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Abstract

We consider the optimal experimental design problem of allocating subjects to treatment or con-
trol when subjects participate in multiple, separate controlled experiments within a short time-frame
and subject covariate information is available. Here, in addition to subject covariates, we consider the
dependence among the responses coming from the subject’s random effect across experiments. In this
setting, the goal of the allocation is to provide precise estimates of treatment effects for each experiment.
Deriving the precision matrix of the treatment effects and using D-optimality as our allocation criterion,
we demonstrate the advantage of collaboratively designing and analyzing multiple experiments over tra-
ditional independent design and analysis, and propose two randomized algorithms to provide solutions
to the D-optimality problem for collaborative design. The first algorithm decomposes the D-optimality
problem into a sequence of subproblems, where each subproblem is a quadratic binary program that
can be solved through a semi-definite relaxation based randomized algorithm with performance guar-
antees. The second algorithm involves solving a single semi-definite program, and randomly generating
allocations for each experiment from the solution of this program. We showcase the performance of
these algorithms through a simulation study, finding that our algorithms outperform covariate-agnostic

methods when there are a large number of covariates.
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1 Introduction

Controlled experiments are a form of experiment that allows one to analyze a proposed treatment by com-
paring responses between a treatment group and control group. For example, a pharmaceutical company
may design a new drug to decrease blood pressure. They would begin by gathering a group of subjects and
randomly allocating one part of the group to receive the new drug (treatment), whereas the other part of the
group does not receive the drug (control). Blood pressure would then be recorded and compared between
the two groups and analyzed using a statistical test to decide if further investigation needed. More broadly,
controlled experiments facilitate analysis and decision making in a wide range of areas such as healthcare
(Lyngbakken et all [2020), transportation (Skippon et all [2016), and business (Koning et al., 2022). Re-
search groups or organizations may run multiple, separate controlled experiments with subjects participating
in more than one experiment (Xu et al., 2015; [Ostrow et al., [2016). Having subjects participate in multiple
experiments may occur when the subject pool is limited and researchers decide against partitioning the
subject pool into separate experiments due to concerns about smaller sample sizes in each experiment or
when subjects are on a platform where potentially hundreds of different experiments are being ran within
a short time frame (Kohavi et al [2013). Due to each subject participating in multiple experiments, there
is dependence among the responses. In addition, there are often certain subject covariates (such as age,
height, income, etc.) which may influence the subject’s response. These two sources of information, across-
experiment response-dependence and subject covariates, should be taken into account when analyzing results
across multiple experiments. Consequently, this information should also be utilized in the experiment design
phase where subjects are allocated to treatment or control within each experiment in order to provide more
precise estimates of treatment effects for each experiment.

Optimal design of experiments (Pukelsheim| [2006]) offers a framework to design these separate exper-
iments so that there is more precision in estimated treatment effects when the experiments are analyzed
together. One commonly used criterion for constructing experimental designs is D-efficiency (Pukelsheim)
2006)), which is equivalent to the Kth root of the determinant of the estimated treatment effects’ precision
matrix, assuming there are K separate experiments. This quantity is inversely related to the volume of the
confidence region of the treatment effects. Thus, finding experimental designs with high D-efficiency leads
to a resulting confidence region with lower volume and consequently more precise treatment effect estimates.
This problem is known as the D-optimality problem. By taking into consideration the dependence between
subject responses across experiments, we may model the separate controlled experiments jointly and derive
the precision matrix of the estimated treatment effects. This precision matrix is a function of the allocations

for each of the K experiments which characterizes the relationship between allocation in each experiment,



across-experiment response-dependence, subject covariates, and estimated treatment effect precision. Solv-
ing the D-optimality problem will then determine the manner in which we allocate subjects to treatment or
control for each of the experiments so as to strike a balance between covariate balancing (Li et al., [2018)
within experiments and orthogonality of allocations across experiments to achieve maximal precision.
Other works consider the problem of designing controlled experiments in the presence of subject covariates
and dependence structures. |Bertsimas et al.| (2015) consider the problem of designing a single controlled
experiment in the presence of subject covariates and propose a parameteric mixed integer linear program to
balance covariates across treatment and control by minimizing discrepancy in the first and second moments
of the subject covariates in treatment and control. [Bhat et al.| (2020]) consider both offline and online
allocation of subjects to treatment or control for a single experiment in order to maximize precision of the
treatment effect, proposing the use of a well known semi-definite program (SDP) relaxation based randomized
algorithm for the offline problem and a dynamic programming approach for the online problem. [Zhang
et al| (2022) study optimal allocation of subjects to treatment and control for two-armed trials in the
presence of covariate information with the goal of providing personalized decisions in precision medicine.
Their problem is more challenging than the offline problem of Bhat et al.| (2020]) due to interaction between
treatment and subject covariates in their setting. They propose approximating their problem with a surrogate
problem and optimizing over the surrogate problem to allocate subjects to treatment or control. |Li et al.
(2023)) consider the generalized problem studied in |Zhang et al.| (2022)) where there are multiple treatments
composed of binary factors interacting with subject covariates. They utilize a mixed binary SDP to solve the
E-optimality problem (Boyd and Vandenberghe, |2004) in order to allocate subjects to different treatments.
Zhang and Kang| (2022)) consider the problem of optimal allocation in network A /B testing, where there is
a dependence among subject responses coming from an underlying social network. Due to the presence of
an unknown network parameter in their optimization criterion, they propose a locally optimal design that
achieves covariate balance and network connection balance in the allocation of subjects to treatment and
control. Rerandomization (Morgan and Rubin, 2012) and matching/weighting methods (Imai and Ratkovic,
2014) are other commonly used techniques to achieve covariate balance in controlled experiments. Lastly,
although they did not consider the design problem, the work which is most similar to our setting is |Zhang
et al.|[(2024), which investigated the case when there are two experiments having subjects involved in both
experiments, but without subject covariates. They proposed a collaborative analysis framework to efficiently
analyze the treatment effects in such paired experiments, and showed that their framework provides more
precise estimates of treatment effects than analyzing the experiments separately. They stated that the
problem of collaborative experimental design of multiple experiments in the presence of subject covariates

is a problem of interest. Our work here is the first to address this problem.



