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Abstract: Inverse probability weighting (IPW) is a general tool in survey sampling and causal inference,
used in both Horvitz—Thompson estimators, which normalize by the sample size, and Hajek/self-normal-
ized estimators, which normalize by the sum of the inverse probability weights. In this work, we study a
family of IPW estimators, first proposed by Trotter and Tukey in the context of Monte Carlo problems, that
are normalized by an affine combination of the sample size and a sum of inverse weights. We show how
selecting an estimator from this family in a data-dependent way to minimize asymptotic variance leads to
an iterative procedure that converges to an estimator with connections to regression control methods. We
refer to such estimators as adaptively normalized estimators. For mean estimation in survey sampling, the
adaptively normalized estimator has asymptotic variance that is never worse than the Horvitz—Thompson
and Hajek estimators. Going further, we show that adaptive normalization can be used to propose improve-
ments of the augmented IPW (AIPW) estimator, average treatment effect (ATE) estimators, and policy
learning objectives. Appealingly, these proposals preserve both the asymptotic efficiency of AIPW and
the regret bounds for policy learning with IPW objectives, and deliver consistent finite sample improve-
ments in simulations for all three of mean estimation, ATE estimation, and policy learning.
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1 Introduction

Consider the problem of estimating a mean from samples that are observed with nonuniform probabilities.
Formally, we want to estimate the mean y of a set of responses ¥, ..., Y, but only observe 1L, ..., Y;I,, where
Iy is an indicator of whether unit k was observed. This problem is a fundamental primitive of many
problems in survey sampling, causal inference, and beyond. We focus on the case where the I are inde-
pendent and distributed as I, ~ Ber(py), which can correspond to a randomized experiment under a
Bernoulli design with known pj or to certain observational contexts.

The standard estimators for y are the Horvitz—Thompson and Hajek estimators [1,2], both of which are
based on the idea of inverse probability weighting (IPW). To introduce these estimators, we first define

n n
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as estimates of the population total and sample size. Then, the Horvitz—Thompson and Hajek estimators are

figr =S/n  and Aygiex = §/A.
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These estimators have several desirable properties: fi,; is unbiased and admissible in the class of all
unbiased estimators [3], while iy, is approximately unbiased and often has lower variance than fiyy [4].

The idea of IPW also figures prominently in the Monte Carlo literature on importance sampling (IS),
where the Horvitz—Thompson and Hajek estimators are known as the IS and self-normalized importance
sampling estimators, respectively. In 1954, working in this context, Trotter and Tukey [5] briefly entertained
the idea of a family of estimators that generalizes fiyy and iy, namely,

~
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for A € R. This family contains Horvitz—-Thompson estimator as the special case A = 0 and Hajek as the
special case A = 1. Curiously, Trotter and Tukey emphasized that A need not be constrained to [0, 1] and that
values outside that range might sometimes be useful [5].

1.1 Main contributions

Although this proposal first appeared nearly 70 years ago, it has not received any significant attention in
either the Monte Carlo literature or the causal inference literature. In this article, we consider this proposal
in detail. In particular:

e We propose a method for iteratively selecting data-dependent values of A in (1) to minimize asymptotic
variance. We refer to this as adaptive normalization and show in Section 3 how our proposal leads to an
estimator that improves on both the Horvitz—Thompson and Hajek estimators in terms of asymptotic
variance. We also study our estimator when propensities are estimated rather than known exactly and
demonstrate connections between our estimator and other ideas from the causal inference literature.

¢ As applications, we consider a series of problems where the Horvitz—Thompson and Hajek estimators are
traditionally used as a primitive, and evaluate the use of adaptively normalized estimators instead.
Specifically, we develop a novel extension of the augmented IPW (AIPW) estimator of ref. [6], new
estimators for average treatment effect (ATE) estimation, and a new objective for policy learning. We
show that our proposals consistently preserve desirable theoretical guarantees while improving perfor-
mance in simulations.

1.2 Motivation for adaptive normalization

Why would we want to use values of A learned from the data in (1) rather than A = O or A = 1, especially
values of A < 0 or A > 1? As a starting point, consider A = 0, the Horvitz—Thompson estimator, and A = 1,
the Hajek estimator. As mentioned earlier, the Hajek estimator often has lower variance than the Horvitz—
Thompson estimator. One reason for this variance reduction is that the numerator and denominator of the Hajek
estimator are positively correlated, while the numerator and denominator of the Horvitz—Thompson estimator are
uncorrelated.

To see the role that this correlation plays, consider a toy example with n = 10 units with responses and
response probabilities

Yi=%=-=Y9=1, pI:]O‘S, D> =--= pio = 0.5.

Then, we claim that the Horvitz—Thompson and Hajek estimators have very different behaviors on the event
that ¥; is observed. For our illustration, assume units 2-5 are observed but 6-10 are not.

For the Horvitz—Thompson estimator, if ¥; is observed, then the numerator of the estimator increases
from 8 to 8 + 1/107> = 10°, while the denominator, n, remains fixed at 10, so our estimate increases from 8/
10 to (8 + 10°)/10 =~ 10“. For the Hajek estimator, if ¥; is observed, the numerator similarly increases by 10°,
but now the denominator also increases by 10°, and so our estimate is less affected. The positive correlation
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between the numerator and denominator of the Hajek estimator provides a kind of shrinkage that serves to
reduce variance.

Since the covariance between numerator and denominator in the Hajek estimator is one way that it
reduces variance, we would expect that we can further reduce variance by introducing more covariance,
which motivates taking A > 1in (1). By increasing the weight on the random factor of /i in the denominator
of (1), we increase the covariance between the numerator and the denominator, and thus reduce variance.
Put crudely, if going from A = 0 to A = 1 reduces variance, couldn’t going from A =1 to A = 2 reduce it
even more?

Of course, there is a bias-variance trade-off. Increasing A decreases the variance of fi;, but increasing A
to be arbitrarily large also shrinks our estimates toward O and increases bias. Thus, the problem becomes
one of choosing a value of A that provides the correct amount of shrinkage for a given problem. This trade-
off is visualized in Figure 1, which shows the mean squared error (MSE) of (1) for a simulated problem at a
range of values of A. Ideally, we would choose A to minimize the curve shown in the left panel of this figure.
Unfortunately, we cannot compute the exact MSE of fi;, and even if we could, choosing A to minimize the
MSE would lead to an asymptotically biased estimator, complicating issues of inference. (This is analogous
to the problem of constructing confidence intervals in nonparametric regression after choosing an MSE-
optimal bandwidth [7,8].) In this work, we instead take the approach of showing that i, is asymptotically
normal and then choose A to iteratively minimize estimates of the asymptotic variance.

