 2988.736 106.743 0.987 -101.940 3099.181 / /
Totr-dim 93.859 3130.406 108.938 0.978 -98.910 2990.158 106.743 0.987 -93.180 2821.739 104.067 0.978
Tmd 0.006 0.196 0.213 0.975 0.001 0.182 0.200 0.974 0.009 0.194 / /
Twtomd 0.004 0.181 0.202 0.972 0.001 0.182 0.200 0.972 0.006 0.184 0.201 0.967
Ttdim 0.005 0.188 0.198 0.963  -0.001 0.177 0.181 0.958 0.001 0.186 / /
Tetr 0.003 0.174 0.186 0.967 -0.001 0.177 0.181  0.960 -0.001 0.175 0.182 0.963
T=1
Normal tail  7Tpaivedim  0.000 0.123 0.120 0.944 0.002 0.103 0.102 0.946 -0.004 0.109 / /
Totr-dim -0.002 0.104 0.102  0.949 0.002 0.103 0.102 0.945 -0.004 0.095 0.102 0.964
Tind 0.003 0.151 0.160 0.964 0.001 0.134 0.146 0.961 0.000 0.134 / /
Twt-md 0.001 0.137 0.146  0.961 0.001 0.134 0.146  0.961 0.001 0.126 0.146 0.971
Tedim 0.004 0.131 0.125 0.941 0.003 0.115 0.114 0.943 -0.002 0.117 / /
Tatr 0.003 0.117 0.114 0.939 0.003 0.115 0.114 0.943 -0.002 0.107 0.114 0.962
Laplace tail Tpaive-dim  0.004 0.155 0.149 0.944 0.000 0.133 0.135 0.956 -0.004 0.141 / /
Totr-dim 0.002 0.140 0.135 0.950 0.000 0.133 0.135 0.957 -0.005 0.128 0.135 0.957
Tmd 0.005 0.162 0.157 0.938 0.002 0.145 0.144 0.945 -0.002 0.156 / /
Twt-md 0.003 0.149 0.145 0.940 0.002 0.145 0.144 0.945 -0.003 0.145 0.144 0.947
Ttdim 0.004 0.145 0.144  0.948 0.000 0.129 0.131 0.946 0.003 0.139 / /
Tetr 0.003 0.131 0.132  0.950 0.001 0.129 0.131 0.946 0.002 0.128 0.131 0.948
Cauchy tail  Tpaivedim  1.387 83.917 9.725 0.976 3.544 87.378 9.797 0.978 3.096 85.248 / /
Tetr-dim 1.518 84.781 9.694 0.972 3.552 87.676 9.797 0.980 3.205 84.577 9.710 0.980
Tind 0.004 0.207 0.211  0.957 0.002 0.190 0.200 0.962 -0.014 0.198 / /
Twtomd 0.003 0.195 0.201  0.951 0.002 0.190 0.200 0.962 -0.016 0.189 0.202 0.962
Tidim 0.003 0.195 0.196 0.942 0.006 0.180 0.181 0.949 -0.010 0.187 / /
Tatr 0.003 0.183 0.184 0.944 0.007 0.180 0.181 0.950 -0.011 0.179 0.183 0.945

Note: Thaive-dim, Standard difference-in-means estimator; Ts¢r-qim, stratified difference-in-means esti-
mator; Tyq, difference-in-medians estimator; 7iwi.md, difference-in-weighted-medians estimator; T¢dim,
transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7., stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator;
SR, simple randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization;
SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.
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C.3 Initial estimators

In this section, we evaluate the influence of the initial estimator on the final treatment effect
estimators, adopting the same settings as in the main text. Tables 12-14 present the results
for the weighted average difference-in-medians estimator 7y,.mq, the difference-in-weighted-
medians estimator 7yi.mq, and the stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator 7y,
when using each of the first two as the initial estimator. To distinguish them, we denote
Totr @S Tstr,1 and Tgr o When using Togrma and Twi-md as initial estimators, respectively. To
the best of our knowledge, the asymptotic properties of 7y,.mq under covariate-adaptive
randomization have not yet been studied, so we do not report inference-related results for
it. We find that 7, exhibits similar performance when using these two different initial
estimators, with the differences being smaller than the Monte Carlo error. Thus, 7y,
appears to be robust to the choice of the initial estimator. For the two initial estimators
themselves, 74,.ma demonstrates comparable or smaller variance compared to Ty.mq in all
cases. Notably, under a Cauchy tail distribution, 7y,.mq has a variance close to that of 7;.
Further investigation reveals that the error in density estimation contributes significantly to
the variance of 7,. When the sample size used for density estimation exceeds, for example,

350, 7, begins to exhibit significantly smaller variance.

C.4 Splitting techniques

We investigate the influence of sample splitting techniques within model 1 for n = 1000.
The results for the other two models are similar so we omit them. We assess two splitting
approaches: (i) simple random splitting devoid of stratum and treatment information, akin
to the method in Athey et al. (2023) (SR splitting), and (ii) splitting the sample within each

stratum and treatment arm, as outlined in Section 3 (CAR splitting). Table 15 shows the
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Table 12: Simulation results under Model 1 for different initial estimators

SR STR MIN
Bias  SD SE (015 Bias  SD SE CP Bias  SD SE (015

7=0

Normal tail = Tyma  0.005  0.090 / / -0.003 0.090 / / -0.004 0.086 / /
Twt-ma  0.005 0.095 0.106 0.961 -0.004 0.094 0.106 0.962 -0.003 0.094 0.106 0.960
Tetr,1 0.005 0.079 0.082 0.950 -0.005 0.078 0.081 0.964 -0.003 0.080 0.082 0.948
Tetr,2 0.005 0.079 0.082 0.945 -0.005 0.078 0.081 0.965 -0.003 0.080 0.082 0.949

Laplace tail = Typma  0.003  0.092 / / -0.005 0.093 / /0.001 0.090 / /
Twt-ma  0.007 0.107 0.109 0.948 -0.003 0.107 0.109 0.959 0.000 0.108 0.109 0.945
Tetr,1 0.006 0.096 0.092 0.932 -0.005 0.093 0.092 0.942 0.001 0.093 0.092 0.954
Tetr,2 0.006 0.095 0.092 0.942 -0.006 0.092 0.092 0.943 0.001 0.091 0.092 0.958

Cauchy tail  Tymq  -0.001  0.113 / / 0.007 0.121 / /  0.005 0.112 / /
Twt-md  -0.001  0.138 0.138 0.942 0.005 0.135 0.138 0.946 0.004 0.130 0.138 0.965
Totr,1 0.002 0.118 0.118 0.948 0.003 0.118 0.118 0.943 0.006 0.116 0.118 0.958
Totr,2 0.001 0.118 0.118 0.949 0.003 0.118 0.118 0.945 0.005 0.116 0.118 0.956

T=1

Normal tail 7yma  0.003  0.087 / / 0.009 0.087 / / -0.003 0.083 / /
Twtmd  0.001  0.095 0.106 0.968 0.006 0.092 0.106 0.977 0.001 0.091 0.106 0.974
Tstr,1 0.003 0.077 0.082 0.963 0.006 0.075 0.081 0.964 -0.002 0.075 0.082 0.970
Titr,2 0.003 0.078 0.082 0.968 0.007 0.075 0.081 0.960 -0.002 0.075 0.082 0.967

Laplace tail = Tyma  0.000  0.090 / / 0.004 0.089 / / 0.003 0.083 / /
Twt-ma  0.003  0.100 0.109 0.972 0.004 0.108 0.109 0.946 -0.002 0.100 0.109 0.965
Tstr,1 0.002 0.092 0.092 0.941 0.004 0.094 0.092 0.946 -0.001 0.089 0.092 0.962
Tetr,2 0.002 0.091 0.092 0.944 0.004 0.092 0.092 0.945 -0.001 0.088 0.092 0.965

Cauchy tail Tyma  0.000 0.117 / / -0.008 0.119 / / -0.006 0.114 / /

Twtmd  0.002  0.138 0.138 0.948 -0.004 0.143 0.138 0.938 -0.007 0.138 0.138 0.948
Terq  -0.002 0.119 0.118 0.944 -0.007 0.121 0.118 0.934 -0.006 0.119 0.118 0.944
T2  -0.002 0.119 0.118 0.944 -0.007 0.122 0.118 0.931 -0.006 0.120 0.118 0.942

Note: 7str-md, stratified difference-in-medians estimator; 7yt-mq, difference-in-weighted-medians esti-
mator; 7sr,1, stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator with 7s;-mq as initial estimator;
Tstr,2, stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator with 7wt.mq as initial estimator; SR, simple
randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization; SD, standard
deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.
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Table 13: Simulation results under Model 2 for different initial estimators