Our contributions to experimental design in the presence of subject covariates are as follows: First, we
consider the problem of designing multiple experiments simultaneously, taking into consideration not only
subject covariates but also the dependence between observations due to subjects having multiple responses
across experiments. This problem is in the same spirit as problems such as design for network A/B testing
(Zhang and Kang} [2022)) and design of experiments under spatial correlation (Martin, [1986)), where there
is a dependence structure among responses that should be accounted for in the experiment design process.
Second, we show that if multiple, separate experiments are to be conducted on the same subject pool, then
in the best case scenario more precise estimates of treatment effects in each experiment can be attained by
collaboratively designing the experiments compared to if we designed and analyzed the experiments as though
they were independent. We also demonstrate the importance of both covariate balancing and orthogonality in
the design problem, as designs which do not have the latter property will be less D-efficient. Furthermore, in
the setting where orthogonality is completely ignored, we show that the variances of treatment effects under
collaborative analysis is equal to the variances of treatment effects if one were to analyze the experiments
independently. Thus we emphasize the need for collaborative design if one decides to collaboratively analyze
experiments. Third, we propose two algorithms for solving the D-optimality problem in our setting. The
first is a greedy algorithm where each subproblem in the greedy algorithm can be solved through a well
known SDP relaxation based randomized algorithm (Ben-Tal and Nemirovski, |2001)) with guarantees on the
quality of the solution. Solving each subproblem using the SDP relaxation based randomized algorithm, we
are able to randomly allocate subjects to treatment or control in a manner that is guided by our design
objective of D-efficiency. The second algorithm involves solving a single SDP which is the same SDP as the
first subproblem in our greedy algorithm, and randomly generating allocations for all experiments using the
solution to this one SDP. This second algorithm is computationally more efficient than the first algorithm,
and its use is justified by the insight that the gap in precision attained by designing separately and designing
collaboratively tends to zero as the number of experiments increases.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In Section [2] we introduce a mixed-effects model
(Dobson and Barnett), 2018, which contains treatment/control-specific fixed effects, subject covariates, and
subject-specific random effects, to facilitate joint modeling of the separate experiments. We derive the
precision matrix of the treatment effects under this mixed-effects model, and analyze the effects of designing
and analyzing the experiments independently or collaboratively on the precision. Section [3| introduces two
randomized algorithms for constructing D-efficient experimental designs in the collaborative design and
analysis framework. In Section |4} we demonstrate the performance of our algorithms in constructing D-
efficient designs and reducing the variance of individual treatment effect estimates in a simulation study

where we vary the number of experiments, the level of noise in the subject-specific random effects, and the



number of covariates. Lastly, Section [5| provides concluding remarks and future directions.

2 Collaborative Design of Multiple Controlled Experiments

2.1 Precision Matrix and Optimality Criteria

Mixed-effects modeling (Dobson and Barnett| 2018)) is a form of statistical modeling that, among many
other use cases, allows one to model dependence between responses by incorporating random effects in
addition to fixed effects into the statistical model. In our setting, we model dependence between responses
in different experiments coming from the same subject by using a subject-specific random effect. In addition
to modeling dependence, this random effect also captures any subject-specific effect on the response that
was not accounted for by the subject covariate effects. We further assume that there are no interactions
between treatment and subject covariates within experiments, and no interactions between treatments across
experiments. In addition, responses have the same unit of measurement across experiments. Lastly, we
assume that all subjects participate in each experiment.

Under these assumptions, we model the experiments jointly using the mixed-effects model

Yij = ﬁj.ﬁCij —|—Z;r’}/j + u; + €4, 1=1,.,N, j= 1,..., K. (1)

Here, N is the number of subjects and K is the number of experiments. y;; is the response of subject
i in experiment j, z;; € {—1,1} is the treatment/control assignment of subject i in experiment j, and z;
is a p dimensional vector of covariates associated with subject i where the first component is equal to 1 for
all subjects. The first component of z; acts as the intercept term in this linear mixed-effect model. 5; and
7; are unknown parameters determining the effects of treatment/control and each of the covariates on the
response in experiment j, respectively. For clarity, v; is a vector of parameters. Lastly, u; ~ N(0, 72) and
€5 ~ N (07032-) are the random effect specific to subject 7 and the experimental error corresponding to the
response of subject 4 in experiment j, both following normal distributions with mean 0 and variance 72 and
032-, respectively. All random effects and experimental errors are assumed to be independent.

This mixed-effects model facilitates modeling the dependence between a subjects responses across exper-

iments as we can see that under the model assumption in we have

Cov(yij, yijr) = Cov(u; + €5, u; + €;5) = Var(u;) = 72,



which holds for any subject ¢ and two experiments 7 and j'. That is, the correlation between the responses
of a subject across experiments is non-zero, and thus there is dependence between the responses.

As is often the case in experimental design in the presence of subject covariates, we are more interested in
learning about the effects of the treatment on the response rather than the effects of the subject covariates on
the response (Zhang and Kang} [2022)), and thus we should design our experiment in such a manner that the
precision of the treatment effect estimates is maximized. The problem of designing an experiment to maximize
the precision of a subset of model parameter estimates is known as Ds-optimality (Lim and Studden), [1988).
In our setting, the subset of parameters we are interested in designing for is 87 = [31, B2, ..., Bx]. Solving
the Ds-optimality problem will then involve deriving the precision matrix of the estimated treatment effects
BT = [Bl, Bg, e B k). Given that the covariance between any two responses can be calculated in assuming
72 and O'JZ» are known for every j = 1, ..., K, it follows that the precision matrix of all parameter estimates in
(including B and 4 = [4], 44 , ..., ¥%]) can be easily found, assuming that we are using the generalized
least squares estimates (Christensen) 2002). The GLS estimates of the treatment effects and covariate effects

are given by

=(xX'v1xX)'xTvly, (2)
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where ,3 and 4 are the estimates of the treatment and covariate effects across experiments, and
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is the design matrix, where x; is an IV x 1 vector of allocations x;; for subjects i = 1, ..., IV in experiment j,

and Z is an N x p matrix with the ith row being z; . In addition, we have that
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is the covariance matrix of the responses

Y = [yl,lv o UN1,YL,25 s YN2y oy YL Ky oeey yN,K]T'

The matrix (XTV~'X) in (2) is the precision matrix of [37,4T]. Block matrix inversion (Ogata, 2010)
can then be directly applied to (X TV ~1X) to find the covariance matrix of the treatment effect estimates,
,é, from which the precision matrix can be derived through inversion. The form of the precision matrix of ,3

is given below in Proposition [1} with proof in the Appendix.

