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Does Rerandomization Help Beyond Covariate Adjustment?
A Review and Guide for Theory and Practice

Antonio Carlos Herling Ribeiro Junior* Zach Branson*

Rerandomization is a modern experimental design technique that repeatedly randomizes treat-
ment assignments until covariates are deemed balanced between treatment groups. This enhances
the precision and coherence of causal effect estimators, mitigates false discoveries from p-hacking,
and increases statistical power. Recent work suggests that balancing covariates via rerandomization
does not alter the asymptotic precision of covariate-adjusted estimators, thereby making it unclear
whether rerandomization is worthwhile if adjusted estimators are used. However, these results have
two key caveats. First, these results are asymptotic, leaving finite sample performance unknown.
Second, these results focus on precision, while other potential benefits, such as increased coher-
ence among flexible estimators, remain understudied. Hence, in this paper we provide three main
contributions: (i) a comprehensive review of the rerandomization literature, covering historical
foundations, theoretical developments, and recent methodological advancements, (ii) an extensive
simulation study examining finite-sample performance, and (iii) a practical guide for practition-
ers. Our study compares precision, coherence, power, and coverage of various estimators under
rerandomization versus complete randomization. We find rerandomization to be a complementary
design strategy that enhances the precision, robustness, and reliability of causal effect estimators,
especially for smaller sample sizes.

1 Introduction

Randomized experiments are considered the “gold standard” for estimating causal effects in a
wide range of disciplines, such as education (Mosteller, 2002; Raudenbush and Schwartz, 2020),
economics (Athey and Imbens, 2017; List, 2024), political science (Druckman et al., 2012; Gerber
and Green, 2012), and medicine (Rosenberger and Lachin, 2002; Carlin et al., 2007), because
covariates are balanced on average and thus many causal effect estimators are unbiased, including
the simple difference in mean outcomes. However, chance alone can result in covariate imbalance
between treated and control units. Hence, conditional on this imbalance, estimators may become
biased and lose precision, thus weakening the validity of statistical inference (Ding, 2021).

To address covariate imbalance, one could consider alternative randomized experimental de-
signs, such as blocking or stratified randomization. These designs involve grouping units with
similar covariate values into strata or blocks and then assigning treatment at random, thus ensur-
ing more comparable treatment groups within each block and ultimately increasing precision of
causal effect estimators (Fisher, 1935; Imai, 2008; Miratrix et al., 2013; Pashley and Miratrix, 2021;
Bai, 2022; Pashley and Miratrix, 2022; Tabord-Meehan, 2022). However, these designs depend on
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discretized covariates, and it can be unclear how to implement blocking when covariates are con-
tinuous or high-dimensional. Instead of discretizing covariates, units could first be organized into
matched pairs, and then treatment could be randomized within pairs (Imai, 2008; Bai et al., 2022;
Bai, 2022). If units are observed sequentially, one option to address covariate imbalance is adaptive
randomization designs (Hu and Rosenberger, 2006; Rosenberger and Lachin, 2002). These designs
change treatment allocation probability sequentially to maintain balanced treatment groups. An-
other alternative to address covariate imbalance, which is the one we focus on in this paper, is
rerandomized designs.

Rerandomization repeatedly randomizes treatment assignment until a prespecified covariate
balance criterion is met. Although the concept of rerandomization has been commented about at
least as soon as the 1950s (Grundy and Healy, 1950; Jones, 1958; Savage, 1962), and informally
used by many practitioners for decades (Bruhn and McKenzie, 2009), it was novelly formalized in
Morgan and Rubin (2012) as randomizing treatment assignment until the Mahalanobis distance
between treatment and control covariate means is small. It has since been extended to a variety of
experimental design settings such as 2% factorial, stratified, sequential, survey, cluster, and split-
plot (Branson et al., 2016; Li et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2021; Lu
et al., 2023; Shi et al., 2024). Since rerandomization ensures comparable treatment groups not just
in expectation but also in realization, a common result in the literature is that rerandomization
increases precision and retains unbiasedness of causal effect estimators.

On the other hand, practitioners can also address covariate imbalance in the analysis stage using
covariate-adjusted estimators (Fisher, 1935; Rosenbaum, 2002). In randomized experiments, it is
well-known that covariate-adjusted estimators can increase precision while retaining unbiasedness
(Lin, 2013; Li and Ding, 2020; Ding, 2024; Wang and Li, 2024). Thus, results have been developed
that account for covariate imbalance either in the design, analysis, or both stages of an experi-
ment. If all covariates used for rerandomization in the design stage are also used for adjustment in
the analysis stage, then adjusted estimators’ marginal distributions are the same under complete
randomization or rerandomization (Li and Ding, 2020; Wang and Li, 2024). At first, this equality
seems to suggest that rerandomizing in the design stage is not necessary as long as one adjusts for
covariates in the analysis stage. However, this equality only holds asymptotically, only considers
the marginal distributions of estimators, and depends on the amount of covariates available in the
design and analysis stage. Thus, several works have conjectured that rerandomization may still im-
prove precision for adjusted estimators in finite samples (Yang et al., 2021; Zhu et al., 2024; Wang
and Li, 2024). Furthermore, rerandomization may yield other potential benefits beyond increased
precision.

For example, rerandomization has also been shown to increase the statistical power of hypoth-
esis tests (Branson et al., 2024), thus lowering the sample size needed to achieve high-powered
experiments. Furthermore, rerandomization makes different linearly adjusted causal estimators
asymptotically more similar or “coherent” with each other, in the sense that they tend to yield
similar point estimates, thereby reducing sensitivity to model specification (Zhao and Ding, 2024a).
This increased coherence implies that rerandomization can help mitigate p-hacking, as the choice
of estimator and covariates becomes less consequential for inference (Lu and Ding, 2025). That
said, these other potential benefits from rerandomization have also focused on asymptotic results,
as well as difference-in-means or linear regression estimators.

To clarify whether rerandomization is helpful for various settings and estimators, we make three
contributions. First, we provide a comprehensive review of the rerandomization literature and its



open problems, such that researchers can understand the directions and statistical tools needed
to make further contributions in the literature. Second, we provide practical guidance on each
step of the rerandomization process, such that practitioners can better understand how to leverage
rerandomization for their own experiments. Third, we conduct several simulation studies to assess
the performance and relationship among parametric and nonparametric estimators under reran-
domization in finite samples. We find that rerandomization (i) improves the precision of adjusted
estimators in finite samples and (ii) decreases sensitivity to model choices in the analysis stage
(e.g., parametric versus nonparametric specifications, or the use of covariate selection procedures)
by increasing the coherence among estimators.

We structure the remainder of this review as follows. In Section 2 we situate rerandomization
within its historical context, and contrast it with classical randomized and deterministic experimen-
tal designs. In Sections 3 and 4, we establish the formal notation and detail the rerandomization
algorithm itself. In Section 5, we review the key theoretical properties of rerandomized experiments.
In Section 6, we present our simulation studies, where we consider the precision and coherence gains
for parametric and nonparametric estimators from rerandomization in finite samples. In Section
7, we provide a practical guide for how to implement rerandomization, including how to address
computational difficulties, issues of missing data, and other real-data challenges. In Section 8, we
conclude with a discussion of recommendations and open problems for rerandomization.

2 History

The idea of improving the quality of randomized experiments by selectively choosing among ran-
domizations has a long history and has sparked substantial debate over the decades (Gosset, 1938;
Yates, 1939; Greenberg, 1951; Kiefer, 1959; Taves, 1974; Harville, 1975; Arnold, 1986; Kempthorne,
1986; Treasure and MacRae, 1998). While early designs, such as those advocated by Fisher (1926),
emphasized randomization as essential for ensuring unbiasedness and valid inference, there was also
an implicit recognition that some randomizations could lead to more desirable covariate balance
than others. This led some researchers to advocate for procedures that deterministically mini-
mized an imbalance measure (Taves, 1974; Treasure and MacRae, 1998); for instance, Treasure and
MacRae (1998) suggested that if randomization is the gold standard, a platinum standard would
be based on the minimization of the covariate differences between treatment and control groups.
However, such deterministic approaches can lack robustness to imbalance in unmeasured variables
and may invalidate the assumptions underlying standard statistical inference, which relies on a
known, random-assignment mechanism (Yates, 1939; Harshaw et al., 2024).

The foundational tension between randomized designs and optimally balanced designs continues
to provoke debate and recent contributions have revisited this issue from theoretical and empirical
perspectives (Kasy, 2016; Kallus, 2018; Banerjee et al., 2020; Kapelner et al., 2020; Kallus, 2021;
Johansson et al., 2021; Kapelner et al., 2022; Wang and Li, 2022; Jerzak and Goldstein, 2023;
Harshaw et al., 2024). While the purpose of this paper is not to settle this debate, we will focus
on rerandomized designs that sit in between random and deterministic designs.

The work of Morgan and Rubin (2012) formally defined rerandomization as a procedure in
which units are repeatedly randomized until a prespecified criterion for covariate balance is met.
Their framework brought rigor to the informal practice of discarding “bad” randomizations, while
preserving the validity of statistical inference under certain conditions. Thus, rerandomized exper-
iments act as a deterministic design by discarding clearly imbalanced randomizations while also



being able to conduct randomization-based inference as randomized designs. This sparked interest
in extending rerandomization to many settings, including but not limited to, different experimental
designs (Zhou et al., 2018; Branson and Shao, 2021; Wang et al., 2021; Lu et al., 2023; Zhang et al.,
2023; Zhao and Ding, 2024b), theoretical properties of rerandomization in general (Li et al., 2018;
Li and Ding, 2020; Wang and Li, 2024; Branson et al., 2024; Zhao and Ding, 2024a; Wang and
Li, 2025), and other covariate balance criteria (Morgan and Rubin, 2015; Zhao and Ding, 2024a;
Schindl and Branson, 2024; Zhang et al., 2024).

In this paper, we review recent developments on rerandomization so that others can understand
how to leverage its benefits and contribute further to this literature.

3 Setup and Notation

For ease of exposition, we focus on two-arm randomized experiments involving a treatment and
control group. In Section 7.5, we discuss multi-arm experiments; however, it is still unclear how to
conduct rerandomization over continuous treatments, such as dose-response.

Consider an experiment with n units, from which n; units are randomly assigned to treatment
and the remaining ng to control. We observe a n x k covariate matrix X = (X1,...,X,)’, from
which d covariates denoted by X™ C X are considered for rerandomization in the design stage, and
p covariates denoted by X241 C X are considered for covariate adjustment in the analysis stage.
Let Z = (Z1,...,7Z,)" be the vector of treatment assignments, where Z; = 1 indicates treatment
and Z; = 0 control for unit ¢. We use the potential outcomes framework of Rubin (1974) to define
causal effects, with Y (1) = (Y1(1),...,Y,(1))" and Y (0) = (Y1(0),...,Y,(0)) being the potential
outcomes under treatment and control. We consider a finite-population setting where X, Y (1), Y (0)
are fixed and the sole source of randomness is in the treatment assignment.

Once treatments are assigned the observed outcome for unit i is defined as Y; = Y;(1)Z; +
Yi(0)(1 — Z;), and the vector of observed outcomes Y = (Y1,...,Y,). This notation assumes
no interference, meaning that one unit’s outcome does not depend on another unit’s treatment.
Although there are experimental designs that allow for interference (Rosenbaum, 2007; Aronow and
Samii, 2017; Basse and Feller, 2018; Basse et al., 2024; Choi, 2023), to our knowledge interference
has not been considered for rerandomized experiments. In the end, the observed data is (X, Y, 7).
This setup follows most of the literature assuming that there is no missingness in covariates nor
outcomes. See Section 7.3 for a discussion and practical recommendations when there is missing
data.

So far, we have described the setup for a two-arm, completely randomized experiment, where
a fixed number of subjects are assigned to treatment and control. Thus, in what follows, we will
compare rerandomization to a completely randomized design, which is the typical comparison in
the literature. That said, rerandomization can be applied to other settings, such as 25 factorial
designs, sequential designs, stratified experiments, survey experiments, clustered designs, and split-
plot designs (Branson et al., 2016; Li et al., 2020; Zhou et al., 2018; Wang et al., 2021; Yang et al.,
2021; Lu et al., 2023; Shi et al., 2024).

The overarching goal of rerandomization is to determine how we can randomize Z such that
causal effects can be well-estimated. By far the most common estimand in the literature is the



average treatment effect (ATE), defined as:

F= YY) Y0 = Y @
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As one exception, Wang and Li (2024) consider a more general set of estimands: those defined
by any function of average potential outcomes, f[E(Y(1)),E(Y(0))]. Thus, Wang and Li (2024)
consider a super-population setting, where covariates and potential outcomes are also considered
random (Ding et al., 2017). In this case, the ATE would be defined as 7 = E[Y (1) — Y (0)].
Although this super-population ATE differs slightly from the finite-population ATE in Equation
(1), the results in Wang and Li (2024) are analogous to other rerandomization results that focus
on a finite-population framework, as we discuss in the next section. On the other hand, it is still
an open problem on how to design and analyze rerandomized experiments when other estimands
are of interest, such as quantile effects and conditional average treatment effects.