This approach will also nearly minimize the MSE of fi, as long the bias of fi, is not too large, in which the
case the variance and MSE will be almost equal; this is indeed the case in the setting of Figure 1. In general,
the bias of fi, is of order 1/n and should not be a concern in reasonably large sample sizes. However, if the
sample size is small, there is a possibility that choosing A according to our scheme will be unfavorable in an
root-mean squared error (RMSE) sense because it does not account for bias. A second-order Taylor expan-
sion of I, shows that the bias is controlled by the parameters T and 7 defined in (2), and these parameters
are large when py is likely to be close to zero. Thus, in a setting with small sample sizes and many py close to
zero (i.e., with poor overlap), practitioners should be aware that our proposed estimators may offer
improvements only in variance, and not necessarily in MSE. We present a further simulation study of
the bias of I, in Appendix B.

Finally, we note that other procedures for selecting A based on different criteria (e.g., minimizing upper
bounds of the MSE) would lead to other estimators, suggesting a general class of adaptively normalized
estimators that may be worthy of further study.
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Figure 1: The MSE, variance, and bias of /I, as a function of A in an instance of the normal model described in (18) with n = 250,
p =1, and p = 0.2. Note that neither the Horvitz—Thompson estimator (A = 0) nor Hajek (A = 1) estimator minimizes the MSE,
and that the MSE-optimal choice of A is greater than 1. The variance shows essentially the same behavior as the MSE because
the squared-bias is much smaller then the variance, and so a variance-minimizing choice of A is nearly the same as an MSE-
minimizing choice of A in this example.
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1.3 Related work

The present work is most closely related to the literature on variance reduction in IS. Since the proposal of
IS in ref. [9], there have been a variety of proposals for variance reduction methods, many of which are
surveyed in ref. [10]. The one most relevant to our work is the method of control variates, which is also
known as difference estimation in the survey sampling community [4]. We show in Section 3 that the
estimator we derive is algebraically equivalent to a particular kind of control variate estimator, and
although there are multiple known interpretations of control variates [11], this adaptive normalized inter-
pretation appears to be new. A slightly modified form of this estimator has also been briefly discussed by
ref. [12] and studied in Monte Carlo simulations by ref. [13]; our work differs from theirs in focusing on the
missing data model and in the development of new causal inference applications. In addition, we study this
estimator in the case where the propensities p; are estimated rather than known, an issue that is unique to
the causal inference context, relative earlier Monte Carlo studies.

Our proposed modifications of the AIPW estimator stand alongside many other proposals: for example,
refs [14,15] use an empirical likelihood approach, while [16] uses a weighting approach, among others. We
do not, however, know of any attempt or alternative derivation that is equivalent to the estimator we derive
in this context. Similarly, our policy learning proposals were build directly based on the work of ref. [17],
which is itself closely related to the work on counterfactual risk minimization in the bandit setting [18], and
was extended by ref. [19] using ideas from AIPW estimation.

Finally, our work is also related to the literature on limited overlap in two ways. First, one strand of the
limited overlap literature aims to reduce variance in the presence of small propensities, often by trimming
units with extreme propensities [20,21]. Our proposed methods can offer an alternative form of variance
reduction by exploiting correlations between these extreme propensities and the responses, and this
approach also has the advantage of not changing the estimand as trimming-based approaches do. Second,
another line of work in the limited overlap literature studies IPW estimators in a regime where the pro-
pensities are allowed to converge to 0 or 1 asymptotically [22,23]. We do not consider such a regime in this
work, but extending our results to this setting is an interesting future direction.

2 Problem formulation and notation

In this section, we formally specify our model and introduce notation. We assume that pairs (Y, p1), ...,(Ya, pn)
are drawn i.i.d. from a super-population distribution ©» on R x [0, 1] and that we observe both ps,..., p, and
YL, ..., Y,I,, where I are independent and I|px ~ Ber(py).

This model differs from previous design-based work on asymptotics of the Horvitz-Thompson and
Hajek estimators in assuming a super-population model for the Y; rather than modeling Y; as a sequence
of fixed finite populations [24,25]. However, we believe that our results are still true in a finite population
model, with slightly modified proofs, and we choose to work in a super-population model mainly to avoid
making many cumbersome assumptions about the existence of limiting moments of the Y. In particular,
although we are working in a super-population model, we make no parametric assumptions on D, such as
assuming a regression model.

Our assumption that the p, are random as well is best understood in the context of a more general
model that we consider in Sections 4.1 and 4.3. There, we consider pairs (Y3, X)), ...,(¥,, X)) drawn i.i.d. from
a super-population distribution D on R x X, where the Y; are responses and the X; are known covariates.
Then, we can think of the treatment probability p; as a function p;, = p(Xi) of the observed covariates.

We assume for several of our theoretical results in Section 3 that the py (or equivalently the map p(-))
are known exactly or estimated from a well-specified logistic regression model. This is mainly to facilitate
asymptotic comparisons, since the asymptotics of IPW estimators with estimated propensities are highly
dependent on the method of estimating the propensity. A very specific choice of propensity score estimator
has been shown to lead to efficient estimators [26], but we choose to study more general methods of
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propensity estimation and efficiency under appropriate rate and consistency conditions in the context of
AIPW estimation in Section 4.
We now specify our assumptions on D.

Assumption 1. (Boundedness and overlap) There exist constants M, > O such that |V <M and
6 < px <1 - 6 almost surely.

Under Assumption 1, all of the moments

y = E[X], n=[E[ﬂ], T=EE[Y11“’1] @)
D D

of D are all finite.
Throughout the next section, our goal is to estimate u = [E[Y;] in the model presented here. In Section 4,
we consider more diverse models and goals.

3 Adaptive normalization

In this section, we propose and analyze a novel procedure for selecting a data-dependent value of A and
describe properties of the adaptively normalized IPW estimator that follows. We establish that the resulting
estimator has smaller asymptotic variance than either the Horvitz—Thompson estimator or Hajek estimator.

3.1 The optimal choice of A

Before we can understand how to choose A from the data, we must first understand the behavior of ﬁA for a
fixed A, as a function of A and the problem parameters. To this end, we contribute the following central limit
theorem, which is a straightforward generalization of known results on the bias and variance of the Hajek
estimator. We defer the proof this result, as well as all other results in this section, to Appendix A.