Proposition 1. Let x; be the N x 1 vector containing allocations x;; € {—1,1} for all subjectsi =1,...,N in
experiment j with j = 1,..., K. In addition, let Z be an full-rank N X p matriz where the ith row is given by
zz—»'—, the transposed vector of covariates of subject i (with the first component being equal to 1 for all subjects).
Furthermore, let Pyo = I — Z(ZTZ)"'Z" be the projection matriz onto the orthgonal complement of the
column space of Z. Lastly, let 72 be the variance of the subject-specific random effect u; in and let 012»
be the variance of the experimental errors €;; in experiment j. Then, the precision of the treatment effect

estimates 3 = {/3’] :j=1,..., K}, denoted by P(B), is given by

lelTPZLxl R172XIPZLX2 RLKXlTPZLXK
T T T
. 1 | R21%q Pyixg Qoxy Pyixo v Rogxg Prixp
P(B) = - ;
c
T T T
_RK,IXKPZJ—XI RK,2XKPZJ-X2 QKXKPZJ—XK ]
_ 2K -2 =20, 2 _—2 2 -2 _—2
where c=1+7123%7,_ 0,7, Qj=0; (c—7%0;7), and R;; = —1%0; "0,

Note that although B is a function of both the allocations for each experiment and the responses in each
experiment, P(B) is a function of only the allocations for each experiment.
Given our precision matrix defined in Proposition[I} we may define the problem we must solve for selecting

the allocations for each experiment. Assuming D-efficiency as our selection criterion, the problem we solve

is given by

max det(P(3) . 3)

X1,..,xg €{—1,1}N

where det(-) denotes the determinant of a matrix.
As can be seen from the form of the precision matrix in Proposition [l allocations which provide covariate

balancing within experiments and orthogonality across experiments will have higher D-efficiency, as covariate



balancing will result in having high values for %ij;»'—PZij for each j, and having orthogonality across

experiments (along with covariate balancing) will result in having low values for %Rj’j/x;'—PZij/ for all

J#7

2.2 Precision under Collaborative and Independent Design and Analysis

Zhang et al.| (2024) proposed the collaborative analysis framework to analyze data coming from multiple
experiments conducted on a common pool of subjects. They showed that collaborative analysis is able
to offer more precise estimates of treatment effects than analyzing the experiments separately. Due to
the lack of covariates in their setting, the ideal allocations or experimental designs are those which are
balanced and mutually orthogonal. In our setting where covariates are present, simple balancing is not
ideal as under simple balancing some crucial covariates may be unbalanced and become confounded with
the treatment. Ideal allocations are those which balance covariates within experiments and are orthogonal
across experiments. By collaboratively designing the experiments, we may find allocations which achieve
both covariate balancing and orthogonality, which will lead to more precise treatment effect estimates. In
contrast, when analyzing experiments independently, we only need to achieve covariate balancing within
each experiment, without regard to orthogonality across experiments. Thus, here we seek to demonstrate
the difference in precision between designing and analyzing collaboratively and independently, and we show

that collaborative design and analyse allows us to gain higher precision on treatment effect estimates.

2.2.1 Collaborative Design and Analysis

We will analyze the precision of treatment effect estimates under collaborative design and analysis. As is
well known in the case of independent analysis, when covariates are present it is best to assign subjects to
treatment or control in a way which balances covariates so that the treatment effect is not confounded with
any of the covariates, and covariate balanced designs typically lead to more precise treatment effect estimates.
The design property of covariate balancing is also important in the collaborative design and analysis setting.
Thus, in our analysis of the precision of treatment effect estimates under collaborative design and analysis,
we will restrict the designs we investigate to those which are covariate balancing within each experiment.

That is, the allocations x; for each experiment j satisfy
T

Under the assumption of covariate balancing, the other design property we must consider is orthogonality

between experiments. We will consider both the best case and worst case scenario for covariate balanced



designs, where best and worst are measured in terms of D-efficiency. The best case scenario corresponds to
those designs which achieve orthogonality between every pair of experiments. That is, the best case scenario
satisfies

xlxy =0V #5557 €{1,..,K},

in addition to covariate balancing within each experiment. The worst case scenario corresponds to the case
where the same covariate balancing allocation is used across experiments. That is, where 1 = x5 = ... =

xx = x. A proof that this is the worst case scenario among covariate balancing designs is given in Appendix

For convenience, we assume that 07 = 05 = ... = 0% = 02 and that 72 = bo? for some b > 0. Under our
; Qi _ 1 14b(K-1) Rjyr 1 b T _ -
assumptions, we have that = = =75, =%~ = — S 15r, and @ Pzix; = N for j,j' € {1,...,K}

with j # j’. In the worst case scenario where we use the same allocation across experiments, we have that

14 b(K — 1) b )
N b 140K —1) .. b
P(B7) = o2(1 + bK) )
L b o 1Hb(K —1)]

Here, Bs denotes the treatment effect estimates under the worst design scenario. By writing as P(Bs ) =

NIk — bb" where b = vblg is a K x 1 vector whose entries are all v/b and applying the matrix

0-2

__N
oZ(1+0K)

determinant lemma, we can show that

det(P(a) /< = 2 (1) 6

Furthermore, in this scenario we can show that

which implies that the variance of individual treatment effects Bj are given by

o2

Var(j35) = N A+b)vie{l,.. K} (6)

In Section we will see that this is the same variance achieved under the optimal design for independent



analysis.
In the best case scenario where, in addition to covariate balancing we also have orthogonality, it follows

that w;—PZL x; =0 for j,j' € {1,..., K} with j # j'. Thus, in this setting the precision matrix becomes