4 Rerandomization

In general, rerandomization involves collecting covariate data X, and then randomizing the treat-
ment Z until some covariate balance criterion (based on X and Z) is fulfilled. Thus, rerandom-
ization methods are uniquely characterized by (1) the balance criterion, and (2) how treatment is
randomized to ensure the criterion is fulfilled. We discuss these two characteristics below.

4.1 Covariate balance criteria

Prior to conducting the experiment, we need to define a measure ¢ of the covariate balance between
treated and control units, where

1, if Z is an acceptable randomization,

(P(Xv Z) = {

0, if Z is not an acceptable randomization.

To ensure that estimators are unbiased after rerandomization, this measure must be symmetric
in Z, meaning ¢(X,Z) = ¢(X,1 — Z). The set of randomizations that have ¢(X,Z) = 1 will be
deemed acceptable to run the experiment, formally A = {Z : (X, Z) = 1}.

Although ¢ can be defined in various ways, which we explore in Section 7.1, we focus on the
most common measure chosen in the literature, which depends on the Mahalanobis distance,

M - ?&rrzil?xrﬁ (2)

where,
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A= X X = (X” Z) = (X” (1n — Z)) ,
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1, € R™ is a vector whose coefficients are all equal to one, and ¥ = cov (7xrr) is the d x d covariance
matrix for the vector of covariates’ difference-in-means under complete randomization. Note that
the only random variable in this covariance is the treatment assignment Z. As shown by Morgan
and Rubin (2012), under complete randomization, ¥ = mnno S_%(, where 5’?( is the sample covariance
matrix of the covariates.




For the Mahalanobis distance, we define the set of acceptable randomizations as those that
have M < a, where a > 0 is a pre-specified threshold, i.e. A ={Z: M < a}. The most common
way to define the threshold a is based on the proportion p, of randomizations to be considered
acceptable, p, = P(M < a). Although there is no definitive method to set p,, some common choices
are p, = 0.01 and p, = 0.001 (Li et al., 2018; Branson and Shao, 2021; Zhang et al., 2024; Schindl
and Branson, 2024). We provide a more practical discussion on the choice of p, in Section 7.1.2.
However, it is important to point out that a small p, leads to more balanced randomizations, but
it reduces the number of accepted randomizations. The extreme case where A comprises a single
treatment allocation is analogous to a deterministic design and thus makes randomization-based
inference impossible.

4.2 Randomization of treatment allocation

Despite its theoretical appeal and intuitive simplicity, rerandomization often faces practical limi-
tations due to its computational demands for randomly drawing acceptable randomizations. The
classical rerandomization scheme, as introduced by Morgan and Rubin (2012), relies on acceptance-
rejection sampling: treatment allocations are generated at random and only accepted as long as a
prespecified covariate balance criterion is satisfied.

The computational burden is amplified in randomization-based inference, where balanced treat-
ment assignments must be repeatedly sampled to approximate the null distribution of the test statis-
tic. Recognizing this challenge, recent work has focused on developing computationally efficient
alternatives to rejection sampling. These include methods that, given a randomization, switches
units from the treatment groups until balance is achieved (e.g., pair-switching algorithms (Zhu and
Liu, 2023)) or avoid rejection sampling entirely (e.g., importance sampling (Branson and Bind,
2019) or integer programming approaches (Lu et al., 2025)). We return to these computational
strategies in depth in Section 7.

Recently, Wang and Li (2025) proposed to generate a number of randomizations, such that the
amount of randomizations generated is sufficiently smaller than the sample size, and accepting the
most balanced randomization, thereby reducing the computational demands of rejective sampling.
This new procedure has similar theoretical results to the usual rerandomization procedure, which
we review now.

5 Theoretical Developments

In this section, we review the theoretical properties of three causal effect estimators based on a
rerandomization scheme using the Mahalanobis distance, defined in Equation (2), based on covari-
ates X',

The first estimator we consider is the difference-in-means estimator,

PO R 1 <
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which is by far the most common estimator in the rerandomization literature (Morgan and Rubin,
2012, 2015; Li et al., 2018; Li and Ding, 2020; Branson and Shao, 2021; Zhu and Liu, 2023; Branson
et al., 2024; Zhang et al., 2024; Schindl and Branson, 2024; Wang and Li, 2025; Lu et al., 2025).



The second estimator, considered in Lin (2013); Li and Ding (2020), is a linearly adjusted

estimator .
~ 1 ~ dj ~ dj
A= LS () - (). 0

1=

where X adj are the covariates used for adjustment in the linear outcome model 71, (X;) = B (Y| X, Z;
Box + B1.X;, for z € {0,1}.1
Lastly, we consider the doubly-robust estimator studied in Wang and Li (2024),

o= 1 (3 (329) - (x29)) ®)

1=
with

7. (X;) = (i (Y — 11z (X3)) + 1z (X3)

where i, (X;) is any (possibly nonparametric) estimator of E [Y;(z)|X;] for z = 0,1, 7 = ny/n is
the propensity score, and 1 is the indicator function.

Treatment effect estimation through 7pr can suffer from bias due to overfitting. This occurs
when estimation of the nuisance parameter p, and computation of 7., for z € {0, 1}, happen on the
same dataset. One way to mitigate this bias is through cross-fitting. This technique separates data
into independent folds, in which all but one fold are used to estimate p, and the remaining fold is
used to compute 7, thereby decoupling the dependency between estimation of i1, and computation
of 1,. Moreover, since this is a randomized experiment, the true propensity score 7 is known.
However, in observational studies, the outcome models u, and propensity score 7w are nuisance
parameters that must be estimated. Therefore, to avoid bias from overfitting, the estimation of
is also considered in the cross-fitting procedure. More details on cross-fitting and how to apply it
for Tpr are discussed in Appendix B.

Now we explore the main theoretical developments for these three estimators under rerandom-
ization. In particular, we discuss two aspects that make rerandomization a promising approach.
First, we discuss the asymptotic distributions of the above estimators, which justifies confidence
intervals that can be used for inference and are narrower than analogous confidence intervals under
complete randomization, hence increasing statistical power of hypothesis testing. Second, we dis-
cuss the extent that rerandomization increases the coherence of different estimators, in the sense
that they yield similar point estimates, thereby reducing sensitivity to model specification. We end
this section with a discussion of an ongoing debate and open problems about the equality between
rerandomization and covariate adjustment. The simulation study in Section 6 is meant to address
some of those open problems.

5.1 Asymptotic Distributions

To start, under completely randomized experiments, we have that

Vi@ = 1) S Ve,

!Some papers use the notation based on R code, see Lin (2013); Zhao et al. (2024); Zhao and Ding (2024a,b); Lu
a~nd Ding (2025). In this case, 71, is numerically the same as the coefficient of Z in Im(Y; ~ 14+ Z; + X; + X Z;), with
X = (X; — X).




where € ~ N(0,1), and * = D, L, DR, refer to the difference-in-means, linear regression, and
doubly robust estimators in Equations (3), (4), and (5), respectively. The asymptotic normality
of 7p was proven in Splawa-Neyman et al. (1990), and later extended for 71, and 7pr (Lin, 2013;

S2 S2
Li and Ding, 2020; Wang and Li, 2024). Here, V,.p = % + % — 82 such that S%(z) are the

finite population variances of the outcomes in treatment and control and S? is the finite-population
variance of the individual treatment effects. The variances S)Q,(z) can be unbiasedly estimated with

sample analogs, whereas the treatment effect heterogeneity term S? can typically not be estimated,
although it can be bounded (Ding et al., 2018). The variances of 7, and 7Tpgr are similar to V., p
but after accounting for adjustment on X24. See Appendix B for the exact definition of Vir s for
x = L, DR and estimators for the three variances.

Morgan and Rubin (2012) established two main properties for 7p under rerandomization and
when the number of treated and control units is the same, i.e. n; = ng. First, the estimator is
unbiased under finite samples. Second, under additional assumptions of additive treatment effect
and normality of covariates and outcome means, then the finite-sample variance of the estimator
is reduced by 1 — (1 — vdﬂ)R%’er. Here, vgq = P(x3,5 < a)/P(x5 < a) < 1, which gets closer
to 1 as d and a increase. Intuitively, this means that if we attempt to balance many covariates
at once, or if we are not strict in our acceptance criterion, rerandomization will not provide much
precision improvements compared to complete randomization. On the other hand, RJQI rr denotes
the proportion of the potential outcomes’ variance that can be explained by a linear projection on
7xrr, formally defined as:

T
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where S%,(Z)l 2 = 0,1 and S72‘| - are the finite population variance of the linear projections of
the potential outcomes and individual treatment effects on the covariates used for rerandomization.
Their mathematical definitions are presented in Appendix A. Notice that R2D7 yrr has the same
interpretation as R? in linear regression models, however 7 does not fit a linear model and there is
no assumption that the covariates and potential outcomes follow a linear model. Moreover, when d
decreases, R% o also decreases, meaning that the precision benefits of rerandomization diminish.
This is the opbosite consequence observed for vg 4, therefore there is a trade-off on the amount of
covariates one should choose so that it maximizes R%) yrr While minimizing vg,. We discuss how
to choose the set of covariates in more depth in Section 7.

Assuming that the finite-population variance and covariance of the potential outcomes, indi-
vidual treatment effects, and covariates are well-defined and have finite limiting values, Li et al.
(2018); Li and Ding (2020); Wang and Li (2024) extend these results by deriving the asymptotic
distribution of Tp, 71,, and Tpg, respectively. We leave the mathematical definition of these assump-
tions in Appendix A. These works established that the asymptotic distributions of these estimators
after rerandomization follow a mixture of a normal and a truncated normal distribution:

Vi = A S Vo (1 RE et JRE L) (6)

where A indicates that the distribution is conditioned on balanced randomizations, Lq, ~ Q1|Q'Q <
a, with Q = (Q1,...,Qq)" ~ N(0,14), is a truncated normal distribution centered at 0 with
Var(Lg,) = vqq. Intuitively, R%’X“ and RQDR - are analogous to R%,er, but they apply to




residuals of the potential outcomes after adjusting for X2 through a linear regression model or
a more flexible regression model, respectively. Thus, Rf yrr also depends on the covariates X adj
used for adjustment in the linear regression or doubly robust estimator. See Appendix B for the
mathematical defintion of R? x> * = L, DR, and their respective estimators.

Since both € and Lg, are symmetric and unimodal at zero, their linear combination is also
symmetric and centered at zero. Hence the estimator 7« is asymptotically unbiased and consistent
for the ATE. Furthermore, the mixture distribution is more “peaked” than a normal distribution,
resulting in a tighter variance and more precise estimators. In fact, the precision gain for the
estimators is given by

Var(7x|.A)

Var(?*)

for x = D, L, DR. Li et al. (2018) presents more details on the geometry, shape, and peakedness
of the resulting distribution. This increased precision in the estimators’ distributions improves
statistical power, meaning that tests in rerandomized experiments typically require fewer subjects
than completely randomized experiments to achieve the same power (Branson et al., 2024). In other
words, the confidence intervals for estimators under rerandomization are narrower. For instance, a
(1 — «@)-level confidence interval is given by

= 1 - (1 - Ud7a)Rz’er,

N N ~ ~
T £ NV _q /2 <R*’er) Vs s,

where * = D, L, DR and v;_q /2 (RE’X”> is the (1 — «/2)-quantile of the asymptotic distribution
in Equation (6). This quantile can be estimated through rejection sampling, that is, by generating
random draws from Q'Q and retaining only those that satisfy Q'Q < a, then approximating the
desired quantile of the mixture distribution using these accepted values. In Section 7.2.2 we detail
the rejection sampling algorithm to estimate the quantile of the asymptotic distribution of 7« and
construct confidence intervals.

5.2 Dependence of the asymptotic distributions in terms of X™ and X2%

Depending on the covariates used for the analysis and design stages, there exists clear and intuitive
relationships between the marginal distributions of estimators under complete randomization and
rerandomization. Li and Ding (2020) cover the relationship between 7p and 71, while Wang and Li
(2024) cover the relationship between 7p and 7pr. We summarize them now.

First scenario: if the same covariates are used in the design and analysis stages, X™ = X2,
rerandomization can be viewed as linear covariate adjustment in the design stage,

V(T — )| A/n(7L, - 7)

when a — 0. We use the tilde with a dot to denote two sequences of random vectors converging
weakly to the same distribution. In other words, for sufficiently small threshold a, the difference-
in-means estimator after rerandomization is asymptotically equivalent to the linear regression esti-
mator after complete randomization.

