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Abstract

This paper studies circular designs for interference models, where a treatment
assigned to a plot also affects its neighboring plots within a block. For the purpose
of estimating total effects, the circular neighbor balanced design was shown to be
universally optimal among designs which do not allow treatments to be neighbors of
themselves. Our study shows that these self-neighboring block sequences should be
the main ingredient for an optimal design. Here, we adopt the approximate design
framework and study optimal designs in the whole design space. Our approach is
flexible enough to accommodate all possible design parameters, that is the block size
and the number of blocks and treatments. It can be broken down into two main steps:
the identification of the minimal supporting set of block sequences and the optimality
condition built on it. The former is critical for reducing the computational time and
memory usage tremendously. Unlike other related problems, there is no fixed pattern
of the minimal supporting set here. To deal with this unprecedented challenge, we
theoretically derived an intermediate set of sequences, which guarantees to contain the
minimal supporting set. The latter can then be efficiently identified by a customized
algorithm. Such combination of theoretical and algorithmic results is the first of its
kind in related literature. Similar results are obtained for circular crossover designs.
Lastly, our method is flexible enough to produce both symmetric and asymmetric
designs and also to deal with arbitrarily forms of the within-block covariance matrix.
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1 Introduction

In many applications of block designs, especially field experiments in agriculture, the treat-

ment assigned to one plot may also have impacts on the responses of its neighboring plots.

This phenomenon has long been recognized in literature, see Stadler| (1921)); Haines and|

Benzion (1956); [Pearce| (1957)); Cox| (1958); Bhalli et al.| (1964)); Jensen and Federer; (1964);

\Gomez (1972)); Dyke and Shelley]| (1976); McDonald and Peck] (1976); Cannell et al. (1977);

Kawano et al.| (1978); [Murugesan and Arokia Raj| (1978)); |Kempton| (1982)); Kempton and|

Lockwood, (1984)); Jenkyn and Dyke| (1985); |Azais et al.| (1986)); Bradshaw, (1986); Kemp-|

ton et al.| (1986)); Speckel et al.| (1987)); Bailey and Payne (1990); [Hide and Read (1990));

Langton| (1990)); Kempton| (1992) for examples. Among them, the treatment could be a

plant variety, fertilizer, pesticide, virus type, or irrigation method. Typically, the blocks
are arranged in rows of plots and hence the design of such experiments boils down to the
determination of sequences of treatments for these blocks. It is most often assumed that the
treatment applied to a plot has neighbor effects on its left and right immediate neighboring
plots.

Besides neighbor effects, there are often edge effects, also called border effects, observed

at the two ends of each block. Langton (1990) commented that the edge effect might be

caused by many unknown complex reasons and suggested that “it will usually be essen-

tial to exclude from analysis all plot edges in order to ensure a fair comparison between

treatments”. Correspondingly, |Azais et al.| (1993) introduced circular designs, in which

two guarding plots at two ends of each block are set up to receive treatments without re-
sponse so that the edge effects for the observed plots are totally under control. The name
circular comes from the particular arrangement that the left guarding plot is assigned the

same treatment as the right end plot and similarly for the opposite end, so that the two



end plots appear like having neighbor effects on each other, hence the circular behavior.
We refer to |Aldred et al. (2014)); |Druilhet (1999)); Filipiak| (2012)); Filipiak and Markiewicz
(2005); |Zheng et al.| (2017)) for detailed discussions on circular designs.

The majority of work on circular designs has focused on the estimation of direct effects,
with neighbor effects being nuisance. On the other hand, it is desirable in practice to make
the decision of selecting a single treatment to be applied over a larger spatial area. When
the chosen treatment is in use, its only neighbor will be itself, and thus the parameter of
interest shall be the sum of direct and neighbor effects. We shall call such effects as total
effects as in |Bailey and Druilhet| (2004)), which proved that the circular neighbor balanced
design (CNBD) is universally optimal among the subclass of designs with no treatment
as a neighbor of itself. Unfortunately, the constraint on the design space turns out to
be severe: the efficiency of CNBD in the whole design space drops down to 50% as the
design size grows. Along this line of research, [Filipiak and Markiewicz| (2005) and |Ai et al.
(2009) further investigated the performance of CNBD when the within-block covariance is
of AR(1) structure instead of the classical identify matrix. The only work that has lifted the
constraint on the design space is Druilhet and Tinsson (2012) who adopted the approximate
design theory and found optimal designs among all designs, which of course allows self-
neighboring block sequences. However, the results are still limited in the following sense.
(1) The derived optimal designs are all symmetric, and only exists when the number of
blocks takes special values. Note CNBD is also a symmetric design. (i) The derivation
of optimal designs boils down to solving a maximin problem over a set of representative
block sequences, whose size grows superexponentially in the block length, say k. A general
algorithm without further theoretical studies of the sequence structures can not deal with

large values of k. Particularly, Druilhet and Tinsson| (2012)) listed results of optimal designs



when k£ < 12. With advancement of computational power nowadays, we can only push the
limit up to k£ = 14 in our own experience. (i7i) The within-block covariance is assumed to
be proportional to the identity matrix. While the last one is relatively easy to be extended,
it requires substantial understanding of the sequence structures and their impact on the
parameter estimation in order to solve the first two issues, if possible.

In this paper, we provide a unified framework for deriving both symmetry and asym-
metric designs for arbitrary covariance structures and arbitrary design sizes. Derive designs
are optimal among all possible circular designs instead of restricting the comparison within
a subclass, which confirms that self-neighboring sequences do play critical roles in optimal
designs. Specifically, our results are comprehensive in following ways. (i) The approximate
design theory is established for all possible combinations of k£ and ¢, where ¢ is the number
of treatments to be compared. Here, the most difficult part is to provide theoretical forms
of the supporting sequences, especially when k and ¢ are large. (i7) We further allow the
flexibility on the number of blocks, say n, and proposed methods to derive exact designs
from the approximate design theory for an arbitrary n. In other words, all possible configu-
rations of (k,t,n) are covered without any combinatorial constraints. On the contrary, the
symmetric designs proposed by existing literatures require n to be a multiple of ¢(t — 1).
It is also obvious that CNBD only exists when ¢ > k. (ii7) We allow the within-block co-
variance matrix to be any positive definite matrix while the past work mostly assumed this
matrix to be proportional to the identity matrix. As a slight deviation from this identity
assumption, Filipiak and Markiewicz (2005) and Ai et al.| (2009) assumed AR(1) structure
for the covariance matrix. They studied properties of CNBD for limited choices of k and t.
Meanwhile these results can not be generalized to other within-block covariance matrices.

(iv) We provide answers of optimal designs for three different models. Models and



both consider two-sided neighbors with the latter assuming the left and right neighbor ef-
fects being the same. Model considers one-sided neighbor effects for crossover designs.
Model is of the main interest here, but its intrinsic relationship with Model helps
us derive the theoretical forms of the supporting sequences, which is the key for finding
optimal designs. The results of optimal crossover designs for Model are derived in the
same way and hence will be briefly described.

The comprehensiveness of our results is achieved without the sacrifice of computational
time. This is due to the combination of theoretical insights with efficient algorithms.
Roughly speaking, linear equation systems regarding the proportions of all treatment se-
quences are established for universally optimal approximate designs. We further show that
there is only a small subset of sequences, namely supporting sequences, allowed to have
positive proportions and hence the computation of this linear equation system is tremen-
dously reduced. In many cases, those supporting sequences can be theoretically identified
following |[Kushner| (1997)’s arguments, where each sequence is associated with a quadratic
function and the game became the identification of the minimax of these functions. Unfor-
tunately, for our problem such task becomes intractable. At the superficial level, there is
no clear pattern of the supporting sequences that we can observe from computational re-
sults. This unusual phenomenon becomes the main hurdle for theoretical advancement. To
tackle it, we first find a narrow enough interval which contains the minimax point instead
of directly specifying its value. This partial result allows us to identify a slightly larger
subset of sequences, where all supporting sequences must belong to. Then an algorithm
is built to find the supporting sequences within this subset in O(k?) time. Without this
subset, we would need O(t*) time to search for the supporting sequences.

Particularly, we find that optimal designs consist of sequences which allocate each treat-



ment in a sub-block of adjacent plots with equal or almost equal numbers of replications.
Unlike CNBD or designs derived in literature for direct effects, our proposed designs do
not try to put as many treatments in a sequence as possible. The optimal number of dis-
tinct treatments in a sequence is around v/2k for crossover designs and vk for interference
models, whenever these numbers are smaller than the total number of treatments under
consideration.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2[ formulates the design problems
under the two interference models into a unified optimization problem. Section [3| theoreti-
cally establishes the approach to derive universally optimal designs. In particular, Section
3.1| provides two systems of linear equations to characterize all possible universally optimal
approximate designs, one for symmetric designs and one for general designs. Section [3.2
extends the results in Section to exact designs and provides a simplified algorithm to
obtain the optimal designs. The main results of this paper are in Section [, which derive
theoretical forms of the supporting sequences to address the computational issues of these
approaches especially for large designs. Results of different natures are separated into Sec-
tions [4.1] and Examples are provided in Section [5] to illustrate our theoretical results.

All proofs of theorems are given in supplementary materials.

2 Problem formulation

Throughout this paper, we consider designs on {4, the set of all block designs with n
blocks of size k for the comparison of ¢ > 2 treatments. We require k > 4 since no contrast

of treatments is estimable for any circular design when k < 3. Suppose Yy;; is the response



observed from the jth plot of block ¢, we consider the following two models

Yaij = p+Bi+ Taey) + Adij—1) + Pdgijr1) + €ij- (1)

Yo = p+ Bi+ Taij) + Mdgij—1) + Adgij+1) + Eijs (2)

Here p is the general mean, f3; is the ith block effect, d(i, j) is the treatment assigned to the
jth plot of block ¢ by design d, 74(; ;) is the direct treatment effect of d(i, j), Agq j—1) is the
neighbor effect of treatment d(i, j — 1) from the left neighbor, pg(; j4+1) denotes the neighbor
effect from the right, and lastly €;; is the error term with zero mean. Model reduces to
Model if we assume \; = p;, 1 <1 < t, namely the neighbor effects are undirectional.
For this reason, we call Models and as the directional and undirectional interference
models, respectively. For both models, we consider circular designs, i.e., Agi0) = Ada(ik),
Ad(ik+1) = Adgi,1) and pgg k1) = Pag,1)- Let Yy be the vector of responses organized block

by block, these two models can be written in matrix forms of

Yy = lyp+ UB+ Tyt + LaX + Rap + €, (3)

Yo = lLup+UB+ Tyt + LgA + Rg) + ¢, (4)

where 8 = (B1, ..., Bn)s T = (71, .., 1) A= (A1, .s N), p = (p1, ..., pr) with ' representing
the transpose of a vector or a matrix. Also, 1, represents a vector of h ones, and U = [,, @1y,
with ® being the Kronecker product and I, being the identity matrix of size k. Lastly,
T;, Lqg and R, represent the design matrices for the direct, left and right neighbor effects,
respectively.

Our target here is to find the optimal design for the estimation of the total effect,

namely ¢ = 7+ XA + p for Model and ¢ = 7 + 2\ for Model . For this purpose, we



shall re-parametrize those models as

Yy = lypu+UB+Typ+ Lo\ + Rap + e, (5)

Yy = lup+UB~+Tyd+ (Lg+ Ro)X + ¢, (6)

where Ly = Ly — Ty and Ry = R, — Ty. In other words, we have Ly = (I, ® H.)T; and
R, = (I,@H/)Ty, where He = (Ii=j1(mod k) —li=j)1<i,j<r With I being the indicator function.
Here we adopt a very mild condition for the covariance structure, i.e., V(¢) = I,, ® ¥ with
Y being an arbitrary positive definite £ x k£ matrix. By similar arguments as in Kunert

(1984)), the information matrix for ¢ under the two models are

Odll C1d12 C1(110

Model :Cqa = Caoo — ( Cao1 Cuo2 ’ 0
Caa1 Cao2 Cago
2 —_
Model :Cqy = Caoo — (Cyo1 + Cao2) ( Z Cdij) (Car0 + Ca2o), (8)
ij—1

where Cy; = Gi(I, ® B)G;, 0 < i,j < 2, with Gy = Ty, Gy = Lg, Gy = Ry, and
B=%"1-%"1%"1/1,%""1, with J, = 1,1,. For technical conveniences, we shall define
a projection matrix By, = I}, — k~1J,. In fact, we have B = By, when ¥ = I,.