14 b(K 1) 0 0
e N 0 1+b6(K—-1) .. 0 N1 +b(K —1))
P(B°) = 02(1 + bK) B o2(1 + bK) Ix. (7)
I 0 0 v 14b(E 1)

Here, ,é'c denotes the treatment effect estimates in the best design scenario. In this setting, we can easily see
that

N 1+b(K —1)

2c\\1/K __
det(P(BN" = 51k

(8)

Fixing the number of experiments, K, we note that for large values of b, approaches U—I\Q% In contrast,
we have that approaches 0 for large values of b. In addition, we have that the variance of individual

treatment effects BJC is given by

- o2 1+ 0K 2 b
Var(85) = —(

- )) vje{1,.., K} 9)

m)zaﬁ(”m

Clearly, we have that Var(Bj) < Var(Bj) for b > 0 and K > 1, and the variance of the individual treatment
effects under the best case scenario decreases as the number of experiments increases. In contrast, the
variance of the individual treatment effects under the worst case scenario remains constant with the number
of experiments. This suggests that when designing experiments for collaborative analysis we must focus on
finding designs which not only achieve covariate balancing within experiments, but also achieve orthogonality

across experiments.

2.2.2 Independent Design and Analysis

To highlight the benefits of collaboratively analyzing experiments when subjects participate in multiple
experiments, we will discuss the case of independent analysis. By independent analysis, we refer to the
experimenter treating the K experiments as though they are completely separate, not taking into account

that subjects are participating in more than one experiment. Similar to the previous section, we assume

10



0? =03 =...=0% =02 and 72 = bo?. In this setting, the model becomes

yi; = Bixij + 2] v; + &ij, (10)

where €; ~ N(0, (1 + b)o?). The difference between and lies in the error component. In , we
model experimental error and subject-specific error separately and we are able to do so because we model
the K experiments jointly. In contrast, in we fail to take into account that subjects are participating in
multiple experiments, and thus are not able to separate experimental error and subject-specific error, which
inflates the variance of the experimental error term in .

Under independent analysis, the optimal experimental design is that which balances covariates within
each experiment. Thus, in the best case scenario the precision of a single treatment effect estimate /S’j is

- N
P(B;) = m

To fairly compare the precision of independent analysis and collaborative analysis, we may form a preci-
sion matrix of the treatment effect estimates under independent analysis. Due to the assumption that we are
analyzing the experiments separately, the treatment effect estimates will naturally be uncorrelated. Then,

N

the precision matrix is simply =~= Ik, and thus the D-efficiency in this case is

N
(14+b)o2 (1+b)o2 "

Figure |1 shows the normalized D-efficiences (by normalized, we mean ignoring the term %) achieved by
the ideal design for independent analysis, the worst covariate balancing design for collaborative analysis, and
the best covariate balancing design for collaborative analysis. The left column fixes the values of K at 2, 5,
and 10 and shows the D-efficiency as a function of b, while the right column fixes the values of b at 0.5, 1,
and 2 and shows D-efficiency as a function of K. We see that collaborative design and analysis uniformly
provides the highest D-efficiency in each scenario, suggesting that not only should we analyze experiments
collaboratively when subjects participate in multiple experiments, but we should also design the experiments
collaboratively.

In addition, Figure [2] shows the log-transformed normalized variance of individual treatment effect esti-
mate Bj for the best case of collaborative design and analysis and the best case of independent design and
analysis. We don’t include the worst case for covariate balanced designs in collaborative analysis as the
variance achieved there is the same as the variance achieved in the best case for independent design. Once

o2

again, normalized here refers to ignoring the term %-. From this we can see that using D-efficiency as the

design criterion also leads to a reduction in variance of the individual treatment effects.
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D-efficiency as a Function of b; K = 2

D-efficiency as a Function of K; b = 0.5
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Figure 1: Normalized D-efficiencies as functions of K (number of experiments) and b (recall that we assume
72 = bo?) achieved under ideal designs for the cases of independent design and analysis, and the best and
worst cases of covariate balanced designs for collaborative design and analysis
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Figure 2: Log-transformed normalized variances as functions of K (number of experiments) and b (recall
that we assume 72 = bo?) achieved under ideal designs for the cases of independent design and analysis and
collaborative design and analysis.
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3 Randomized Algorithms for Constructing Efficient Designs

3.1 Randomized Greedy Algorithm

Here we propose a randomized greedy algorithm for constructing designs for multiple controlled experiments.
The main idea is straightforward: we decompose into a sequence of K subproblems, where K is the num-
ber of experiments. In each subproblem j, we provide an allocation for experiment j by solving a binary
quadratic program which is derived from the formula for calculating the determinant of a block matrix
(Abadir and Magnus, [2005) and incorporates information from the j — 1 previous allocations. Randomized
allocation of subjects to treatment/control in experiment j is facilitated through the use of an SDP relax-
ation based randomized algorithm (Ben-Tal and Nemirovskil 2001)) to solve the binary quadratic program
mentioned above, with the expected value of the solution coming from this randomized algorithm having
a performance guarantee of being at least 2/7 the value of the true optimal allocation. While the binary
quadratic program for allocation in experiment j can be solved to optimality through deterministic integer
programming techniques available in commercial optimization solvers such as Gurobi (Gurobi Optimization,
LLC, 2023), this approach leads to non-random allocation of subjects to treatment and control. Using the
SDP relaxation based randomized algorithm thus strikes a balance between providing randomized allocation,
which is a necessary component of experimental design and analysis (Ehrenfeld and Zacks| (1961} |Youden,
1972), and attaining precise treatment effect estimates.