Second scenario: if the design stage covariates (and possibly other covariates) are adjusted for
in the analysis stage, X™ C X24 then Rf xrr = 0, for * = L, DR, and the asymptotic distribution
of adjusted estimators under rerandomization and complete randomization are the same,

Vi(E: = 7) AR (R = 7).



for x = L, DR. This scenario can happen if only a subset of covariates are used when randomizing,
or if additional baseline covariates are gathered after the experiment.

Third scenario: if at least as much covariates are used in the design stage as in the analysis
stage, X™ O X2 rerandomization provides precision gains based on the variance of 7% that can
be explained by X and is not explained by X24  hence Rf e > 0 for * = L, DR in Equation (6)
(Li and Ding, 2020; Wang and Li, 2024). On top of that, Li and Ding (2020) show that we can
more explicitly rewrite

2 2
9 RD,X” - RD,Xadj
RL,X” == 1 R2
- D, Xx2di

However, there is no clear form to rewrite R%R’ = since the projection on X adj i5 non-linear (Wang
and Li, 2024).

This scenario can happen if, for instance, a variable selection procedure is performed in the
analysis stage such that only a subset of X' are selected for adjustment, or if units’ privacy is a
concern after the experiment, such that only some covariates are available.

Fourth scenario: in more general scenarios, in which neither X™ nor X4 are a subset of the
other, there are no simple formulae or interpretation to relate the asymptotic distributions of 7p
and 71, 7pr (Li and Ding, 2020; Wang and Li, 2024). The R? term in the asymptotic distribution
would depend on the covariance structure of X™ and X24 as well as the amount of overlap between
X' and X2,

All these scenarios and their results are summarized in Table 1.

Scenario Key Asymptotic Result

1 Rerandomization is equivalent to linear adjustment.
) Vn(To — )| A~/n(TL — 7).

Rerandomization provides no additional

Xadj
2. @ asymptotic gain for adjusted estimators.
—~—~~ )  /n(T —7)|A~/n(Tx — 7),* = L, DR.
(< < A Rerandomization provides additional
3. asymptotic gain for adjusted estimators.
—~~~J  Ry. >0, forx=1L, DR.

4 \ No simple formulae or interpretation to relate
) J the asymptotic distributions of 7p and 7,, Tpg.

Table 1: Summary of asymptotic relationships between estimators under complete randomization
and rerandomization. We categorize these relationships according to how the sets of covariates used
for rerandomization (X™) and for adjustment (X3) overlap. For each scenario, we summarize (i)
which covariate set is larger or whether they coincide, (ii) the resulting asymptotic distribution of
the difference-in-means (7p), linear adjusted (71,), and doubly robust (Tpr) estimators, and (iii)
the theoretical implications for estimator precision from rerandomization.

Although these results are about the marginal distributions of each estimator, the results sug-
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gest, for instance, that the difference-in-means estimator is more similar to the linear estimator
when rerandomization is applied in the design stage. This similarity is formalized by the concept
of “coherence”, defined in Zhao and Ding (2024a). We now dive into coherence.

5.3 Coherence

Coherence was first mentioned and defined in Zhao and Ding (2024a). It measures how coherent,
or similar two estimators 7 and T« are. Formally, the coherence between two estimators under
complete randomization and rerandomization are defined as

E{(?* —?**)2} and E{(%k —?**)2|.A} .

The smaller the mean squared difference is, the more coherent the estimators are.

Zhao and Ding (2024a) derives that asymptotically, with X™ = X4 and under rerandomiza-
tion based on the Mahalanobis distance, the estimators 7p, 71, are more coherent under rerandom-
ization, more specifically

E {(?D — /T\L)Q\.A} B
E{G-npr

Contrary to the precision results, this result does not depend on any Rf’ s =D, L.

Coherence is directly related to p-hacking, which refers to practices researchers may use to
obtain more significant p-values (Simmons et al., 2011; Brodeur et al., 2020). One example of
p-hacking involves estimating linear regression models across various subsets of available covariates
and reporting only those specifications that yield the desired p-values for the average treatment
effect. In principle, if multiple regression specifications were coherent with one another—that
is, if they produced similar point estimates regardless of which covariates were included—then
the choice of model specification would be inconsequential for inference. Under such coherence,
different covariate adjustments would converge to the same estimate, rendering results more robust
to modeling choices.

Building on this, Lu and Ding (2025) extend the idea of coherence between estimators to study
p-hacking within rerandomization. They show that strategically selecting covariates for regression
adjustment after rerandomization does not significantly distort p-values due to the higher coherence
between the resulting estimators.

Formally, define py, = . nl[(lin DL Xhack to be the smallest two-sided p-value obtained by search-
Xhac gXa j ’

ing across every subset of covariates X P2k C X2di ysed for adjustment on 7j,. Then under the null
hypothesis of zero average treatment effect,

lim P(pr < a) > a,

n—oo

where « is the significance level. On the other hand, under rerandomization based on all available
covariates and the same null hypothesis,

lim P(p; < afA) < a,
n—0o0

as a — 0. Hence, asymptotically, rerandomization controls the type I error rate, thus mitigating
p-hacking. The intuition for this is that as a gets closer to 0, there is no remaining imbalance
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for the linear estimator to adjust for, and hence prevents the practitioner from choosing the linear
adjustment that yields the desired p-values.

In our simulation study, we aim to expand the coherence discussion to doubly-robust estimators
and the finite sample setting.

5.4 Debates, Caveats, and Conjectures

To wrap up this section, we discuss key takeaways from the above results which have led to debates
about whether rerandomization is helpful if adjusted estimators are used. However, this debate
comes with important caveats, which have sparked conjectures about the benefits of rerandomiza-
tion in practice.

Li et al. (2018); Li and Ding (2020) highlight the asymptotic equivalence between rerandom-
ization and linear regression adjustment: both aim to exploit covariate information, one through
design and the other through analysis. This raised a debate around a fundamental question: Does
rerandomization help beyond covariate adjustment in the analysis stage?

To understand this debate, consider the implications of the asymptotic results in Scenarios 1
and 2 (discussed in Section 5.1). When all covariates from the design stage are adjusted for in
the analysis stage, rerandomization provides no additional asymptotic precision gains for adjusted
estimators. This suggests that rerandomization may be unnecessary if one simply uses adjusted
estimators for inference.

However, this argument relies on asymptotic results. Thus, researchers have conjectured that
rerandomization might still provide finite-sample benefits, even when asymptotic theory suggests
equivalence (Yang et al., 2021; Zhu et al., 2024; Wang and Li, 2024), and hence rerandomization
would act as a “safeguard” even if analysis-stage adjustment is performed (Li and Ding, 2020; Zhu
et al., 2024; Wang and Li, 2024).

Building on this, we conjecture on the anticipated precision gains for adjusted estimators under
rerandomization. We define precision gains as the ratio of an estimator’s variance under reran-
domization to that under complete randomization Var(7|A)/Var(7+). Figure 1 illustrates the
conjectured precision gains as a function of sample size. The key insight is that the precision gains
we would anticipate in practice are bounded by two extremes. At the upper bound, the precision
gain equals 1, indicating no benefit from rerandomization; this represents the asymptotic behavior
of adjusted estimators when X™ C X2 At the lower bound, represented by the dashed blue line,
we have the asymptotic precision gains for 7p, given by 1 — (1 — vg4) R, -

For adjusted estimators in finite samples, we would expect the pre(;ision gain to lie between
these two bounds, gradually approaching 1 as the sample size increases. Importantly, the position
of the lower bound—and thus the potential magnitude of finite-sample gains—depends on three
factors: the number of covariates d, the coefficient R2D7 yrr, and the threshold a. As d increases,
R% yrr decreases, and a increases, the blue line rises closer to 1, narrowing the gap between the
two bounds. Consequently, there is “less room” for rerandomization to help adjusted estimators
in these scenarios. Conversely, as the number of covariates decrease, the covariates have a strong
linear predictive power of the potential outcomes, and we enforce more balance on the covariates
in the design stage, we conjecture that the potential finite-sample gains from rerandomization are
larger.

Although most of the literature has focused on the precision gains (or lack thereof) for rerandom-
ization, some recent works have shown that rerandomization can improve coherence of estimators
and thus mitigate p-hacking (Zhao and Ding, 2024a; Lu and Ding, 2025). However, these theoretical
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Figure 1: Bounds on the conjectured precision gains from adjusted estimators under rerandomiza-
tion across sample sizes. Each plot illustrates the anticipated precision gain, defined as the ratio of
an estimator’s variance under rerandomization versus complete randomization, Var(7«|.A) /Var(7+),
as a function of sample size. The upper bound (solid bold black line at 1) represents the asymp-
totic variance ratio for covariate-adjusted estimators when all rerandomized covariates are used in
adjustment, indicating no precision gain. The lower bound (blue dashed line) corresponds to the
asymptotic precision gain for the unadjusted difference-in-means estimator, which depends on the
number of covariates (d), linear predictive strength (R%y i), and the rerandomization threshold
(a). We conjecture, that in finite samples, adjusted estimators achieve precision gains between these
two bounds. The left plot shows when the potential benefits from rerandomization are greater for
smaller sample sizes, in this case the covariates are highly predictive of the potential outcomes
(high R?) covariates are low-dimensional (low d), and high balance is enforced in the randomiza-
tion (low a). The right plot shows when there are less potential benefits from rerandomization in
finite sample sizes, in this case the covariates are not predictive of the potential outcomes (low R?),
covariates are high-dimensional (high d), and balance is barely enforced in the randomization (high

a).

results are again asymptotic and focus on the specific case where X™ = X4 and the comparison
is between Tp and 71,. It remains an open question whether similar coherence gains extend to other
estimators, such as 7Tpr with different functional forms for the outcome model, or different sets of
covariates used for adjustment. We conjecture that rerandomization improves the coherence among
a broader set of adjusted estimators (e.g., doubly robust and nonparametric estimators), and that
this coherence gain extends between the restrictive case where X' = X2di,

To investigate these conjectures and address the limitations of asymptotic theory, we conduct
a simulation study in Section 6. Based on the established rerandomization literature and our
simulation study, we provide a practical guide in Section 7 on implementing rerandomization,
including practical challenges like computational concerns and scenarios with missing data.

6 Simulations

As explored in Section 5, rerandomization and linear covariate adjustment are asymptotically equiv-
alent; however, it is unknown what this relationship is under small sample sizes. On top of that,
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the coherence between 7 and 7y, is known when X24 = X' but no results explore 7pr nor when
Xadi £ X' Hence, to empirically investigate these open problems, we conduct a simulation study
to assess the extent that rerandomization improves (i) the precision of adjusted estimators under
finite samples, and (ii) the coherence among adjusted estimators (both parametric and nonparamet-
ric). We are particularly interested in how these properties behave when the amount of covariates
in the design and analysis stages vary, as discussed in Section 5.1.

6.1 Initial Simulation Design

Our simulation design is adapted from the supplementary material of Li et al. (2018). For each sam-
ple size n € {100, 200, ...,1000} we simulate one dataset with 10 covariates, and X ~ N(0,0.3119+

0.71101}y), with 119 = (1,...,1)]5x;. We consider two settings for generating the potential out-
comes:
Linear setting i(0) Z i T
V(1) = 14 Y0
Non-linear setting i(0) Z] 19(Xi5) + 6
Yi(1) = 1+ Y;3(0)

with

r+04, x<-1
glx)=<2>-16, z<1
sin(z) — 1.45, otherwise

for i =1,...,n, where §; ~ Normal(0, 02), where o = lSD <ZJ10:1 Xij>, for the linear setting, and

for the non-linear setting we define o = 100 SD (Z =1 9(Xi; )), where SD is the standard deviation,

and ¢ is a somewhat complex regression that is not smooth for all x.

This choice of variance for the noise § in the linear and non-linear settings is to enable fair
comparison between our estimators across both settings. We choose the variance of é so that the
effect size, defined as 7/SD(Y;(0)), multiplied by R? is approximately constant in both settings.
We view this as an approximate measure of signal-to-noise ratio. In the linear setting, the effect
size is approximately 0.1 with R? ~ 0.95, while in the nonlinear setting, it is approximately 0.4
with R? ~ 0.35. This ensures comparable signal-to-noise ratios for hypothesis testing even for
linearly-adjusted estimators. Furthermore, by considering linear and nonlinear scenarios, we can
examine how rerandomization affects estimators when models are well-specified versus misspecified.

For each dataset, we compare two experimental designs. First, we consider complete random-
ization (CR), for which we assign n; = n/2 units to treatment and ng = n/2 to control completely
at random. This corresponds to a known propensity score of m# = 0.5. Second, we consider reran-
domization (RR), for which we use the Mahalanobis distance balance criterion with acceptance
probability p, = 0.01. To choose the threshold a, we choose the p, quantile of a Xfl, where d is the
number of covariates used for rerandomization, because this is the asymptotic distribution of the
Mahalanobis distance (Morgan and Rubin, 2012). Although this choice is based on asymptotics
when we are studying finite samples, we found that results were similar when we instead picked
the threshold using a finite-sample Monte Carlo approach, which we discuss in Section 7.1.2.
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We examine four scenarios that are supposed to match the data availability scenarios defined
in Section 5.2. First, all 10 covariates are available in both design and analysis stages, X = X2di,
Second, only the first 6 covariates are available in the design stage, (X1,...,Xg) = X" C X adj —
X. Third, only the last 6 covariates are available in the analysis stage, X = X™ D Xadi —
(X4, ...,X10)". Fourth, only the first (last) 6 covariates are available in the design (analysis) stage,
X" = (Xy,...,Xg) and X4 = (Xy,...,X10). For each scenario, we generate 1000 randomiza-
tions under complete randomization and rerandomization.