Theorem 1. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. Then, for any fixed A € R, we have the CLT

L= Py, W]. 3)
P1

VR - 1) S N©, 02, () = var(¥) + [E[

With this result in hand, we now choose A to minimize ¢?(A). Moving forward, in Sections 3.1 and 3.2, we
assume that p # 0, since if y = 0, then o(A) does not actually depend on A, and minimizing over A is no
longer meaningful. However, in Section 3.3 onward, when we study the properties of our estimator, we do
not require u # 0.

Under the assumption that u # 0, there is a unique value of A that minimizes 0(A)? in (3), given by

4
Qe T (4)

H[E[ﬂ] y

n
where 7 and T are the moments defined in (2). Assumption 1 precludes the possibility that 7 = 0.
We can interpret (4) to shed light on the role A plays. If ¥, and py are positively correlated, then Y, and
1;& are negatively correlated, so T < um and A* < 1. Similarly, if the ¥; and py are negatively correlated, we
k

obtain A* > 1. This interpretation of (4) extends the conventional wisdom that Hajek estimator is preferable
to Horvitz-Thompson estimator when Y, and py are negatively correlated [4].
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3.2 Estimating A* from the data

On the basis of the aforementioned asymptotic analysis, we would seem to prefer ji;. over fiy; and fyex-
However, we cannot use ji,- directly as an estimator of u because the prescribed choice of A* depends on
unknown moments of 9, including the very mean u we are trying to estimate. What happens if we estimate
A* from data?

Our expression of A* depends on three moments of D, namely, T, 7, u. The first two of these can readily
be estimated from the data by the IPW-style estimators

L 1le1- ] . 1w 1-p ]
Po—y Pyt gy Pk (5)
n,= Pk Dxk n,= Pt Dk

and we already have the estimator fi,; of u.

Before moving forward, we address two possible questions that might be raised by (5): Can we also use
an adaptively normalized estimator when estimating T and 77, rather than a standard IPW estimator? And
why do we inverse propensity weight our estimate of 7, rather than using the sample mean of the
(1 = px)/px? For the first question, any consistent estimators of T and 7 will suffice for our theoretical
results, and we focus on T and 7 as defined in (5) for simplicity. In practice, for some estimators of T and 7
with lower asymptotic variance, the asymptotic variance is not a good approximation of the finite sample
behavior unless n is extremely large, thus worsening finite sample performance at moderate sample sizes.
Similarly, we could use other estimators of u that concentrate around y, and we focus on iy, for simplicity.
For the second, the reason we estimate 71 with an IPW estimator is that, to estimate A*, we will use
expressions of the form T/ﬁ, and IPW estimating 7 introduces correlation between the numerator and
denominator of this expression, thus reducing the variance of our estimate of A*.

Now, the estimators in (5) lead us to estimate A* and y by

~ ~

o T . S
A=, 2 S ~—
n]‘lHT (1—)l)n+/ln

(6)

At this point, however, we can make useful observation: We expect that ji i+ is a better estimator of u than
Hyr, so should we not use fij rather than fiy; when estimating A? In fact, every time we obtain a better
estimate of u, we can use this to obtain a better estimate of A*. On the other hand, a better estimate of A* will,
because A* is the optimal amount of normalization, lead to a better estimate of u. Combining these ideas
leads to the following alternating scheme.

Formally, we construct a sequence of estimators (/f(t), [ initialized at ()1(0), A®) = (0, fiyr) and
defined for t > O by the recursions

~(0) T R S
A =m e, 0= —— . (7)
AR 1 -A%n+i%

The first equation in (7) corresponds to estimating A* using fi-V as an estimate of p, while the second
corresponds to estimating y using A" as an estimate of A*. There are two possible stable limiting behaviors
for this sequence: the first is to trivially have i — 0 and A9 00, while the second is to converge to a
fixed point at a pair (ji,y, Aan) satisfying

~

< T . S
AAN = Han = N N
TTH pN (1 - Aan + Apnn

This system of equations has the unique solution

. S T A
==+ |1-=| 8
]’lAN n ﬁ( n) ()

The following theorem formally establishes that the iterations (7) converge to the nontrivial solution,
the fixed point at (8).
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2t)

Theorem 2. Suppose Assumption 1 holds, we have u # 0, and consider the sequence of estimators (A", i¥)

initialized at A = 0, i9 = iy, and defined for t > O by the recursion (7). Then
(i) the sequence ji'¥) converges ast — co to an estimator iy, ;
(if) the estimator fiy,, satisfies

im Py, = fiay) =1,
n—oo
so that i, — i,y converges in probability to 0.

Thus, our attempts to develop an estimator of u by estimating the optimal normalization parameter A*
culminate in the estimator ji ,, which we refer to as the adaptively normalized IPW estimator. The role of
Theorem 2 and the iterative scheme we have presented is to make explicit the connection between adaptive
normalization and the final estimator ji,y. The fixed-point equations alone do not characterize this con-
nection, since, based on those equations alone, we may be led to take ji = 0 and think of this as using an
infinite value of A. Thus, this theorem fully develops the proposal of ref. [5] into a usable estimator,
providing the first complete analysis of IPW estimators with normalizations other than n or 7.

Before proceeding, we note a very attractive property of fi,, in (8): its simplicity. It is, for practical
purposes, the Horvitz—Thompson estimator with a correction term and can replace the Horvitz—Thompson
and Hajek estimators in essentially any application where they are used, with minimal additional compu-
tation. Beyond this simplicity, we will see in Section 3.3 that i, typically has lower asymptotic variance
than either the Horvitz-Thompson estimator or the Hajek estimator, and in Section 3.4 that it is closely
related to several existing ideas in the literature.