SR STR MIN
Bias  SD SE (015 Bias  SD SE CP Bias  SD SE (015

7=0

Normal tail 7yma  0.000 0.090 / / -0.003 0.090 / / 0.001 0.087 / /
Twtomd  0.004  0.094 0.100 0.965 -0.002 0.090 0.100 0.969 -0.003 0.088 0.100 0.961
Tetr,1 0.001 0.079 0.079 0.944 -0.003 0.076 0.078 0.951 -0.001 0.078 0.079 0.948
Tetr,2 0.001 0.079 0.079 0.943 -0.003 0.077 0.078 0.954 0.000 0.078 0.079 0.945

Laplace tail 7yma  0.000 0.090 / / 0.002 0.092 / / 0.005 0.088 / /
Twtomd  0.003  0.097 0.098 0.951 0.000 0.101 0.098 0.939 0.002 0.096 0.098 0.944
Tetr,1 0.004 0.091 0.090 0.949 0.002 0.093 0.090 0.947 0.003 0.089 0.090 0.946
Tetr,2 0.004 0.090 0.090 0.951 0.001 0.092 0.090 0.949 0.002 0.088 0.090 0.951

Cauchy tail Tyma  0.005 0.118 / / -0.003 0.117 / / 0.001 0.119 / /
Twtema  0.003  0.129 0.131 0.946 0.000 0.127 0.132 0.956 -0.001 0.130 0.132 0.954
Totr,1 0.005 0.116 0.117 0.946 0.001 0.116 0.118 0.951 0.001 0.118 0.118 0.951
Totr,2 0.005 0.116 0.117 0.946 0.000 0.115 0.118 0.955 0.000 0.118 0.118 0.949

T=1

Normal tail 7gmqa -0.005 0.091 / / 0.001 0.090 / / 0.003 0.088 / /
Twt-ma -0.003  0.091 0.101 0.963 -0.004 0.092 0.101 0.969 0.003 0.089 0.101 0.973
Tstr,1 -0.002 0.079 0.079 0.947 -0.001 0.079 0.079 0.931 0.001 0.078 0.079 0.955
Totr,2 -0.002 0.079 0.079 0.945 -0.001 0.079 0.079 0.929 0.002 0.078 0.079 0.957

Laplace tail = Tyma  -0.002  0.092 / / -0.003 0.093 / / -0.001 0.087 / /
Twtomd  0.000  0.098 0.098 0.938 -0.006 0.099 0.098 0.945 0.000 0.099 0.098 0.936
Tstr,1 0.000 0.091 0.089 0.949 -0.003 0.090 0.089 0.955 0.000 0.090 0.089 0.945
Tetr,2 0.000 0.090 0.089 0.947 -0.003 0.089 0.089 0.955 0.000 0.090 0.089 0.953

Cauchy tail Tyma  0.001  0.120 / / 0.002 0.114 / / -0.004 0.121 / /

Twtmd  0.004 0.133 0.131 0.935 0.002 0.127 0.131 0.953 -0.001 0.131 0.131 0.952
Tetr,1 0.002 0.118 0.117 0.940 0.001 0.116 0.118 0.946 -0.002 0.122 0.118 0.948
Totr,2 0.001 0.118 0.117 0.939 0.000 0.115 0.118 0.947 -0.003 0.122 0.118 0.945

Note: 7str-md, stratified difference-in-medians estimator; 7yt-mq, difference-in-weighted-medians esti-
mator; 7sr,1, stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator with 7s;-mq as initial estimator;
Tstr,2, stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator with 7wt.mq as initial estimator; SR, simple
randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization; SD, standard
deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.
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Table 14: Simulation results under Model 3 for different initial estimators

SR STR MIN
Bias  SD SE (015 Bias  SD SE CP Bias  SD SE (015

7=0

Normal tail 7yma -0.002 0.095 / / 0.001 0.089 / / -0.003 0.088 / /
Twtoma  -0.002  0.097 0.105 0.970 0.003 0.095 0.105 0.968 0.001 0.090 0.105 0.980
Tetr,1 0.000 0.082 0.082 0.946 0.002 0.079 0.081 0.964 -0.001 0.077 0.081 0.957
Tetr,2 0.000 0.081 0.082 0.949 0.002 0.079 0.081 0.958 -0.002 0.077 0.082 0.951

Laplace tail 7yma -0.001 0.096 / / 0.005 0.093 / / -0.006 0.094 / /
Twtomd  0.000  0.105 0.104 0.945 0.002 0.103 0.104 0.956 -0.001 0.102 0.104 0.953
Tetr,1 0.001 0.095 0.093 0.943 0.003 0.093 0.093 0.948 0.000 0.092 0.093 0.950
Tetr,2 0.000 0.093 0.093 0.948 0.003 0.092 0.093 0.951 -0.001 0.091 0.093 0.957

Cauchy tail Tyma  0.004  0.128 / / 0.000 0.118 / / 0.000 0.119 / /
Twtemda  0.005  0.137 0.137 0.948 -0.004 0.133 0.138 0.950 -0.001 0.131 0.138 0.958
Totr,1 0.003 0.125 0.120 0.932 -0.002 0.116 0.120 0.963 -0.002 0.116 0.120 0.951
Totr,2 0.003 0.126 0.120 0.929 -0.002 0.116 0.120 0.961 -0.002 0.117 0.120 0.950

T=1

Normal tail 7grmq  0.000 0.093 / / 0.005 0.093 / / 0.003 0.091 / /
Twt-ma -0.001 0.094 0.105 0.961 0.003 0.099 0.105 0.951 0.007 0.095 0.105 0.964
Tstr,1 0.000 0.079 0.081 0.949 0.005 0.082 0.081 0.945 0.005 0.078 0.082 0.956
Totr,2 0.000 0.079 0.081 0.948 0.004 0.082 0.081 0.945 0.005 0.077 0.082 0.957

Laplace tail = Tyma  0.000  0.090 / / -0.001 0.092 / / -0.005 0.093 / /
Twtomd  0.002  0.101 0.104 0.950 -0.002 0.103 0.104 0.948 0.001 0.103 0.104 0.949
Tstr,1 0.003 0.093 0.093 0.949 -0.003 0.090 0.093 0.947 0.002 0.094 0.093 0.951
Tetr,2 0.002 0.092 0.093 0.954 -0.003 0.089 0.093 0.949 0.001 0.092 0.093 0.950

Cauchy tail 7Typma -0.005 0.121 / / 0.009 0.122 / /  0.004 0.123 / /

Twtmd  -0.004 0.134 0.137 0.951 0.009 0.134 0.136 0.956 0.000 0.137 0.137 0.949
Tern  -0.003 0.119 0.119 0954 0.006 0.119 0.120 0.950 0.001 0.126 0.119 0.932
Ter2  -0.003 0.119 0.119 0.954 0.006 0.119 0.120 0.952 0.001 0.126 0.119 0.933

Note: 7str-md, stratified difference-in-medians estimator; 7yt-mq, difference-in-weighted-medians esti-
mator; 7sr,1, stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator with 7s;-mq as initial estimator;
Tstr,2, stratified transformed difference-in-means estimator with 7wt.mq as initial estimator; SR, simple
randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and Simon’s minimization; SD, standard
deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.

51



results. Both splitting techniques exhibit comparable performance, with neither method

dominating the other.

Table 15: Simulation results under Model 1 for different splitting techniques
SR STR MIN
Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP Bias SD SE CP

T=0
Normal tail  7iqim CAR splitting  0.005 0.090 0.091 0.941 -0.005 0.078 0.081 0.963 -0.002 0.089 / /
SR splitting 0.000 0.090 0.091 0.949 -0.002 0.077 0.081 0.966 0.003 0.085 / /
T7ar  CAR splitting 0.005 0.079 0.082 0.945 -0.005 0.078 0.081 0.965 -0.003 0.080 0.082 0.949
SR splitting 0.002 0.079 0.081 0.952 -0.002 0.077 0.081 0.967 0.003 0.076 0.082 0.962
Laplace tail 7igim CAR splitting  0.006 0.107 0.103 0.932 -0.006 0.092 0.092 0.943 0.002 0.101 / /
SR splitting -0.003 0.107 0.102 0.933 -0.001 0.091 0.092 0.957 0.000 0.100 / /
7o~ CAR splitting  0.006 0.095 0.092 0.942 -0.006 0.092 0.092 0.943 0.001 0.091 0.092 0.958
SR splitting -0.001 0.095 0.092 0.943 -0.001 0.091 0.092 0.957 0.000 0.091 0.092 0.950
Cauchy tail 7igim CAR splitting 0.002 0.128 0.128 0.940 0.003 0.118 0.118 0.946 0.006 0.124 / /
SR splitting -0.003 0.126 0.128 0.950 -0.004 0.115 0.118 0.950 -0.001 0.123 / /
7o CAR splitting  0.001 0.118 0.118 0.949 0.003 0.118 0.118 0.945 0.005 0.116 0.118 0.956
SR splitting -0.001 0.117 0.118 0.948 -0.004 0.115 0.118 0.948 -0.002 0.116 0.118 0.962