We consider three estimators: the difference-in-means estimator 7p from Equation (3), the
linearly-adjusted estimator with linear outcome models 71, from Equation (4), and the doubly-
robust estimator Tpg from Equation (5) where we set the outcome model estimator to be a 15-trees
random forest model from the scikit-learn package.

We assess these estimators using two main metrics:

e Precision gain: We calculate the ratio of estimators’ empirical variance under rerandomization
and complete randomization
Var(7x|.A)
Var(7x)
for x = D, L, DR. A ratio below 1 indicates that rerandomization makes the estimator more
precise, compared to complete randomization.

e Pairwise coherence gain: We measure the ratio of estimators’ mean squared difference under
rerandomization versus complete randomization:
E {(?* — ?**)2|A}
E{(7 — 7%x)2}

for *x,*xx = D, L, DR. A ratio below 1 indicates that rerandomization makes the point esti-
mates from different analytical approaches more similar to each other, compared to complete
randomization.We also consider an overall coherence metric as the average pairwise coherence.

e We also considered the power and coverage of the estimators under rerandomization and
complete randomization. We leave these results in Appendix D since the estimators tend to
have nominal coverage, and when the estimators are more precise under rerandomization,
they also result in more power, following the results in the literature (Branson et al., 2024).

6.2 Results

Each panel in Figure 2 corresponds to one of the four scenarios for the design stage and analysis stage
covariates under the linear setting. The y-axis shows the precision gain of T, 71,, and Tpr, where
the closer the precision gain is to zero, the more precise the estimator is under rerandomization.
The x-axis represents the sample size. The dashed lines represent the known asymptotic theoretical
result, while the solid lines show the empirical result achieved. In this case, the empirical results
for both 7p and 7y, follow the asymptotic results, where 7p has the most precision gain among
the estimators, while 71, has no precision gains. This is because 7y, is a well-specified model, and
thus there can be no further improvement via rerandomization. Furthermore, because this is a
well-specified model, the variance of the estimator is very small, such that the ratio of variances is
unstable. On the other hand, Tpr is more precise under rerandomization, especially for the smaller
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Figure 2: Precision gain in the linear setting for the difference-in-means estimator (7p), the differ-
ence in linear outcome models (71,), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model
(7pr). The sample sizes are on the x-axis, while the y-axis shows the precision gains. Each panel
considers a different combination of covariates available in the design and analysis stages. Com-
pared to asymptotic theory, the Tpr is benefited from rerandomization under these finite-sample
sizes, especially for the smaller samples. On the other hand, 7p and 7, tend to follow asymptotic
theory.

sample sizes. The precision gains tend to monotonically increase towards 1, which matches our
conjecture in Section 5.4 and illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 3 shows the same information as the previous figure, but for the non-linear setting. In
this case, the empirical results 7p and 7, still follow the asymptotic theory, and since the R%l rr 18
smaller under the non-linear setting, the precision benefits of rerandomization for 7p diminish, while
for 71, there is no benefit. For Tpg we still find some empirical precision improvements under smaller
sample sizes in contrast to asymptotic theory, although the magnitude of these improvements are
much more modest, compared to the linear setting.

Meanwhile, Figure 4 displays analogous results for coherence in the linear setting. The y-
axis shows the coherence gains of the pairwise combination of 7p, 7, and Tpr, and their overall
coherence, where the closer the coherence gain is to zero, the more coherent the estimator is under
rerandomization. The dashed lines represent the known asymptotic theoretical result, while the
solid lines show the empirical result achieved. Note that the only known asymptotic result for
coherence is between 7p and 7}, when X4 = X' (Scenario 1), which matches the empirical result
we find. The highest coherence gains come when comparing 7p with both 71, and Tpr suggesting
that the unadjusted estimator is getting more similar to the adjusted estimators. On top of that,
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Figure 3: Precision gain in the non-linear setting for the difference-in-means estimator (7p), the
difference in linear outcome models (71,), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome
model (Tpr). The sample sizes are on the x-axis, while the y-axis shows the precision gains. Each
panel considers a different combination of covariates available in the design and analysis stages.
Compared to asymptotic theory, the 7pr is benefited from rerandomization for the smaller sample
sizes. On the other hand, 7p and 71, tend to follow asymptotic theory.

since the coherence between all estimators increased, this suggests that rerandomization decreases
sensitivity to model specification.

Figure 5 shows the same information as the previous figure, but for the non-linear setting.
In this case, the empirical result of the coherence between T and 7, on Scenario 1 seems to be
converging to the asymptotic result, although the empirical coherence gains for smaller sample
sizes are smaller than the expected asymptotic gains. In general, the estimators are overall more
coherent with one another, although the benefits are again much more modest than those in the
linear setting. Notice that the coherence gain of 7p with 71, and Tpg is not the same anymore, with
the coherence between Tp and 71, being the one with the most gains. This is due to the fact that
Tpr 18 able to explain more of the non-linearity between the covariates and potential outcomes,
while 7p after rerandomization and 7i, only capture the linear relationship between covariates and
potential outcomes, hence Tpg is more distant from the other estimators.

6.3 Simulation extensions

In Section 5.3 we connect the concept of coherence to p-hacking based on a single linear regression
model that is used to adjust for different sets of covariates. In this case, rerandomization was
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Figure 4: Coherence gains in the linear setting between the difference-in-means estimator (7p),
the difference in linear outcome models (71,), and the doubly-robust estimator with random forest
outcome model (Tpr). The overall coherence is the average of the pairwise coherences. The sample
sizes are on the x-axis, while the y-axis shows the coherence gains. Each panel considers a different
combination of covariates available in the design and analysis stages. The only known asymptotic
result for coherence is between 7p and 7y, when X2 = X' (Scenario 1), which matches the
empirical result we find. The highest coherence gains come when comparing 7 with both 7, and
Tpr suggesting that the unadjusted estimator gets more similar to the adjusted estimators. On top
of that, since the coherence between all estimators increased, this suggests that rerandomization
decreases the analysis’ sensitivity to model specification.

shown to asymptotically improve the coherence between the estimators, reducing the sensitivity to
the choice of covariates used. Beyond the choice of covariates, one can also consider the choice of
model used for adjustment.

In order to understand the extent that rerandomization improves coherence among estimators
that use different models for adjustment, we extend our analysis to consider two other doubly-
robust estimators: Treg With a linear outcome model, and Tneural With its outcome model defined
by a neural network. For Tneual We use the MLPRegressor from the scikit-learn package with
max_iter = 100. In what follows, Trorest denotes the doubly-robust estimator using random forest
on the outcome model, as we had done previously.

We find that all these doubly robust estimators and 7p are more coherent under rerandomization
in the linear setting, see Figure 6. Hence, this reinforces that rerandomization increases robustness
to model specification. The coherence between these estimators also increase under the non-linear
setting but to a smaller extent, see Appendix D.
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Figure 5: Coherence gains in the non-linear setting between the difference-in-means estimator (7p),
the difference in linear outcome models (71,), and the doubly-robust estimator with random forest
outcome model (Tpr). The overall coherence is the average of the pairwise coherences. The sample
sizes are on the x-axis, while the y-axis shows the coherence gains. Each panel considers a different
combination of covariates available in the design and analysis stages. The only known asymptotic
result for coherence is between 7 and 73, when X®4 = X™ (Scenario 1). In this case, the empirical
results seems to be converging to the asymptotic result, although the empirical coherence gains for
smaller sample sizes are smaller than the expected asymptotic gains. In general, the estimators are
overall more coherent with one another, suggesting a decrease in sensitivity to model specification.

It can also be the case that covariates for adjustment are selected in a data-driven fashion.
Hence, we compare (i) when all 10 covariates are used for adjustment, which we denote as Full,
and (ii) when a Stepwise selection procedure is used to select covariates for the aforementioned
estimators. For simplicity and ease of computation, we used a forward-direction selection procedure
within a linear regression model, where at each step we added the covariate that minimized cross-
validated prediction error, and we continued until prediction error could no longer be lowered by
adding an additional covariate. In our simulations, this procedure selected on average 5 covariates to
use in the analysis stage. For simplicity, we consider all 10 covariates were used for rerandomization.

Figure 7 shows the coherence gains in the linear setting for estimators that use all of the
covariates (Full), and covariates chosen via the stepwise selection procedure (Stepwise). Similar
to previous results, rerandomization increases the coherence among estimators, especially for small
sample sizes. In Appendix D we also consider the nonlinear setting—again there are coherence
gains, but they are more modest compared to the linear setting

In Appendix D we consider several other simulation scenarios, including (i) rerandomization
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Figure 6: Coherence gains in the linear setting between the difference-in-means estimator (7p), and
the different doubly-robust estimators: linear outcome model (Treg), random forest outcome model
(TForest), and neural network outcome model (TNeura1). The overall coherence is the average of the
pairwise coherences. The sample sizes are on the x-axis, while the y-axis shows the coherence gains.
Each panel considers a different combination of covariates available in the design and analysis stages.
No asymptotic results are known in this case. Since the coherence between all estimators increase,
this suggests that rerandomization decreases the analysis’ sensitivity to model specification.

based on Euclidean distance, and (ii) a high-dimensional (100 covariates) linear setting. Again,
the results also suggest that rerandomization increases precision and coherence of the estimators.
For the Euclidean balance criterion, we find higher precision gains, compared to the Mahalanobis
distance rerandomization, due to the high correlation between covariates; in Section 7 we discuss
why alternative balance metrics can be preferable in collinear settings. For the high-dimensional
setting, we find precision gains that match our conjecture in Figure 1; specifically, because the
precision benefits for the difference-in-means estimator are less in the high-dimensional setting, the
precision benefits are also less for adjusted estimators.

In summary, under finite-samples, these results suggest that rerandomization decreases sensi-
tivity to analysis choices (e.g., covariate selection or model specification). Moreover, if the variance
of the potential outcomes can be well explained by a linear projection on the covariates, rerandom-
ization can also improve the estimators precision, thereby improving their statistical power while
maintaining nominal coverage level. That said, as the linear association decreases or the number
of covariates increases, these benefits decrease. Therefore, rerandomization should be viewed as a
complementary “safeguard” design strategy that enhances robustness and reliability of causal effect
estimators while having the possibility to increase precision.
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Figure 7: Coherence gains in the linear setting between different scenarios of data availability in the
analysis stage. We consider the difference in linear outcome models (71,), and the different doubly-
robust estimators: linear outcome model (TRreg), random forest outcome model (Trorest ), and neural
network outcome model (Tneural). While all covariates were used in the design stage, Stepwise is
when covariate selection is done before conducting the analysis, and Full the scenario when all
covariates are used for analysis. We consider the coherence within each estimator when estimated
considering the two different scenarios. The sample sizes are on the x-axis, while the y-axis shows
the coherence gains. No asymptotic results are known in this case. Since the coherence between
all estimators increased, this suggests that rerandomization decreases the analysis’ sensitivity to
covariate selection.
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7 A Guide for Practitioners

In this section we discuss practical considerations involved in rerandomized experiments, such as
how to choose the balance criterion, how to conduct inference, how to deal with missing data,
and the computational challenges that arise when implementing rerandomization. Although this
section primarily acts as a guide for practitioners, we believe these details also illustrate interest-
ing methodological problems that arise at the intersection of theory and practice for randomized
experiments.

7.1 Covariate balance criterion
7.1.1 Metrics

Rerandomization under the Mahalanobis distance provides an equal but diminishing balance im-
provement for each covariate as the number of covariates increases (Morgan and Rubin, 2012). If
prior information on the relationship between covariates and potential outcomes is available, then
it can be used to define a more specialized balance metric. For example, Morgan and Rubin (2015)
recommend organizing covariates into tiers of importance, and then specifying thresholds separately
for each tier or one single threshold for a linear combination of the covariates in each tier. Alter-
natively, Liu et al. (2025) demonstrate how prior information on the covariates’ linear association
with potential outcomes can be incorporated into a Bayesian criterion for rerandomization.