We will now discuss the technical details of our randomized greedy algorithm in more detail. Let P (,8)%] i

7—1

denote the submatrix of P(3) formed from the first j — 1 rows and first j — 1 columuns of P(3). That is,

T T T
lel PzLxl R172X1 PZLXQ Rl,j_lxl PZlXj—l
T T T
A Tei 1 R271X2 PzLxl Q2X2 PZLXQ RQ,]‘_1X2 PZij_l
P(B)-1 =~ (11)
Lj-17 : : . :
T T T
_Rj—LIXj—lPZin Rj_LQXj_lPZLXQ Qj_lxj_lszxj_l_

Next, let P(,é)]l':jf1 denote a vector formed by the first 7 — 1 rows and the jth column of P(B) That is,

a s 1
P(/B)Jl:j—l = E [Rl’jxirszXj,RQ’jX;rszXj7...7Rj,1,jX;71P2LXj]T. (12)
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Lastly, let P(,é); simply be the entry in the jth row and jth column of P(3). That is,
1 .
P(,@)] = E Qij PzLXj. (13)

Then, assuming that P(B)Hj is invertible, and using the forms for P(,@)Hj, P(B){;];p and P(ﬁ);
in (TI)), (12), and (T3)), it follows from the formula for calculating the determinant of a block matrix that

det(P(8)1]) = det(PB)21) (PB)] - (P@),_0) " (PO PB),1) (14)

Now, given allocations to the first j — 1 experiments, denoted by x7,x3, s X5, 1t follows that the

quantity det (P(B)Hj) is constant and (P(B)g - (P(Ié){:j_l)'l'(P(ﬁ)}i?j)—lp(ﬁ){:jA) can be written

as a quadratic form in terms of x;. This quadratic form is given by
1 w7 Av1lij—1\—1
Qj(xj) - x;(ngPZL - Bl:j—l(P (IB)H—}) BIj—l)Xja (15)

where Byj_1 = L [R1;Pyix} Ry jPsux} .Rj_1;Pzux; ] is an N x (j — 1) matrix and P*(3)}_]
is equivalent to P(,@)};j but evaluated at previously selected allocations xj,x3,...,x;_;. It then follows
that the problem of picking the allocation x; which leads to the largest marginal improvement in
given Xj,Xj,...,X;_q I8 equivalent to picking x; which maximizes ¢;(x;) in . Finding an allocation
for experiment j which maximizes involves striking a balance between covariate balancing in the jth
experiment, which corresponds to the term x;'— (%Q Pz ) x;, and a form of orthogonality of experiment j with
pre-allocated experiments 1,..,j — 1 which corresponds to the term —x (Bl;j_l (P* (,@)}gj)_lBIj_l)xj.
The allocation for the first experiment, X1, is selected by maximizing ¢; (x1) = %leIPZL X1.

Next, we briefly introduce the SPD relaxation based randomization algorithm for providing a randomized
solution to with quality guarantee. This algorithm was originally proposed by |Goemans and Williamson
(1995) to solve the MAXCUT problem (Commander, 2009), and later generalized to provide solutions to
the maximization of general binary quadratic programs (Ben-Tal and Nemirovski, [2001)), with the expected
value of the solution having a performance guarantee of being 2/7 of the value of the optimal solution. Bhat
et al.| (2020) proposed the use of this randomized algorithm in their offline setting for designing a single
experiment, citing its ability to provide a solution in polynomial time as one of its key advantages over
directly solving their original problem, which is NP-hard. We reiterate that the reason for our use of this
algorithm is in its ability to provide efficient allocations while ensuring an element of randomness in the

allocation, which is required for valid statistical inference.

In our setting, the SDP relaxation based randomized algorithm for finding an allocation for experiment

15



j works as follows: we first rewrite the objective in and formulate the optimization problem as

1 w7 Anlj—1\—1
max Tr((cijzL—Bltjl(P (,6)%;_%) BIj_1>XjX;r>, (16)

x;e{-1,1}N

where Tr(-) denotes the trace of a matrix. The equivalence of the objectives in and follows from

the cyclic property of the trace function. It is further clear that the matrix x;x|

; 18 positive semi-definite,

with diagonal elements being all equal to 1. Lastly, that the matrix 1Q;Pz. — By.j_1(P* (,@)i;;j)_lBijl
is positive semi-definite is a consequence of Sylvester’s criterion for positive semi-definite matrices (Pruss-
ing, |1986)), which states that all possible principal minors of a positive semi-definite matrix are positive
semi-definite. In detail, P(B) is positive semi-definite since it is a precision matrix. Thus, by Sylvester’s
criterion P(B)}; and P(,@)Hj are positive semi-definite. Then, the relation in forces the quantity

P(ﬁ)g - (P(B)lejil)‘l' (P([;)Hj) _1P(ﬂ§){:j,1 to be non-negative (det (P(,é)};j) is positive by assumption
of invertibility and positive semi-definiteness of P(,@)Hj), and hence £Q; P71 —By.j_1 (P~ (B)Hj) —1BIJ-_1
is positive semi-definite. We mention that this matrix is positive semi-definite because the performance
guarantee of the solution coming from the SDP relaxation based randomized algorithm requires the constant

matrix to be positive semi-definite (Bhat et al.l 2020).

Following this, a natural SDP relaxation of is given by

1 w7 Avlij—1\—1
max Tr((cQjPzL — Bij—1(P*(B)121) BlT:jl)Wj> (17)
s.t.
(W)ii=1,i=1,..,N

W; = Onxn-

The constraint (W;);; = 1 enforces the diagonals of W} to be 1 and W} = Onxn enforces W; to be positive
semi-definite. This SDP can be solved conveniently in commercial optimization solvers such as MOSEK
(ApS} [2024).

A random allocation for experiment j which approximately solves is constructed as follows: we
solve to optimality and retrieve a solution W}. We then find a matrix (W]f")l/ 2 which satisfies Wi =
((ij")l/ 2)T(T/V;‘)l/ 2. This may be achieved through eigenvalue decomposition or Cholesky factorization of
a diagonally perturbed version of Wi (Tretethen and Bau, 2022). We then randomly generate a vector v;
from the uniform distribution on the unit N-sphere, which may be achieved by randomly generating a vector

v} from N(Oyx1,In) and normalizing it by the Lz norm of v} (Muller, 1959). Allocation of subject i to
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treatment or control in experiment j is then achieved by using the following procedure for i = 1,..., N:

1 if {U]—'r((W;)l/2)7i:N >0

Tij = : (18)
—1 if ol (W)V?)in <0

where ((Wf)l/ 2)i v is the ith column of (Wj*)l/ 2. Here, the v; are generated independently of one another.

In this work, we consider treatment to be equal to 1 and control to be equal to -1.