T=1
Normal tail 7iqm CAR splitting  0.003 0.091 0.091 0.948 0.007 0.075 0.081 0.961 -0.002 0.084 / /
SR splitting 0.002 0.089 0.091 0.945 -0.001 0.078 0.081 0.960 -0.004 0.086 / /
Tsr  CAR splitting  0.003 0.078 0.082 0.968 0.007 0.075 0.081 0.960 -0.002 0.075 0.082 0.967
SR splitting 0.000 0.078 0.082 0.955 -0.001 0.078 0.081 0.959 -0.004 0.076 0.082 0.968
Laplace tail 7iqm CAR splitting  0.002 0.105 0.103 0.937 0.004 0.092 0.092 0.945 -0.001 0.097 / /
SR splitting 0.002 0.102 0.103 0.950 -0.002 0.089 0.092 0.959 -0.003 0.096 / /
Tsr ~ CAR splitting  0.002 0.091 0.092 0.944 0.004 0.092 0.092 0.945 -0.001 0.088 0.092 0.965
SR splitting 0.000 0.089 0.092 0.954 -0.002 0.089 0.092 0.958 -0.003 0.088 0.092 0.964
Cauchy tail 7iyqimm CAR splitting -0.002 0.129 0.128 0.946 -0.007 0.122 0.118 0.933 -0.006 0.126 / /

SR splitting 0.003 0.132 0.128 0.945 0.001 0.119 0.119 0.951 -0.003 0.128 / /
74r  CAR splitting -0.002 0.119 0.118 0.944 -0.007 0.122 0.118 0.931 -0.006 0.120 0.118 0.942
SR splitting 0.001 0.122 0.119 0.941 0.001 0.119 0.119 0.951 -0.004 0.120 0.118 0.950

Note: Tidqim, transformed difference-in-means estimator; 7, stratified transformed difference-in-
means estimator; SR, simple randomization; STR, stratified randomization; MIN, Pocock and
Simon’s minimization; SD, standard deviation; SE, standard error; CP, coverage probability.

D Proof of main results

Let S™ = {S),...,S,}, AW ={A;, ... ALY U™ ={Iicr),..., Les, ), Y™ = {Y1,..., Y, },
D) = Y, A;, Sitiec,, for j = 1,2. Consider a measurable function FY ) Am g 7))

such as fé(l)/fo(l). Given the independence of the splitting indicators I;c.,’s from {Y(™ A S
and that Assumptions 1-2 hold, using the technique of Bugni et al. (2018) for deriving

the law of large numbers and central limit theory, we can conclude that conditional on
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(S A gy f(y™ AR S0 7)) has the same distribution as f(Y' (™, A () ),
where Y™ = {Y], ... Y, } with Y} = 4;Yi/(1)+(1—A,;)Y; (0). Furthermore, {Y; }icr, 5.=k.A;=a

are i.i.d. following the same distribution as {Y;(a) | S; = k} and are independent of
(S, A ™), For simplicity, we will say that conditional on (S, AM™ U®), {Yi}iery s,k Ai=a
are i.i.d. following the same distribution as {Y;(a) | S; = k}. This technique will be re-

peatedly used for convenience.

D.1 Proof of Theorem 1

sup {
vek Ul fog)

A .,
/ ( 7 fo) (v)dFo(y) = op(1), (3)

We need to show that
o

~

<y>} — op(n?), @)

and for m such that m/n converges to a positive constant, with an i.i.d. sample {Y7,...,Y, }
drawn from the density fj)o that is independent of fé( i) / fo(j), and any 6, = Op (n‘l/ 2), as

n — 00, we have

ii <°’if/’<j>> (Y{ +6,) = Op(1), (4)

ma3 fO(j)

L3 (Y 78 = 35 (5Y 6400t ®)
m =\ fog) Z m = \Jo Z

Proof. By symmetry, we only need to prove the results for j = 1. We will prove equations
(2)-(5) in steps (I)-(IV), respectively.

(I) We prove equation (2). By definition and Assumption 6, it is easy to see that

f
Sup{ o)
yeR f )

<y>} < 0 = o(0;") = op(n'’?).

’
0(y
0@
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(IT) We prove equation (3). Let D be the truncation field defined as:

D={yeR: fo.(y) = du, [yl < en |f0, W) < cafor ), 1F2 @) < bafor (W)}

Firstly, we show that

/{yfo >0}{ ) o(0) — P >} Fon )y 2 0, -

/{yfo >0}{f%( Mp(y) — fon( )} fou(y)dy = 0, (7)

where f,, (y) is the convolution of f, and ¢, , defined as f,, (y f fo(z)ds, (y — x)dx.
Bickel (1982) proved similar results for i.i.d. samples. We will generalize it to the sam-
ples under covariate-adaptive randomization with considerations of dependent treatment
assignments.

We partition the integral in equation (6) into two components: one over D and the
other over DY, the complement of D. Let’s denote these two components as 7; and Ts.
Note that 77 > 0 and T > 0.

By the dominated convergence theorem, it suffices for 71 2 0 to show that P(T} > ¢ |

S A ) 20 for any € > 0. By the Markov inequality,

P(Ty > e | 8™, AW UMW) < 1E{Ty | S™, A UM},

o4



On D, we have

E{T | S(n)’A(n)’U(n)} < 2/ fa_nl [{fan ( )} | S(n n)’U(n)] dy
D
+2/ L OB {fon) = Fo ()} | 8, 40,0 ay, (8)
D

Let the superscript (I) denote the [-th order derivative with respect to y. Define

Joulk) (Y f fieo(2)bo, (y — x)dx. Then, we have

Var{f(l( )| S, AM U(”)}

_ <Z Mikjo(1) Z qbl(l) | S(n)’ A("), U(n))

3 O e r) S—k, A=0

K 2
_ Z(nmo ) r( 1 T ¢§l>|5<n>,A<n>7U<n)>

n, n
=1 0(1) (K10() e gy,8=k, A;=0

K 2
M {ko(1) ) sn -
S Un fan Y
;( To(1) M M ko) [k]( )
K
) HFRJ’ZQZ_IZTLE P fm (@), 1=0,1,2, 9)
k=1 0(1)

where gb = ¢o )(y Y;). The second equality holds because, conditional on S, A™ and
U™ the ¢El)’s from different strata are independent (refer to the discussion at the start of
Section D). The inequality in the third line results from applying the results in the proof
of Bickel (1982, Lemma 6.1) to each stratum.

By a similar argument, we have

E{fD(y) | ™, A™ UM}

K
”[km 1 M| g A
> e ( S s

n
k=1 [K]o(1) i€L1,5;=k,A;=0
K
>k (y).
= k]
n ""[
k=1 00
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Since f5(y) = 342, ppa . (v), then

R A,
E{f{(y) | S, Am U™} — fO(y)] <

T ming_;

().

..... K Dk

Let IT denote the ratio of a circle’s circumference to its diameter. A straightforward

calculation yields

Foit ) = / " furo(@)bon(y — 2)de < / " (VAo fugole)de = (V2TL,)

o0

{fcrn fon Zp fan[k] QHUH) 1f0n< )

s :( [ wolert (o x)dxf

- / " fupo(w)du / " uo(0)do - &, (g — w)dl (y —v)
-/ " fuou)du / " Fuo(0)dv - 7y — ) (g — ) (y — 0)bo (4 — v)
<o7t / " uolu)d / BT ) i) S Y P PR

2

02" |l = 000y~ ) [0,y = 0)fploio

SJ;2/ 26_1(\/ﬁ0n)—1f[k}0(u)du /OO G, (Y — v)f[k]o(v)dv

=2( 2He)_10;3fan[kz](y)»
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{Fww)} =</_Z fiwo ()¢5, (y — fL‘)dai)2

- / Z Fiwgo(u)du / O; Sup(v)dv - ¢ (y —w)dl, (y —v)
:/Z o (w)du /O; fimo(v)dv
'07;4{M _ @{M - 1}%( — W), (y =)

4 N4
<o / u)du / Jupw)ds - Y= WO g, (g —v)

4
20,

ot [ fwotwdu [ fup0)do dn, 0 =)o,y =)

02" [ o) (= )"/t Gy~ ) / O (4 — ) fiol0)do
/f W)on (y du/ Figo(0)6, (5 — )

<ot [ 1602Vl fup(a)du / By = 0) figo ()0 + 77 2,1y 1)

C16(VRTTER) 0 fr () + (VD) fr (),

Then, applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and noting that Zszl PR = 1,

Y = { X oufwm} me{f% (1)} < 2v2Me) "0, fr, (9),

B
Il
—

[M] =

Wy = { X rwin®} <Zp[k]{fan (1)} < (164 )(V2L1e) 0.5 £, 1),

e
Il
—

Therefore,

A2 4
o mink 1,..., Kp[k] V211

o 27, (y), 1=0,1,2.(10)

Let C; = max{xJ® 4/v2I1}/ ming—, Kp[k] and A, = maxp—1,__x Nkoa)/noq). Then

..........

o7



have
A,

Mo(1)

E{J0) = 1)} 5@, 40,00 < ai{ =+ A2}o 271 1, (),

Substituting it into equation (8), we have

2
Cen

A A,
E{T | S(”),A("),U(”)} < 201{ n +Ai}e_” +200{

No(1) oy no(1)

+Ai}

On

By Assumption 6, we have E{T} | S™ A™ U™} 2 0. Therefore T} 2 0.
Similarly, let T} and T3 denote the integrals in equation (7) over D and D, respectively.