3.2.1 An optimization perspective
It may feel unsettled to minimize the asymptotic variance and then commence an iteration scheme. We can

also derive ji ., more directly by framing the problem of selecting A as a joint minimization, over y and A, of
the asymptotic variance. Minimizing the asymptotic variance 0,% in (3) is equivalent to minimizing

—ZAy[E[ 1~ p Yk] + Azyz[[l_—pk] = =2AuT + A%u?m.
Pk Pk

As mentioned earlier, we use T and # defined in (5) to estimate T and 71, but now we estimate y by 7
directly. This leads to the nonconvex optimization problem:

min - 24, T + 2R,
2
Rather than directly solving this optimization problem, we consider the equivalent problem
min — 24T + A%,
A’ﬁ
. $ )
Q-MDia+An’

~

s.t. i

This problem is also nonconvex, but it is more amenable to analysis. In particular, we claim that, despite its
nonconvexity, (9) can be easily solved analytically to find a unique optimum.
To solve (9), note that the objective is a quadratic function of Aji, and so checking first-order stationarity

conditions shows that the unconstrained minimum is achieved for any pair (A, ji) satisfying Aji = T /7.
Then, direct algebra yields that there is a unique pair (A opt» ﬁom) satisfying both /Topt ﬁopt = T /7 as well as
the constraint in (9), and the resulting i, is precisely fi,.

Finally, we note that it is possible to relax the constraint in (9) to merely require that ji is unbiased,
rather than that it has a particular functional form. In this case, the resulting problem would be nonconvex,
but solving a relaxation or upper bound may lead to other interesting estimators.
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3.3 Properties of adaptive normalization

We now study the asymptotic behavior of i ., and show that its asymptotic variance generically improves
on the asymptotic variance of the Hajek and Horvitz—Thompson estimators.

3.3.1 Asymptotic variance

To understand the asymptotics of

7l —§A+Zl_ﬁ
Han n 7 n’

we use the fact that T /7 is consistent for T /7 and then apply a CLT to the remaining terms. This argument
produces the following result.

Theorem 3. Under Assumption 1, and regardless of whether u = 0, the estimator i ,\ satisfies the CLT
. d
VA — W) — N(O, a%(A), (10)

where 0(-) is the asymptotic variance of fi, from (3). Furthermore, the asymptotic variance in (10) is always
smaller than the asymptotic variances of fiyy and fye, and is strictly smaller except if T = ym or T = 0.

We defer the proof of the CLT to Appendix A, but note here that the variance comparison follows from
the fact that A* is the minimizer of ?(A). In particular, unless A* = 1, which corresponds to T = um, or A* = 0,
which corresponds to T = 0, 0%(A*) is smaller than both of 0%(1) and 0(0). Thus, fi ,,, improves on fiy; and
Hygje unless they were already using the optimal value of A.

We also note that, since Theorem 3 does not require u # O, there should be no concerns about using the
adaptively normalized estimator in problems where the true mean may be zero. This assumption was
required for connecting the iterations (7) to ji ,, but the favorable variance properties of i,y do not rely
on it. Thus, even in problems where the true mean may be zero, we recommend using ji,,\, since it will be
equivalent to other IPW estimators asymptotically if the true mean is zero, and lower variance asympto-
tically if the true mean is not zero.

3.3.2 Finite sample variance

Examining the form of ji ,y directly, we can see that if it has lower variance than fiy; in finite samples, it

must be because the correction term %(1 - %) is negatively correlated with the first term, S/n = fi,;.

However, by using the iterative scheme introduced in (7), we can give an alternative explanation for
why the finite sample variance of fi,y is smaller than that of ji,;, one that builds on the result of
Theorem 2.

To make this argument, we first combine the two update equations in (7) into the single equation

R S S/n
y(t) = N N - T N
1- 2 )n+ ——h 1——(1——

ﬁﬁ(t—l) ﬁﬁ(t—l) ﬁﬁ(t—l)

We can write this more succinctly as g® = f(fi*-V), where

ax , a=§, bzg(l—ﬁ).
x—-b n T n

S| =
SN—

foo) =
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In this notation, the fixed point of f is at x = a + b = ji,. Rather than working with f directly, we will
a’x

x(a - b) + b?
We will now argue informally that the iterations of g should be variance reducing. If it were the case

that|g'(x)| < 1 for all x, then applying g would certainly reduce variance, and we would conclude that ji ,\

has smaller variance than ji,;. But this is not the case: g(x) approaches co as its denominator approaches

work with the two-step map g(x) = f(f(x)) = and the sub-sequence x©, x@, ...

0, and so |g’(x)| can be arbitrarily large . However, the actual sequence of iterates ji® lies, with high
probability, in an interval where |g'(x)| is bounded by 1.

In what follows, we assume again that y # 0 and that |a| > 2|b|, which we show holds with high
probability by the same arguments as those in the proof of Lemma A3 of Appendix A. We also assume,
without the loss of generality, that both a and b are positive, but this is only for clarity. Now, in the proof of
Lemma A2, we show that under these conditions, the entire sequence of iterates fi(®, fi?,... lies in the
interval[a, a + 2b]. By standard concentration arguments, a is concentrated around y and b is concentrated
around O, so the interval between [a, a + 2b] lies with high probability in a small interval I centered at p.
On the other hand, we can check by direct computation that |g’(x)| < 1 for x outside the interval (-3b, b).
Again by concentration arguments, for large n, this interval will be concentrated around zero and thus be
disjoint from the interval 7 centered at u.

To summarize, there exists an interval 7 centered around y such that, with high probability, x® e
forallt > 0 and|g’(x)| < 1for all x € 7. If the function g were fixed, this would be enough to conclude that
each application of g reduces variance, and thus that ji,, has smaller variance than ji;. Unfortunately,
because the function g is random, this is not a rigorous argument, only an intuitive one. However, it is clear
from simulations, the results of which are shown in Figure 2, that each successive ji® does in fact have
lower variance.

We note that an argument similar to ours appears in Section 5 of ref. [27]. In that context, when studying
a generalized method of moments estimator, the authors iterate a random data-dependent estimate of an
underlying true function. The underlying true function is a contraction mapping and thus reduces variance
when applied to a random variable, so they argue heuristically that the iterations of the data-dependent
estimated function should reduce variance as well.

In addition, the following theorem verifies the finite-sample variance reduction properties of ji 5 in the
special case where p; is constant.

3.0 1

1.0 1

Variance

0.3 1

0.1

(I) 1I0 2I0 3IO 4IO 5IO
Number of iterations, t
Figure 2: The variance of ¥ as a function of t. Although a single iteration may increase the variance, we observe that, in this

simulation, every two iterations reduce variance. The data here are generated from the normal model (18) in Section 5 with
n =100, p =0.1,and y = -1.
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Theorem 4. Under Assumption 1, if px = p is constant, then var(ji 5 ) < var(fiyg).