The block diagonal structure of the matrix I, ® B allows us to write each Cg;j in an
additive form, which induces the approximate design framework. Let us just examine
Cago for illustration. With the block-wise decomposition Ty = (17,75, ...,T), we have
Cao = Yoy T/ BT,. Note that the summand T! BT; depends on block 4 only through
the sequence used in this block. Let S be the set of all t* treatment sequences, we shall
denote Cyo9 = T} BTZ if sequence s € S is adopted in block . By this notation, we have
Caoo = Y sesMsCso0, Where n, is the number of times that sequence s is selected in the
design d. Similarly, we have Cy;; = ZSGS nsCg; for 0 < 7,5 < 2. This means that we

can consider a design d as a result of selecting n sequences from S with replications, thus

8



the representation d = {n, : s € §}. Define its associated measure as {; = {ps : s € S},
where p, = n,/n is the proportion of sequence s in design d. Then we have Cy;; = nCli;
with Cg,; = ZSES psCsij, and thus Cq = nC¢, with C¢, being derived from equations @
and by replacing d therein by &;. As a result, finding the optimal design d boils down
to finding the optimal measure &;. In the approximate design framework, we shall relax
ps to be any value in the interval [0, 1], in which case there does not necessarily exist an
exact design d associated with it. Thereafter, we shall suppress the subscript d and aim to
optimize £ over the measure space P = {{ps: s € S} :ps > 0,> . sps = 1}.

Following [Kiefer| (1975), we call a measure £* to be wuniversally optimal if it maxi-
mizes ®(C¢) over P for any function ® : R™ — R satistying: (C.1) ® is concave; (C.2)
P(S'CeS) = ®(C¢) for any permutation matrix S; (C.3) ®(bC;) is nondecreasing in the
scalar b > 0. Let P* be the set of all universally optimal measures. Each element of P*
shall also be optimal under the alphabetical criteria of A, D, E, and T among others. If
there exists an exact design d with its associated measure £; € P*, then d is said to be
universally optimal. Otherwise, we shall produce exact designs based on the universally op-
timal measures and evaluate their performances by their efficiencies under the alphabetical

criteria against a measure in P*.

3 Optimal designs for general covariance matrix X

3.1 Approximate design theory

In view of the treatment exchangeability in condition (C.2) above, we shall call a collection
of sequences to be an equivalence class if it is closed under any form of treatment relabeling

of the sequences. To be specific, let G be the collection of all ¢! possible permutations



on the set Z; = {1,2,....,t}. In algebra, G is called the symmetric group of Z;. Then
an equivalence class containing a representative sequence, say s, can be constructed by
(s) = {o(s) : 0 € G}, where o(s) is a sequence generated by applying the treatment
relabeling/permutation ¢ on s. We call (s) as the equivalence class produced by sequence
s. In fact, for any alternative sequence 5 € (s), we have (§) = (s) due to the group property
of G. As a result, two equivalence classes are either identical or mutually exclusive and
we shall have the partition S = U, (s;), where s;’s are representative sequences for the
m distinct equivalence classes. To calculate m, note that one equivalence class could be
represented by one way of partitioning k£ balls into at most ¢ boxes. When k£ < ¢, m is
the well known Bell number depending only on k, that is, m = k*L(k) with L(k) decaying
at the exponential rate in k. Theorem examines the properties of these m equivalence
classes as related to the job of searching for optimal measures.

The main purpose of this section is to present Theorem [3.4] which maps P* to a linear
subspace. To do that, we need to introduce some notations along with the definition of a
special subset of measures, which overlaps with but does not contain P*. Kushner| (1997)
called a measure to be symmetric if it assigns equal proportion to sequences within each
equivalence class. Omne consequence here is that Cg; will be completely symmetric for
all 0 < 7,7 < 2. So the name of symmetry could be justified by both the symmetric
permutation G and these completely symmetric matrices. The latter is more relevant
to the optimal design problem here since these matrices are the direct building blocks
for computing the information matrix. Thus, we shall instead define a measure £ to be
symmetric if all matrices Cg;;,0 < 4,7 < 2 are completely symmetric. Also, denote by
Po the collection of all symmetric measures. Alternative to the full permutation approach

as in [Kushner| (1997), one can also construct a symmetric measure through an orthogonal
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array of type I. See Example [5.5] in Section [5]
For any & € Py, we have Cg;; = ¢¢;;By/(t — 1). This form can be found in view of the

orthogonality between B; and J;. Applying them to @ and yields

Ce = ye B/ (t — 1), Ye = ceoo — LeQy e, 9)

with (¢ and Q¢ defined as (ceo1, ceo2)’ and (cgij)1<i <2 under Model , reduced to cgo1 + Ceo2
and 222 =1 Ceij under Model . In this section, all theoretical results will apply to both
Models ([1)) and ([2]) under these unified notations unless otherwise noted. @D indicates that a
measure would be universally optimal within Py if it maximizes the scaler y¢. In this regard,
let y* = maxeep ye. Part (iii) of Theoremtakes it further and claims that such a measure
is actually universally optimal among P. In fact, it also says C¢ = y*B;/(t — 1) for all
§ € P*. Let Fe = ((ceoo, £g)', (£, Q%)) and define the support of a measure { = {p, : s € S}

as Ve = {s € S : p; > 0}. We have the following theorem.

Theorem 3.1. (i) Qs = 0 if and only if s € ((11...11)) and rank(Qs) = 1 if and only if
s € ((12...12)), which is only possible when k is even. For any other sequence, we have
Qs > 0. (i) For any & € P*, we have ((11...11)) NV = 0 and Q¢ > 0. (#i) £ € P* if

and only if Ce = y*By/(t — 1).

Remark 3.2. The seminal work Kushnen (1997) is the first to use approrimate design
theory to study crossover designs. The argument critically relies on the condition that Q)
1s positive definite for all sequences. This condition no longer holds here. By Theorem |3.1
we get around this issue by first showing that any design & with singular Q¢ can not be

optimal. Such an idea is the first of its kind in the related literature.

Technically, the standard development of the linear equation system in Theorem

requires Q¢ > 0 for all £ € P, ie., Qs > 0 for all s € &, which is not the case here. We
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remedy this issue by singling out the only two equivalence classes of sequences without
positive definite Qs, i.e., ((11...11)) and ((12...12)). We also claim that ((11...11)) can
simply be ignored and ((12...12)) need to be combined with other sequences to construct
universally optimal measures. That is, the original measure space P can be shrunk a
little bit by taking out these singularities, yet without missing out any element of P*.
Particularly, we have P* C Pt with P* = {¢ € P: Q¢ > 0}.

Part (iii) allows us to quickly check the universal optimality of a given measure, but
extra tools are needed to identify the whole P* in an efficient way. This is the task of the
rest of this paper. Observe the linearity cg; = Zse s DsCsij With cg; = tr(B,Cy;;By) for
0 < 4,7 <2 due to the fact Cg; = Y . opsCsij. Propagating this linearity forward, we
have le = Y o Psls, Qe = Y s PsQs, and Fe = > o p F, with {5, Qs, Fy equaling (¢,
Qe¢, Fe when the measure £ is a degenerated measure with a single sequence s. Define the
quadratic functions qs(z) = ce0 + 20,7 + 2'Qex and g¢(x) = ceono + 207 + ¥'Qexr so0 that
ge(z) =2 s Psqs(z), with z € R? for Model (1)) and = € R for Model . One can verify
that ye = min, g¢(x) for £ € P and the minimum is achieved at ¢ = —leﬁg for £ € PT.
Define r(z) = max,es ¢s(x), which is convex due to the convexity of ¢s(z). Hence it has
an attainable minimum value denoted by y, = min, r(x). By Theorem , the minimizing
point of r(z) shall also be unique, and thus the notation:

*

¥ = argminr(x). (10)
So obviously r(z*) = y.. The following results are useful for identifying z* and y*.
Theorem 3.3. (i) y. = y*. (i1) £ € PoNP* if and only if det(F¢) > 0 and
1y —1y
IEG%X[”(FSFE ) — tr(QsQ¢ )] L. (11)
Besides, the mazimum can be achieved by all s € Ve. (iii) £ € PoN'P* implies —leﬁg =

*

and qe(z*) = y*.

12



Note that part (i7) takes the form of the well known general equivalence theory (GET).
Equation permits the usage of many GET based algorithms, such as Federov’s exchange
algorithm, to derive a measure in Py N P*. Due to the invariance of the values of cg;;’s
within each equivalence class, it is sufficient to only consider sequences in {si, s9, ..., S }
instead of & for both the maximization step and the measure updating step during the
exchange algorithm. This treatment reduces the dimensionality of the optimizing problem
from |S| = t* to m. It allows us to find a measure in Py N P* with the computational
complexity of O(m). Now z* and y* can be simply calculated based on part (¢i¢). Different
measures in Py N P* may have different ()¢ and ¢¢, but surely the same value of leQ.
Note there is no need to worry about the singularity issue of Q)¢ in view of Theorem .

Now we are ready to characterize all measures in P* as follows.

Theorem 3.4. Let T ={s € S : qs(z*) = y.}. Then & € P* if and only if

Zps [Esoo + Esor(z* ® By)] = y'B/(t—1), (12)
seT
S plBao+ Eai(a® © B)] = 0, (13)
seT
Zps = 17 (14>
seT

where the new notations Es, Es10(= Ely), Es1 represent Csoo, (Csor, Cso2), (Csij)ij=1,2 for

Model (1)) and Cioo, Cso1 + Csoz, Y22y Ciij for Model @

3.2 Exact designs and algorithm

Equations f indicate that it is sufficient to only consider sequences in 7 instead of
S in the search of universally optimal measures. This reduces the computational burden
tremendously. In general, 7 can be derived by the following steps along with the values of

r* and y*.
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Algorithm 3.5. (For finding x*,y*,T)
Step 0. Specify representative sequences, Si, ..., Sm, for each of the m equivalence classes.
Step 1. Mazimize ye over all & supported on {s1, ..., Sy}, and denote the mazimizer by &.
Step 2. Calculate x* = —Qg}lfgo and y* = ge,(x*).
Step 3. Identify the index set A= {i € Z,, : ¢5,(x*) = y*}.

Step 4. Recover T = Ujea(s;).

Here, the maximization in step 1 can be achieved through an exchange algorithm based
on the general equivalence theorem (GET) type of results in Theorem [3.3| with complexity
O(m). All other parts are calculated instantly. With the derived (z*,y*, 7)), all universally
optimal measures in P* can now be recovered from the linear equations in Theorem [3.4] In
fact, these conditions can also be used to find an exact design that is either highly efficient

or even optimal. To be specific, multiplying all terms in f by n, we have

Eso + Eso1(2* ® By) —y*B/(t — 1)
> ng =0 (15)

seT Eslo + Esll(l'* ® Bt)

and ) _rns = n with all n, being non-negative integers. An exact design could be found
by minimizing the Frobenius norm of the matrix on the left side of through an integer
quadratic programming (IQP) solver such as Gurobi. As evidenced by simulation examples
later in this paper, the exact designs such found are highly efficient or even optimal under
various criteria.

Alternatively, one can construct a symmetric exact design without resorting to IQP. The

following theorem represents all symmetric universally optimal measures in terms of linear

equations. This means f is equivalent with when S therein is replaced by 7,

14



but they serve different purposes. While the latter facilitates the calculation of (z*,y*, T),

the former helps the direct construction of symmetric measures or designs.

Theorem 3.6. For a symmetric measure & = {ps : s € S} € Py, we have & € P* if and

only if
> palli+ Q) = 0, (16)
seT
> pe = L (17)
seT

Note there is only one or two linear equations to solve here and the calculation of the
optimal proportions becomes trivial. Compared with the IQP approach, this approach is
much faster, meanwhile it is not flexible in n, i.e., the number of blocks, since we have to
make sure the design is symmetric. When the representative sequences with their associated
weights are derived from 7, we need to expand each representative sequence to a
set of sequences to make sure the resulting design is symmetric. Typically, an orthogonal
array of type I (OA;) is used in this symmetrization step (see Example [5.5). Due to the
structure of O Ay, the number of blocks for such an exact design will be a multiple of (¢t —1).
In fact, existing work on the current design problem has all been adopting this symmetric
design approach.

Lastly, the methods laid out in this section is applicable to the crossover design with

the model
Yaij = p+ Bi + Tag jy + NG j—1) + Eij- (18)

Compared with Model , we only have the neighbor effect from the left in . This is
because the index j represents the time and we only have the carryover effects from the

past treatment rather than the future treatment. Bailey and Druilhet| (2004)) gave the exact
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form of 7 for this model, but did not discuss the construction of exact designs. We shall

illustrate our method of producing exact designs for this model in Examples and

4 Theoretical form of 7

Based on the discussion in Section , it is crucial to derive the triplet (z*,y*,T) for the
search of optimal or highly efficient exact designs. Algorithm is the state of art tool for
finding (z*,y*,T) in a general setup. However, this algorithm could still become infeasible
as the design size further grows. Specifically, it has the complexity of O(m), where m
is the number of different equivalence classes. Note m increases superexponentially with
respect to k and ¢, and empirically we find the algorithm to be no longer affordable when
k > 15. Hence there is a need to provide the theoretical form of 7 whenever possible. We
achieve this by assuming > = [. This assumption is also adopted by existing literatures,
wherein Druilhet and Tinsson| (2012) numerically tabulated optimal designs for £ < 12 and
listed the exact form of 7 for k < 12. Here we shall provide the theoretical form of T
for all combinations of k£ and ¢. Besides the computational benefit, such a theoretical form
also provides insights into what forms of sequences are typically preferred. The challenging
part is that there is no pattern of supporting sequences from the computational result when
k < 14 so that it is not easy to even guess about the forms supporting sequences through
the aids of a computer.