However, it can be difficult to specify the relative importance of a large number of covariates.
Hence, Branson and Shao (2021) suggest to add a ridge parameter in the Mahalanobis distance,
which emphasizes balance in the top principal components of the covariate space. In a similar vein,
Zhang et al. (2024) proposed running rerandomization using only the top principal components
within a Mahalanobis distance

All of these metrics are based on the Mahalanobis distance or an adaptation of it. More
generally, these are all special cases of quadratic forms (Lu et al., 2023; Schindl and Branson,
2024), formally (Yﬁr - YBT),A (Y?r — Ygr) where A is a positive semi-definite matrix chosen by
the practitioner. While Lu et al. (2023) consider quadratic forms for cluster rerandomization,
Schindl and Branson (2024) derive general results for these rerandomization schemes and provides
guidance on how to choose the appropriate matrix A for the quadratic form given the covariates
at hand. For example, Schindl and Branson (2024) demonstrate that the Euclidean distance is
minimax optimal, in the sense that the variance reduction using the Euclidean distance is never
”too far” from the reduction achieved by the optimal quadratic form

Outside of quadratic forms, Gerber and Green (2012) empirically recommended rerandomiz-
ing until all the p-values from significance tests of the difference between covariate means of the
treatment groups are insignificant (e.g., p-values from two-samples t-tests or a logistic regression of
treatment onto covariates). Zhao and Ding (2024a) showed that rerandomizing with these p-value
based metrics is asymptotically equivalent to Mahalanobis distance rerandomization, and Lu and
Ding (2025) used this rerandomization scheme to study how rerandomization can mitigate issues
of p-hacking.

All of the aforementioned balance criteria balance linear functions of the covariates. In order
to balance non-linear functions of the covariates, one option is to incorporate such functions in the
calculation of the Mahalanobis distance, at the cost of increasing the dimension size (Morgan and
Rubin, 2012). Other options, for instance, would be to balance on the density of the covariates, or
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the estimated propensity score (Cytrynbaum, 2025). However, it is still unclear how to effectively
balance non-linear functions of the covariates without significantly increasing the dimension size.

7.1.2 Threshold definition

As defined in Section 4.1, for a measure ¢, the set of acceptable randomizations is A = {Z :
©(X,Z) = 1}. For the metrics discussed in the previous section, we can rewrite the set of acceptable
randomizations more specifically as A = {Z : ¢(X, Z) < a}, where a is the pre-specified threshold
and ¢(X, Z) is a non-negative metric of covariate imbalance such that ¢(X, Z) = 0 indicates perfect
balance, and as ¢(X, Z) increases the more imbalance there is.

The most common way to define the threshold a is based on the proportion p, of randomizations
deemed acceptable, i.e. p, = P(p(X,Z) = 1) = P(¢(X,Z) < a). As mentioned before, some
common choices are between p, = 0.01 and p, = 0.001, however it has been shown that the
marginal precision gains of causal estimators are decreasing in a. This means that there is not
much additional benefit — at least in terms of precision — in reducing p, even further once it is
already small (Morgan and Rubin, 2012).

If the chosen covariate balance metric is the Mahalanobis distance, then asymptotically M ~ x?i,
and a is the p,-quantile of the X?l distribution. For a general ¢, its p,-quantile can be estimated
by Monte Carlo simulations. More specifically, one could generate B > 0 randomizations and for
each randomization ZW, ..., Z(B) calculate ¢ (X, Z(l)) ey @ (X, Z(B)), then take the p,-quantile
to be the value of a.

7.2 Inference

Morgan and Rubin (2012) first hinted on randomization-based inference for rerandomized exper-
iments, and later work developed the asymptotic distributions for some causal effect estimators.
In this subsection, we outline how practitioners can analyze rerandomized experiments using ei-
ther randomization-based inference (which does not require large samples for valid inference) or
confidence intervals based on asymptotic results.

7.2.1 Randomization-based inference

Let the observed dataset be defined as {(X?P%, ZP, V,°P)}™_,. To conduct inference we proceed as
follows:

1. Define the sharp null hypothesis of no treatment effect Hy : Y;(0) = Y;(1) foralli =1,...,n.

2. Calculate a test statistic with the observed data T°P5. For instance T°P = ?Bbs is the ™
estimator applied on the observed data.

3. Generate B > 0 balanced randomizations (Z ...,z (B)), meaning Z) is such that
o(X,ZU)) =1, for j=1,...,B.

4. Define the datasets {(bes, ZZ.(j), Y-Obs) » ., for j=1,...,B, and calculate the test statistics

(2

(T(l), ey T(B)) using each dataset, assuming the null hypothesis Hy is true.
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5. Calculate the p-value as the proportion of test statistics in the rerandomized distribution that
are at least as extreme as the observed statistic

1 o j obs
p=g7 12T <|T(J)\ >|T \)
7=1

A key advantage of this approach is its finite-sample validity, however it has a few limitations.
First, this only tests the sharp null hypothesis of no treatment effect for any subject. Second,
to generate one acceptable randomization it takes an average of 1/p, generated randomizations,
hence to generate B accepted randomizations it takes on average B/p,. Constructing confidence
intervals is even more computationally demanding, since it requires inverting the hypothesis test
for a range of hypothesized treatment effects. In this case, it is often assumed that the treatment
effect is additive. Although not studied in the rerandomization literature, extensions to allow for
non-additive treatment effects have been studied in Caughey et al. (2023). In Section 7.4 we discuss
recent tools to address the computational burden of generating acceptable randomizations.

7.2.2 Confidence interval construction

An alternative is to use the asymptotic distribution of the causal effect estimators. Asymptotically,
the estimators follow a mixture of a normal distribution and a truncated normal distribution, vide
Section 5.1. Hence, (1 — a)-level confidence intervals would be given by

?* + nﬁl*&/? (Ri_xwr) V7—7—7*

where * = D,L,DR and v;_,/2 (EE,X"> is the (1 — «/2)-quantile of the asymptotic distribution of

T+, but using the estimate ﬁf - In Appendix B we provide the estimators for V. and Rz e

To estimate vy_ /o (Rz er>» one needs to generate B > 0 samples from the distribution

V1= Ryt o L

Generating samples from € ~ N (0, 1) is straightforward. On the other hand, to generate samples
from L4, we use the following equivalence

Lga ~ Xd,aSV Bd

presented by Li et al. (2018), where xq,4 ~ Xa|Xd < @ is a truncated x distribution. S is a random
sign taking £1 with probability 1/2, 84 ~ Beta(1/2,(d —1)/2) is a Beta distribution degenerating
to a point mass at 1 when d = 1.

To generate samples of x4, one should generate samples from Xfl, take the square root, and
only accept the ones that are less than a. Hence, to generate samples of Lg,, one just needs to
generate samples from xg44, 5, and (4, and multiply their values.

Finally, after generating the B samples (e(l), ey e(B)), (Lgi, . ,L&B;)

one will have ‘
V1= B2 e+ R2 (L)

fori=1,..., B, and take the 1 — a/2 quantile of these values as an estimate for v;_ /o (Ezvxrr).

), and estimating R57er7
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7.3 Missing data

In practice, data is often subject to missingness due to various reasons such as attrition, nonre-
sponse, or data recording errors. Thus, a recent literature addresses how to account for covariate
imbalance in completely randomized experiments with missing data, where the missingness can be
on the covariates and/or outcomes. Some of these results can be applied for rerandomization, and
we explore them here.

First, one possibility is that all outcomes are observed but covariates are missing. This scenario
was considered in Zhao and Ding (2024b), and they studied five different strategies to account
for missing covariates. Under these strategies, they prove analogous results for 71, as the ones
presented in Section 5.1, for complete randomization. From all the five strategies, the authors
suggest the missingness-indicator method. For this strategy, the covariate matrix is augmented
with indicators denoting whether or not a covariate is missing. Then, missing values are imputed
with some fixed value (e.g., zero); the choice of imputed value is not consequential, at least for
linear models, because the missingness indicator accounts for the fact that these observations are
missing. Once the updated covariate matrix is defined, all the rerandomization results explored in
this paper hold. One caveat, however, is that augmenting by the missingness indicators can make
the covariate matrix large, thus a balance metric that accounts for this high-dimensionality may
be preferable.

Alternatively, it may be the case that all covariates are observed, but some outcomes are missing
at random. In this case, to the best of our knowledge, the only known result in rerandomization is
for 71, and Tpr (Wang and Li, 2024). While the rerandomization procedure remains the same, the
results discussed in Section 5 hold with minor changes on the estimator definition. For isntance,
we change 7,(X;) in Tpr to be

(1 — 1) E(R; (2)| X;)

for z € {0,1}, where R; is an indicator variable that the outcome of unit i is observed (Wang and
Li, 2024).

Finally, it may be the case that both outcomes and covariates are missing. Under this set-
ting, one can combine the missingness-indicator approach for handling missing covariates, and
reweighting each observed unit by its probability of observing the outcome (Zhao et al., 2024; Zhao
and Ding, 2024b). However, no work in the rerandomization literature has explicitly studied this
scenario.

7.4 Computational Burden

Inference on rerandomized experiments usually depends on rejective sampling to generate accept-
able randomizations, thus making it computationally troublesome. Hence, some improvements and
alternatives have recently been proposed in the literature.

Most of the measures for covariate balance criterion are symmetric, i.e. p(X,2) = ¢(X,1—2),
thus the number of generated treatment allocations can be halved. This is the first strategy defined
in Johansson and Schultzberg (2020), named mirror allocations. They extend this idea to a rank-
based balance measure, based on the tiers of covariates defined in Morgan and Rubin (2015).

Motivated by the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, Zhu and Liu (2023) propose a pair-switching
rerandomization (PSRR) strategy that improves on the greedy pair-switching algorithm proposed
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by Krieger et al. (2019). PSRR changes the treatment status of two randomly selected units-one
from treatment and one from control- until an acceptable assignment is found. They find that PSRR
is around 20x faster than rejective sampling. Finally, they extend PSRR. to sequential experiments.

Although PSRR improves the efficiency of rejective sampling rerandomization, Lu et al. (2025)
show empirically that PSRR scales with the dimension of the covariates, thus being inefficient for
high-dimensional covariates. Lu et al. (2025) consider the treatment allocation problem from a con-
strained optimization perspective rather than sampling, and proposes the balanced randomization
via interger programming (BRAIN) approach that does not scale with sample size n, covariates
dimension d, nor threshold a. Instead of using sampling, the BRAIN algorithm refomulates the
problem of generating a balanced treatment assignment as a constrained optimization problem,
thus being able to use combinatorial optimization techniques. Moreover, it is expandable for more
structured experiments, such as stratified and clustered experiments.

On the other hand, the only available result for both BRAIN and PSRR is that, under these
rerandomization approaches, Tp is unbiased and is more precise than under complete randomization.
These results assume (i) n; = ng = n/2, (i) normality of 7p and normality of the difference in
covariates means, and (iii) additive treatment effect. No results on the asymptotic distribution,
coherence, or statistical power of 7Tp, 71,, and Tpr are available under the proposed rerandomization
algorithms.

Another option that avoids rejection sampling would be to use importance sampling. Although
not developed for rerandomization, Branson and Bind (2019) derive an importance-sampling ap-
proach for computing randomization-based p-values for Bernoulli trial experiments that condition
on summary statistics (e.g., the number of treated units). Thus, this approach could be extended
to rerandomization, where covariate balance is used as the conditioning statistic. Although the
resulting randomization test p-values are biased, the size of this bias is inversely related to the
number of complete randomization draws, which are computationally cheap to generate.

We leave a list of available software for conducting rerandomized experiments in Appendix C.

7.5 Multi-arm experiments

While the preceding discussion focuses on two-arm experiments, rerandomization can be extended
to multi-arm settings. The two-arm setup with a single treatment assignment vector Z € {0,1}"
generalizes directly: In a multi-arm experiment with K treatments, the assignment vector takes
values in {0,1,..., K — 1}". The balance criterion can be applied by checking balance across all
(I; ) groups, though computational costs increase with the number of pairwise comparisons.

Another option would be to balance only the most scientifically important treatment compar-
isons or use an omnibus balance criterion across all arms. However, general results for multi-arm
rerandomized experiments remain underdeveloped, and further research is needed to determine
which omnibus balance metrics would be most promising for a multi-arm experiment. That said,
some work has been done on multi-arm experiments with specific structures, such as 2% factorial
experiments.

In the 2% factorial design, K binary factors are studied simultaneously. Branson et al. (2016)
proposed a computationally efficient approach that exploits the factorial structure: rather than
balancing all 2X treatment combinations jointly, they balance covariates with respect to each
factor marginally. Specifically, for each factor k = 1,..., K, compute the Mahalanobis distance My,
between units receiving levels 0 and 1 of that factor, and accept the randomization only if My < a

for all k. This requires only 2% — 1 balance checks rather than (2; ). Li et al. (2020) extend the
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asymptotic theory to this setting, showing that factorial rerandomization preserves unbiasedness
while reducing variance of main effect and interaction estimators.