We make two important comments on this result. First, in this special case, ji ,y is equivalent to both
the sample mean of YiI;, ..., Y,I, and ﬁHéjek. As such, this case is a simple model that does not fully showcase
all of the subtleties of the problem, but still presents evidence for the desirable finite-sample variance
properties of ji . Second, although ji,\ is equivalent to the observed mean in this case, Theorem 4 differs
from classical results on the difference-of-means estimators for completely randomized experiments in
assuming a Poisson sampled design, which, to the best of our knowledge, has not been previously con-
sidered [28].

3.3.3 Estimated propensities

We have been assuming until now that py is known, or equivalently that the propensity map p(Xy) for
covariates Xj is known. In practice, and especially in the context of observational data, p(-) must often be
estimated. In such a setting, the results of ref. [29] imply that the semiparametric efficiency bound for
estimating p is

var(¥j] X))

D1

E

+ (E[h|Xxi] - u)z] = var(¥) + [E[(Yl - [E[Y1|X1])21 =) (11)
1
Comparing (11) with the result of Theorem 1, we see that the family i, cannot achieve the semiparametric
lower bound, because the asymptotic variances of ji, have a ¥; — Au term instead of Y — E[Yj|X;] term.
However, [26] has shown that estimation of the propensities actually reduces the asymptotic variance of
IPW estimators. In fact, [26] also shows that when using a linear or logistic sieve estimator for the propensity
score, the Horvitz—Thompson and Hajek estimators achieve the semiparametric lower bound in (11). In this
work, we do not consider such nonparametric propensity estimators, and instead focus on the case of propen-
sities estimated from a well-specified logistic model; we consider the analysis of ji ., with propensities estimated
from a linear or logistic sieve, or other nonparametric estimators (to which the results of ref. [26] may be
generalizable), and a study of efficiency properties like those in ref. [26] to be an interesting future direction.
For users who are interested in achieving semiparametric efficiency with our methods, we apply our methods to
double machine learning methods in Section 4.1 and give a semiparametrically efficient estimator there.
Now, in the case of propensities estimated from a well-specified logistic model, it is natural to ask how
this variance reduction from propensity estimation interacts with the variance reduction of ji ,, a question
we answer via the following theorem comparing the asymptotic variances of ji ,y and fiy, in this case.

Theorem 5. Suppose Assumption 1 holds and that the py are estimated from a well-specified logistic model,
ie., pr = (1 +exp(Xf6*) ', and we estimate 6* by the maximum-likelihood estimate 6 based on the data

X, 1), .. ,(Xn, In)- Let iy 1ogistic AN F ay, 10gistic D€ €stimates of p using 6. Then, these estimators satisfy the
CLTs:

N d R d
‘/ﬁ(ﬂ HT, logistic — Il) - N(O’ OI%IT, logistic)’ \/H(V AN, logistic — }1) - N(O’ O‘E\N, logistic)
and
T2 2T T?

2 2 _ T —1 T —1
OAN, logistic ~ OHIT, logistic = ~—— + —~1 100" 1wy - pots 10" ', (12)

where uy = E[Yi(1 - p(X{0)Xi], up = E[(1 - pX{6)X,], and 1(6%) = E[(1 - p(X{60")p(X{ 6" X, X{] are the
Fisher information.

The value of Theorem 5 is that it highlights that some caution is necessary when choosing between ji ,
and jl4; in a problem with estimated propensities, and suggests an approach to making this choice by using
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the right-hand side of (12) as a diagnostic quantity. That is, we can select between iy, and ji,y by
estimating the right-hand side of (12), and using iy, if it is positive, and f1,y if it is negative. However,
practically speaking, when estimating propensities and choosing between fi; and i .y, we should prefer
neither - rather, we should use modern doubly robust methods like the AIPW estimator. We discuss these
methods, and the role of adaptive normalization in them, in Section 4.1.

3.4 Connections to regression/control variate methods

In this section, we show how ji, can be understood as a control variate/regression control method. We
note briefly that arguments similar to the one’s presented here can be used to draw connections between
Ji,y and the AIPW estimator of ref. [6], as well as the estimator of ref. [30].

A popular technique for variance reduction in survey sampling is the use of regression controls, and
this technique is also known in the Monte Carlo literature, where regression controls are referred to as
control variates. We will now show that i,y is equivalent to a particular choice of regression control/
control variate that is known in the Monte Carlo community, but does not appear to have been widely
adopted in the survey sampling and causal inference communities.

We follow the discussion in ref. [10], where the author strongly recommends using the importance
weights as control variates whenever they are known, based on the results of ref. [13]. In our setting, the
random variables wy = I / px play the role of the importance weights, since they have mean 1 and re-weight
the observed Y I to have mean p. Then, following ref. [10], we define the family of estimators:

1< 1
fig = = Yiwe = Bl — Ywi - 1. (13)
o N

Each estimator in this family is unbiased, so we choose § to minimize variance. The variance of ﬂﬁ is

1 2 2
—var(Ywy) - _BCOV(Yka, wi) + ﬁ—var(wk),
n n n

which is minimized for * = cov(Ywy, wy)/var(wy).
Direct computation gives

cov(Ywy, wy) = [E[Ykl_—pk] =T and var(w) = [E[l_—pk] =,
Pk Dk
connecting the IS problem to the notation of our survey sampling problem given in (2). Thus, estimating the
numerator and denominator of §* separately by T and 7, respectively, gives the estimator ﬁ = Ty / o of B~
The resulting estimator of y becomes

. 1g (1< . T A
s=— D) Ywe - =) w-1]= +=(1-—|,
¥ nk;kk ﬁ(ng‘lk ) Hur fr( n)
which is algebraically equivalent to the estimator i,y in (8) derived via adaptive normalization. We note
that the version of this estimator in refs [10,13] estimates cov(Yy, wy) and var(wy) directly rather than first
simplifying, a minor difference with our version.

3.4.1 Value of adaptive normalization as a perspective
While the adaptively normalized estimator we have derived is algebraically equivalent to a known estimator

in the Monte Carlo literature, we feel that our derivation, based on the simple idea of combining the
denominators of fiyy and fyge,, offers a valuable and unique motivation. Furthermore, our iterative
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analysis of ji ,,, provides instructive intuition for finite-sample variance reduction. Finally, we have focused
on choosing A to minimize asymptotic variance — choosing A by minimizing a different criteria, such as
mean-squared error, or choosing A using an alternative approach such as Lepski’s method, would lead to
other estimators that may be worthy of further study.