The discussion is carried out in two parts. Section deals with the cases when the set
T can be directly described. This is possible when ¢ = 2,3 with any k. In all these cases,
the cardinality of T is reasonably small. The much more complicated situation of ¢ > 3
is studied separately in Section 4.2 where two types of results are presented. In Section

4.2.1] a subset which contains 7 but much smaller than S is provided. As a result, an
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algorithm can further be used to recover 7 from this subset very quickly. Alternatively in
Section 4.2.2] we provide a substitute of 7 which contains only one equivalence class but

produces highly efficient designs.

4.1 The straightforward cases: ¢t = 2,3

As mentioned above, the triplet (z*,y*, 7) plays an essential role in finding optimal mea-
sures or designs. Even though we have laid out a general idea to derive them without
knowing the optimal measure, it will still become a daunting work to carry out the com-
putation when k and ¢ are large. Hence it is crucial to know their theoretical forms in
such cases. These results are also important for obtaining insights into preferred struc-
tures of block sequences for any design size. To do that, we first need to distinguish the
notation (z*,y*,T) for Models and by (z7,y1,T1) and (25, y3, Ta), respectively. In
this section, Theorem establishes the connection between these two triplets as well as
the connection of the corresponding optimal measures. Such connections guide us to study
these two models in an interactive way. In Theorem [£.2] for ¢ < 3, we derive the explicit
expression of (z*,y*, T) which shows that the cardinality of 7 is reasonably small. Section
[4.2] studies the case of k£ > 10 and ¢ > 3 that is not covered by Theorem 4.2

To introduce Theorem , we define the dual of a sequence s = (t1, to, ..., tx) by reversing
the positions of the treatments, that is s" = (¢, ..., t1). With the definition p = z§€<s> Ds,

a measure is said to be self-dual if psy = p(sy for any s € S.
Theorem 4.1. If X is persymmetric, the following hold.
(i) 7 = (x3,23), yi =5 and Ty = Ta.

(it) For any criterion function satisfying (C.1)—(C.3), the efficiency of any given measure

under Model (@ 18 greater than or equal to that under Model .
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(iii) The efficiency of a symmetric self-dual measure is same under Models and (@

Part (7) indicates that we can find 7; by working on the simpler task of finding 7s.
Part (i7) indicates that it is sufficient to work solely on Model (I)), and the derived measure
is automatically suited for Model . Particularly, the universal optimality of a measure
under Model implies its universal optimality under Model , and its reverse is implied
by part (ii7). The total effects are not estimable for any ¥ under Models and when
k < 3. These results not only help get around the computational bottleneck for large k
and t, but also provides insight on preferred arrangements of treatments within a block. To
precede, we call a matrix to be of type-H if it can be expressed in the form aly + b1} + 1,V
for a € R* and b € R¥. It covers the special case of completely symmetric matrices and

the most often adopted case of identity matrix in relevant literature.

Theorem 4.2. Suppose X is of type-H in Model (@, T2 and x5 are derived and displayed
in Table[]] for cases of (i)t =2 and k >4, (ii)t =3 and k > 4. If ¥ is also persymmetric,

we have: '} = (z3,z3) and T = T> for Model (1)).

Note that the results in Table still work for Model ([2)) if we remove the dual sequences

s!, and s; since cg; = ¢y for 0 < ,j < 2 under this model.

4.2 The complicated case: t > 3

The purpose of this section is to study 7 with ¢t > 3, that is not yet covered in the previous
section. The reason for this separated investigation is because there is no clear pattern of
T as in the earlier cases. As a result, this large design scenario can not be determined as

directly as in Table[Il This explains why there is a lack of general theory for a broad range
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Table 1: Representative sequences of 7 and z7} for Theorem [4.2] with integers A > 2, i > 3.

t k representative sequences of equivalence classes in 7Ty x]
t=2 2\ sq = (1412 - 14), sp = (14 ® (12)) A=1)/(2A=1)
2\ 41 5= (U2 14), 5 = (15 @ (12)]1) (A—2)/(2X—3)
t=3 4 s, = (1123), s, = (1213) 1/3
5 Sq = (11223), s = (11232), s, = (12323) 2/5
6 s, = (112233), s, = (112323) 2/5
7 s, = (1112223), s, = (1112323) (28 4+ /532)/126
8 sq = (11122333), s, = (11112323), s, 3/7
B | sa= (L2113 1), s = (U |1, @ (23)[2), 5 | (20— 2)/(4 - 3)
Bub 1| se= (12 U3 1), s = (Ul © (23). 55 | (20— 2)/(4n —3)
Bt 2| s = (U2 U3 ), 0= (U1, © (28)12), 8} | (20— 1)/ (4 — 1)

of k and t in literature. To the best of our knowledge, the exact form of 7 has not yet been
given in any literature for circular designs in estimating total effects when k and t are large.
We provide two types of results here. In Section [4.2.1] a subset which contains 7 but much
smaller than S is provided. As a result, an algorithm can further be used to recover 7 from
this subset very quickly. Alternatively in Section we find efficient measures based on
a single equivalence class. Even with this simplified approach, the pattern of the efficient
measures only begins to reveal itself when k is beyond 20. As will be shown in Theorem

@, the efficiency of our proposed measure converges to 1 at the rate of 0.04/+/0.96k.

4.2.1 The exact form of T

In this section, we find a small subset of sequences which contains 7 so that 7 can be

recovered from this subset with the computational complexity of O(k?). First, we define a
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sequence s(k, ki, tq,t3) of length k in a recursive way as follows.

Skt = ((h+ 1)1 [ +2) -1 o | [ (+t) -1, ) (19)
Whete 1+ fases 2 st = fosa-e = fosi 2 fovens and S = ks

(1) = M= /20,00 — [t/20), S(E2LE— 20 12D 3 e

sk byt bs) = ( S0k, t1) | 30k — kuyta,9) ). (0 < ky < k) (21)

The sequence in is uniquely determined by parameters (k, ki, t1,t2), and will be called
a candidate sequence hereafter. In , we used an operator M which intertwines two
sequences. Specifically, for sequences a = (ay,...,a,) and b = (by,...,b,) of the same
length p, we have M(a,b) = (a1,b1,...,a,,b,). If instead b = (by,...,b,—1) is of length
p — 1, we have M(a,b) = (a1,b1,...,a,-1,b,-1,0a,). For a candidate sequence to be well
defined, we require sequences and vanish to empty sequences with zero length if
k=0, and t; > 0 when k — k; > 0 and ky,%; > 2 when k; > 0 in (21). We give a toy
example to illustrate the construction of the candidate sequence. Suppose (k, k1,t1,t2) =
(21,13,4,3). Then §(k1,t1) = 5(13,4) = M(5(7,0,2),5(6,2,2)) = M((1,1,1,1,2,2,2),
(3,3,3,4,4,4)) = (1,3,1,3,1,3,1,4,2,4,2,4,2) and we have §(k — ky,t1,t2) = §(8,4,3) =
(5,5,5,6,6,6,7,7). Finally, we generate s(21,13,4,3) = (1,3,1,3,1,3,1,4,2,4,2,4,2,5,
5,5,6,6,6,7,7). Hence k = 21 is the length of the sequence s(k, ki1, t1,ts) which contains
t1 +ty = 7 treatments, k; = 13 is the length of the intertwined subsequence $(k1,t;) which
contains t; = 4 treatments. First, we show that the values of z* and y* can be computed

based on a quite small subset of sequences as defined by
S* = {S(k’,k’l,tl,tg) :0 S tl S tl —l—tg S m1n(4\/E—|— 2,t),0 S ]{31 S k‘}

Meanwhile, as will be shown in Theorem .4, S* also plays a crucial role for recovering T
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Theorem 4.3. Suppose X is of type-H. For k > 10 and t > 3, we have

* = mi : 99

y mmmg%%)qu(x), (22)

A argminmgxqs(x). (23)
T  seS*

In fact, we can show that |S*| < 10k? for all k > 12 and any ¢. This cardinality is
much smaller than the original full set |S| = t*. It is now very time efficient to apply
Algorithm to obtain z* and y* by solving and . Consider £ = 100 and ¢t = 5,
we have |S| = 7.88 x 10% and it is impossible to directly execute Algorithm . Instead,
we have |S§*| < 10°, and we instantaneously z* and y* by working on S*. Next, we will

discuss how to recover T based on z*,y*,S*. To proceed, we need some new notations.

For s = (t1, ..., 1), recursively define
bols) = ity =t =ti, 1< <}, w<s>:ilwt/<s>; (24)
W) = ity =t=t0,1<j <k}, 7(8)22%(8); (25)
\s) = Zf for =10 ;=11 <5 <k} (26)
€)= {5 00 = 5(5)r() = () () = (o)} (27)

The notation ¢y (s) and v (s) are not redundant and will be used for proofs in supplemen-
tary materials. Note that, in and , to = t; and txy; = t; under circular setup.
Simple analysis reveals that (s) C C(s). Thus, C(s) is called the pseudo equivalence class

of s. Let C* = {s € 8 : ¢s(z*) = maxyes- qs(x*)}.
Theorem 4.4. Suppose ¥ is of type-H. For k > 10 and t > 3, we have
T = UseeC(3). (28)

The idea of constructing the intermediate set &* followed up with the algorithmic

derivation of 7 as summarized in Theorem [£.4] is the first of its kind in dealing with
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the issue when the points (z*,y*) can not be exactly identified. The complexity of T
depends on the cardinality of C*, which is normally very small. We have tried k& < 103
with ¢ < k and found that C* contains at most 5 different sequences from S*. Now let
us revisit the case of (k,t) = (100,5). It only takes 3.71 seconds on an ordinary 2.9
GHz MacBook Pro to identify 7 based on (28)). Specifically, we have C* = {s1, so} with
s1 = 5(100,0,0,5) = (1bg, 214y, ..., 5-1%,), and s5 = (100,37, 2,3) = (1,2,1,...,1,2,1 | 3-
15, | 4- 1% | 5-1%;) where the length of the subsequence (1,2,1,...,1,2,1) is 37. Mean-
while, we notice C(s1) = (s1), C(s2) = (s2). Hence we simply have 7 = (s1) U (s2).
In fact, the computational cost does not grow with ¢. Now take ¢ = 20 instead of
5, we have C* = {s3,s4} where s3 = s(100,0,0,10) = (17,2 - 1}¢,...,10 - 1},) and

s4 = 5(100,70,10,3) = (M(14,6 - 1) - - [M(5 - 14,10 - 1|11 - 1412 - 1|13 - 1))

4.2.2 Efficient designs based on a single equivalence class

To build efficient designs based on a relatively simpler supporting set, say R, than 7. The
quality of R can be evaluated by its efficiency ex = yr/y*, where yr = maxey,cr ye. In
other words, e calculates the efficiency of the best measure we could potentially construct
using sequences in R. To prepare for following theorems, we need some notations. For

1 <i < min(k,t), let

si= (1,2 Vo i 1)) (29)

with the constraint of 1 + f; > fi > fo--- > fi.1 > f; and 23:1 f; = k. When 1
divides k, treatments 1,2,...,7 have equal replications. Otherwise, we assign one more
replication to treatments in the left end of the sequence in order. The left end arrangement
is only for ease of presentation. Due to the circular nature, we can cyclically shift the

treatments in the sequence s; toward either direction at an arbitrary distance and the
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resulting sequence has the same statistical property as we will show later. Define the
integers iy = min{arg max;qs,(0.4),¢} and i* = min{arg max;qs, (0.5),¢}. The constants 0.96
and 0.04 in the following theorem are well engineered to work for all £ and ¢ as specified in
the theorem. Efficient single sequences are first empirically found in the numerical results
in Druilhet and Tinsson| (2012) with & < 12. Our result covers all possible (k,t) and may

coincide with those given by [Druilhet and Tinsson| (2012) in few special cases.

Theorem 4.5. Suppose ¥ is of type-H. For k > 10, let R(k,t) = (s;+) under Model (9)
and R(k,t) = (s;-) U (s}.) under Model (1)). We have ey > 1 —v(t, k), where

0.04i
. 30
VR = i =096, — 02507k .

decreases in k for any given t. This bound is asymptotically tight in the sense that (1 —
6R(k7t))\/E — 0.04v/0.96 and v(k,t)VEk — 0.044/0.96 as k — oo for any given t. For
4 < k <10, let R(k,t) = (sq) where s, is defined in Table [1. We list the corresponding

eRr(k,y) as follows.