3.2 Large-Scale Design based on Randomized Algorithm

The randomized greedy algorithm that we proposed in Section requires solving an SDP of the form
given in for each experiment j. If the number of experiments and number of subjects are both large,
such as common with some e-commerce organizations which run hundreds of controlled experiments daily
(Larsen et al.l |2024), then the optimal allocations provided by the randomized greedy algorithm may require
a prohibitive time to compute. We address this problem with the algorithm proposed in this section, which
we call the Single Design based Randomized algorithm (SDR). SDR involves solving only a single SDP
with N? decision variables, and then employs a certain randomization scheme to provide allocations to each
experiment. The SDP addresses covariate balancing within experiments, while the randomization scheme
addresses orthogonality across experiments. This is in contrast to the randomized greedy algorithm of Section
which addresses both covariate balancing within experiments and orthogonality across experiments in
the sequence of SDPs.

SDR is motivated by the fact that, when considered separately, the optimal allocation for each individual
experiment is the same due to the fact that the precision of each individual experiment is represented by
the same quadratic form, disregarding constant multiplicative factors. For clarity and to see the underlying
reasoning, the precisions of experiments j and j’ are given by %QjX;PZL x; and %Qj/x; P1x;, respectively,
and the maximization of these two quadratic forms are equivalent as optimization problems. Thus, solving

the problem

.
P 19
el X P 19)

will provide an allocation x that can be used in each experiment which provides covariate balancing within
experiments. However, using the same allocation x in each experiment will result in a loss of orthogonality
across experiments, and thus result in lower D-efficiency. We address this issue by solving an SDP relaxation

of , and then using a randomly generated set of K orthogonal vectors from the unit N-sphere to provide
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allocation for each experiment. We generate these K orthogonal vectors by first generating a single vector
uniformly from the N-sphere, using QR factorization (Trefethen and Baul 2022) on this uniformly generated
vector to generate a set (of cardinality N) of mutually orthogonal vectors of unit length, and then uniformly

select K vectors from among these N vectors.

4 Simulation Study

In this section we investigate the D-efficiency of our proposed design methods as well as the variances of
the estimators associated with the first and last experiments across different scenarios in a simulation study,
where D-efficiency is defined as the objective of in Section and the variances of the first and last
experiments are found by inverting the precision matrix and recording the entry in the first row and first
column, and the last row and last column, respectively. Our investigation of the variances of the first and
last experiments serve two purposes: (1) To demonstrate that our methods not only improve D-efficiency,
which is a global measure of efficiency taking into consideration the entire collection of experiments, but
that our methods also improve the individual variances of the experiments, which are local measures of
efficiency and (2) to investigate whether there is an order effect on the resulting variances when using our
greedy methods, as our greedy methods consider only one experiment at a time. The scenarios we investigate
will be comprised of combinations of various factors, including: the number of controlled experiments being

conducted, amount of noise in the subject-specific error term, and number of covariates.

4.1 Simulation Setup

Here we describe in detail the setup of our simulation, and begin by describing the factors. First, the two
settings for the number of controlled experiments being conducted that we consider will be 4 and 8. Next,
we will have a low and high setting for the amount of noise in the subject-specific error term. For the low
setting we will have 7 = 0.25 and for the high setting we will have 7 = 2. Across all simulation scenarios, we
assume that the variances of the experimental errors are all equal to 1, that is 01y = 09 = ... = o = 1 for
K =4 and K = 8 across all simulation scenarios. Lastly, we will fix the number of subjects to be 96, and
the number of covariates will either be 10 or 70. Although having 70 covariates may be unrealistic in some
applications, we investigate this extreme setting due to observations in |[Bhat et al. (2020) and |Bertsimas
et al.| (2015) that optimal allocation methods perform better than fully random allocation methods when
the number of covariates is close to the number of subjects.

Next, we introduce the design construction methods that we will compare. We compare five methods in

our simulation study. They are listed below:
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1. (RAND): Fully random allocation .

2. (PB): Plackett-Burman design.

3. (SDR): Single design based randomized algorithm with orthogonal vectors (see Section [3.2).
4. (GREED-SDP): Greedy algorithm with each subproblem solved via SDP (see Section .

5. (GREED-BP): Greedy algorithm with each subproblem solved via deterministic binary programming
(see Section [3.1)).

We will clarify the methods RAND and PB since they have not been introduced yet. RAND independently
assigns each subject to treatment or control in each experiment with probability 1/2. On average, RAND will
provide balanced allocations for each experiment. It can also be mathematically checked that the allocations
across experiments will be orthogonal, on average. In contrast, PB forces balance within experiments and
orthogonality across experiments. This is a property of Plackett-Burman designs (Plackett and Burman),
1946)), which are fractional factorial designs that are used when interactions between factors are considered
negligible. We create a Plackett-Burmann design for each of the two settings for the number of experiments.
For the case of four controlled experiments, we create a Plackett-Burman design which has four columns.
The generated Plackett-Burman design has eight rows, and thus we stack this design on itself 12 times to
accommodate the 96 subjects. Similarly, for the case of eight controlled experiments, we create a Plackett-
Burman design which has eight columns. The generated Plackett-Burman design has 12 rows, and thus we
stack this design on itself eight times to accommodate 96 subjects. Subjects are then randomly allocated
to the rows of the stacked design so that each row is given one subject. Within-experiment balance and
across-experiment orthogonality are preserved by this stacking process. Each column of the stacked Plackett-
Burman designs corresponds to the allocation vector for the 96 subjects of one of the controlled experiments
and each row corresponds to a specific allocation for each of the (4 or 8) controlled experiments. In other
words, column j represents the within-experiment allocation of subjects to treatment or control in experiment
j and row i represents the across-experiment allocation of subject i to treatment or control within each
experiment j =1, ..., K.