8 Conclusion

Rerandomization is a simple experimental design strategy that ensures covariate balance prior
to conducting experiments. Given its simplicity, rerandomization has been used for many years
by practitioners (Bruhn and McKenzie, 2009), but statistical inference after rerandomization has
only recently been studied (Morgan and Rubin, 2012). Rerandomization improves the precision
of the difference-in-means estimator, thereby acting as a design stage analog to linear covariate
adjustment. That said, theoretical results have found that rerandomization does not improve the
asymptotic precision of adjusted estimators, as long as the covariates used for rerandomization are
also used for adjustment (Li and Ding, 2020; Wang and Li, 2024). This has raised doubts about
whether rerandomization is needed if covariates are adjusted for in the analysis stage. That said,
these results come with several important caveats. In particular, these results are asymptotic and
focus on the marginal distribution of estimators after rerandomization. Although some works have
conjectured that rerandomization may still improve the precision of adjusted estimators in finite
samples (Yang et al., 2021; Zhu et al., 2024; Wang and Li, 2024) and considered rerandomization’s
ability to improve estimators’ joint behavior, such as their coherence (Zhao and Ding, 2024a), these
topics have received less attention in the literature.

In this paper, we first provided a comprehensive review of rerandomization, including proper-
ties of the difference-in-means, linear regression, and nonparametric doubly robust estimators after
rerandomization using the Mahalanobis distance. If more covariates are used in the design stage
than the analysis stage, then the asymptotic distribution of these estimators follows a mixture of a
normal and a truncated normal, resulting in greater precision compared to complete randomization.
On the other hand, if the same or more covariates are used in the analysis stage, then rerandomiza-
tion does not alter the asymptotic distribution of these estimators. Nonetheless, estimators’ joint
behavior is affected: For example, the difference-in-means and linear regression estimators become
more coherent with each other after rerandomization.

Second, we conduct several simulation studies to assess the performance and relationship among
parametric and nonparametric estimators under rerandomization in finite samples. We found that
rerandomization improves the precision of adjusted estimators in finite samples, especially when the
number of covariates is small, the covariates have a linear association with the potential outcomes,
and a stringent rerandomization threshold is used. We also found that rerandomization decreases
sensitivity to model choices (e.g., parametric versus nonparametric specifications, or the use of
covariate selection procedures) in the analysis stage by increasing the coherence among estimators.
To complement our review and simulation study, we provided a practical guide for practitioners
who want to run rerandomized experiments. For example, we discussed how researchers can choose
balance criteria, how to handle missing data, and how to construct confidence intervals for the
unique asymptotic distribution of estimators after reandomization.

That said, several important limitations and avenues for future research remain. Although we
discussed the idea that rerandomization can mitigate p-hacking—i.e., the analyst has less ability
to alter the treatment effect p-value via model specification (Lu and Ding, 2025)—, our simulation
study focused on precision and coherence, hence a more direct empirical investigation on p-hacking
after rerandomization is warranted. Furthermore, we focused on binary treatments. While reran-
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domization can be extended to multi-valued treatments, the theoretical properties and practical
considerations in this setting, particularly concerning the choice of balance metrics, deserve deeper
investigation. Future work should also explore whether rerandomization can improve the estima-
tion of other estimands, such as quantile treatment effects, or how to implement rerandomization
when common causal assumptions are violated, such as no interference.
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A Finite-Population Quantities Needed to Characterize the Esti-
mators

Here we define several summary statistics of covariates and potential outcomes within a finite-
population framework, which are needed to characterize the distributions of estimators after com-
plete randomization or rerandomization. Furthermore, we formalize the assumptions needed so
that asymptotic distributions of estimators after rerandomization are well-defined.

The behavior of estimators after complete randomization or rerandomization depends on the
finite-population of covariates and potential outcomes. Recall that X™ denotes the n x d covariate
matrix used for rerandomization, and X;* denotes the d-length vector of covariates for subject
i. Meanwhile, Y;(z) denotes the potential outcomes for subject i, where z € {0,1}. Given this
notation, the finite-population mean, variances and covariances of the covariates and potential
outcomes are defined as:

orr 1= on - 1<
X =52Xi, Y(Z)Z;ZYi(z),
=1 =1

1 T r T
Sim = n_1 Z(Xirr - X)X -X),
=1
2 1 “ 53 2
Sy =1 (Yi(z) =Y (2))",
i=1
1 < - o
Sy(a)xm = —— ST (Yilz) - Y(2) (X7 - X")',

=1

with Sxe y(z) = ng(z) - Meanwhile, recall that 7; = Y;(1) — Y;(0) denotes the individual treat-
ment effect for subject ¢, and 7 denotes the average treatment effect across the n subjects. Then,
the finite-population variance of the individual treatment effects is defined as

1 n
=z (-1

=1

Moreover, the finite-population variance of the linear projection of the potential outcomes Y (z)
into the covariates X™ is defined as

-1
SV ixm = Sy(zx (S%e) Sxry(a)

and similarly define Sz| - as the finite-population slope between individual treatment effects and
covariates. These slopes are also referred to as the variance of the linear projection of the potential
outcomes (or treatment effects) on covariates, to emphasize that they do not assume a linear
regression model in order to be defined.
Furthermore, we can define the finite-population covariance between X' and X2d as
S = = 3K~ X - 0y
er,XadJ n 1 i i 5

=l
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and similarly define all finite-population variances and covariances with respect to the covariates
used in the analysis stage, Sgcadj,SY(ZLXadj, S}2f(z)|Xadj’572-|X3dj'
These are all finite-population quantities, which can be estimated by their respective sample
quantities. We denote the sample quantities for the variances and covariances with a lower-case s.
Note that since we do not observe individual treatment effects in our sample, S? can typically
not be consistently estimated. That said, a consistent estimator for 572_‘ e that is commonly used
in the literature to estimate S? is

872'|X" = (Sy(1)7er - Sy(0)7xrr)(5§(rr)_1(Ser7y(1) — SX”,Y(O))

Although 33| e 18 a consistent estimator for Sz| rrs 1t consistently under-estimates Sz, in the

sense that its asymptotic limit is less than S? (Li et al., 2018; Li and Ding, 2020). Thus, using
sf‘ rr as an estimator for S? yields conservative inference, which we discuss in the next section.

For the asymptotic results in Section 5, we need that as n — oo, for z € {0,1},
e n./n, the proportion of units under treatment and control, have a positive limit;

e the finite population variances and covariances S%(Z), S2 Sg(rr, Sy (2), x5 Sg(.ddj, Sy(z)yxadj are

well-defined, have finite limiting values, and Sg(", Sg( need to be nonsingular;

adj
e control over the behavior of the tail of the distribution of the potential outcomes and co-
variates, meaning I maxi<i<p [Yi(z) — Y (2)]*> — 0, Lmaxi<i<p || X" — X2 = 0, and

%maxlgign HX?dJ — Xa JH2 — 0.

B Estimators of V.., and Ri Yrr

In Section 5 we defined the difference-in-means estimator (7p) in Equation (3), the linearly adjusted
estimator (7,) in Equation (4), and the doubly-robust estimator (7pr) in Equation (5). For each
estimator, we provided their asymptotic distribution under complete randomization and rerandom-
ization in Section 5.1. These distributions depend on a variance term V;; ., and a linear projection
term Ri rr, Which we define and provide estimators for below.

Estimator ™

The variance of 7 is given by
_ "2 MNg2 g2
V7-7'7D — n SY(l) + o SY(O) S,[.

To estimate V., p, two options are

=~ n n
_ v .2 2
Virp = Y 8

and

=5 n n
2 2 2
Virp = g Y T oS0 T St

The estimator 83_| P asymptotically under-estimates 5’3, in the sense that lim,, s~ 33| xS Sg .
Thus, both estimators above asymptotically over-estimate the true variance V., p, thereby yielding
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conservative inference. However, the second estimator can yield more precise inference, compared
to the first, and hence is preferred in the literature (Li et al., 2018; Li and Ding, 2020).
Furthermore, RQD’ o is defined as

2 2 2
Sy xRSy xS xe

W) T RSV — 57

RQD,X” =

which can be estimated by

ny 2 ng 2 )

n Sy xSy o) xr T Srixe
N1 .2 n0 2 _ a2 :
nSy() T m Sy (o) T Srxe

R]%7er =

Because the denominator for ]§2D yrr asymptotically over-estimates the true denominator in

R%y x> the estimator ﬁQD xrr asymptotically under-estimates the true RIQI xrr- This will in turn
yield conservative inference.

Estimator 7,

Considering the linear model p, (X;) = E(Y;|X;,Z; = 2) = Por + (12X, we define Y;(z;5)
Yi(z) — e <dej> for z = 0,1 to be the linear residual of the potential outcomes, 7;(8) =

Ti — {Ml (XZa dj) — 1o (X fddj)} the linear residual of the individual treatment effect, and 7(3)

7
LS, 7:(B) the average linear residual treatment effect.
Thereby, we can define the finite-population variances of Y;(z;8) and its linear projection on

dj 2 2 2
X and X7 as 850, S (aipyppern a0 S5y o
the finite-population variances of 7;() and its linear projection on X" and X?dj as SZ(B)’ 52(6)|er7

=
2

and ST(B)\XadH

s.

respectively. Moreover, we similarly define

respectively. As before, we define their respective sample estimates with lower case

The variance of 7y, is given by
_ N n @2 2
Virt = 20%vap) T 05y o) ~ S

and its estimator following Equation (20) of Li and Ding (2020),
o2 n o2 2
Virle = 108y is) T oSy o) T Sr(g)pxed
where
s @yxet = (Sy(1,8).x00 = Sy (059).x29) (Skaai) T (Sx0 y(13) — 5x203,y (0;5))
while Ri o 18

2 2 2
SO e xSy esxe — S xm

R% X = ny Q2 ng Q2 2
WO e TSy T
and one estimator follows directly as
2 2 2
WY @aIxe TR Sy pxe ~ Srgxe

R? g = ; ; 2 ’
WYy T Y08 T Sre)|xe
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where
7o) xe = (Syg)xm = sy(0).xm) (Sxe) T (5xm v (138) — 5x0 v(0:8))

which is the estimator proposed by Li and Ding (2020) in Equation (21).
Again, because sf( )] Xadi asymptotically over-estimates S’z(ﬁ), the estimators V1, and Ri xrr
over-estimate and under-estimate their true estimands, respectively. This yields conservative infer-

ence.

Estimator Tpgr

The doubly-robust estimator is considered in Wang and Li (2024), where the authors assume a
super-population setting. Thereby, the formulations of V. pr and RIQDR, xr change slightly from
Vi« and R? xrr, ¥ = D, L, but the intuition is analogous. The formulations in this case are based
on efficient influence functions (EIF). For general models p,(X;) = E(Y;|X;, Z; = z), the true EIF
values for subject ¢ in treatment group z € {0,1} are

ElF;(z) = (=)= (Yz — [z (dej>) + pz (dej> =1,

where 7, is
I HZi=2) adj adj
= [ (e (30 o (37)
EIFZ == EIFZ(l) - EIFZ(O), and T = nl/n.

To implement Tpg, cross-fitting is typically employed to decouple the estimation of nuisance
parameters from treatment effect estimation via EIFs, thereby mitigating bias induced by overfit-
ting. Specifically, it is assumed that, when implementing Tpg, the sample is split in K folds, where
K-1 folds are used to estimate <XZa dJ) for z € {0,1}, and the remaining fold is used to compute

Eﬁ’l(z) Then, the procedure is repeated swapping the folds until Eﬁ’l(z) is computed across all
folds, and the resulting estimates are averaged to obtain 7pr. Commonly, K is chosen to be 2, 5,
or 10.

Hence, the variance of Tpg is given by

Vin — z > EIF:

“ | k:| =

and
RDR Xrr = VC'/ (nE)_l C

where ¥ = cov(7xrr), Zy denotes the index set for the k-th fold from the cross-fitting procedure,
1 K 1 Z; T yYrr
and C'= 2 > 4 el ZzEIk (1= Z)EIF (Xi - er)~
Meanwhile the estimators are defined in the Appendix B.3 of Wang and Li (2024) in Equations

(12) and (13),

Ly

1€Ty

TT DR — 5

\k:l
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and
=9 1 o~ ~\ —1 ~
RDR,X!‘!‘ = VC’ (nE) C

~ K Zi—ﬂ' = o .
where C' = £ 37001 71 Yier, mi—m BIF: (X7 — X™), with

EIF,(2) = Wﬂ((lz_jrﬁ)- (Y — fi (X?dj)) + i (X;‘dj) _F.,

o= S [ (o (7)) o ()
and EIF; = EIF,(1) — EIF;(0).

C Available software

There is still a lack of tailored software for rerandomized experiments. To our knowledge, there are
only a few publicly available packages for specific applications of rerandomized experiments, all of
which are in R. We briefly describe these packages below

fastrerandomize: github

Optimizes hardware usage to increase computational speed and better allocate memory to find
balanced randomizations. Based on Jerzak and Goldstein (2023); Goldstein et al. (2025).

rerandPower: CRAN

Implements power and sample size calculations for 7 after Mahalanobis distance rerandomiza-
tion. Based on Branson et al. (2024).