Then, we have

A AL .,
B{T] | §%, A0, 00} < 20,{ = 4 A2 126 { +Ai}—b”e.

No(1) Op No(1) On

By Assumption 6, we have E{T! | S™ A™ ™} 2 0. Therefore T! 2 0.

On DY, we have

B < [ ) 7

On

fén(y)‘ > cnfan(y)} + P{

f.w)| > bufon ()}

#2 {Fou(0) < o o) > 0} + 11l > ex) |

By < [ 2

g

#2 {Fou0) < o o) > 0} + 11l > ex) |y

fén(y)‘ > Cnfo, (y)} + P{

fr. (y)) > by fo, (y)}
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Both of them converge to zero if

Agn(y) RN fo(y), Yy, if no, - o (11)
f(',n(y) RN foly), ae. y, if nol — oo (12)
ff,'n(y) KN fo(y), ae. y, if nod — oo (13)

12 f/2

fﬂ(y)dy < (y)dy, vn, (14)
//g //2

Py < / ydy, n; (15)

see Bickel (1982).

For deriving (11), conditional on S, A™ and U™ we have

[k]lou) Z bo(y — Vi) 5 f[k]o(y), no, — 0.
i€L1,S;=k,A;=0

Thus, conditional on S, A®™ and U™, fan (y)— Z;l::l(n[k]o(l)/nou))f[k]o(y) 20, implying
unconditional convergence in probability. Moreover, since pupj1) = ngjoa)/Moq) TN P[], We
have f,, (y) 2 fo(y). Similarly, we can derive (12) and (13). Since (14) is not related to

Y;, it holds by the proof in Bickel (1982). Finally, applying the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality

gives
2y) (S = 2)on @} _ [ -
fo‘n(y) B ffo(y — .T Un (.T)dx < fO( ) ¢0n( ) Vy

Integrating the above inequality with respect to y, we have

//2 f//2( )
/ ¢Un —0o0 fO( )dZ’
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that is, (15) holds.

Therefore, we obtain E(Ty) — 0 and E(T}) — 0, implying T, % 0 and T3 2 0.

Consequently, equations (6) and (7) hold.

Moreover, by (11)—(15), we have, as n — 0o,

/{yfo >0}{\/?Tn(

and

/{yfo >0}{\/-/]:Tn -

fo
Vo

(y)} dy — 0, (16)

"

\/(}—O(y)} dy — 0.

By Lemmas 6.3 in Bickel (1982), as n — oo, the following term is bounded,

/ 7, (x/fan(y) —
(v folw)>0}

Since |f7, / fo|(y) < en = 0(o;1), 1f7,/ foul(y) <

Vi) dy

= o(c,;'), then we have

/{y fo(y)>0} (f;n ) <\/f0"

)~ VI@) dy %o, a7)

/{y :fo(y)>0} <f0'n ) <\/fgn
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Finally, we bound the Ly-loss of g,(y) by

A

"’ (v) - f—5<y>} fo(y)dy

fo

f

[ {v:fo(w) >0} f(,n (y) N (é) (j;)")l/z(y)}QfD(y)fo(y)dy
o { ( fj:) (";‘Zg)lﬂwwy) - (&) (J}j)m(w}Qfo(y)dy
+/{yfo(y >0}{<f;n)(]}7n)l/2(y) ?2( >} foy)dy|

where the first term tends to zero in probability by (17), the second term tends to zero in

probability by (6), and the last term tends to zero in probability by (16). Thus, equation (3)

holds.

Similarly, we can show that

/ { 2010 - fo<>} fow)dy = op(1).

(III) We prove equation (4). We slightly abuse notation by using ( fé’(l) / fo(l))(y) to

denote ( fc’,’n /fs.) (W) - In(y). Leveraging the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

/

For a specific stratum k, since fixo(y) < (ming—,

/

fiy 18
foy Jo

(y)dFo(y) = op(1).

& )" fo(y), then we have

77777

f0(1) fo
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Next, by Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have

(/152" Y o)
</ (%j—?) k) - [ (; ﬁ) ()dFs(y).

The first integration on the right side of the above inequality is op(1) by equation (3).

(y)dFo(y)>

Moreover, the second integration is Op(1) due to equation (3) and

1= [ ( f) (W)dFu(y) < oo

Thus,

(y)dFo(y)> =op(1).

MG -G
Jo) Jo
Since fio(y) < (ming—y, _x pp) " fo(y), then we have

MGy ()
f0(1) Jo
Combining (18) and (19), by the triangle inequality, we have

£ f/ 2
1) maroor = f 2 (G2}

B\t + [ ( ')2< dFo(s) + op(1).

</Iw h

0

(y)dFiro(y) = op(1). (19)

(y)dFixp(y)

Noting that

K "

> [ 5| 0areo) = [ 155001dy < o
S [ (£ oo = [ (£) wrarion =1 <
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we have

[ 1/ o Y\ w)Fuo(o) < ( min pio) ™ [ 15 dy -+ I8} +op().

-----

By the argument in Bickel (1982), we establish (4) by substituting 4, with 8, =

—-1/2

tan — 0, where t,, is an arbitrary convergent deterministic sequence.

By Assumption 7, we have

1) o o= ]G
-[1G) o

<(omin ) { [l + 100 | +on(1).

=1,...,

f[k]o(y 0 n)dy

< fro@) {1 +o0(1)}dy (20)

If {Y/}iz1,.,m are iid. samples drawn from the density fijo and are independent of

.....

(1)/f0(1), by the weak law of large numbers, we have

1 & f(l)(l))/
mz (f0(1)
-JIGE) o

< (, min_py) {/| y)ldy + I( fo)} +op(1).

(Y/ + Sn) | fou)

+ 6n) firo(v)dy + op(1)

Therefore,

li (f{)(l))’
m = I\ o)

(IV) We prove equation (5). Similar to (III), if {Y/}i=1

(Yi’ + Sn> — 0p(1).

m are i.i.d. samples drawn

77777

from the density fjx)o and are independent of fé(l)/ fo(l), by the weak law of large numbers,
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(fiz)o/ 15— (f—)m} | oy
— f/](l) ,(y+5~n) Jo (v) ¢ fwo(y)dy + op(1)
() wein-(§)

1
/ |

:/ o) () firpo(y — ) dy — / (jié(l)>2(y)f[k]0(y — bn)dy — / (%)/(y)f[k]O(y)dy + op(1)
/

Jon

o0 (¥)frro (v)dy _/ (;Z ) ) fi0(y)dy + o(1) - {/

fo_ () fwo(y)dy

“J|Gez) Jonsoutan} -{ / ois = [ (B ot} +ortr)
</f0 bty dy+/\( ) (f0)2<>fk<>dy+0p<1>

—op(1).

Therefore,

D.2 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. Proposition 1 directly follows from Zhang and Zheng (2020, Theorem 3.1 and The-

orem 3.2), and therefore, we omit its proof. n

D.3 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. Let Y be a set of real numbers or random variables, and median()’) denotes the

median of its elements. Condition on (S, A™), and employing the results under simple
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randomization (Athey et al., 2023, Theorem A.1), we have
. . n) Al d
\/n[k}{medlan({}/;}si:k,Aizl)_medlan({y;l}si:hAi:O)_T[k}} | (S( )7A( )) - N(070[2k],median)7

Whel"e Ufk],median - {47T<]~ - ﬂ-)fﬁg]o(F[;]%](l/2))}il

AS f[k]O(F

[;15(1/2)) > 0 and ny/n L Py, it follows that

vn{median({Y;}s,,4,=1) — median({Y;}s,=,4,=0) — 7} = Op(1).

By weighting the above term with the stratum proportion p,p; and and summing over

k, we have

vn [ipn[kl {median({msi:k,AFl) - mediaﬂ({YQ}si:k,Ai:o)} - ipn[kmk]} = Op(1).

k=1 k=1

Given v/n(papy — py) = Op(1) and S, pyy) = 7, we have

\/ﬁ[ipn[k] {median({YQ}Si:k,Ai:l) — median({Y}}Si:k’Ai:O)} - T:| = Op(1).

k=1

Therefore, /n(Tsema — 7) = Op(1).