Table 2: Efficiency of R(k,t) in Theorem [4.5] when 4 < k < 10.

k=4 k=5 k=6 k=17 k=38 k=9 k=10

t=2 - 0.8333 0.9259 0.9830 0.9800 0.9952 0.9918

t=3 0.9000 0.9821 0.8929 0.9956 0.9735 0.9878 0.9898

t=4 1.0000 0.9098 1.0000 0.9956 0.9615 0.9818 0.9795

t>5 1.0000 0.9097 0.8819 0.9956 0.9615 0.9797 0.9795

Theorem does not cover the case (k,t) = (4,2) since any single equivalence class
alone leads to zero information matrix in this case. Theorem [L.5 derives a lower bound

of er(ky) for our proposed supporting set R(k,¢) without knowing the true 7 or optimal

23



o
o
8
—
o | 7 e
S | e
S -
- o
Q
o -
@
o
5
8 -
o
) —— True efficiency
2 lower bound
o
T T T T T
10 20 30 40 50

Figure 1: The lower bound of eg ) derived in Theorem [4.5]and the true efficiency derived

by Theorem [£.3]in Section [4.2] for t = 7 and a spectrum for k, i.e., 11 < k < 50.

designs. It further shows that this bound is asymptotically tight. In Section [£.2] 7 can be
derived for arbitrary (k,t), which enables us to generate true optimal designs and give the
true efficiency of R(k,t). Figure [1| displays true efficiencies and efficiency bounds given by
for the particular case of ¢ = 7 with 11 < k < 50, keeping in mind that the change of
the value of ¢ does not affect the comparison of these two curves very much. By inspecting
all values of k,t < 10%, we observe that the high-efficiency equivalence class proposed in
Theorem is always a subset of 7. Moreover, by solving , this equivalence class is
always assigned a large weight in the true optimal design.

Note that CNBD is optimal among designs where a treatment is not a neighbor of
itself at distances 1 and 2. Theorem strongly indicates the necessity of including self-
neighboring sequences in a design, if they are not the main and only important sequence.
Such observation is validated by Theorems 4.2 and |4.5| for circular designs. This could also

be verified by the results in [Druilhet and Tinsson| (2012) when k& < 12.

24



5 Examples

This section illustrates the applications of theorems in Sections [3| and 4] We consider two
forms of ¥. One is the identity matrix which is of type-H, so that Theorems and
are directly applicable to derive T or reasonable subsets of sequences. The other is in
the AR(1) form %, = (0.219),, ;<4 which is not of type-H, hence we need to address T
through Algorithm [3.5] Examples and consider these two types of X for flexible
choices of k£ and ¢t. Example |5.3|further shows the flexibility of our method under ;. These
examples focus on relatively small k and ¢ to save space. We devote Examples[5.4and [5.5]to
large k and t, where optimal or highly efficient designs are manually constructed according
to Theorems and [4.5] For an exact design d, let 0 = g < Ay < Ay < -+ < A\ be all

the eigenvalues of Cy. Its A-, D-, E-, T-efficiencies are defined as follows.

t—1)2 t—1 . 1

Batd) = (b ) = iz,
t— 1A Yithy,
Bo(@) = DA () = B2

Note the choices of k,t,n are all arbitrary in this section.

Example 5.1. We first illustrate the application of results in Section for which we
take (k,t) as (5,4) or (8,3) and assume ¥ = I. Ezact designs are listed in Table 3 with
n = 6,15. Note all values of k,t,n are given arbitrarily and the same method applies to any
other configurations as long ast < 3 or k < 10. Take (k,t) = (5,4) for ezample, Theorem
shows that we have T = ((12341)) U ((11233)) under Model (1). Ezact designs are
derived through the IQP based on this support. We can observe that the cases of n = 6 and

n = 15 make different selections of sequences from T . All exact designs are highly efficient.
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Table 3: Some exact designs and their A- and D- efficiencies, > = [.

k,t,n, model exact design A-effi | D-effi
5,4, 6, (1 (12431), (24133) x 2, (34421), (41223), (44321) 0.9868 | 0.9903
5, 4, 15, (H> (12243) x 2, (12431) x 2, (23144) x 2, (23341), (34412) | 0.9983 | 0.9987
(24133) x 3, (41223), (42114), (43211), (43221)
8,3,6, (1) | (12223311), (22213132), (33311122) x 2, (33322111) x 2 | 0.9585 | 0.9706
8, 3, 15, (h (11232311), (22111332) x 4, (22213132), (23331122) x 4 | 0.9994 | 0.9995
(33311122) x 2, (33312123), (33322111) x 2
5,4, 6, (18 (12241), (13344), (14421), (23342), (33114), (44322) 0.9926 | 1.0000
5, 4, 15, @ (12241), (12441), (14421), (21142), (21332) x 2, (23342) | 0.9982 | 0.9982
(33114) x 2, (33144), (33211), (44122) x 2, (44233) x 2
8,3,6, (18) | (11333221), (21113322) x 2, (22333112) x 2, (33111223) | 1.0000 | 1.0000
8, 3, 15, @ (11333221) x 2, (21113322) x 5, (22333112) x 5 0.9994 | 0.9994

(33111223) x 3
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Figure 2: A-, D-, T-, E- efficiencies of exact designs for different n with (k,t) = (5, 3) under
Model ().

Example 5.2. Consider ¥ = X and the same values of k,t,n as in Example [5.1 Since
Y1 is not of type-H, Theorem [{.9 is not applicable here and we shall apply Algorithm

to obtain T directly. FEzxact designs are again deriwed by applying IQP to T and displayed

in Table[f. They are all highly efficient.

Example 5.3. Both of the above examples only examined two values of n. Here we consider
a continous spectrum of n values with other parameters being the same as in Example[5.3
For this purpose, we carry out a series of calculation like Example for all n € [8,50]
when k =5 and t = 3. The A-, D-, E- and T- efficiencies of these designs are plotted
against n in Figures @ and@for Models and (@, respectively. Also see Figure for a

more complex case of k=11 and t = 4 under Model .

In the above three examples, we have restricted to & < 10 so that Theorem can

directly display 7 and/or Algorithm can calculate 7 within manageable time. Next,
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Table 4: Some exact designs and their A- and D- efficiencies, > = ;.

k,t,n, model exact design A-effi | D-efi
5,4, 6, (1) | (11443), (12234), (22134), (23341), (32411), (33244) | 0.9786 | 0.9816
5,4,15,4ﬁb (11234), (11423), (12243), (14322), (22143), (22411) | 0.9936 | 0.9941
(31123), (31442), (32143), (32411), (34213), (34223)
(42134), (42314), (43124)
8, 3, 6, (H) (11122233), (11333222), (22111333), (22233311) 0.9857 | 0.9857
(33311122), (22233311)
8,3,15,4ﬂb (11323231), (11333221), (12233311), (21133322) x 3 | 0.9979 | 0.9982
(22111332) x 3, (22333112) x 2, (23311122) x 2
(31212133), (33111223)
5, 4,6, (18)) | (12241), (13344), (21144), (23342), (31143), (32244) | 0.9949 | 0.9994
5,4,15,(hf$ (12233), (13322), (13341), (21142), (23312), (24432) | 0.9986 | 0.9986
(31143), (31144), (32244), (34411), (34413), (34422)
(41122), (42211), (43314)
8, 3, 6, @ (12223311), (13332211), (21113322), (23331122) 1.0000 | 1.0000
(31112233), (32221133)
8,3,15,4{%) (12223311) x 2, (13332211) x 3, (23311122) x 3 | 0.9997 | 0.9997

(23331122) x 2, (31112233) x 2, (32221133) x 3
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Figure 3: A-, D-, E-, T- efficiencies of exact designs for different n with (k,t) = (5, 3) under

the crossover Model .
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Figure 4: A-, D-, E-, T- efficiencies of exact designs for different n with (k,t) = (11,4)

under Model .
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we shall illustrate how to obtain strictly universally optimal approximate designs when
k > 11. Generating corresponding optimal exact designs is a simple task since ((15)) can be

solved easily over only two equivalence classes.

Example 5.4. For 11 < k < 50, t = 8 and ¥ = I, we list obtained designs in Tables [
and@ (in supplementary materials). We illustrate the process of deriving the designs for
the case of (k,t) = (31,8) here. For convenience, we use z, to represent a subsequence
(z,...,2) of length q. The 8* in Theorem contains 1116 different sequences. Then we
can restrict Algorithm to 8* and it takes less than 0.3 second to obtain C* = {si, 2},
where s1 = (1¢, 25, 35, 45, 55, 65) and sy = (M(14,23), 36,46, D6, 66). The other sequences in
the pseudo equivalence class C(s1) are obtained by reducing the replication of treatment 1
down to 5 and let another treatment to be replicated 6 times. However, all these sequences
have the same combinatorial features from the perspective of design construction, hence it
1s sufficient to only consider one sequence, e.q. s1. It is the same case for sy even though
we have 5 sequences in C(sy). Hence by theorem Theorem we shall have 11 equivalence
classes in T, with 6 from C(s1) and 5 from C(sg). However, we can construct optimal

designs on (s1) and (S3).

In Example |5.4] we can see that s; in Table 5| (supplementary materials) always has a
dominating proportion in optimal designs. In fact, it is the same sequence in Theorem

that produces highly efficient designs. We illustrate this process in the following Example

b5l

Example 5.5. Consider k = 11, t = 5 and ¥ = I. Theorem [{.] suggests the set of

sequences (s3) with s3 = (11112222333). One can generate a symmetric exact design based
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on sz as follows. Find an OA; with 3 rows and 5 levels, denoted by M.

15 5 2 5 1 2 4 1 4 4 3 1 4 3 3 3 5 2 2
M=14 13 5 2 5 3 3 3 15 4 2 2 1 5 2 4 1 4

5> 2 1 4 4 2 5 2 4 5 3 2 3 1 4 1 5 3 3 1

By definition of OA;, each pair of distinct symbols from Zs appears equally often, exactly
once here, for all three 2 x 20 subarrays of M. The first column (1,4,5) means that we shall
replace the symbols 1,2,3 in s3 by 1,4,5 respectively, and hence produce a new sequence

from s3 as (11114444555). Applying all columns of M to s3 results in a new array

155 2 5 1 2 4 1 4 4 3 1 4 3 3 3 5 2 2

1 55 2 5 1 2 4 1 4 4 3 1 4 3 3 3 5 2 2

5 2 1 4 4 2 5 2 4 5 3 2 3 1 4 1 5 3 3 1

5 2 1 4 4 2 5 2 4 5 3 2 3 1 4 1 5 3 3 1

The design My, is symmetric and has the same values of A-, D-, E-, and T-efficiencies,
with its columns as blocks. These alphabetical efficiencies are all equal to the efficiency
of (s3), particularly we have e,y = 0.9862 for both Models and (@) For k = 11
and t € {5,7,11,23}, the representative sequence and the design efficiency is unchanged
among different choices of t. The only difference is that the minimum number of blocks in

generating symmetric design is 20,42, 110 and 506, respectively.
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For larger values of (k,t), let us consider k = 37, t € {5,7,11,23} and ¥ = I. Theorem
suggests we should adopt the representative sequence (1111111122222222333333344444
445555555) for both Models and (@ and for allt under consideration. The efficiencies of

the derived designs are 0.9997,0.9992,0.9992,0.9992 for n as 20,42,110, 506, respectively.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Title: Circular optimal design supplementary material. (PDF)
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Optimal and efficient circular designs with neighboring effects

(supplementary material)

This appendix provides the proof of Theorems 3.1} 3.3 [3.4] Theorems (.1}, (4.2}

[4.3] 4.4, .5l The following definition and notations are frequently used in most proofs
in this appendix. For sequence s = (t;...t;), let v, = S5~} Oty tigrs Ps = S0,

i—1,ti41

fsi = Zle Otijs Xs = 22:1 52@ Here §;; is the Kronecker delta. In the beginning of

Section [2| we restrict our analysis to k > 4. That is because C;; = 0 when k < 3, which

means all contrasts of ¢ are not estimable. See Proposition [5.6]
Proposition 5.6. For k < 3, we have Cy = 0 for both interference models and (@

Proof. Let N be the n x t block-treatment incident matrix so that its (¢, j)-th entry is given
by the number of times that treatment j appears in block . When k = 3, one can verify
that 37y = UN — (Lq— Ty + Rqg— Ty). When k =2, we have 27, = UN — (Lg—T;+ Rq —
T4)/2. The lemma is concluded by (3) and the definition of the projection operator with
Cy=TVprt{VU|V(Ls— T,)|V(Rg — Ty) }VT,, where V is a symmetric matrix such that

V2i=I,@% [l

Lemma 5.7. (i) ye = y* implies q¢(x*) = y* for any measure & € Py; (ii) ye = y* implies

Ve CT for any measure § € Py.

Proof. This can be proved analogously to Proposition 1 in |[Zheng (2015)). O

Proof of Theorem Consider the more complex directional Model . The parallel
result can be proved analogously for undirectional Model . Review Qs = (cij)ij=1,2,

where Cij = tT(BtCZ'jBt), Csij = G;BG], 0 S ’L,j S 2, with G() = TS, G1 = Izs = LS - TS,
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Table 5: True optimal designs in Example[5.4|with 11 < £ < 30 and ¢ = 8. For convenience,

we use z, to represent an subsequence (z,...

1 — prsyy. We refer to — 21)) for the definition of M.