Finally, despite these other guises in which the adaptively normalized estimator has appeared, it has not
received significant attention in the survey sampling or causal inference community. This inattention is espe-
cially surprising when we consider that, in the Monte Carlo setting, the importance weights are often not
computable in closed form, and so they cannot be used as control variates. In contrast, in the causal inference
setting, the treatment probabilities are often known from the experimental design, and so ji,, is usually
available as an immediate improvement over figy Or fyg - Thus, it seems that fi,y is more widely known
in the community where it is of less practical value; we hope our work will remedy this gap by presenting ji ,\ in
a causal inference context and addressing issues specific to this context, such as the estimation of propensity
scores. To this end, we proceed in the next section to identify a variety of template settings in causal inference
where iy, and iy, are used by default, and it is desirable to replace them with i .

4 Applications

In this section, we consider various causal inference settings in which the Horvitz—Thompson and Hajek
estimators are used “by default” and show how adaptively normalized estimators act as a free upgrade.

4.1 AIPW estimation

Our first application of adaptive normalization focuses on AIPW estimation. A basic version of AIPW was
first introduced for survey sampling in the 1980s [31,32] and then re-discovered and significantly expanded
on for ATE estimation by the causal inference community [6,33], where it is also known as the doubly robust
estimator. Our approach follows the one developed in ref. [33], although we concentrate on a single group
for now and defer ATE estimation until further on.

We discuss AIPW estimation in the more general model where we have access to covariate information.
Specifically, we assume the pairs (Y, X),...,(Y;, X,) are i.i.d. from a distribution D on R x X, and we
observe all of X,..., X, in addition to YiI, ..., Y;I,, where I are independently Ber(py) and py = p(Xy) is a
function of the covariates. Then, the AIPW estimate of u is expressed as follows:

K K ~(f

i 1 1. 1 (Y = A& )k

Marpw = _z z —p7 (X)) + —z Z — (14)
n j=liel; n n j=lieI; p( })(Xk)

where T,,..., I is a partition of the data into K folds, i’ (X) is an estimate of u(X;) = E[Y;|Xi] based on all
the data except 7, and p(Xy) is an estimate of p(X;) based on all the data except ;. We denote by I_; the
data on which ji*? and p¢9 are trained. Thus, our estimators are cross-fit as shown in ref. [33]. We will
require that i(-) and p()(-) satisfy the following standard conditions for each 1 < j < K [33]:

Assumption 2. (Consistency) As n — oo, fi7)(-), and p‘7)(-) satisfy

s s P
suplu(x) - A,  sup|pP(x) - px)| - O.
xeX xeX

Assumption 3. (Risk decay) We have that fi()(-), p(-) satisfy

E[(AP(X) - X))’ 1 2] x E[(PTPXi) ~ pXi)PIZ] = op(n™).



DE GRUYTER Adaptive normalization for IPW estimation =— 13

Under Assumptions 2 and 3, the estimator fi,, is semi-parametrically efficient [29], making it a
natural starting point for potential improvements. Of course, this efficiency result means that any potential
usage of adaptive normalization will not reduce the asymptotic variance of fi ,;py,, but we will see that we
can still use the ideas of adaptive normalization to develop an estimator that has the same asymptotic
efficiency as fi ,;py, and also has better finite-sample MSE in simulations.

Consider the estimator in (14). The first term is an estimate of u based on imputing all of the Y; by
1AD(X,), while the second term is an inverse probability weighted estimate of the bias of the i‘?(Xy). In
light of our work in Section 3, we naturally propose replacing the second term with a adaptively normalized
estimator, yielding the new estimator

K K s
. 1 s 1 (Y = ADX))
Hatew,an = Z ZF( D(Xi) + o Z Z —

j=liel; j=liel; ﬁ(_i)(Xk)
K ) (15)
1 N 1-p9X) K f
+ = (Y = BODX))—5 o 1-—|,
n jglig,- PPX) P& n

where now

I 1-p9X) R I
"= ;z Z ﬁg)(x(k)k) IA?(’j)IEXk)’ " ZZ IA?(”')IEXk)
j=liel; j=liel;
are functions of the estimated propensities, rather than the true treatment probabilities as shown in
Section 3.
The following theorem shows that this correction is asymptotically negligible; the proof is presented in
Appendix A.4.

Theorem 6. Suppose Assumptions 1-3 hold. Then n(H ypw — H apw.an) % o.

Crucially, Theorem 6 implies that fi,py 2y has the same asymptotic variance as fi ,;p, under the given
conditions. These are exactly the conditions required for the efficiency of fi . SO we conclude that
Hpwan 1s efficient whenever fi,py is. On the other hand, in finite samples, the additional correction
term in i\ py sy IS Negatively correlated with the other terms, and reduces variance, a fact we demonstrate
empirically in Section 5. Taken together, these observations suggest that fi,py 2y Should typically be
preferred to jl ,py -

Our proposal is by no means the only attempt to improve on fi , p,, . However, our proposal differs from
existing work in two important ways. First, many other proposals are meant to improve on AIPW in the case
when ji is misspecified, which is not our motivation here, although we do explore this setting in simulation
and see that fl yppy oy handles misspecification better than fi 5. Second, and more importantly, other
proposed estimators are significantly more complex, and sometimes requires solving certain estimating
equations numerically. In contrast, i ;i oy has an explicit, simple, closed form, and computing it requires

nothing more than what is required to compute fi ,;pyy -

4.2 ATE estimation

Another setting in which IPW estimators play a key role is in the problem of ATE estimation. Our model for
ATE estimation is that there are triplets

(%1(1), ¥1(0), p1); -..,(Ya(1), Ya(0), pr)
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drawn i.i.d. from a distribution ® onR x R x [0, 1] satisfying Assumption 1 for both Y;(1) and Y;(0). We assume
that we observe Yi(L), ..., Y,(I,), where I;|px ~ Ber(py), and want to estimate the ATE 7 = E[Y;(1) — Y;(0)] from
these observations. There are a variety of general approaches to estimating 7 [34]; the one relevant to our work is the
approach of using IPW estimators to separately estimate p; = E[Y;(1)] and u, = E[Y,(0)], and then subtracting the
two estimates.

Since the problems of estimating y, and y, are survey sampling problems, they are often estimated with
Horvitz—-Thompson and Héjek estimators. Continuing our general theme, why not use ji,, instead? Thus,
we propose

Tan = iy an — Ho,aN> (16)

where ﬁl, ay is the adaptively normalized estimator based on (1)L, ..., ¥,(1)I, and ﬁo, ay is the same based
on ¥(0)(1 - k), ..., Y (0)(1 - L.