D.4 Proof of Theorem 2

Before proving the result, we introduce two useful lemmas whose proofs are provided in
Section E. Note that Lemma 1 below relies on the less stringent Assumption 3 rather than
the more restrictive Assumption 4.

Lemma 1. Under Assumptions 1-3 and 5, 1(fo) = I (fo) + op(1).
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Remark 8. Lemma 1 requires weaker conditions compared to Theorem 2. Even in cases
where the designs do not satisfy Assumption 4 (e.g., Pocock and Simon’s minimization),

the consistency of f(fo) can still be preserved as long as the design satisfies Assumption 3.

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions 1, 2, / and 5, we have

\/_ Zd)fo@) A“}/“T \/— Z¢fo AuYuT) +OP(1)

1€Ly €Ly

Z wfou) gl Y;’T \/— Z wfo Ai, Y5 7') + OP(l)

’L€£2 €Ly

Proof of Theorem 2. By definition and the first order Taylor expansion, we have

e OUNISTE TS SR

1€Lq 1€Lo
=TT+~ (Z wfo(z) A“Y;’T + wao(l) A“Y;’T>>
€Ly €L
1
i (z TR RS SE AR ﬂ) ,
€Ly 1€LY

where 7 is between 7 and 7. By Lemma 2, we have

Fodim — T = %th(&,n;ﬂﬂf— { {Za Vf o (A0 Vi )

€Ly

+Za Uiy (1Y) }| 4 0n ()

€LY

— B+ (%—7)(1+BQ)+OP(%>,

where

1 n
B, :ﬁ Zl/}fo (Az‘, Yi; 7') )
i=1

1 0 _ 0 _
= (Z E@/}fm) (A, Y3 7) + Z wao(l) (A, Y3 T)) :

€Ly €Ly
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Recall that Z;j(a) = —I(f,)"" - (f)/f.)(Yi(a)), a = 0,1, and abbreviate Z;(A;) =

A;Z;(1) 4+ (1 — A;)Z;(0) to Z;. Since fi(y) = foly — 7), then I(f1) = I(fo). Moreover,

2

w%@WMQS w‘m<w@~(5mw@:zm»1<w.
([ ) < [ Eehom [

This implies [ |f§(y)|dy < oo, concluding that fy(c0) and fo(—oc) both exist and equal

0. Consequently,

I(f) - B{ZA0)) = / y)dFo(y / Fo(w)dy = fo00) — fo(—00) = 0.

fo

Therefore, E{Z;(0)} = 0. Similarly, £{Z;(1)} = 0.
For Y;’s satisfying Assumptions 1, 2 and 4, it can be easily shown that these assumptions
remain valid when Y; is replaced by Z;. Moreover, the transformed outcomes Z;(a)’s have

finite second-order moment with F{Z;(a)}* = [I(fo)]~, and

_ 1 R SR VAN S
B mTZ fo) )+n(1—7r);(1 Al)[(fo) fo(Y)

:EZAZ 1—W)Z<1_Ai)zi'

=1
Applying Bugni et al. (2018, Theorem 4.1) to Z;(a), we have nl_l/2 Sor AZ = Op(1),

and n01/2 S (1= A)Z; = Op(1). Alongside ny/n 2 7 and ng/n % (1 — ), we have
B — lzn:A.Z. _ li(l_A.)ZJrO (L)
l—n1 - 144 o £ 1 7 P \/ﬁ .
By Theorem 4.1 in Bugni et al. (2018), we have

VnB; L N0, VE+VE+V2),
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where

_ Var{Zi(l)} _I_Var{Zz-(O)}

T 1l—m

V2 . VE=E{Z()-Z(0), Vi=E|gs/{ ) i(o)}z],

with Zi(a) = Z;(a) — E{Zi(a) | S;} and Z;(a) = E{Z;(a) | S;} — E{Z;(a)}, a =0, 1.
Moreover, since /n(7—7) = Op(1) and nyi)/n L TP /2, then applying Assumption

5(iii) for {Y;}ier,.5i=k.4,—a conditional on {S™ AM™ UM} we have

: > (Jio(”) Yi—1+(r1—-7)) = ! > (é—“) (Yi — 7) + op(1).
1€L1,5;=k,A;=1 0

NK]1(1) Jo) KL jep) G A=
A similar result holds for {Y;}icr,,5,=k,4,—0- Summing over k with weights nyji1y/n, we
have

1 9] _ 0 L
B, = o (Z E¢f0(2> (A, Y3 7) + Z wao(l) (Az',Yi,T))

€Ly 1€Lo

J R
== Ty (ALY 1
n - awao( i 17T>+0P( )

D IR E AP (R B L O )

nl(fo) = | = o7 fo T O fo
&AL A
ST (%) im0

Since [*°_|f{(y)|dy < oo, then

2 (5 i - = [ 000 0 nam) = [ G187 @R = 1t <.

Additionally, [7_|f{(y)|dy < oo also indicates that |(fo'/fo)'(Y;(1) — 7)| has a finite first-

order moment. By the strong law of large numbers under covariate-adaptive randomization
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(Bugni et al., 2018, Lemma B.3), we have

nil ;:;Ai (J}_OO) (Y; — 1) = —7L(fo) + op(1).

Together with ny/n % 7, we have By + 1 = op(1).

Since \/n(7 — 7) = Op(1), then by Slutsky’s theorem, we have

Vi(Fdim — 7) = viBy + op(1) % N(0,VE + V2 + V2).

D.5 Proof of Corollary 1

Proof. Recall that Vi = Elgs,{Z:(1)/7 + Z;(0)/(1 — 7)}?], where Z;(a) = E{Zi(a) |
Si} — E{Z;(a)}, a=0,1. When gy =0 for k =1,..., K, we have V3 = 0. By Theorem 2,
we have

Vi(Fdim — 7) 5 N(0, V2 + V2).

D.6 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof. By Lemma 1, we have I(fo) = I(fs) + op(1), which implies that {m(1 —m)I(fo)} "

is a consistent estimator of {m(1 — m)I(fo)}~*. Note that F{Z;(a)} = 0 and Var{Z;(a)} =
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E{Z(a)}*=1I(fo)" for a =0,1. Thus, we can decompose {7(1 — m)I(fo)} ' as follows:

{r(1=m)I(fo)} ™
:Var{Zi(l)} n Var{Z;(0)}
T 1—m
_Var{B(Z(1) |80}, Var{E(Z(0) | S0} | EVar{Z(1) | S}] | EIVar{Zi(0) | 53]

T 1—m T 1—7

Since Var{Z;(a)} = Var[Zi(a) — E{Zi(a) | S;}] = E[Var{Zi(a) | S;}], a = 0,1, then

V2 = E[Var{Z(1) | S:}]/7 + E[Var{Z(0) | S;}]/(1 — ). Thus,

Var{E(Z;(1) | Si)}+Var{E(Zi(0) | Si)}

T 1—7

E{Z()}  E{Z(0)}*

1—m

{r(1—m)I(fo)} ' = V2+ =Vi+

A straightforward calculation yields

]

Z2(1) N Z3(0) _ {Z:(1) = Z;(0)}* + m(1 — W){Zvil) + 121-_(0;}2,

T 1—7m

which implies

E{Z:(1))? . E{Z:(0)}? _ve +E[7r(1 B 7T){sz(l) n Z;(0) }2]

T 1—7

Thus,

(L= mI(fo)} " = VB + V3 + B[r(1 - w){Z"(l) L 20 }2} |

Recall that o2y, = VZ + V7 + V2, where

Since 0 < ¢y < w(1 —7) for k = 1, ..., K, we have o7y < {m(1 —m)I(fo)} " and the
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equality holds if gy = 7(1 —7) for k =1,... K. O

D.7 Proof of Theorem 4

We need Lemma 3 below to prove Theorem 4. The proof of Lemma 3 is provided in

Section E. Let Z, =ng' Y .4, Z; and Zpyyq = n[;]la > iisi—kA—q Zi for a =0, 1.

Lemma 3. Under Assumptions 1-3, and 5, we have é[k]a—Z[k]a = op(1) and n[;]la ZizSi:k’Ai:a(Zf—

Z%) = op(1) fora=0,1.