,z) of length ¢. ps,) is omitted since p(s,) =

k S1 52 Ps1)

11 (14,24, 33) ( M(12,25),34,43 ) 0.8034
12| (13,25, 33, 43) ( M(1a,25), M(39,45), M(55,65) ) 0.9264
13 (14,23, 33,43) ( M(13,22),34,44 ) 0.8514
14 (14,24, 33,43) ( M(13,23),34,44 ) 0.8889
15 (14,24, 34,43) ( M(14,23),34,44 ) 0.9053
16 (14,24,34,44) ( M(13,23), M(33,43),54 ) 0.9529
17 (15,24, 34,44) ( M(13,25),34,44,54 ) 0.8784
18 (15, 25, 34,44) ( M(13,23),34,44,54 ) 0.9017
19 (15, 25, 35,44) ( M(13,23),35,44,54 ) 0.9088
20 (15, 25, 35, 45) ( M(13,23),35,45,54 ) 0.9150
21 | (15,24, 34,44,54) ( M(13,23), 35, 45,55 ) 0.8956
22 | (15,25, 34,44, 54) ( M(13,23), M(33,43), 55,65 ) 0.9500
23 | (15,25, 35,44, 54) ( M(13,23), M(33,43), M(53,63), 75 ) 0.9684
24 | (15,25, 35,45,54) | ( M(13,23), M(33,43), M(53,63), M(75,83) ) | 0.9775
25 | (15,25, 35,45,55) | ( M(14,23), M(33,45), M(53,63), M(75,83) ) | 0.9798
26 | (1¢,2s5, 35,45, 55) ( M(13,23), 35,45, 55,65 ) 0.9120
27 | (16,26, 35,45, 55) ( M(14,23), 35,45, 55,65 ) 0.9285
28 | (16,26, 36,45, 55) ( M(14,24), 35,45, 55,65 ) 0.9405
29 | (16,26, 36,46, 55) ( M(14,23), 36, 46, 55, 65 ) 0.9346
30 | (16,26, 36,46, D6) ( M(14,24), M(34,43), 55,65, 75 ) 0.9708
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Table 6: True optimal designs in Example5.4|with 31 < k£ < 50 and ¢ = 8. For convenience,

we use z, to represent an subsequence (z,...

1

— P(s;)- We refer to — for the definition of M.

,z) of length ¢. ps,) is omitted since p(s,) =

k 51 52 D(s1)

31 (16,25, 35,45, b5, 65) ( M(14,23), 36, 46, D6, 66 ) 0.9252
32 (16, 26, 35, 45, 55, 65) ( M(14,24), 36, 46, D6, 66 ) 0.9348
33 (16, 26, 36, 45, 55, 65) ( M(14,24), M(34,43), 56, 66, 76 ) 0.9667
34 (16, 26, 36, 46, D5, 65) ( M(14,24), M(34,44), 56, 66, 76 ) 0.9695
35 (16, 26, 36, 46, D6, 65) ( M(14,24), M(34,44), M(54,63), 76,86 ) | 0.9796
36 (16, 26, 36, 46, D6, 6¢) ( M(14,24), M(34,44), M(54,64), 76,86 ) | 0.9810
37 (17, 26, 36, 46, D6, 6¢) ( M(14,24), M(34,44), M(54,64),77,8¢ ) | 0.9813
38 (17,27, 36, 46, 56, 6¢) ( M(14,24), 36, 46, 56, 66, 76 ) 0.9416
39 (17,27, 37,46, 56, 6¢) ( M(14,24), 37,46, 56, 66, 76 ) 0.9434
40 (17,27,37,47, 56, 6¢) ( M(15,24), 37,46, 56, 66, 76 ) 0.9524
41 (17,27,37,47, 57, 6¢) ( M(14,24), M(34,44), 57,66, 76,86 ) 0.9733
42 (17,27,37,47,57,67) ( M(14,24), M(34,44), 57,67, 76,86 ) 0.9741
43 | (17,26, 3¢, 46, 56, 66, 76) ( M(14,24),37,47,57,67,77 ) 0.9397
44 | (17,27, 3¢, 46, D6, 66, 76) ( M(15,24),37,47,57,67,77 ) 0.9476
45 | (17,27, 37,46, 56, 66, 76) ( M(15,25),37,47,57,67,77 ) 0.9539
46 | (17,27, 37,47, 56, 66, 76) ( M(15,25), M(34,44),57,67,77,87 ) 0.9750
A7 | (17,27,37,47,57, 66, 76) ( M(15,25), M(35,44), 57,67,77,87 ) 0.9769
48 | (17,27,37,47,57,67,76) ( M(15,25), M(35,45), 57,67, 77,87 ) 0.9785
49 | (17,27,37,47,57,67,77) ( M(15,25), M(35,45), 5s, 67, 77,87 ) 0.9793
50 | (1s,27,37,47,57,67,77) ( M(14,24),37,47,57,67,77,87 ) 0.9469
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Gy = Ry = R, —T,, and B = ©' — 7L X"1/14 %1, with J; = 1,1%. Rewrite

B=x"12(I, — 221,14 5712 /1, %7 11,)8 Y2 = B'B. Thus,
det(Qs) = tr(MIMy)tr(MyMy) — ”2<M/1M2)

for M; = (miji)jx = BG;B;, = BG, since BG;1;, = 0 with i = 1,2. Simple calculation

reveals that

2
det Qs = <Zm1]k) (Zm%k) — <Zm1jkm2jk> .
jk jk
We have det(Q);) > 0 and det(Qs) = 0 if and only if

2 2 2 2 _
Mk M50k — 2m1j11€1m2j2k2m1j2k2m2j1k’1 + Mok M50k, = 07

for any (j1,k1) # (Jo2, k2), which indicates mqj,k,M2jok, = M1joky M)k, - 1 there exists a

(t17 kl) such that M1y, 7é 0 and Mgy 4y 7é O, then we have

Mijiky - M25oke = T251ky ~ Mok

for arbitrary (ja, k2), which indicates My = (M 5, /Ma2jik, ) - Ma. When there does not
exist such a (¢1, k1), then we have mqjpmq;, = 0 for all (j, k). With the assumption that

det(Qs) = 0, we have

(mejk) (ngjk) det(Q (Zmljkmgjk) =0,
jk jk
which means M; = 0 or My = 0. M; or M5 equals to 0 if and only if the columns of
G1 or Gy are all equivalent to (0,0,...,0,0)" since the sum of elements in each column is
0. In this case, we can see that the ¢(x) function is always 0 and the sequence can only be
(1,1,1,...,1), which further derives M; = M3y = 0 and so Qs = 0. Thus, s with Q;, =0
can not be a support point of the optimal design & since if so we will have y; = 0, which
means no information at all. This leads to the first conclusion in part (z) and the first

conclusion in part (7).
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The only possible case to achieve det(Q),) = 0 is that My = (m1j,k, /Majik, ) - Ma. Note
that M, = BG, = é(LS —Ts) and My = BGy = B(RS —T5). Let pg = maji5, /Majik, We

have
0 = B(L,—T,) — poB(Rs — T,) = B{(L, — T.) — po(Rs — T},)}.

Since rank(B) = k—1 and B-1; = 0, we have (L, —T}) — po(Rs — Ts) = 1x- (c1, . .., ¢¢) for
some (1, ..., ¢) € R Meanwhile, 1), (Ls—T;) = 1, (Rs—T,) = 0and so 1} 1+ (c1,...,¢) =
0,i.e., (c1,...,¢) =0and (Ls—Ts) — po(Rs — Ts) = 0. Write Ly — T the form of different
rows as Ly — Ty = (r},...,r)’. Then we have Ty — Ry = (1}, ...,7},r})’. This indicates
Th—1 = —pPoTk, Tk—2 = —PoTk—_1, --- 71 = —pPoT2, Tk = —por1- Now we consider the exact
form of r,. There are two choices for ¢;: (i) all elements are 0 or (ii) one element equals
1, another one equals —1 and all others equal 0. For case (i), we have Ly — T = 0, which
can be achieve only by (1,1,...,1,1). For case (ii), we have py equals to either 1 or —1.
When p = —1, the matrix Ly — Ts = 0 violates the basic property that the sum of each
column equals to 0 (now there are two column sums equal k or —k). When p = 1, from
the definitions of GG; and G,, we can see it can be achieved if and only if £ is even and
s ={((12...12)). This concludes the second part of (7).

At this point, to violate Q¢ > 0, we must have 7 € ((12...12)). Now we shall show
that the minimized value of ¢s(x) when s = (12...12) can not be y*. It can be shown
that min, g, (z) = tr(T%, BTy,) — tr((T%, — L.,)B(Ty, — L,)]/4. Let a = (10---10) and
B = (01---01). Then simple calculation reveals min, ¢, (z) = aBa’ + BBS + (aBa’ +
BBA' —2aBf') /2. Note that Ba = B(1,— ) = —Bj3. We have min, g, () = 0. Thus, it is
obvious that this single equivalent class can not generate the optimal design since otherwise
the information will be 0. Thus, we have )¢ > 0 if £ is universally optimal among P. This
concludes the second part of (ii).

Result (#ii) can be proved analogously to Proposition 1 in [Zheng| (2015)).
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Proof of Theorem (3.3 Note that maxeep ge(x) = r(z). We have ¢f = mingeg: g¢(r) <
Mingegz MaXeep Ge(T) = Ya, which implies y* = maxgep ¢f < .. Define To = {s: ¢s(2") =
r(z*)}. If To contains a single sequence, it is obvious that we have y* > r(x*) = y,. Now,
we consider the case 7y has more than one sequence. Let Vgs(z) (resp. Vge(z)) be the
gradient of the bivariate function ¢s(-) (resp. g¢(-)) evaluated at point z. For convenience,
we also use Vg,(z) for the derivative function if z € R. For Cr = {} .7 wsVqs(2") : ws >
0,> e ws > 0}, we claim 0 € Cr. Otherwise, there exists a vector ¢ € R? such that
dVgs(x) < 0 for all s € T, which implies that r(x) decreases in the direction ¢ at point x*,
a contradiction to the condition of r(z) = y.. As a result, there exists a measure, say &,
such that Ve, (z*) = 0 and gg, (") = y.. Then y* > ¢y = g, (") = y.. Hence part (i) is
concluded.

Part (ii) naturally follows from a typical argument of the general equivalence theory
(GET) for D-criterion by treating the scaler y, as the Schur complement of the matrix Fp.

Part (ii7) can be proved analogously to Theorem 2 in [Zheng] (2015)).

Proof of Theorem (3.4, Equations f are equivalent to

Eeoo + Eeoo(z* ® B,) = y'By/(t—1), (31)

Eeo+ Eqn(2" ® By) = 0, (32)
d>ope = L (33)
se€T

There exists a symmetric measure denoted by &; such that & € P*. From Theorem [3.1]
we conclude Ce = Cy, = y*B,/(t — 1). For & = (& +§)/2, we have Cg, > (Ce + Cy,) /2 =
y*B;/(t — 1). Note that ¢; is already optimal, we have C¢, = y*B;/(t — 1). Now we adopt

the similar arguments as in Kushner| (1997)) and have
Een(Ed Eewo — Edyy Ee0) =0, (34)
E&ll(Eg;nE&lO - Eg;nEEle) =0, (35)
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where T represents the Moore-Penrose generalized inverse. For symmetric &, we have
Een = Qg ® By/(t — 1) with 1;C¢;;1; = 0 for 4,j = 1,2. For an arbitrary matrix A, let
C(A) denote the column space of A and C*(A) denote the orthogonal complement space.

Note that indicates

C(EL 1 Beno — By Beyio) € CF (Beyn).
Meanwhile, we can verify that

CH(Een) C CH(EL 11 Eeio — By Beyto)-

Thus, we have C(EZ ), Eei0 — Eg 1y Ee0) C CH(EL Eeio — Eé 1 Feyi0) which indicates

EgnE&lO - Eg;HEgzm =0 and so
EgtnEEle = Eg;nEgllo
= Qgla ®B (36)
= —1"® B,

in view of Theorem [3.3{(éi¢). Now is derived from and (36). Equations and

(33), and the sufficiency can all be derived analogously to the proof of Theorem 3 in |Zheng

(2015).

Proof of Theorem 3.6 Let Vg () (resp. Vge(x)) be the gradient of the bivariate function
q¢s(+) (resp. g¢(+)) evaluated at point z. Note that is equivalent to > - psVqs(z*) = 0.
Suppose and hold, then g¢(z) reaches its minimum at z* and hence ye = g¢(2*) =
Yoee Psls(T¥) = Do crPsys = Y« = y*. So £ is universally optimal due to the former
conclusions and hence the sufficiency of the theorem. The necessity follows from the three

former conclusions in view of Vge(z) = >, s PsVas(T).

In the rest of this appendix, discussions are all based on Models and . For the

convenience of later analysis, we introduce the following notation under Model . The
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covariance matrix ¥ is assumed to be type-H from now on.

0.(2) =k = 55 4+ 43, — k) + (6k + 20, — 87,)2” (37)

Proof of Theorem Theorem [4.1[) can be derived similarly as Lemma 5 in [Zheng

(2015). Theorem [4.1](ii)—(iii) can be proved similarly to Theorem 5 in Zheng| (2015)).