This is not the only possible use of adaptive normalization in this setting. Note that /i, 5 and fi, ,\ here
are designed to minimize variance within each group, even though our target estimand is the difference
between groups. It is natural to ask what happens if we instead attempt to directly minimize the variance of
the estimated difference between the two groups; we discuss this approach in detail in Appendix C and
compare it to Tay from (16). We conclude that estimating the two groups separately and taking the differ-
ence is reasonable and generally advised, except in the presence of strong correlation between the
responses and the propensities, in which case the second approach may be preferable.

Similarly, rather than using AIPW estimation in each group for ATE estimation, we can also use
adaptively normalized AIPW estimation in each group instead. Indeed, we will show in Section 5 that these
estimators improve on both of the usual estimators in simulation.

Finally, we note that, since the adaptively normalized estimator is also a regression control estimator,
Tan corresponds to a particular form of the interaction estimator of ref. [35]. Appealingly, we derive the
same estimator without any reference to an ordinary least squares model, side-stepping issues like those
discussed in refs [35,36] of whether the model is correct or can only be used “agnostically.”

4.3 Policy evaluation

The final setting in which we propose replacing an IPW estimator with an adaptively normalized estimator
is policy evaluation. In this context, we wish to learn a statistical rule for assigning treatments to a
population that maximizes the total welfare. We follow the regret minimization framework introduced by
ref. [37] and build directly on the work of ref. [17], although much of our notation is drawn from [19].

Formally, suppose that individual k has potential outcomes Y;(1) and Y;(0) depending on whether they
receive a treatment, and we wish to learn a policy 7 that maps known covariates X; € X to a treatment
assignment in {0, 1}. The value of a policy 7 (note that we are no longer using 7 to represent moments of the
unknown distribution as in Section 3) is V(1) = E[Y;(71(X;))], the average outcome of an individual treated
using the policy. Assuming we are restricted to a class of policies II, the best possible policy is
* = arg max, gV (nr'"), and we evaluate a policy based on its regret V(r*) — V().

Ideally we would learn a policy by maximizing V, but we cannot compute V. Instead we estimate V from
historical data (Yi(l}), X), ...,(Y.(I), X,,), where I, ~ Ber(p(Xy)) is an indicator of whether Y, received the
treatment, and we assume that Assumption 1 holds. Under the assumption that the propensity map p(-) is
known, ref. [17] proposed
Dipw (7) = li Ul = n(Xi)} i

n o P = m(Xi)| Xi)

as an unbiased estimate of V(7).
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Of course, at this point, we can sense that a better estimate of V would be the adaptively normalized

P =mn(Xi) | Xk) Pk = n(Xe) | Xi)
n 1-PW=nX) | Xx) U = n(Xp)}
k=1 P(h =X | Xi) P =7 | X0

Van = Vipw () +

zn Ykl —PUk =X | Xi) Uk = n(Xi)}
k=1
( (17)

1 li Hh = n(X} |
n =PI = 1(X)1X1)

k=1

The main result of ref. [17] showed that maximizing Vipw (77) yields a policy whose regret decays at a rate of
1/Jn. We now give an analogous result for Vyy.

Theorem 7. Let 71 py = argmin,. HVAN (1) and suppose that II has finite VC-dimension. Then

E[V(T") - V(fay)] < o[%/%(”)].

Thus, VAN preserves the theoretical guarantees associated with lew, and we verify in the next section
that policies learned with VAN are closer to the optimal policy. One drawback of VAN, however, is that I7Ipw
can be interpreted as a weighted classification objective [17,19], facilitating optimization, while VAN unfor-
tunately does not have such an interpretation. Finally, we note that [19] introduced the idea of policy
learning based on AIPW estimation instead of IPW estimation; applying these ideas in our setting is an
exciting opportunity for future work.

5 Experiments

In this section, we use a series of experiments to evaluate the empirical performance of adaptive normal-
ization. The goal of our experiments is to validate that applying adaptive normalization for mean estimation
as well as in the various settings of Section 4 actually pays the dividends we expect.

Our first set of experiments are focused on survey sampling as discussed in Section 3 and make use of
semi-synthetic data to compare i,y to fiyy and fyge, . Our second set of experiments are simulations
comparing ATE estimation using all of the aforementioned estimators, and also using f ypy ax and f yipy -
Our third set of experiments studies the coverage of confidence intervals for these estimators constructed
using asymptotic normal approximations. Finally, we use a simulation experiment to compare Van to Vipw
as a policy learning objective. Additional experiments appear in Appendix B.

5.1 Survey experiments

We work with a dataset of Swiss municipalities, provided by the R package sampling [38] under the GPL-2
license. This data set contains demographic and financial data for 2,896 different municipalities in Switzer-
land, and we consider two responses: Y;, the wooded area of a municipality, and Y,, the industrial area of a
municipality. We assume the standard sampling scheme for studies of this dataset in which the probability
Dy of observing Y, is proportional to the total area of municipality k, and set ), py (the expected number of
observations) to be either 50 or 250. We resample the set of observed municipalities according to these
probabilities and compare the three estimators with the true mean of the Y;. The RMSE of the Hor-
vitz—Thompson estimator, Hajek estimator, and adaptively normalized estimator for the four specifications
are presented in Table 1.

To better understand Table 1, we remark that ¥; is strongly positively correlated with p; and Y, is weakly
positively correlated with py. Thus, in the first two columns of Table 1, the Horvitz—Thompson estimator is
much better than the Hajek estimator, but not as good as the adaptively normalized estimator, in accor-
dance with our observations about A* in Section 3. In the latter two columns, the correlation is weaker, so
the Horvitz—Thompson and Hajek estimators are more comparable, but the adaptively normalized estimator
still improves on both. These results demonstrate that although it may be unclear whether the
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Table 1: RMSE of estimators on Swiss municipality data; ¥; is wood area and Y; is industrial area; probabilities are chosen
proportional to total municipality area, which is strongly positively correlated with ¥Y; and weakly positively correlated with Y,.
RMSEs are averaged over 100,000 trials and standard errors are over 10 replications of the 100,000 trials