Proof of Theorem /. Recall that Z;(a) = —I(f,)"" - (f/f.)(Yi(a)) (a = 0,1) has finite

second-order moment I(fy)~!, and Assumptions 1-4 hold if we replace Y; with Z;. Define

N it 1 _ 1 & 1 _

sz = — an[k}{% Z Ai(Z'i - Z[k]1)2} + E an[k]{_ Z (1 - Ai)<Zi - Z[k]o)z},
:.5;,=k k=1

" K0 5=k

K
¥ 7 > > = 12
Vi = > pai {(Ziwn = 20) = (Ziwo — Z0)} "
k=1

T 1—m

K _ _ _ _

~ (Zun — Z1)  (Zpgo — Zo) 2

Vj = an[k]Q[kz]{ i + ] } .
k=1

Applying Proposition 1 in Ma et al. (2022) to Z;(a), we have IN/X — V2 % 0 under
Assumptions 1, 2, and 4. Applying Theorems 3.2 and 3.3 in Bugni et al. (2019) to Z;(a),
we have V2 — V2 % 0 and V2 — V2 & 0 under Assumptions 1-3. The only difference

between (V2,V2,V2) and (V2, V2, V2) is the substitution of Z; with Z;.
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Lemma 3 implies that

N 1 1 _
V;=— anm{— (Zi = Zun)” + OP(l)}

T : Zﬁnn[k}{L Z (Zi = Zipo)? + OP(l)} = V7 +op(1),

n
(K10 5,2k A,=0

K
Vi = v {(Zn = 22) — (Zwo — Zo) + op (1)} = Vi +op(1),
k=1

F:ﬁ+@m.

K _ _ _ _
9 (Zin — Z1) +op(1)  (Zpgo — Zo) + 0p(1)
Vj :an[k]ch}{ L p + [+ T

k=1

Here, the op(1) term can be moved outside because V2, V7 and V3 are all bounded in
probability. Therefore, V2, V2, V2 are all consistent estimators, which implies that 62, =

V2 4+ V2 + V2 converges in probability to 02, = VZ + V3 + V2.

D.8 Proof of Theorem 5
Before proving the result, we introduce a lemma, with its proof provided in Section E.

Lemma 4. Under Assumptions 1-3 and 5, we have

K K
1
Do D v (AYin)=—=3 W (A, Vi 7) + op(1),
k : .

k=1i€L1,Si=

Si-

1€

i

Sl -
]~

K
1
>l evem =230 3 A Y +on()
L2,S;=k ' '
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Proof of Theorem 5. By definition and the first order Taylor expansion, we have

TStI‘ T=T—T + Z < Z J(E]Z()Q) (A’M qu 7:) + Z w](?];:()l) (Aza szv 7:)>

i€Ly,S;=k i€L2,S;=k
5
= - (k) v
o3t (2 s © o AM)
k=1 i€L1,S;=k i€Lo,S;=k
5 0
1 INCETIRT e
+Zn < oo A Yim)+ 3 Yo <A“YHT)>’
k=1 i€Ly,S;=k i€Lo,S;=k

where 7 is between 7 and 7.

By Lemma 4, we have

7A—str - T
1 & ® 1
=D D Uy (AuYim) + 0P(ﬁ)
k=1 S,—k
s fiely Up (AnYiT)+ T (4,7;7)
n 87’ f0(2> Y , or  foay Y
k=1 \ieLl;,S;= i€Lo,Si=k

—By+ (7 —7)(1+ BJ) + OP(%),

where
LS04 v
By :ﬁ 2%00 (Ai, Y5 7),
Ay 2 s Y 2 avin).
or "o Y ‘ or "oy VY
=1 \ielrs—k i€Ls,Si=k

Recall that Z;(a) = —I(f.)™' - (f./f.)(Yi(a)), a = 0,1. For Y;’s satisfying Assumption

1-3, it is straightforward to verify that these assumptions still hold if we replace Y; with
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Z;. By definition,

K K
1 A, 1 4 1 1— A, 1 f
By=— Lo Ryl Lo fo,
n kZ; 1:S;=k Tnlk] I (fO) fO n ; i:S; =k 1 - Tn[k] I (f(]) fO
K K
1 AZ 1 (1—A)Z
N n ; :5;=k Wn[k} n ; z; 1 - ﬂ-n[k] ’

which is the fully saturated linear regression estimator proposed by Bugni et al. (2019),
applied to Z;. Recall that E{Z;(1)} = E{Z;(0)} = 0. By Theorem 3.1 in Bugni et al.

(2019), we have

VnB; 5 N(0,VE+V3).

Next, we show that By = —1 4 op(1). By the proof of Theorem 2, we have By =

—1+o0p(1) (note that this conclusion still holds under the weaker Assumption 3). Moreover,

K
1 9 k) _ 9 k) _
By — By =— = (A, Y — (A, Y5
4 > n Z (iecl <. awao@) ( )+ Z 87¢f0(1> ( 7)

=1 1€L2,S;=k
1 K ) 9
n Z ( Z waom (Ai, Y 7) + E : gl/)f()(l) (AiaYi§7_')> .
k=1 \i€Ll1,Si=k i€l S=k

By symmetry, we only need to show that

1 & 0 1 )
- T W (ALY 7)== T (A, Y 7) = op(1
nz Z @7¢f0(2)( v “T> n;ie Z awao(z)( v “T) OP( )’

k=1 ieLq,S;=k,A;=0 L1,5;=k,A;=0

which is implied by, for any 6, = Op(n~"/?),

1 1 1 fé(Q) !
- PnlK] ( — ) " ( - (Yi + 6n)
[ [ =ty 1= icry.Sir =0 NJo@)

By Assumption 5(iii), we have n~! Zie[ﬁl,Si:k,Ai:O(f(S@)/fO@))/(Y; + 0,) is bounded in

—op(1).  (21)
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probability (conditional on (S™, A U™ DE2)), {Y,}iery s,=k,4,—0 are i.i.d.). Recall that
Talk) — 7, we have (21) holds. Thus By = —1 + op(1).

Note that \/n(7 — 7) = Op(n~'/?), we have (7 — 7)(1 + B,) = op(n~'/2). By Slutsky’s
theorem,

V(s — 7) 5 N(0, V2 + V).

By the proof of Theorem 4, V2 and V2 are consistent estimators of V2 and V2 under

Assumptions 1-3. Thus, 62, = V2 4+ V2 5 02, = V2 + V2 under Assumptions 1-3. O

str str

E Proof of lemmas

E.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. By definition,

f<fo>=i[i€£§;O{Jfé<2><n>}2+ > {’fé”(m}z].

o Jo2) i€Lo, Ai=0

It holds that

oy {ft')(z) (Y;)}z - f(;‘o)

0 ey, A;=0 Jo2)
N A~ 2
1 f(/12 2 K N{k10(1 f(/)2
~ | X {2} o [(29) ar)
0 serra=o Lo — 0 Jo2)
N 2
5 (o) P fo)
‘f'z - > (y)dFrp(y)
k=1 o 2 Jo)
K £ 2 ’ 2
P / <f0(2>) f0> }
+ — - — | 7 (y)dFio(y)
z; 2 { fo@) 0
Z:Bl+BQ+B3.
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For the first term By, since the splitting is independent of S A™ Y™ (a) = {Yi(a),...,Y,(a)},

for a = 0,1, we have

A 2

1 (/)(2) ? = " [K]o(1) f0(2)

— > (Y, S A gt plel] =3 / - dF; .
n ‘ 0{ ( ) ’ ) ) ) o f (3/) [k]0<y)

foe)

By the triangle inequality, we have

{/ (ﬁigy <y)dF[k]0<y)}l/2 - { / (%)2 (y)dF[k]O(y)}1/2 2
= / (;ﬁi; %)2(1/)6“”[1@10(1/)

£ 2
L foy o B
MiNg—1, . K Pk / <f0(2) fo (y)dFy(y) = op(1),

for all Kk = 1,..., K, and the last equality is due to Assumption 5(iii). Combined with

{J(f3/f0)*(y)dFio(y)}'/* = Op(1), we have

/(f0(2)> (y)dF[k}o(y)—/(fo) (y)dFgo(y) + op(1). (22)

Therefore, by the weak law of large numbers, we have {B; | S™, A U™ D&Y = op(1),
which implies By = op(1).

For the second term By, by (22) and I(fy) < 0o, we have

~

/ (Ji‘“”) (y)dFio(y) = Op(1).
fo)

Since nykoa)/no — Py /2 = op(1), then By = op(1).
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For the third term Bs, by Assumption 5(iii) and the fact that Fy(y) = Zszl P Fiigo(y)

=2 | { (;z;) - (ﬁ—)} ()dFo(y) = o (1), (23)

Combining them together, we have

we have

DY {;z@)(m} SRl )

0 ieLy,A:=0

Similarly,

Loy {%(Yi)}:@HP(”

n
0 ’iGLQ,AiZO

Therefore, I(fo) = I(fo) + op(1).