It should be mentioned here that proofs of Theorems and [£.4] frequently use the
concept of type-j treatment given in the proof of Theorem when t = 3. We shall break
the proof of Theorem [4.2] down to three cases according to different ¢: (i) t =2, (i7) t =3

and (7i7) t > 4 and 4 < k < 10.

Proof of Theorem The proof is teared down to three parts according to (i) t = 2,

(17) t = 3 and (4i1) t > 4 and 4 < k < 10.

Consider t = 2. Suppose k = 2\ for some integer A. Consider the intersection of g, ()
and ¢, (), i.e., g = (A—=1)/(2A —=1) = 0.5 — 1/(4X — 2). Simple analysis reveals that
to have a larger s than sy, the sequence must have the pattern of (11...111212...1212).
Obviously we have ¢, < 2\ —2. Thus, to achieve gs(x¢) > gs, (zo) for such a sequence s we
need f; — fo > A — 1. In this case we can show that the increase from the v, is even less
than the increase in xs/k and so we always have ¢s(z9) < g5, (o). Similar analysis can be

adapted to k = 2\ + 1 and is omitted here for simplicity.

Consider ¢t = 3. Suppose k > 48. For the other cases of k < 48, the results have been
verified with the help of computer codes. When k = 3u with a positive integer u, for s; and
9, a simple calculation reveals that the intersection is achieved at xy = (2u — 2)/(4u — 3).
Note that we have at most 3 different treatments. We can define v,, and ,; as the
contribution to v, and s from treatment ¢ = 1,2,3. For sy, 75, = 3u—3 and 9, = 3u—6.

For s9, 75, = w and 15, = 3u — 4. If there shall be some sequence sy such that g, (zo) >
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s, (z0), we must have all 3 different treatments in sy since otherwise x;/k will be too large
that any possible increase in v, and 1, can not compensate for the loss from the increasing
of xs/k (for simplicity, we will simply say xs/k is too large for this phenomenon). Also, we
have 15, > 1)s, = 3u—06 since 7,, has already achieved its maximum over all sequences which
has at least 3 treatments. Now we consider ¢5, = 3u,3u — 1,3u — 2,3u — 3, 3u — 4, 3u — 5.
Note that 9., = f; if and only if k is even and sy = (i, a1,1%, a, ..., %, ax/z) Where a; # 1
forj=1,... k/2.

It should be especially emphasized here that the following definition of type-j treatment
is wvital in proofs of the current theorem and Theorem . For any sequence (aq,...,a;),
define ¢, = #{j : a; = i,a;42 = i}. We call treatment ¢ with ¢;; = f; — j as type-j
treatment and use n; to denote the number of type-j treatments. It should be emphasized
here that ng = 0 for all sequences in 7 when ¢ > 2 since otherwise xs,/k will be too large
(this conclusion will be discussed in detail in the proof of Theorem |4.4)).

So it is impossible to have 1, = 3u,3u — 1, 3u — 2 since we need at least one type-0
treatment. To achieve ¥5, = 3u — 3, we have ng = 0, ny = 3. This can be achieved if and
only if sy is in the same equivalence class as (1212...1212111...111313...1313) such that we
have too many 1 (f; > k/2) such that xs/k is also too large. Now we come to the case of
Vs, = 3u — 4. Then we have ny = 0, n; = 2, ny = 1 since there are at least 3 different
treatments. When ¢, 1 = fi — 1, it is either f,, > k/2 or f;, < k/2 and this treatment 1
appears in the form of s = (lajlasl...1afap41...) with a; # 1. Thus, 74,1 = 0. Similarly,
we know g, 2 = fo — 1 indicates 75,2 = 0 and g, 3 = f3 — 2 indicates 75,3 < f3 — 1. Then,
compared with ss, it is only possible to win from the increase of v, but this benefit comes
with a larger increase of y;/k such that we still have g, (z9) > ¢s(x¢). When 5, = 3u — 5,
compared with sg, 75 can be increased by at most 2k/3 while the loss in s overwhelms the

benefit from the increase of ;. Thus, for k = 3u, we have proved the corresponding result.
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Similar analysis also holds for £ = 3u + 1 and k& = 3u + 2 and so is omitted here.

Consider t =4 and 4 < k < 10. For k = 3 and s; = (123), by we have

32 2t +1)
qSI(CE') =2 — 31' + (16 — T) ZL’2,

8t

ot with the minimum value y* = g, (z*) = 22=%. Note

23t—

The minimizer g¢s, (x) is z* =

—_

s = (aaa), (abb), (bab) or s; in this case. It’s easy to verify g5 < g5, if s # s1. Besides,
q;, (z*) = 0, hence Ty = ((123)) by Lemma 3.2 in Kushner| (1997)).

Similar tedious analysis can be applied to 4 < k < 8. However we may adopt a much
simpler analysis with the help of computer codes. For 4 < t < k, we can search for
the optimal sequence by Algorithm [3.5| For ¢t > k, we can prove that p} (0.5) < 0 and
p;2(0.4) > ( for all s; and s, listed in Table . For the former z* and the expression of
¢s(x*), we can easily conclude that the maximum value of ¢4(z*) is still achieved by the
former 7 when ¢ < k since the change of t does not change the rank of g,(z*) with respect to
s. Since p; (0.5) < 0 and pi,(0.4) > 0 always hold, we can see p (z*) < 0 and p/_(z*) > 0.

Thus, x* is still the minimizer of max, gs(z). The conclusion right follows.

Proof of Theorem Here we only discuss the case of £ > 20. The other cases
with £ < 20 have been verified by computer codes. We shall begin with the proof of

x* € [0.4,0.5]. By direct calculations we have the following results for the ¢5(0.4), ¢.(0.4),

¢5(0.5), ¢.(0.5).

qs(0.4) = 0.36k — k™', + 0.327, + 0.324);, (38)
¢.(0.4) = 0.8k + 1.6¢), — 2.4, (39)
¢s(0.5) = 0.5k — k™, + 0.59,, (40)
¢.(0.5) = 2k + 20, — 4. (41)

Consider all f; elements 1 in the sequence, if f; # 0. By replacing all these elements to

the first f; position(s) in the new sequence, we can see that the value of 0.327, + 0.321),
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increased by these elements is increased. Meanwhile, the y, is not changed since we are
only re-ordering the elements in this sequence. This argument applies to all treatments
in the original sequence s. Thus, one of the sequences of the form (1...12...23...3--+)
maximizes ¢s(0.4). Also, it is easy to show that ¢.(0.4) < 0 for such sequences and so
x* > 0.4. Similar analysis reveals that ¢,(0.5) > 0 for all s € S and so z* < 0.5. The
former analysis reveals z* € [0.4,0.5].

The following analysis will address the lower bound of the design supported on one fixed
equivalence class of sequences (and its due equivalence class). Here we give the outline of the
proof. First, we find a sequence that maximizes ¢s(0.4). This sequence, denoted by s;, will
be shown to have g, (0.4) <0, g, (0.5) > 0. Since it maximizes ¢;(0.4) and z* € 0.4, 0.5],
we have y* < ¢5(0.4). Then, the lower bound for the optimal design supported on (s;,)
is at least y; /qs(0.4) where y; = min, g, (z) and this value is taken as the lower bound
given in this theorem. Following this outline, the detailed analysis is given as follows.

Let sify .5 = (14,2 1%,,--+ ,i-17). Former analysis has reveals that ¢,(0.4) (s € S)
can be maximized by one of some s; ¢, r,. Now we find one maximizer and characterize the
corresponding parameters o, f1,. .., f;,. First we shall show |[{j :1 < j <1y, f; =1} <1
since otherwise we can merge two different treatments used for only one period to one
treatment used in two neighbored periods. The increase in v;(0.4) provides an increase of
0.32 in ¢5(0.4) and the increase from x/k (which decreases ¢s(0.4)) is 2/k < 0.32k, which
leads to contradiction. Now we will show that |{j : 1 < j < iy, f; = 1}| = 0. We can
always increase f; . (fj,., minimizes fi,..., f; ) by one and decrease f; ... (fj,... minimizes
fi,---, fi,) by one such that ~4 and 1, are not changed while x,/k is decrease and ¢,(0.4)
is increased. Thus, we know ¢4(0.4) can be maximized by either of the following two types
of sequences: (i) s;1 = (1-1%7,2-1%,...,i- 1, i+ 1) with1+f; > fi> fo > > fi > 2,
and (ii) sip = (1-14,2- 1,0 1) with 1+ f; > fy > fo > -~ > fi > 2. By
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increasing ¢ by one and rebalancing fi,..., f;, we can see that the decrease in x,/k is at
least (k—1)/i—(k—1)/(i—1)—(i+1)/k for case (i) and k/i —k/(i—1) — (i+1)/k for case
(77). For i = 2,3, we can show that this decrease is larger than 0.64 with & > 20, which
overwhelms the decrease in 0.32v4 4 0.32¢, i.e., 0.64. Thus, we have ¢ > 4. So if we merge
the one-period treatment into f; , to increase it by one, the increase in 0.32v, + 0.321); is
0.64, while the increase in x,/k is less than [(k/4+1)*— (k/4)* —1]/k = 1/2 < 0.64. Thus,
we can do this merge and increase ¢(0.4). So, we have proved [{j : 1 < j <o, f; = 1}| = 0.

Now, we have proved that the maximizer of ¢5(0.4) can be found among case (i7), i.e.,
Sig = (1-19,2-1,...,i-1%) with 1+ f; > fi > fo > --- > fi > 2. For simplicity, we
will simply write s; 5 as s; and find the sequence we need from this type of sequences. So

we need to decide the value of i. Simple calculation reveals
qs;(0.4) = 0.36k — xs,/k +0.32(k — i) + 0.32(k — 2i) = k — (0.96i + x5, /k), (42)
where x5, = (k —i|k/i])(|k/i] + 1)® + (i — k +i|k/i])(|k/i])®. Note that

Xso = (k—ilk/i])(Lk/i] +1)* + (i — k +ilk/i])([k/i])? (43)

= (k—ilk/i])(k/i+AD*+ (i —k+i|k/i])(k/i — As)?,

where A1+Ay = 1. Obviously, (k—i|k/i])Ay = (i—k+i|k/i])As, and iA; = (i—k+i|k/i]).

Direct analysis reveals
Yo, = Ki+i(1—=ADA2+i(1—A)?AL =k /i+i(1 - ADA < k*/i41i/4. (44)
We can see that
0.96i + k/i < (0.96i + X, /k) < 0.96i + k/i +i/4k.

The lower bound above is minimized at ¢ = 4/k/0.96 and the upper bound above is

minimized at 1/k/(0.96 + 1/4k). Thus we claim that the optimal iy locates in (1/k/0.96 —
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1.5,1/k/0.96+41.5) using the following analysis. Take the largest integer i; = /k/0.96+6 €

[\/k/0.96, /k/0.96 + 1]. For arbitrary i = 1/k/0.96 + B > /k/0.96 4+ 1.5, we have

Gs;, (0.4) — gs,,(0.4)

0.96(1/%k/0.96 + B) + k/(1/k/0.96 + B) — 0.96(1/k/0.96 + 6)

—k/(V/k/0.96 + 6) — (v/k/0.96 + 6) /k

= 0.96(B —0) — (B —8)k/[(v/k/0.96 + B)(v/k/0.96 + 8)] — (v/k/0.96 + ) /k

= 0.96(B —0)[(B + 6)\/k/0.96 + BS]/[(\/k/0.96 + B)(1/k/0.96 + 0)]/k
—(\/k/0.96 + 6) > 0 ( for k> 20),

v

and so ig < 1/k/0.96 + 1.5. Similarly, we can show ig > 1/k/0.96 — 1.5.
Further more, for iy € (1/k/0.96 — 1.5, 1/k/0.96 + 1.5) and i(t, k) = min(t, i), we have

min, gs, () k—xs/k—1 0.041
fhi i = - = . = 1= . 45
© (<S >) maXscs QS<O4) k— st/k — 0.96¢ k— Xsl/k — 0.962 ( )
0.04i

> 1- . 4

= k— /i —i/k — 0.96i (46)
0.041/%70.96 + 0.06

offi({s:0s)) > VE/ (47)

k- 25— 0.96\/k/0.96

The last inequality comes from the fact that decreases in ¢. This gives the
efficiency lower bound. Note that for each s;, we have ¢ (0.5) = 0. Now we search for the
i which maximizes effi((s;)) defined in (45]), denoted by i* = min{arg max; ¢,,(0.5),¢}.

*

Obviously, i* maximizes k — xs,/k — i. Then we need to find the i that minimizes

Xs;/k + i, where
Xs;/k+i=(i+k/i)+i(1 = A1)A /. (48)

If vk € Z, then i minimizes (i+k/i). When we decrease i by 1, then the increase in (i+k /)
equals to 1/(vk — 1) while the decrease of i(1 — Ay)A;/k is at most 1/(4vEk). When we

increase 7, then both two terms in increase. Thus, in this case, arg max; ¢s,(0.5) = V.
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If vk € Z, consider |Vk| and [vk]. When we consider i < [vk] ori > [Vk], we can show
that x,, /k + i increases using the same analysis. Thus, arg max; ¢, (0.5) € {|Vk], [Vk]}

in this case.