D Additional simulation results

In addition to the simulation results in Section 6, we considered two other metrics:

e Coverage: We measure the coverage of each estimator under complete randomization and

rerandomization:
P(r € CI(7+;)) and P(7 € CI(7x;a)|A)

for x = D, L, DR, and significance level a.

e Power: We measure the power of each estimator under complete randomization and reran-
domization:

P(reject Ho|T #0) and P(reject Ho|T # 0,.A)
where the null hypothesis is Hy : 7 = 0.

Furthermore, we considered many other settings (e.g., estimators based on covariate selection,
and estimators with different model specifications). In this section, we describe additional results
for the following cases:

e Linear setting with 10 covariates (D.1), when varying model specification of the doubly robust
estimator (D.2) or covariate selection (D.3);
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e Non-linear setting with 10 covariates (D.4), when varying model specification of the doubly
robust estimator (D.5) or covariate selection (D.6);

e Linear setting with 100 covariates (D.7), when varying model specification of the doubly
robust estimator (D.8) or covariate selection (D.9);

e Linear setting with 10 covariates but performing rerandomization based on the Euclidean
distance (D.10).

D.1 Linear setting with 10 covariates

In Section 6 we discussed the precision and coherence results of the linear setting with 10 covari-
ates. Now we discuss coverage and power. Figures 8 and 9 show the results on coverage and power,
respectively. All estimators are at least as powerful under rerandomization compared to complete
randomization. Moreover, both adjusted estimators achieve nominal coverage level under reran-
domization. On the other hand, the difference-in-means estimator has slight overcoverage when
balancing on all covariates in the design stage (scenarios 1 and 3) and undercoverage when balanc-
ing on fewer covariates in the design stage (scenarios 2 and 4). The overcoverage is a known result
in the literature (Li et al., 2018), but not the undercoverage. The intuition is based on the interplay
between R%’ e and vg, on the variance of 7p under rerandomization. For this data generating
process, the decrease in the number of covariates used for rerandomization from scenarios 1 and 3
to scenarios 2 and 4 does not change RQD’ e significantly, in fact it changes from approximately 0.99
to 0.95. However, the value of v4, changes significantly from approximately 0.21 to 0.11, thereby
causing 7p to have overcoverage and undercoverage across the scenarios.

D.2 Doubly robust estimator model specification on the linear setting with 10
covariates

In Section 6.3 we discussed the coherence results when varying the specification of p, for z € {0, 1},
within the doubly robust estimator in a linear setting with 10 covariates. We considered the
following the doubly robust estimators: Treg With a linear outcome model, Tneural With its outcome
model defined by a neural network, Trorest With a random forest on the outcome model. Figures 10,
11 and 12 show the results on precision, coverage, and power, respectively. We find that Tneural
and Trorest have significant finite-sample precision gains, while Treg follow the asymptotic theory.
All estimators achieve nominal coverage and they are at least as powerful under rerandomization
compared to complete randomization.

D.3 Covariate selection on the linear setting with 10 covariates

In Section 6.3 we discussed the coherence results when covariate selection is performed in the
linear setting with 10 covariates. We compared (i) when all 10 covariates are used for adjustment,
Full, and (ii) when a Stepwise selection procedure is used to select covariates. For both cases, we
considered that all covariates were used for rerandomization. Figures 13, 14 and 15 show the results
on precision, coverage, and power, respectively. We find that there are significant precision benefits
when doing rerandomization for small sample sizes on all estimators. Moreover, all estimators
achieve nominal coverage and they are at least as powerful under rerandomization compared to
complete randomization.
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Figure 8: Coverage comparison between the difference-in-means (7p), difference-in-linear outcome
models (71,) and doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Tpr) for different
sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR)
and Mahalanobis-based rerandomization (RR) for the linear setting with 10 covariates. For all
data availability scenarios both adjusted estimators achieve nominal coverage level. However, the
difference-in-means estimator has slight overcoverage when balancing on all covariates in the design
stage (scenarios 1 and 3), and undercoverage when balancing on less covariates in the design stage
(scenarios 2 and 4). See Li et al. (2018) for a detailed discussion on this property. Under complete
randomization, the unadjusted estimator achieves nominal coverage level.

D.4 Non-linear setting with 10 covariates

In Section 6 we discussed the precision and coherence results of the non-linear setting with 10
covariates. Now we discuss coverage and power. Figures 16 and 17 show the results on coverage
and power, respectively. All estimators are at least as powerful under rerandomization compared
to complete randomization and they achieve nominal coverage.

D.5 Doubly robust estimator model specification on the non-linear setting with
10 covariates

Figures 18, 19, 20 and 21 show the results on precision, coherence coverage, and power when
varying the specification of ., for z € {0,1}, within the doubly robust estimator in a non-linear
setting with 10 covariates. We find that there are significant finite-sample precision gains for
TNeural i all scenarios. On the other hand, the finite-sample precision gains of Treg and Trorest
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Figure 9: Power comparison between the difference-in-means (7p), difference-in-linear outcome
models (71,) and doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Tpr) for different
sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR)
and Mahalanobis-based rerandomization (RR) for the linear setting with 10 covariates. All estima-
tors are at least as powerful under rerandomization in comparison to complete randomization for
all scenarios of data availability.

follow the asymptotic theory. In terms of coherence, there is significant improvement in the overall
coherence among estimators, although it is less than under the linear setting. All estimators but
TNeural achieve nominal coverage and are at least as powerful under rerandomization compared to
complete randomization. Tneural, On the other hand, it has overcoverage, indicating wide confidence
intervals because of underfitting, which is reinforced by its low power.

D.6 Covariate selection on the non-linear setting with 10 covariates

Figures 22, 23, 24 and 25 show the results on precision, coherence coverage, and power when co-
variate selection is performed in a non-linear setting with 10 covariates. We find that there are
significant finite-sample precision gains for Tneural- On the other hand, the precision of all other
estimators is not improved under rerandomization. Analogously for coherence, Tneural iS the only
estimator benefited from rerandomization under finite samples in this case. Finally, all estimators,
except TNeural achieve nominal coverage and are at least as powerful under rerandomization com-
pared to complete randomization. Tneural, On the other hand, has overcoverage, indicating wide
confidence intervals because of underfitting, which is reinforced by its low power. The precision
and coherence gains for the Tyeural may be explained by the underfitting of the model, meaning
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Figure 10: Precision gain comparison between the doubly-robust estimator with linear outcome
model (TReg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Trorest), the doubly-
robust estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeura1) for different sample sizes and covari-
ates available for design and analysis for the linear setting with 10 covariates. There is significant
finite-sample precision gains for Tneural and Tgorest under all scenarios. On the other hand, the
finite-sample precision gains Treg follow the asymptotic theory.

rerandomization is able to act as a “safeguard” and help misspecified models.

D.7 Linear setting with 100 covariates

Figures 26, 27, 28 and 29 show the results on precision, coherence, coverage, and power for the
linear setting with 100 covariates. Under small sample sizes, the adjusted estimators are unstable
due to the high-dimensionality of the estimation problem. However, Tpgr benefits from rerandom-
ization under small sample sizes since its empirical precision gains are greater than the asymptotic
theory. Furthermore, 7p and 7, follow asymptotic theory. In terms of coherence, there is signif-
icant improvement in overall coherence, although in a lower magnitude than the low-dimensional
linear setting. Under small sample sizes the adjusted estimators are unstable due to the high-
dimensionality of the estimation problem, hence we find overcovarege for 7pgr and undercoverage
for 71,. Interestingly, all estimators seem to have their power decrease as the sample size increases.
This is due to the high-dimensional estimation problem and the instability in the estimators.
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Figure 11: Coverage comparison between the doubly-robust estimator with linear outcome model
(TReg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Tgorest), the doubly-robust
estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeura1) for different sample sizes and covariates
available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-based reran-
domization (RR) for the linear setting with 10 covariates. For all data availability scenarios all
estimators achieve nominal coverage level.

D.8 Doubly robust estimator model specification in the linear setting with 100
covariates

Figures 30, 31, 32 and 33 show the results on precision, coherence, coverage and power for the
linear setting with 100 covariates when varying the specification of p,, for z € {0,1}, within the
doubly robust estimator. Although there is some instability on the estimators under small samples,
there are finite-sample precision gains for all estimators, although they are less than in the low-
dimensional setting. Overall coherence is also significantly improved under rerandomization. Under
small sample sizes all estimators are unstable due to the high-dimensionality of the estimation
problem, hence the overcoverage and lack of power.

D.9 Covariate selection in the linear setting with 100 covariates

Figures 34, 35, 36 and 37 show the results on precision, coherence, coverage and power for the
linear setting with 100 covariates when covariate selection is performed. Under small sample sizes,
the adjusted estimators are unstable due to the high-dimensionality of the estimation problem.
Nevertheless, Tneural has significant precision benefits from rerandomization under finite samples in
this case. All other estimators precision gains follow asymptotic theory or show modest precision
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Figure 12: Power comparison between the doubly-robust estimator with linear outcome model
(TReg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Trorest), the doubly-robust
estimator with neural network outcome model (Tneural) for different sample sizes and covariates
available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-based reran-
domization (RR) for the linear setting with 10 covariates. All estimators are at least as powerful
under rerandomization in comparison to complete randomization for all scenarios of data availabil-

ity.

gains. The same results are found for coherence. Interestingly, all estimators seem to have their
power decrease as the sample size increases. This is due to the high-dimensional estimation problem
and the instability in the estimators. This instability also causes the overcoverage.

D.10 Linear setting with 10 covariates but rerandomizing based on Euclidean
distance

Figures 38, 39, 40 and 41 show the results on precision, coherence, coverage, and power for the
linear setting with 10 covariates, and rerandomization is done based on the Euclidean distance.
The dashed lines show the asymptotic theoretical results based on the Mahalanobis distance, while
the solid lines show the empirical results based on Euclidean distance.

For 7p rerandomizing under the Euclidean distance has more precision benefits than balancing
over the Mahalanobis distance, this is because the Euclidean distance prioritizes balancing the
top eigenvectors of the covariates (Schindl and Branson, 2024). As before, we notice that for the
adjusted estimators, rerandomization improves precision especially under the smaller sample sizes.
Coherence is also highly improved under rerandomization under Euclidean distance. Notice that
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Figure 13: Precision gain comparison for the difference in linear outcome model (71,), the doubly-
robust estimator with linear outcome model (Treg ), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest
outcome model (Trorest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeural)
for different sample sizes in the linear setting with 10 covariates when different amounts of covariates
are considered for adjustment in the analysis stage. Stepwise refers to when the covariate selection
is done in the analysis stage prior to estimation, and Full refers to when the analysis is conducted
using all covariates. When the covariate selection is done in the analysis stage (Stepwise), there is
significant precision benefits when doing rerandomization for small sample sizes on all estimators.
Moreover, both Tporest and Tneural are benefited by rerandomization on small sample sizes for all
scenarios.

the coherence gains between Tp and 7y, are also improved under Euclidean distance compared to
Mahalanobis distance rerandomization. All estimators are at least as powerful under rerandom-
ization compared to complete randomization. Moreover, both adjusted estimators achieve nominal
coverage level under rerandomization. As in the case when rerandomizing based on the Mahalanobis
distance, the difference-in-means estimator has slight overcoverage when balancing on all covariates
in the design stage (scenarios 1 and 3) and undercoverage when balancing on less covariates in the
design stage (scenarios 2 and 4). Again, the overcoverage result is known in the literature (Li et al.,
2018), but not the undercoverage. The intuition is based on the interplay between R%, xrr and vg4
on the variance of 7p under rerandomization, just like we discussed in Appendix D.1.
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Figure 14: Coverage for the difference in linear outcome model (71,), the doubly-robust estimator
with linear outcome model (Treg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model
(TForest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (Tneural) for different
sample sizes in the linear setting with 10 covariates when different amounts of covariates are con-
sidered for adjustment in the analysis stage. Stepwise refers to when the covariate selection is done
in the analysis stage prior to estimation, and Full refers to when the analysis is conducted using
all covariates. The comparison is between under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-
based rerandomization (RR). All estimators achieve nominal coverage under both CR and RR.
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Figure 15: Power for the difference in linear outcome model (71,), the doubly-robust estimator
with linear outcome model (7reg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model
(TForest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (Tneura) for different
sample sizes in the linear setting with 10 covariates when different amounts of covariates are con-
sidered for adjustment in the analysis stage. Stepwise refers to when the covariate selection is done
in the analysis stage prior to estimation, and Full refers to when the analysis is conducted using
all covariates. The comparison is between under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-
based rerandomization (RR). All estimators are at least as powerful under RR in comparison to
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Figure 16: Coverage comparison between the difference-in-means (7p), difference-in-linear outcome
models (71,) and doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Tpr) for different
sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR)
and Mahalanobis-based rerandomization (RR) for the non-linear setting with 10 covariates.All
estimators achieve nominal coverage under both CR and RR.
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Figure 17: Power comparison between the difference-in-means (7p), difference-in-linear outcome
models (71,) and doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (7pgr) for different
sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR)
and Mahalanobis-based rerandomization (RR) for the non-linear setting with 10 covariates. All
estimators are at least as powerful under RR in comparison to CR for all scenarios of data avail-
ability.