E.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. We will prove the result for the first claim (i € £1) only, as the proof for the second
claim is similar. By Lemma 1, we have I(fo) = I(fo) + op(1). Given that 0 < I(f,) < oo

it suffices to show that

I wa 5 AZuKJT) j wao Ah}/sz) - OP(1> (24>
\/_16111 " \/_16111

7



Note that

1(fo) - \szfw (Ai, Vi) = 1(fo) - wafo Ai, Y )

€Ly 1€Ly

I(fo) - IZ%) (Ai, Vi 7) = I(fo) - wafo (As, Vi 7)

€Ly 1€L
+ wao A’L)YLT) Z’l/}fo Aza}/:wT)
\/_ €Ly \/_ €Ly
Z:Bl + Bg.

It suffices for (24) to show that B; = op(1) and By = op(1).

For the first term B;, by definition, we have

)Y vy, (AnYar) = 3 %-("?(”)m—ﬂ— 3 ﬁ-(f“”)m,

iely i€Lq,A;=1 f0(2) i€Lq,A;=0 f0(2)

I(fo) D bnlAsYar) = Y %(;z )(Y-—r)— > 1;-(;2—@(&)-

€L i€l1,A;=1 i€L1,A;=0
Thus,
1(fo) D gy (A0 Yis 1) = 1(fo) D g (Aiy Yis )
€Ly €Ly
1 (foey oo 1 foy o
= Y L(mote)ygo > L (B e
i€L1,A;=1 f0(2) 0(2) i€L1,A;=0 f0(2) 0(2)
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Then, by Assumptions 1-2, we have

({ Z( (fo) - ¥py (A Yis7) = <fo>'wf0<Az-,m;T>)}|S<">,A<">,U<">,D<ﬁ2>)

Z€£1

1 1 [ fiw fé) 1 (fc/m) fé) }
——V S22 _Jo )y g - (22T,
n " <{ ieL?Ai:l 4 (f0(2) fo ( K iGE;Ai:O 1—m Jo) fo )

| S("),A("), U<"), D(ﬁz))

—w({Y Y- (fis@) ) f_) -

Moreover,

1 f(l)2 ! . . i 2
Var( Z 1—7r.< ()_f_z (YiHS(),A(),U()?D(ﬁ)

i€L1,S;=k,A;=0

N /
=3 1 E > Var{ (Ji()(?) _ f_0> ;) | S(n)’A(n)’U(n)’D(ﬁz)}
g 2

i€Ly,S;=k,A;=0

2 / 9
< 1 Z E{ <fA0(2) _ E) (Y;) | S(n),A(n),U(n),D(LQ)} (26)

_ 2
(1 7T) 1€L1,S;=k,A;=0

. 2
o) fory  Jo .
(1—7)2 / (]Eo(z) fo) (y) [k}o(y)

=op(n),
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where the last equality is due to nyjoa)/n = pp(1 — 7)/2 and

. ) ) ;
@ _ f_é 1 fé(Q) f_(/] -
/ <f0(2) 7 (y) dFjipo(y) < My % P / f0(2) 7, (y) dFy(y) = op(1). (27)

Similarly,

var( 3 l<h—jﬁ—) m—r)|s<">,A<n>,U<n>,D<ﬁz>)=oP<n>, (28)
0

T
i€L1,S;=k,A;=1 f0(2)

By substituting (26) and (28) into (25), we have

<{\/_ Z ( (fo) ¢f0(2) (A, Y1) — I (fo) - ¥y, (A“yz.;T)> } | S("),A(”),U(”),D(b))

€Ly

:Op(l).
(20)

Next, we show that the conditional bias also converges to zero in probability. Specifi-

cally, we will show that

E({ >, (f<fo) g (A Y1) = 1 (fo) -y, (Ai,Yz-;r)) } | S, AP, U<”>,D<ﬁ2>)

€Ly
K £
Nk(1) Nkjo(1) f0(2) f/ - .
; ( nwo n(l— w)) / <f0(2) — ff) (y) dFino(y) = op (%) (30)

Under Assumptions 1, 2, and 4, by Bugni et al. (2019, Lemma C.2), we have ny) /n—ppm =

Op(n—l/Q). Since (n[k]l—l)/Q < Tk]1(1) < n[k]l/Q, we have n[k}l(l)/(nﬂ) —p[k]/Q = Op(n—l/Z)_
Similarly, npom)/{n(l — 7)} — pg/2 = Op(n~?). Moreover, by (27) and the Cauchy—
Schwarz inequality, we have f(fé(Q)/fo(Q) — fo/ fo) (y) dFo(y) = op(1). Therefore, (30)

holds.
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Combining (29) and (30), we have

2
({ \/_ Z < fo @/Jf()@) (AZ,Y;,T) (fo) . ¢f0 (Ai,Y;;T)> } | S("),A(”),QU("),D(£2)>
1€Lq

= OP<]_).

Therefore, conditional on S™, A U™ D) B, converges to zero in probability, which
implies By = op(1) unconditionally.

For the second term By, in the proof of Theorem 2, we have shown that n=1/2 3" by (A;, Yis 7)
is asymptotically normal with zero mean and finite variance. Since the splitting is inde-
pendent of S, AM Y (a), we have n=/2 3. 4y (A;, Yi;7) = Op(1). By Lemma 1,

we have I(fy) = I(fo) + op(1). Therefore, By = op(1).

E.3 Proof of Lemma 3

Proof. Recall that Z; is defined as follows: Z; = —I(fy)~ (f03 J)/fog Y;), for i €
Li, A= 0,4 =12 and Z; = —=I1(f0) " (fys_;)/ fo-)) (Vi = 7), for i € L;, A; =

J = 1,2. Recall that Z ZS kA, aZ /nie is the stratum-specific sample mean of
Zi in stratum k& under treatment arm a and Za => . Ai—a ZAl /nq is the sample mean of ZZ

under treatment arm a, a = 0,1, k=1,..., K.
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(I) We show that é[k]o — Z[k}o = op(1). By definition, we have

Ziwgo — Ziyo

=M <fo>{ > Jow iy > f““(m)}

i€L1,S;=k,A;=0 fO 2) i€L2,S;=k,A;=0 fO(l)

w1 Y f(j()

1:S;=k,A;=0

oy 1 [ fio i ;
=TA) {I(fo) S By -1t Y f—(Yi)}

K)o i€L1,S=k,A;=0 fo) i€L1,S;=k,A;=0 Jo
o) 1 [ fowy o 1
= g L) D T (0 = () > F0p
[k]O 1€L2,5;=k,A;=0 fO(l) i€L2,S;=k,A;=0 0

Since no1)/ M ko 2 1/2 and npoc2)/n ko EiN 1/2, it suffices for é[k}o — Z[k]o =op(1) to

show that

@ (Y;) = I(fo)™ Z Jo (Y3) } = op(1),

ieLy,5=k,Ai=0 J0(2) i€Ly,Si=k,A;=0 fo

[ 0(1) {f(fo)

o<2>{ O Jio(l) Y) —I(f)" > f—é(Yi)} = op(1).

i€L2,8;=k,A;=0 fﬂ(l) i€La,8;=k,A;=0 fo
We will prove the first claim only, as the proof of the second claim is similar. We make

the following decomposition:

Ji‘“) m-iw Y B

i€Ly,S,=k,A;=0 fO i€Ly,8;,=k,A;=0

{107 Y Bayorgr ¥ )

1€L1,5;=k,A;=0 i€L1,S;=k,A;=0
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Next, we show that By = op(1) and By = op(1). By Lemma 1, I(fy) = I(fo) + op(1).

T -1 —
, fO = It e = t w that
Thus I( ) Op(l) It suffices for Bl Op(l) o sho ha

i (/)(2) B J 6(2)
J 0(2) f 0(2)

”[k}lomE{ (Y7) | 5("),A(”),U("),D(£2)} = op(1).
i€L1,S;=k,A;=0

It holds that

fo e
Jo) fo)

-1
ko) { >

i€L1,S;=k,A;=0
1/2

fioy _ fi
fro R\
/ ( ue @> (y) dFuo(y) p = op(1),

(Vi) | S®, A 7, D(zza)}

(y) dF[k]O(Z/)

IN

f0(2) fo
f0(2) fo

where the last equality is due to (27).

For By = op(1), it suffices to show that

n[_k:]lo(l) Z E (Yi) = Op(1).

i€L1,S;=k,A;=0 fo

-----

have

fo

fo o 1 S
i () ‘dF[k}o(y) S o " { / { i (y)} dFy(y)

al¥?