Lemma 5.8. Suppose X is of type-H and k > 10, t > 3. For any sequence s which contains
at least one type-0 treatment and arbitrary optimal approzimate design &, we have &(s) = 0,

which means s & T .

Proof. There are two ways to include a type-0 treatment: (i) (1,...,1), (i) (1,a1,1, as,
.., 1, axp) with an even k and ay,...,ag/2 # 1. The sequence of pattern (i) can be easily
excluded from T since otherwise y* = 0. Now we focus on (iz). Suppose a sequence, say
s, follows pattern (i7) and has r(> 0) treatments other than 1. Simple calculation reveals
vs =0and s <k —r.
The result of this lemma holds if we can show that, for any sequence sy of pattern (ii),
there exists a sequence s in S* and not of pattern (i) such that g¢s(z) > g5, (z) for all
x € [0.4,0.5]. Now we will dive into a direct but complex analysis to claim this hypothesis.

Before doing this, for convenience, we rewrite ¢s(x), ¢4(x) and ¢5(0.5) as follows.

@(e) = k=25 440y — K)o+ (6k + 26, — 8y,)a% (49)

¢s(r) = 4(ys — k) + 22 - (6k + 2ths — 87); (50)

0.(0.5) = 0.5k — XE +0.50,. (51)

If sg has ¥, < k — r, we can resort aq,... , a2 1N the descending order such that we

can always get a new sequence s’ of pattern (i7) such that ¢y = k —r. From , we
can see that nothing is changed except v is increased by changing sg to s’. Thus, we have
qs () > g5, () for arbitrary = € [0.4,0.5]. So, we only need to show there exists a sequence
s in §* and not of pattern (i7) such that gs(x) > gy () for all x € [0.4,0.5].

From (50)), we have gs(z) — gy (z) = (4 — 162) (75 — V) + 4x(ps — 1y ). If the number of
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different treatments in s’ is less or equal to that in s € §*, we have 1, — 1y < 0. And also,
we have 7y = 0 and 4 — 16z < 0 for x € [0.4,0.5]. Thus, we conclude that gs(x) — gy (z) < 0
if the number of different treatments in s’ is less or equal to that in s € Ro(k,t). If we
can find such an s € §* which simultaneously satisfies ¢5(0.5) — ¢« (0.5) > 0, our claim is
verified by this s. Now we move on to address this s.

If §' has two different treatments, it means sq € ((1,2,1,2,...,1,2)). Then, ¢y(0.5) =
k — k/2. Let s be the sequence in Ro(k,t) with ¢; = 0 and r = 2. We have ¢,(0.5) >
k —k/4 —1/k — 2. Simple calculation reveals ¢5(0.5) — ¢¢(0.5) > 0 when k£ > 9.

If s" has three different treatments, gy (0.5) < k — 3k/8 — 1. Let s be the sequence in
S* with t; = 0 and r = 2. We have ¢5(0.5) > k — k/4 —1/k — 2. Simple calculation reveals
¢s(0.5) — ¢¢(0.5) > 0 when k > 9, still.

If s has z + 1 (z > 3) different treatments, ¢+ (0.5) < k — k/4 — k/4z — 0.5z, If =
is odd, let s be the sequence in S* with t; = 0 and r = (1 + z)/2. We have ¢4(0.5) >
k—k/(14+2)— (1+ 2)/4k — 0.5(1 + z). Simple calculation reveals ¢5(0.5) — ¢¢(0.5) > 0
when k£ > 9, still. If z is even, let s be the sequence in §* such that t; = 1, r = z/2 and
the difference between frequencies of treatments is no larger than 1. We have ¢5(0.5) >
k—Fk/(1+2)—(1+z)/4k —0.5(2 + z). Simple calculation reveals ¢s(0.5) — ¢s(0.5) > 0
when k£ > 15.

Thus, for £ > 15, we have proved our hypothesis. For 10 < t < 14, the result of this
lemma can be proved by ergodic searching codes whose computational cost is still affordable

for such a small k. O

Lemma 5.9. Suppose 3 is of type-H and k > 10, t > 3. Then z* € [0.4,0.5) where x* is

defined in @)

Proof. First, consider the ¢5(0.4) in (38). Obviously, s = (1,1,1,...,1) has the largest

0.32(7ys + 1s), but the x; is too large. For arbitrary s, we can rearrange its treatments in
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ascending order without decreasing 0.32(7s + 15). Since x, is unchanged in this rearrange-
ment, we have ¢y (0.4) > ¢5(0.4) where s is the rearranged version of s according to the
analysis above. This new s’ is of pattern (1,1,1,2,2,2,2,3,3,3,...).

For the s’ generated above, consider treatments with frequency 1, i.e., treatments appear
only once. If there are more than one such treatments, we can choose two such treatments
and change one of them to the other. For example, if treatments 1 and 2 both appear only
once, we change treatment 2 to treatment 1 and put them in neighboring periods. In this
process, 7y is increased by 1 and y/k is increased by (22 — 1 — 1)/k = 2/k < 0.32 when
k > 6. Thus, we can always generate a new sequence s” which has at most 1 treatment
which frequency 1 such that ¢ (0.4) > ¢+ (0.4). Now, for other treatments other than the
frequency-1 treatment, we can balance their frequencies such that |f;, — fi,| < 1 without
decreasing 0.32(~ysr + 1¢) but strictly decreasing xg». For example, if treatment 2 appears
in 3 periods and treatment 3 appears in 5 periods, we can change the treatment 3 in
one period to treatment 2 and rearrange the sequence again. Then both vy and ¥4 are
unchanged in this process while y,» is decreased by (5% + 3% —2-42)/k = 2/k. Thus, we can
always find one sequence which has pattern (i) (1,2-1%,,3-1%,...,i-1} ) with [f;, — fi,| <1
for all 2 <4y < iy < i, or pattern (i4) (1-1%,,2-1),,3- 1y, ...,i- 1) with |fi, — fi| <1
for all 1 <y < iy <i. For both two types, we can show that ¢.,(0.4) < 0. Thus, z* > 0.4.

Consider ¢4(0.5) = 0.5k — xs/k + 0.5¢. For any such sequence, rearrange treatments in
ascending order as in the former analysis for ¢;(0.4). Let s’ denote the new sequence which
has pattern (1,2,2,2,3,3,3,3,...). Let n) denote the number of treatments with fre-
quency 1 and n(® denote the number of treatments with frequencies larger than 1. Then we
have ¢.,(0.5) = 2nM > 0. If n® = 0, then ¢/, (0.5) = 2k > 0 and s’ = (1,2,3,4,5,6, ..., k).
We change treatment 3 to 1 to generate s’ = (1,2,1,4,5,6,...,k). And it is obvious

that g4 (0.5) — ¢¢(0.5) = 0.5 —2/k > 0 and ¢ (0.5) = 2k +2 > 0. If n® > 0, we
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can pick one type-v (v > 1) treatment, say treatment 2 in ' = (1,2,2,2,3,3,3,3,...)
with an arbitrary treatment other than 2 (we can always find this treatment since we
have proved the extremely poor performance of sequence with only one treatment). Sup-
pose it is treatment 1 with f; as its frequency. Then, we can balance the frequen-
cies of treatments 1 and 2 and then write the combination of these two treatments as
(1,2,1,2,1,...,2,1) or (1,2,1,2,1,...,1,2) or (2,1,2,1,...,2,1,2). By doing so, we see
the xs is not increased while there is one more type-1 treatment with all other treatments
of type-2. Thus, v, is increased by 1 at least in this process. Let s” denote this new
sequence. We can see ¢z/(0.5) > ¢y(0.5). Note that 74 > v and ¥y < 1gr. We know
¢.(0.5) — ¢, (0.5) = 2(¢gr — by ) — 4(7s» — 7s) > 0. Note that we have already shown that
¢.(0.5) > 0. Thus, ¢.,(0.5) > 0.

The analysis above shows us two outlets for an arbitrary sequence s: (i) If ¢;(0.5) >
¢s(0.5), it means 1, > 1)y since they have the same y value in ¢5(0.5) = 0.5k — xs/k+0.52.
Note that s’ gives maximum ~ value among all possible rearrangements, we have v, < vy
and so ¢(0.5) — ¢¢(0.5) = 2(¢s — ¥y) — 4(vs — vs) > 0. (i7) If ¢5(0.5) < ¢« (0.5), we have
found an s” in the last paragraph such that ¢y (0.5) > ¢+(0.5) > ¢4(0.5) and ¢.,(0.5) > 0.
It means either it has positive derivative at 0.5 or there exist a sequence with a larger value

at 0.5 and positive derivative. Thus, z* < 0.5. ]

Suppose a period is assigned with a non-type-0 and non-type-1 treatment, and its left
and right neighbors are assigned with the same type-1 treatment, we call this period an

isolated period. The number of all isolated periods in a sequence s is denoted by ip(s).

Lemma 5.10. For any subset of {ay,...,ap} C {1,...,t} be a subset with t'(< t) dif-

ferent treatments. Let f, ,..., fa, denote ' positive numbers. Consider the set {s € S :
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ai,...,ap are type — 1 treatments with frequencies f,,,..., fo, } denoted by B. Define

t t/ ! t/
A:min{Zfaij = Y fa i D fa— Y a2 0,08 <H,
j=1 j=1

j=t+1 j=t""+1

(i1,...,1p) is a permutation of (1,... ,t’)},

with Z:H defined as the summation of no item and so always equals 0. Then we have

mingep ip(s) = max{0,A — 1}.

Proof. We prove this lemma with an illustrative example. Let sy = (1,1,2,3,2,3,2,3,3,
4,3,4,3,4,5,5,6,7,6,7). Treatment 3 is type-2, so the 4th ,6th, 11th, and 13th periods are
all isolated periods. It should be mentioned that the 18th period is non-isolated since it is
assigned with a type-1 treatment 7.

Remove all periods in s which is neither isolated nor assigned with type-1 treatments,
and the resulting sequence is denoted by s'.

In our illustrative example sg, we show this process as follows. The first two periods and
last two periods in sy are assigned with type-2 treatments 1 and 5 and also non-isolated
and are so removed. Periods in sq assigned with 2, 4, 6, or 7 (all of type-1), are maintained.
The 4th ,6th, 11th, and 13th periods are all isolated periods, and are so maintained. Here
we use # to represent removed periods. The 8th and 9th periods are assigned with type-2
treatment 2 and are also non-isolated, and so removed. And then, the original sequence
So becomes (#,#,2,3,2,3,2,#,#,4,3,4,3,4,#,#,6,7,6,7). Remove all empty periods
labeled in # and finally we have s; = (2,3,2,3,2,4,3,4,3,4,6,7,6,7).

Now consider the new sequence s’ which contains all periods assigned with type-1 treat-
ments. Suppose the length of s’ (sf, in our illustrative example) is ng, then the number of
isolated periods in s (sg in our illustrative example) equals to ng — Zf/:l fa; Let Agqq and
Aeven denote all type-1 treatments in odd and even periods of s, respectively. Obviously,

one type-1 treatment can not appear in both Agqq and Aeven. Thus, we have ny+) Aoy Ja
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odd periods and ny + 3, 4 f, even periods, where n; and ny are the number of isolated
periods in odd and even periods, respectively. Take sj, as example, we have A,qq = {2, 6},
Acven = {4,7}, n1 = 2 and ny = 2. Note that, when ng is even, ny + > 4 fo =
g+ ZaeAeven fa, and when ngq is odd, ny +Za€Aodd fa=1+ns +ZaeAeven fa. Simple calcu-
lation shows that the minimum value of n; 4+ ns equals to max{A, A — 1}, which completes
the proof. The arrangement of these type-1 treatments can be found at the beginning of

the proof of Lemma [5.11] and is so omitted here. O]

Given a sequence s, let A(s) and A4;(s) denote the set of all different treatments and
all type-7 treatments assigned to s, correspondingly. Without special declaration, elements
in A(s) and A;(s) are all arranged in ascending order. Let F(s) and F;(s) denote the
corresponding frequencies of treatments in A(s) and A;(s), if the set of treatments is not
empty. For example, given s = (1,2,1,2,3,3,3,4,4,4), then A(s) = {1,2,3,4}, F(s) =

(27273’ 3); -/41(5) = {172}7 fl(s) = (272); AQ(S) = {3’4}7 FZ(S) = (373); Az(s) = ®7 12> 3;

Lemma 5.11. For an arbitrary sequence s, if minge asp A, (s) fo < ip(s) + 1, one can find

s" such that minge 4(s )\ 4, (s) fa > i(s") + 1 and qs(v) < qs(x) for all x € [0.4,0.5).