Having explained the factorial structure and methods we will compare, we now discuss the replication
structure of the simulation study. Given a specification of the number of covariates p = 10 or p = 70, we
randomly generate five 96 x p covariate matrices Z, Zs, ..., Z5 where the first column is all 1s and each
row (apart from the fixed entry in the first column) is independently generated from a p — 1 dimensional
multivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and covariance matrix equal to the identity matrix. These

covariate matrices will be used across all scenarios having p = 10 or p = 70 covariates. We generate

19



these different covariate matrices to see if the performance of the various methods is stable across different
specifications of the covariate values. Next, we specify the number of controlled experiments and level of noise
in the subject-specific error. Then, for each pre-generated covariate matrix Z,, we replicate the methods
RAND, PB, SDR, and GREED-SDP each 100 times to construct designs since each of these methods have
a random component. We run the method GREED-BP only once since it is deterministic. Solution times
for methods using SDPs or binary programming will be capped at 50 seconds. For each method and each
replication we will record the D-efficiency of the generated design, where D-efficiency is measured using the
objective function in . We also record the variances of the first and last experiments, which is achieved
by inverting the precision matrix and recording the entry in the first row, first column and last row, last
column, respectively.

Lastly, we also need to quantify the various methods’ performances in terms of D-efficiency on an absolute
scale, as we do not know the proximity of the methods’ solutions to the optimal solution of . However,
since we do not know the optimal solution, we instead propose measuring the gap between the D-efficiency
of the methods’ solutions and an upper-bound on the value of the optimal solution. Given a specification
of the number of experiments and values of 7 and o1, 09, ...,0k, this upper bound, which is based on the
hadamard inequality for positive semi-definite matrices (Rézanski et al.,[2017)) will be covariate-independent.
In detail, the Hadamard inequality for positive semi-definite matrices states that for a positive semi-definite

K x K matrix H with diagonal entries h;;,
K
det(H) < ] b,
i=1

and equality is achieved if and only if the matrix H is diagonal. Thus, a natural upper-bound for is
(( 1/c)K HZK:1 Qix; Py xi) YK 1f this upper-bound is achieved, that means that we have perfect orthogonal-
ity of the experiments under P;.. However, this upper-bound still depends on Z. Further extending this
upper-bound to remove dependency on Z, we may assume that x;Z(Z ' Z)"'ZTx; = 0 for each i, which
is achieved when covariates are perfectly balanced in each experiment. This results in an upper-bound of
((n /o)X Hfil Qi) VK This upper-bound represents an ideal value of the optimal solution if perfect orthog-
onality and perfect covariate balancing can be achieved (see Section for discussion on characteristics
of the ideal design for collaborative analysis). Since in our experiments we assumed that oy = ... = o = 1,
this means that the upper bound for the D-efficiencies is equal to %'(I%Z(g_l)) for 7 =0.25,2 and K = 4,8.
It is this value against which we will compare the D-efficiencies of the various methods to get an idea of

the effectiveness of the methods. Similarly for the variances, we compare them against a theoretical lower

bound which comes from the variances achieved by the ideal design for collaborative analysis (see @ in
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Section [2.2.1]). Since 01 = ... = o0 = 1, this means that the lower bound for the variances is equal to

%(H#"@) for 7 = 0.25,2 and K = 4, 8.

4.2 Numerical Results

From our simulation study, we found that the most important factor which leads to a difference in the
performance of the methods is the number of covariates. As the number of covariates increases from 10 to
70, we see that the D-efficiency of covariate-agnostic methods such as RAND and PB decreases, as seen in
Figure [3] This is in agreement with results on the performance of random, covariate-agnostic allocation in
the presence of a large number of covariates discussed in Bhat et al.| (2020)). However, when the number
of covariates is small we find that covariate-agnostic methods may outperform our proposed SDR method.
In addition, we found that the results for each of the experiment settings were similar for 7, Zsy, Z3, Z4,
and Zs, suggesting that the methods have stable performance in terms of D-efficiency when dealing with
different covariates. The greedy methods GREED-SDP and GREED-BP typically perform the best, with
GREED-SDP performing on par with SDR in some cases of the 70 covariate regime and GREED-BP always
outperforming the other methods. We reiterate that although GREED-BP provides the highest D-efficiency,
it does not provide any form of randomized assignment to reduce bias coming from unmeasured covariate
effects.

In terms of performance on an absolute scale, our GREED-BP method was able to nearly achieve the
Hadamard-based upper bound for D-efficiency in all cases where the number of covariates were equal to 10,
suggesting that the greedy method performs well in providing covariate balanced and orthogonal treatment
allocations when the number of covariates is relatively small compared to the number of subjects. We notice
that in the cases where there are 70 covariates, the gap between GREED-BP and the Hadamard-based
upper bound is non-neglible. While there is uncertainty whether this gap is due to a degradation of our
methods’ performance when the number of covariates is large or it is due to perfect covariate balancing and
orthogonality being unachievable in these cases, this gap nonetheless gives us an upper bound on the gap
between the D-efficiency attained by our methods’ solutions and the D-efficiency of the true optimal solution.

In terms of our methods’ performance in reducing the variance of treatment effect estimates in individual
experiments, we find that there is typically not a large difference in the variances of treatment effect estimates
in the first and last experiments, as shown in Figure [d] Similar to the case of D-efficiency, we see that our
proposed methods outperform covariate-agnostic methods when the number of covariates is large. Lastly,
one point of interest is that while our GREED-BP method was unable to achieve the theoretical upper bound

for D-efficiency, it was able to get close to the theoretical lower bound for the variance in the first and last
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Figure 3: D-efficiencies of the methods RAND, PB, SDR, GREED-SDP, and GREED-BP across different
experimental settings for covariate matrix Z;. The purple dotted line is the Hadamard-based upper bound.
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Figure 4: Variances of the first and last experiments of the methods RAND, PB, SDR, GREED-SDP, and

GREED-BP across different experimental settings for covariate matrix Z;.

theoretical lower bound of the variances.
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experiment.

5 Conclusion

In this work we considered the problem of collaboratively designing a set of controlled experiments when
subjects participate in each experiment and subject covariate information is available, with the goal being to
allocate subjects to treatment and control in each experiment in such a manner that maximizes precision of
treatment effect estimates. We demonstrated that collaborative design and analysis are able to provide more
precise estimates of treatment effects than the traditional method of individually designing and analyzing
the experiments, which is achieved by modelling the dependence between the responses across experiments
coming from a single subject through the use of subject-specific random effects. We then proposed two
algorithms for collaborative design. One algorithm is a greedy algorithm whose subproblems can be solved
either through a semi-definite programming based randomized algorithm or through integer programming
techniques. The other algorithm involves solving a single semi-definite program to achieve covariate-balancing
within experiments, and then relies on randomization to promote orthogonality across experiments. We then
demonstrated the quality of our proposed design methods in a simulation study, where we found that our
methods outperform covariate-agnostic methods when there are a large number of covariates.