(Y2)

g

Then, we have

. f o
Moy D 7 (R[S0, 40,00 = By 2(Y) [ +o0p(1)
i€L1,8;=k,A;=0
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Thus,
o X Buy-s{fm e,

i€Ly,5;=k,A;=0

(IT) We show that é[k]l — Zp = op(1). Similar to the proof of (I), we have

TR DS fiow, e v oy 7}

i€L1,8=k,A;=1 fO i€L2,5;=k,A;=1 f0
_ fo
na 1) Y fo( 7) = op(1).
Si=k,A;=1

The difference arises from our lack of knowledge about 7, leading us to substitute 7 for 7
in the definition of é[k]l Considering this substitution, é[k]l — Zipn = op(1) is implied

by

fii it
Nk]1(1) 'n[k}ll(l){ Z 0(2 ( ) Z ﬂ(y; - 7-)} = op(1).

n
(k11 €Ly, Simk, Aj=1 fO iety Sk A= J0(2)

J; J;
Nk (2) ) n[;}ll(m{ Z AO(l) ()/z . 7~_) i Z AO(l) (Y; _ 7—)} = Op(l).

n[k]l i€Ly,S;=k,Ai=1 fo(l) 1€L1,5;=k,A;=1 fo(l)
We will prove the first claim only, as the proof of the second claim is similar. Note that
AL L /2. By the first-order Taylor expansion, the first claim is implied by

1 Joz)

=)
ML) e r) Simh, Ai=1 Joz)

)«K—T%+ﬁ—7»=oﬂm,

where 7 is between 7 and 7.
Recall that /n(7 — 7) = Op(1), thus 7 — 7 = Op(n~'/?) = Op(ny, 1(1)) and it suffices

to show that
— ¥ (@”)<Ewwf—ﬂ):0An,

MR er, 85—k Ai=1 No(2)
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where Y* =Y, — 7 ~ Fypy(y) for i € £;,S; = k, A; = 1. The above statement follows from
Assumption 5(iii).

(IIT) We show that éa—Za = op(1). By definition, éa = idi—a Zi/ng = Zle(n[k]a/na)é[k]a.
Then

Zo—2Z0a=" (ga/10)(Zitia — Zigia) = 0p(1),

tjw

k=1
where the last equality is due to n./n, TN pp and é[k]a — Z[k]a = op(1).

(IV) We show that n[k]o > Si—kA, 0(Z — Z?) = op(1), which is implied by

N I (I L et

1€L1,S;=k,A;=0 1€L1,S;=k,A;=0

{0 Y (;ﬁg)2<m—z<fo>-2 3 (§3)<->}:0P<l>_

i€L2,S;=k,A;=0 i€L2,S;=k,A;=0
We will prove the first equation (i € £1) only, as the proof for the second equation (i € L5)
is similar.

Similar to (I), we make the following decomposition:

ol 5 (o T (5m)

i€Ly,S;=k,A;=0 i€Ly,S;=k,A;=0

:”Uclloa){f(fo)Z )3 <Jf6(2))2m)_j(f0)2 2 <;—§)2(3€)}

i€L,8;=k,A;=0 f 0(2) i€L1,8,=k,A;=0

il > (Yo ¥ (B)m)

1€L1,8;=k,A;=0 i€L1,S;=k,A;=0

By (22), we have n[k]o( )[Zieﬁl7Si:k,Ai:0{(f6(2)/f0(2))2 — (fo/f0)?}(Y5)] = op(1). By

Lemma 1, I(fo) = I(fo) + op(1), which implies I(fy)~2 = Op(1). Therefore, By = op(1).
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It suffices for By = op(1) to show that

Moy D (%)Q(K):Op(l)'

1€L1,S;=k,A;=0

Note that

£(B) o= [ (£) warw < o [ (%) wanw <~

Then, we have

/!

. f, ’ n n n 2
oy D (-0 (Y;) | 8™, A U™ = B( 2] (Vi) + op(1).

1€L1,5;=k,A;=0 fO fO

Thus,

Moy D (%)2 (Yi) = E(%)Q (Y;) + op(1) = Op(1).

i€L1,S;=k,A;=0
V) We show that n; ! (22— Z%) = 0p(1). Similar to the proof of (IV), we
[k]1 Si=k,A;=1\“1 3

have

TR LTI SR € NS TUSEIS i €1) NI st

i€L1,Si=k,A;=1 f0(2) i€L1,8;=k,A;=1

n[‘kiom{f(fo)‘? > ("f{“))2<n—7>—f<fo>—2 3 (%)2<n—7>}:op<1>.

1€L32,5;=k,A;=1 fo(l) i€Lo,S;=k,A;=1
The difference arises from our lack of knowledge about 7, leading us to substitute 7 for 7

in the definition of Z [k]1. Considering this substitution, é[kn — Zyy1 = op(1) is implied by

~

o) )2@@. -1} =orl)

i€L1,8;=k,A;=1 (f0(2)

—1 fé(?) 2 ~
) > — ) (Yi—7) -

i€Ly,5=k,A;=1 f0(2)
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_ fon\? N £\ 2
nmll@){ ) <A()) Yi-7) - (A()> (Yi_T)}:OP(l)'
i€Ly,Si=k,A;=1 fO(l) i€L1,8;=k,A;=1 f0(1)

As before we prove the first equation (i € £;) only, as the proof for the second equation
(i € Ly) is similar.

By the first-order Taylor expansion, it suffices to show that

Py (F=7) D <®)m_7),<f6<z>)’m_7):0p(1)7 (31)

i€L1,8;=k,A;=1 f0(2) f0(2)

where T is between 7 and 7.

By Assumption 5(iii), we have

—1
k() Z

1€L1,S;=k,A;=1

(72)
f0(2)

Note that for any i € £; with S; =k and A; = 1,

f 6(2)

~

(Yi—T)Ssup{

yER

= Op 77,1/2 .
e <y>} (n'/?)

Combining with 7 — 7 = Op(n~1/2), we obtain (31).

E.4 Proof of Lemma 4

Proof. We adopt a similar approach to the proof of Lemma 2. As before, we will only prove
the result for 7 € £;.

By Lemma 1, we have I(fy) = I(fo) + op(1). Since 0 < I(fy) < oo, then it suffices to
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show that

5y PIRCACRE =3 3 oA, Yim) = op1). (32)
k: 1,5 wi

n
k=11i1€L1,S;=k k=11i€L1,S;=k
1 K K
7 k k
= ith) =X Vi (A ¥am) = T(fo) =3 Ui (A Yis7)
k=14eL,5;=k k=11i€L1,S;=k (33)
1 & 1 &
k 7 k
+ 1) = U (A Vi) = 1(fo) - —= > V8 (AL YisT)
k=1 1i€L1,S;=k k=1 1i€L1,S;=k
=D + By

It suffices for (32) to show that B; = op(1) and By = op(1).
In the proof of Theorem 5, we have shown that n= /235 S =k W k)(A Y;; ) con-

verges in distribution to a normal distribution with zero mean and finite variance. Since the

splitting is independent of S, A®™ Y™ (a), then n="/23 % D el Simk w](f;)(Ai, YiT) =
Op(1). By Lemma 1, we have I(fo) = I(f) + op(1). Therefore, By = op(1).

Next, we show that B; = op(1), which is implied by

K K
Var<{f(fo) - %Z S e (A~ I =Y ¢;§><Ai,m>}

k=1 i€L1,S;=k k=1 1i€L1,S;=k
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and

lun(IS L (S By
_nva <{Z Z (f()(g) fO (Y; )

TT.
k=1 icLy,Si—k,A=1 ' "UK]

K £
— Z Z L {0@) _ (m} | S(n)’A(”),U(n)’D(Cﬂ)
V=T \ foy o

k=1 1i€L1,S;=k,A;=0

N /
%\@«( oo ({o(z) _ E) Y —7) | S<n>,A<n)7U(n)7D<cQ>>
ety sichamt \Jo@ fo

N ,
+ %\@( > {0(2) _fo (V) | S(”),A("),U("),D(@)) .
(1= aiw) iety Sk a0 \Jo@ fo

We have shown in (26) and (28) that

N /
Var( > <f0<2> _ E) (Y;) | S(”),A(”),U(”),D(ﬁ‘ﬁ) = op(n),

i€L1,Si=k,A;=0 fo2) Jo

Vaf( > ({0(2) E @> (Y, = 7) | S, A, U, D<‘2>) — op(n).
i€Ly,S;=k,A;=1 f0(2) fO

Since 7, — 7, then equation (34) holds.
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To prove (35), we have

) .
Z (n[k]l ~ Nrjoqr) ) / @ _fo (y) dFro(y).
T k] (1 — o) Jo) fo

k=1

Note that n[k]l(l)/(nﬁn[k]) = (n[k]l(l)/n[k]l)(n[k]/n) = p[k]/Q + Op(n_l/Q), and similarly,
n[k]o /{n(l — 7Tn )} = p[k]/Q + Op(n_1/2). Thus, n[k:]l(l)/ﬂ'n[k;} — n[k]o(l)/(l — Wn[k]) =
Op(n'/?). We have shown by (27) and the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality that, [ fé(Q) / fo(g)

fo/ fo) (y) dFgo(y) = op(1). Therefore, equation (36) holds.
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