Proof. Here, we adopt similar notations in the proof of Lemma [5.10] Define

£ |A1(s)]
(s 5 Gy (o) T0) = ATB(a, ., o ) TID { Z fa; = fa ¢
j=1 j=t"+1
¢ A1 (s)|
Zfaj_ Z faj 207 OStNS|A1(S)|7
j=1 J=t"+1
(ai,...,a4,(s)) is a permutation of element in Al(s)}.
In periods 1,3,5... ,QZz-il fa; — 1, we arrange treatments af, ... ,agg sequentially. In
periods 2,4,6,...,2 Zﬁigflﬁ fa;_’ we arrange the rest treatments. Then, the number of iso-

lated periods is minimized. Now we sort the rest treatments (non-type-1 treatments) in

by their frequencies such that the treatment on the left always has smaller or the same
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frequency as the treatment on the right, and fill them into all empty periods. The re-
sulting sequence is denoted by s’. We give an example to illustrate this process. Let
so=(1,2,1,3,1,2,1,3,3,3,4,5,4,4,6). Then 1,5,6 are type-1 treatments 2, 3,4 are non-
type-1 treatments. The result sequence is s, = (1,5,1,6,1,2,1,2,4,4,4,3,3,3,3).

Now we take a look at the resulting sequence s’. Let

A1 (s)] to
Ip(s') max{ >t ,2Zfa/—1}
Jj=tg+1

Consider the subsequence of ¢’ from period Ip(s’) 41 to the last period. Obviously, vy > 75
and 1)y > 1), since elements in s’ are either type-1 or type-2. If minge a4, (s) fo < ip(s)+1,
s" has at least one more type-1 treatment than s and so ¥y > 1),. Note that ys = xs, we
have gy (x) > gs(z) for arbitrary = € [0.4,0.5) according to (37)). It should be emphasized

that the sequence s’ generated here is called a sorted competing sequence. O]

For an arbitrary sorted competing sequence s’ generated in the proof of Lemma [5.11],
we can further construct a dominating sequence s” such that ¢y (z) > gy (x) for arbitrary

€ [0.4,0.5) as in the following Lemma if s’ has at least one isolated period.

Lemma 5.12. For an arbitrary sorted competing sequence s', if there is at least one isolated

period in s', one can find " such that qo(x) > gy (x) for arbitrary x € [0.4,0.5).

Proof. In the our construction of s’, some non-type-1 treatments become type-1. For
example, in s, = (1,5,1,6,1,2,1,2,4,4,4,3,3,3,3) constructed in the proof of Lemma
.11} the original non-type-1 treatment 2 becomes type-1 and there is no isolated period.

When there exist isolated periods, it is obvious that these periods in s’ must be assigned

[A1(s)]

=t 1 fa , the first isolated period must

with the same treatment. Note that Zzil fa, 2225
appear be an even period. The corresponding treatment is denoted by a;g.
Let Ayqq and Aeven denote the treatments appearing in odd and even periods, respec-

tively.
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When A, (s") N Aeven 7# 0, let ag = arg minge 4, (¢/)ndeven fo- Obviously, we can rearrange
the order of type-1 elements in A;(s") N Aeven 7# 0 such that ag is the right end of all even
indexed type-1 treatments. Take s; = (1,5,1,6,1,2,1,2,4,4,4,3,3,3,3) as example. It can
be rearranged as (1,2,1,2,1,5,1,6,4,4,4,3,3,3,3). If fisoc > fa, + 2, then we can enlarge
fa, by one and decrease f,, by changing the first period assigned with treatment a;, to
ag. In this process, yy is strictly decreased while ¢y and v, are unchanged. We can keep
doing this until fiso < fo, + 1. If fiso = 0, the result is verified. If 0 < fiso < fo, + 1 and
|A;] is even, we can balance the frequencies of type-1 treatments and sort all treatments
of other types. This process will not increase xs but will strictly increase v, and thus
gy (x) > gy (x) for arbitrary = € [0.4,0.5). If 0 < fiso < fa, + 1 and |4, is odd, we can
change a, to a type-1 treatment, balance its frequency with all other type-1 treatments
and sort all treatments of other types. Let s; denote the resulting array. It can be seen
that y, is not increased, 1), is increased by 1 and ~, is decreased by at most fis, —2. On the
other hand, change ag in to a type-2 treatment, balance the frequencies of all remaining
type-1 treatments and sort all treatments of other types. This process will not increase
but will increase v5 by f,, —1 and decrease 15 by 1. Let 3'2/ denote the resulting array. and

thus g, (z) > g, (z) for arbitrary = € [0.4,0.5). O

Lemma 5.13. Suppose sequence s has no type-0 treatment and can be separated into two
parts: s = (s1]s2) such that sy and sy contain only type-1 treatment and no treatment
appear both in s; and sy. Let ki denote the length of s1 and t; denote the number of
different treatments in si, and similarly ko,ts for so. Then, we generate four different
types of dominating sequences, say s', for s. Without loss of generality, we assume the

treatments in sy are 1,...,t1.

Case 1. Even ky, even ti: let 1+ fi,0 > f1 2> fa--- > fi2=1 = fri/2 and Z§1:/12 fi =Fki/2.
And 1+ ft1 > ft1/2+1 > ft1/2+2 e > ftl—l > ft1 and Z;lztl/Q_i_]_ fj = k1/2-
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Case 2. Evenky, oddt,: let 1+ f1, 412 = [1 = fo - = fui+1)/2-1 = fei+1)/2 and Z(t1+1 /2 fi =

ki/2. And 1+ fi, > fuvnyee1 = fivrnyeee - > fu—1 > fi, and z;‘l:(t1+1)/2+1 fi=

k1 /2.

Case 3. Odd ky, eventy: let 14+ fi,0 > fi = fa-- = frj2-1 = fri/2 and 221:/12 fi=(ki+1)/2.

And 1+ fi, > fi 001 = fojor2 - = fru—1 2> fi, and Z] —t /2+1 = (k1 —1)/2.

Case 4. Oddky, oddty: let 14+ fu,41)2 2> f1 = fo o = fra1)2-1 = fita41)/2 and Z(t1+1 /2 f =
(k1+1)/2. And 1+ fi, > fiiv1)j201 = feirryeee - = fro1 = fi, and Z?:(t1+1)/2+1 [i=

(ky — 1)/2.

Sequentially assign all treatments 1, ... ,t1/2 to the odd periods 1,3,5 and so on. Sequen-
tially assign all treatments t1/2 4+ 1,...,t; to the even periods 2,4,6 and so on. The re-
sulting sub-sequence is denoted by s|. Rearrange the ty treatments in sy such that they
have balanced frequencies and are sorted in ascending order such that all of them become
type-2 treatments. The resulting sub-sequence is denoted by s,. Let s' = (s}|sy). We have
¢s(0.5) > q5(0.5). Given (k,t, ki,t1,t2) (ko =k —k1), s’ can be uniquely determined and is
so denoted by s'(k,t,ky,t1,t2). Note that the two extreme cases with zero sy length and zero
s length are also included, which means the rearranging process above is carried out over
(i) s = s1 to derive s’ = s and (ii) s = sy to derive s’ = s, respectively. For convenience,
we call §'(k,t,ky,t1,t2) the winner sequence. If a sequence s has the same x, v and ¥ value
as s'(k,t, ki,t1,t2), we call s the competitor of s'(k,t, ki, t1,t2). Given (k,t, ki, t1,ts), we
call the corresponding s'(k,t,ky,t1,t2) and all its competitors as leading sequence, which is

denoted by L(k,t, ky,t1,t2).

Proof. The proof of this lemma includes sophisticated but strait-forward analysis. The
detailed proof is kept in some unreported works for better reading experience. We provide

an intuitive proof of this lemma as follows, which shall help readers to address this issue.
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Note that all treatments in s; are type-1. We can tear s; into two parts: odd periods and
even periods. If any treatments appear both in an odd period and an even period, it can not
be of type-1. Thus, each treatment in s; must appear either in odd periods or even periods
together. The number of even-index periods equals to or is one less than that of odd-index
periods. Suppose there are t] and ¢} treatments in even and odd periods respectively. We
can rebalance the frequencies of treatments in even periods and do the same for the odd
periods to decrease the y value. Note that no other parameter in ¢s(0.5) is changed in
this process other than the x value. We know, ¢5(0.5) is increased. When |t5 — ¢7| > 1,
say 1] — 13 = 2, we can move one treatment from the ¢ treatments in even periods to odd
periods and then do the rebalancing again. In this process, the x value is again decreased
and so ¢s(0.5) increases. Thus, [t} —t5] < 1. When ¢} # t5, we put more treatments in odd
periods since it is longer. By doing so, x is decreased as many as possible and so ¢,(0.5)
is increased. We call s” a competitor of s’ if it has the same x, ¥ and ~ value as s'. It is

obvious that ¢ (0.5) = max,es ¢s(0.5) indicates s* is s’ or a competitor of §'. ]

Proof of Theorem 4.3, From Lemma 5.8, we know that there is no sequence in 7" which
has type-0 treatments. For any s € T, let A;(s) denote all type-1 treatments in s. Now
we change the order of all these treatments while keeping their frequencies unchanged as
follows.

For an arbitrary s € T, let n; denote the number of type-i treatments. According to
Lemma [5.8, we know ny = 0. Suppose there are n; type-1 treatments. If we look at one
type-1 treatment, say treatment 1, alone, it forms a subsequence appearing in positions
11,01 + 2,41 +4,...,91 +2f1 — 2 for some 1 < and i3 +2f; — 2 < k.

Consider now finding an s’ € §* such that s dominates s, which means gy (x) > ¢s(x)
for all x € [0.4,0.5]. If such an s € §* exists for each s & S*, the result of this theorem

right follows. We change the order of treatments in s as follows. Let 1,...,n; denote the
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ny type-1 treatments. One can always find
t! ni t/ ni
(i1, oo ying, ) = argmin{Zfij - Z Ji; Zfij - Z fi; 20, 0<t <y,
j=1 j=t'+1 j=1 j=t'+1

(11,...,1n,) is a permutation of 1,... ,nl}.

Beginning from the first period, we arrange the Z;lzl n;; type-1 treatment in ascending
order and a uniform distance 2 which means positions 1,3,5 and so on. Beginning from
the second period, we arrange the rest Z?it, 41 Mi; type-1 treatment in ascending order
and a uniform distance 2 which means positions 2,4,6 and so on. On the empty periods
which have not been assigned any treatment yet, we arrange the rest according to their
frequencies. The treatments with smaller frequencies are arranged at left periods. The
resulting array is denoted by s¢emp. To make it clear, an illustrative example is given in the
following paragraph.

Here we shall give a toy example to show how this is done. Suppose s = (1,2,1,2,1,3,4, 3,
5,3,6,6,6,5,5,4,4,4). Then, there are three type-1 treatments, i.e., 1,2 and 3. The min-
imum non-negative value of Z;;l Ny, =Y ity Mg 18 fit fa—fa = 3+2—3 = 2. We assign
treatment 1 and 2 in ascending order to periods 1, 3,5 and so on as (1, #, 1, #, 1, #, 2, #, 2, #,
#,...) where # represents undetermined periods. And then, we assign f; = 3 treat 3
to periods 2,4,6 and the resulting array is (1,3,1,3,1,3,2,#,2,#,#, ...). For the rest
three treatments, i.e., 5,6 and 4, their frequencies are f; = 4, f5 = 3 and fg = 3, re-
spectively. So, treatments 4,6 and 5 are arranged from the left to the right as siemp =
(1,3,1,3,1,3,2,5,2,5,5,6,6,6,4,4,4,4). For the resulting array, we know that all type-1
treatments are still type-1 and other treatments are all type-v (v < 2, we can not exclude
new type-1 treatments which will be shown in next paragraph).

It is possible that, in this process, the number of type-1 treatments is increased. For

example, the original sequence is s = (1,2,1,2,1,3,4,3,5,3,6,6,6,5,4,4,4), i.e., the fre-
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quency of 5 is decreased by one. Now the new resulting array is siemp = (1,3,1,3,1,3,2,5, 2,
5,6,6,6,4,4,4,4) and there is one more type-1 treatment 5. We choose to repeat this pro-
cess until there is no more new type-i treatments. And the resulting array is, with a mild
abuse of notations, denoted by s¢emp. It should be mentioned that, the resulting array has
maximum 7 value, maximum v value and minimum y value. Meanwhile, in this process,
qs(0.5) increases as the number pf type-1 treatments increases, i.e., Gg,., (0.5) > ¢5(0.5).
If Z;/:1 ni; = ity Mi; < 1, we know that the first & = Z;lzl fi, + E;-cl:t, 1 Ny, periods
are filled by these type-1 treatments. For the rest periods, we can sort the other treatments
in the ascending order. Note that these treatments are type-v, v > 2. We know that this
sorted version has all other treatments as type-2 treatment. In this process, v is increased
or unchanged. And then, we rebalance the frequencies of these type-2 treatments such that
X is decreased or unchanged. So its ¢ value is equal to or greater than that of s. The

sequence can be rearranged as the sequence s’ in Lemma, [5.13]

Proof of Theorem [4.4] Theorem [4.4] can be proved directly by Theorem [4.3
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