Some future directions for this work are as follows: 1) In this work we focused on optimal experimental
design in the presence of subject covariates for the generalized least squares estimates of treatment effects.
It would be of interest to consider the problem of optimal experimental design in the presence of subject
covariates for the collaborative estimators of treatment effects proposed in|Zhang et al.[(2024). 2) Generalizing
this work to the case where there are multiple treatments within each experiment or to the case where there
are interactions between the separate experiments. 3) Considering the problem where not all subjects
participate in each experiment. This would be of practical importance, as perhaps some subjects may not
be willing to participate in each of the experiments or some other constraint may make it so that certain
subjects cannot participate in a certain experiment. Lastly, 4) considering the online version of this problem
would be of interest, as in this work we consider the offile problem where we assume that we have all subjects’

covariate information available before allocation begins.
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A Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. We will begin by directly calculating X "V ~!X. First, note that

O’%IN ON><N 0N><N
In
ON><N U%IN 0N><N 9
V= +7 IN IN
Iy
1OnxN  Onxn - U%(IN_
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By applying the Woodbury formula (Highaml [2002)), we can see that
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So then direct computation of X "V~ X yields
K
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Letting ¢ = 1+ 72 25{:1 0,2, Q; = U;Q(C —720;), and R; ;; = —7%0j0j we then have that

leclel RngirSCg Rl,KfanwK QlililTZ R1,2:122TZ RLKxIZ

R271w;$1 ng;wg RQ,K(I};wK Rg,leTZ QQ%S—Z RgJ{%’;—Z

XTy-ly — 1 RKylw}wl RKwa}IBQ ng}a:K RK,lw}Z RK’Q:B}—(Z QKCE;Z
¢ leTilil RLQZTZISQ RLKZTCBK leTZ RLQZTZ RLKZTZ

R271ZT$1 QQZTwQ RZKZTQIK R271ZTZ QQZTZ RQ)KZTZ

Rik1Z'x1 RgoZ'xy ... QrZ'xx Rx1Z'Z Rk22'7Z ... QxZ'Z

Note that X TV~1X can be partitioned into a 2 x 2 block matrix as

xTy-ix o LM M
C My M

b

where M, corresponds to the K x K upper left submatrix of X "V ~'X involving terms @ x;, M is the
upper right submatrix of X 'V ~1X involving terms mJTZ , and M3 is the lower right submatrix of X TV~1X
involving terms Z ' Z.

Recalling that X "V ~1X is the precision matrix of [ﬁT, AT, it follows that the covariance matrix of B

is given by the upper left K x K submatrix of (X TV ~1X)T. Tt follows from block-matrix inversion that
Cov(B) = c(My — MMy ' My )™

, and thus the precision of 3 is simply %(Ml — MyM; M, ). Letting
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we can easily see that M3z = S ® (Z'Z), where ® denotes the Kronecker product. Under our assumption
that Z is full rank, and assuming that S is invertible (which it is when o; # 0 for all j), it follows that
M;'=(S®(Z72))"' =S8 ' ® (Z"Z)~! from the inversion property of the Kronecker product. Through

another use of the Woodbury formula, we can show that

(02 +72) 72 T2
1| @ .
T c
72 72 (O’%( +72)

Using this information, along with the observation that (0.72- +72)Q, +72 Z#j R;; =cand U?Rj’j/ +72Q +

72 Z#j/ Ry j» =0, direct computation of %(Ml — MyM; ' M,) yields the precision matrix of 8. O

B Lower Bound on D-efficiency in Covariate Balanced Design

Here we will derive a lower bound on the D-efficiency of covariate balanced designs. We will show that using
the same covariate balancing allocation across all experiments leads to a design which reaches this lower
bound, suggesting that such designs are the least efficient among all such covariate balancing designs.

Assume that x1,...,zx € {—1,1}" are covariate balancing, i.e.

ZTscj =0forall je{l,..,K}.

Further assume that 0? = ... = 0% = 02 and 72 = bo?. Note that in such a case the precision matrix is
given by

(1+b(K—1))N —bx] xo —bx| T

Pls 1 —bxg x (1+b(K—-1)N .. —bxg T
B) = 02(1+bK)
i —bx ) 2 —bx o o (T4+b(K - 1))N_
1 T
= m((l +bK)NIg —b [:cl :cK} {wl :IJK:| )
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Then, by the matrix-determinant lemma, we have that

A b X
det(P(B)) = <02> det (IN T OTEN Z:@m?)

Jj=

We will now calculate a lower bound on det (I N — m Zfil m]m;> The calculation of this lower
bound relies on a result given by Ostrowski (Ostrowski, [1938; Brent et al., |2015), which states that if
A = Iy — E is a matrix such that for each entry e;;; of E we have that |e;;/| < ¢ where Ne < 1, then we
have that det(A) > 1 — Ne.

It is easy to show that each entry of m Z;il :L‘jar:jT is bounded in absolute value by € = %.
T

This is because the entries of each matrix =,z ;

; consists of either -1 or 1, and we are summing K of these

matrices together. Thus each entry of Ejil :L'ja:;r is bounded in absolute value by K. Naturally, it follows

that Ne = liIb(K < 1. Thus, Ostrowski’s lower bound applies in this setting and we have that

b bE 1
In— ——— xl | >1-N = .
det<N (1+bK)N]Z_:wJ$J>_ TN 110K

This lower bound holds for any choices of x1, ..., Tk
For the particular case where we use the same allocation across experiments, i.e. 1 = ... = ¢ = x,

using the matrix-determinant lemma we have that

b A

1 VK1
o 14+bK  1+4+bK°

Thus, using the same (covariate balancing) allocation across experiments results in the worst possible D-
efficiency under collaborative analysis, if we restrict our choice of allocations to covariate balancing alloca-

tions.
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