49



Scenario 1: X = x2adi

Scenario 2: X" c XaOIj

1.001 I II-I =l ll-I e ] II-I II-II-II-II-I [ ]
;’ “\ ;EAﬁA ,— tx s ," ‘!‘
0.75 7 AhA
0.50
£ 02
®
(@)
o 0.00
S | i |
2 Scenario 3: X 2 X2 Scenario 4: General Case
- . gl
O 1.00) mysBraraioam wm, e --- a0 WS W e T S N
0.75 / AA\ A A=A A‘A‘A
X e
0.50
0.25
e 200 400 600 800 1000 200 400 600 800 1000
Sample size (n)
A Tpheural % Trorest M Tgey —— Empirical --=-- Theory

Figure 18: Precision gain comparison between the doubly-robust estimator with linear outcome
model (TReg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Trorest ), the doubly-
robust estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeural) for different sample sizes and co-

variates available for design and analysis for the non-linear setting with 10 covariates.

significant finite-sample precision gains for Tneural under all scenarios.

finite-sample precision gains Treg and Trorest follow the asymptotic theory.
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Figure 19: Coherence gain comparison between the difference-in-means estimator (7p), the doubly-
robust estimator with linear outcome model (Treg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest
outcome model (Trorest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeural)
for different sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis for the non-linear setting
with 10 covariates. There is significant improvement in the overall coherence across all data avail-
ability scenarios. The biggest increases in coherence are for the Tneuwral and 7Tp estimators, since
these estimators are the more unstable ones, Tp because it doesn’t adjust for covariates and TNeural
is underfitting. Hence, they are get more similar to the other estimators under rerandomization.
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Figure 20: Coverage comparison between the doubly-robust estimator with linear outcome model
(TReg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Tyorest), the doubly-robust
estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeura1) for different sample sizes and covariates
available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-based reran-
domization (RR) for the non-linear setting with 10 covariates. For all data availability scenarios
TReg and Trorest achieve nominal coverage level. Tneural, On the other hand, achieves overcoverage,
indicating wide confidence intervals because of underfitting.
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Figure 21: Power comparison between the doubly-robust estimator with linear outcome model
(TReg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Torest), the doubly-robust
estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeura1) for different sample sizes and covariates
available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-based reran-
domization (RR) for the non-linear setting with 10 covariates. All estimators are at least as powerful
under rerandomization in comparison to complete randomization for all scenarios of data availabil-
ity. TNeural has small power under RR and CR, indicating wide confidence intervals because of
underfitting.
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Figure 22: Precision gain comparison for the difference in linear outcome model (71,), the doubly-
robust estimator with linear outcome model (Treg ), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest
outcome model (Trorest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeural)
for different sample sizes in the non-linear setting with 10 covariates when different amounts of
covariates are considered for adjustment in the analysis stage. Stepwise refers to when the covariate
selection is done in the analysis stage prior to estimation, and Full refers to when the analysis is
conducted using all covariates. Tneural 1S the only estimator benefited from rerandomization under
finite samples in this case. On the other hand, the precision of all other estimators is not improved
under rerandomization.
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Figure 23: Coherence gain comparison for the difference in linear outcome model (71,), the doubly-
robust estimator with linear outcome model (Treg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest
outcome model (Trorest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeural)
for different sample sizes in the non-linear setting with 10 covariates when different amounts of
covariates are considered for adjustment in the analysis stage. Stepwise refers to when the covariate
selection is done in the analysis stage prior to estimation, and Full refers to when the analysis is
conducted using all covariates. Tneural 18 the only estimator benefited from rerandomization under
finite samples in this case.
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Figure 24: Coverage for the difference in linear outcome model (71,), the doubly-robust estimator
with linear outcome model (Treg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model
(TForest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (Tneural) for different
sample sizes in the linear setting with 10 covariates when different amounts of covariates are con-
sidered for adjustment in the analysis stage. Stepwise refers to when the covariate selection is done
in the analysis stage prior to estimation, and Full refers to when the analysis is conducted using
all covariates. The comparison is between under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-
based rerandomization (RR). All estimators achieve nominal coverage under both CR and RR.
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Figure 25: Power for the difference in linear outcome model (71,), the doubly-robust estimator
with linear outcome model (Treg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model
(TForest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (Tneural) for different
sample sizes in the linear setting with 10 covariates when different amounts of covariates are con-
sidered for adjustment in the analysis stage. Stepwise refers to when the covariate selection is done
in the analysis stage prior to estimation, and Full refers to when the analysis is conducted using
all covariates. The comparison is between under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-
based rerandomization (RR). TNeural has small power under RR and CR, indicating wide confidence
intervals because of underfitting. However, TNeural 1S at least as powerful under RR in comparison
to CR.
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Figure 26: Precision gain comparison between the difference-in-means estimator (7p), the difference
in linear outcome models (71,), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model
(Tpr) for different sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis for the linear setting
with 100 covariates. Under small sample sizes the adjusted estimators are unstable due to the high-
dimensionality of the estimation problem, and the linear model is well-specified. Regardless, Tpr
is benefited from rerandomization under small sample sizes since its empirical precision gains are
bigger than the asymptotic theory. On the other hand, 7p and 71, follow asymptotic theory.
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Figure 27: Coherence gain comparison between the difference-in-means estimator (7p), the dif-
ference in linear outcome models (71,), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome
model (Tpr) for different sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis for the linear
setting with 100 covariates. Under small sample sizes the adjusted estimators are unstable due to
the high-dimensionality of the estimation problem, hence the instability in coherence values from
sample sizes below 500. Other than that, there is significant improvement in the overall coherence
across all data availability scenarios. The biggest increases in coherence is for 7p. Thereby, the
difference-in-means estimator get more similar to the adjusted estimators under rerandomization.
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Figure 28: Coverage comparison between the difference-in-means (7p), difference-in-linear outcome
models (77,) and doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Tpgr) for different
sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR)
and Mahalanobis-based rerandomization (RR) for the linear setting with 100 covariates. Under
small sample sizes the adjusted estimators are unstable due to the high-dimensionality of the
estimation problem, hence the overcovarege for 7Tpr and the undercoverage for 77,. Nevertheless,
71, is aided by rerandomization to achieve nominal coverage when the adjustment is done in fewer
covariates (scenarios 3 and 4), thereby a more stable adjusted estimator.
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Figure 29: Power comparison between the difference-in-means (7p), difference-in-linear outcome
models (77,) and doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Tpgr) for different
sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR)
and Mahalanobis-based rerandomization (RR) for the linear setting with 100 covariates. All es-
timators have small power due to high-dimensional estimation problem and the instability in the

estimators.
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Figure 30: Precision gain comparison between the doubly-robust estimator with linear outcome
model (Treg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Tgorest), the doubly-
robust estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeural) for different sample sizes and covari-
ates available for design and analysis for the linear setting with 100 covariates. Although there is
some instability on the estimators under small samples, there is finite-sample precision gains for all
estimators under all scenarios, and especially scenarios 3 and 4, i.e. when the adjustment is done

on a subset of covariates.
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Figure 31: Coherence gain comparison between the difference-in-means estimator (7p), the doubly-
robust estimator with linear outcome model (Treg ), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest
outcome model (Trorest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeural)
for different sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis for the linear setting with
100 covariates. Although there is some instability on the estimators under small samples, there is
significant improvement in the overall coherence across all data availability scenarios.
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Figure 32: Coverage comparison between the doubly-robust estimator with linear outcome model
(TReg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Trorest ), the doubly-robust
estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeura) for different sample sizes and covariates
available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-based reran-
domization (RR) for the linear setting with 100 covariates. Under small sample sizes all estimators
are unstable due to the high-dimensionality of the estimation problem, hence the overcoverage.
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Figure 33: Power comparison between the doubly-robust estimator with linear outcome model
(TReg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (Trorest), the doubly-robust
estimator with neural network outcome model (Tneural) for different sample sizes and covariates
available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-based reran-
domization (RR) for the linear setting with 100 covariates. All estimators have small power due to
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high-dimensional estimation problem and the instability in the estimators.
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Figure 34: Precision gain comparison for the difference in linear outcome model (71,), the doubly-
robust estimator with linear outcome model (Treg ), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest
outcome model (Trorest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeural)
for different sample sizes in the linear setting with 100 covariates when different amounts of co-
variates are considered for adjustment in the analysis stage. Stepwise refers to when the covariate
selection is done in the analysis stage prior to estimation, and Full refers to when the analysis is
conducted using all covariates. Although there is some instability on the estimators under small
samples, TNeural 15 the only estimator benefited from rerandomization under finite samples in this
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case. All other estimators precision gains follow asymptotic theory.
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Figure 35: Coherence gain comparison for the difference in linear outcome model (7,), the doubly-
robust estimator with linear outcome model (TRreg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest
outcome model (Trorest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (TNeural)
for different sample sizes in the linear setting with 100 covariates when different amounts of co-
variates are considered for adjustment in the analysis stage. Stepwise refers to when the covariate
selection is done in the analysis stage prior to estimation, and Full refers to when the analysis is
conducted using all covariates. Although there is some instability on the estimators under small
samples, TNeural 15 the only estimator benefited from rerandomization under finite samples in this
case. For all other estimators, the coherence of each of them estimated in a different set of covari-
ates is not significantly impacted under rerandomization.
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Figure 36: Coverage for the difference in linear outcome model (71,), the doubly-robust estimator
with linear outcome model (Treg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model
(TForest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (Tneural) for different
sample sizes in the linear setting with 100 covariates when different amounts of covariates are con-
sidered for adjustment in the analysis stage. Stepwise refers to when the analysis does covariate
selection prior to estimation, and Full refers to when the analysis is conducted using all covariates.
The comparison is between under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-based rerandom-
ization (RR). Under small sample sizes all estimators are unstable due to the high-dimensionality

of the estimation problem, hence the overcoverage.
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Figure 37: Power for the difference in linear outcome model (71,), the doubly-robust estimator
with linear outcome model (Treg), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model
(TForest), the doubly-robust estimator with neural network outcome model (Tneural) for different
sample sizes in the linear setting with 100 covariates when the analysis uses different amounts of
covariates in the estimators. Stepwise refers to when the analysis has covariate selection prior to
estimation, and Full refers to when the analysis uses all covariates. The comparison is between
under complete randomization (CR) and Mahalanobis-based rerandomization (RR). Under small
sample sizes all estimators are unstable due to the high-dimensionality of the estimation problem,
hence the lack of power.
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Figure 38: Precision gain comparison between the difference-in-means estimator (7p), the difference
in linear outcome models (71,), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model
(Tpr) for different sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis for the linear setting
with 10 covariates and rerandomization is done based on the Euclidean distance.
lines show the asymptotic theoretical results based on the Mahalanobis distance, while the solid
lines show the empirical results based on Euclidean distance. For 7p rerandomizing under the
Euclidean distance has more precision benefits than balancing over the Mahalanobis distance, this
is because the Euclidean distance takes into account the correlation between the covariates (Schindl
and Branson, 2024). Meanwhile, for the adjusted estimators, rerandomization improves precision

especially under the smaller sample sizes.
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Figure 39: Coherence gain comparison between the difference-in-means estimator (7p), the dif-
ference in linear outcome models (71,), the doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome
model (Tpr) for different sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis for the lin-
ear setting with 10 covariates and rerandomization is done based on the Euclidean distance. The
dashed lines show the asymptotic theoretical results based on the Mahalanobis distance, while the
solid lines show the empirical results based on Euclidean distance. Overall, the coherence among
the estimators is significantly improved. Furthermore, the coherence gains between 7 and 7y, are
also improved under Euclidean distance compared to Mahalanobis distance rerandomization.
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Figure 40: Coverage comparison between the difference-in-means (7p), difference-in-linear out-
come models (71,) and doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (7pr) for dif-
ferent sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis under complete randomization
(CR) and Euclidean-based rerandomization (RR) for the linear setting with 10 covariates. For all
data availability scenarios both adjusted estimators achieve nominal coverage level. However, the
difference-in-means estimator has slight overcoverage when balancing on all covariates in the design
stage (scenarios 1 and 3), and undercoverage when balancing on less covariates in the design stage
(scenarios 2 and 4). Under complete randomization, the unadjusted estimator achieves nominal

coverage level.
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Figure 41: Power comparison between the difference-in-means (7p), difference-in-linear outcome
models (71,) and doubly-robust estimator with random forest outcome model (7pgr) for different
sample sizes and covariates available for design and analysis under complete randomization (CR)
and Euclidean-based rerandomization (RR) for the linear setting with 10 covariates. All estimators
are at least as powerful under rerandomization in comparison to complete randomization for all
scenarios of data availability.
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