Problem specification

Zpk =50, % Zpk =250,V Zpk =50, Y, Zpk =250,Y,
Aur 68.4 + 0.1030 27.8 £ 0.0710 2.51 + 0.0051 1.07 + 0.0026
ﬁHé]ek 95.3 + 0.3587 39.3 + 0.1510 2.52 + 0.0076 1.06 + 0.00244
Ay 61.5 + 0.1035 23.1 + 0.0538 2.45 + 0.0086 1.01 + 0.0028

Horvitz-Thompson estimator or Hajek estimator should be used in a particular problem, the adaptively
normalized estimator circumvents this question by always improving on both of the other two estimators.
For reference, plots of the MSE in each problem as a function of different values of A are shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Top: the estimated absolute value of bias, variance, and MSE for estimators applied to data from model (18) with
n =500, y =1, and varying 6. Bottom: the same, but with data from model (19) with n = 500 and varying a. Results are
averaged across 10,000 trials. We omit Ty due to extremely large variance. Across the board, adaptively normalized estimators
effectively trade off bias and variance to achieve lower MSE than their traditional counterparts.
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5.2 ATE experiments

For ATE estimation, we consider two models, one of which represents a benign setting in which Y, and py
have roughly linear relationship, and one of which represents a more difficult setting in which ¥, and py
have an extremely strong negative relationship.

The first model, which we refer to as our normal model, is a model in which we generate

(%), X ~ N([’g] [; ‘1’]) 18)

and Y(0) = Y(1) — 7, pr = (1 + exp(-2X;))". In this model, 6 controls the correlation between Y, and X,
and indirectly the correlation between Y, and pi. To satisfy Assumption 1, we truncate p; and Y
with M = 50, 6 = 0.01.

The second model we consider is our power law model, where we generate

Dr ~ Uni(gx 1- 8)) Yk(l) = pl;a + N(O’ 02): (19)

and Y(0) = (1) - 7, Xk = log((1 — px)/px). In this model, a controls the strength of the nonlinear negative
relationship between Y, and py, while 02 is a noise parameter we set to 1. To satisfy Assumption 1, we take
€ = 1072 and truncate ¥; at M = 10°.

In both models, we estimate p; from logistic regression with covariate X; and estimate E[Y,|X;] with a
generalized additive model. For AIPW estimators, we use two-fold cross-fitting. The treatment effect is set to
T = 0.5. We simulate data from both models, fixing n = 500 and 7 = 0.5 while varying 6 and a, and compare
the biases, variance, and MSEs of various ATE estimators. The results are shown in Figure 4, omitting Tyt
for clarity.

We discuss the classical and semi-parametric estimators separately. Comparing Tugjex and fan, we see
in the normal model that Tay has larger bias but smaller variance than Tygex across all values of 6. Because
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Figure 4: Coverage of 95% confidence intervals for different estimators of the mean p of Yi(1) in the normal model (18) when
p=1,0 = 0.1, and n varies, along with empirical variances and estimated variances based on asymptotics. We see in general
that fd,y and i, py Ay achieve nearly the target coverage, but that fi,p, and i, lag behind. Finite sample coverage issues for
ey are known in the literature, and the weaker coverage of i, is driven by its larger bias in finite samples (as shown in
Figure 4). Thus, some caution is needed when constructing confidence intervals for iy,
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the MSE is dominated by the variance, Tan also has consistently lower MSE than Tusjek, and the same
behavior is found in the power law model. By comparing Taipw and Tapw,an, We see in the normal model
that they both have nearly no bias, but that Tapw, axy has slightly lower variance and thus lower MSE across
all values of 8. We again see the same behavior in the power law model, except that the difference between
Tarpw and Tapw, an is more substantial in this model. The reason for this difference is that estimating Y;|Xy is

more difficult in the power law model, so the more careful estimate of the bias used by Tapw an pays larger
dividends.

5.3 Coverage experiments

We now turn to the issue of inference, and consider the problem of constructing confidence intervals for our
estimators. For flyy, Aygex> @nd ey, this can be done using the asymptotic variances in Theorems 1 and 3
and an asymptotic normal approximation; for fi y;pyy and i ,jpy sy » We use the known asymptotic variance of
the AIPW estimator (see, e.g., ref. [29]) and an asymptotic normal approximation. We use the same asymp-
totic variance for both /i yjpyy and fipy an because, as shown in Theorem 6, these two estimators have the
same limiting distributions. We generate data from the model (18), and attempt to construct a 95% con-
fidence interval for the mean u of (1) when u = 1, 6 = 0.1, and n varies. The results are shown in Figure Al.

We see in the top panel of Figure Al that the coverage of confidence intervals for fiy;;, and fl ypy ay 18
fairly close to the target coverage level of 95%. However, the coverage of confidence intervals for ji ,py, and
J1,,y is weaker, especially in smaller samples. Issues with the coverage of confidence intervals for the AIPW
estimator are known in the literature [39,40], and we see from the bottom two panels of Figure A1 that these
are caused by the empirical variance of the AIPW estimator being larger than our asymptotic approximation
of it in the sample sizes considered. Since fi y;py oy has smaller empirical variance than fi ,py, it also enjoys
better coverage in finite samples. On the other hand, the asymptotic approximation of the variance of fi ,
appears relatively accurate, but the confidence intervals are slightly below the target coverage level because
of the larger bias of ji,y, as shown in Figure 4. For this reason, practitioners should be aware that con-
fidence intervals for ji ,,; may slightly undercover unless the sample size is quite large. This issue could be
remedied by using some kind of bias correction, and is an important future direction.

5.4 Policy evaluation experiments

Our final simulation compares the two policy learning objectives, Vipyw and Vay of the policy evaluation
application in Section 4. Our data generating model is inspired by the simulations of ref. [19], and sets
(letting X ; be the i™h entry of Xj)

1

X ~ N(O, y3), Xy) = ———,
k 0, Byx3), pXy) 1+ exp(—Xen)

(20)
with potential outcomes Y, (1) = Xk 1, ¥x(0) = Yi(1) — sgn(Xy,> + X 3). In general, minimizing Vipw or Vay is
nonconvex. To obtain a tractable problem, we restrict the class IT to be the set of policies of the form
(X)) = 1{Xx,» > T} for T € [-1, 1]. Note that this is a misspecified setting, in the sense that the optimal
policy (X)) = 1{Xy,, + X3 > O} is not in the class we are optimizing over. For each of Vipw and Vyy, we
generate a sample of size n from (20) and learn a cut-off T that minimizes the corresponding objective by
grid searchon T € [-1, 1].

The average threshold learned, for a range of values of n, is presented in Table 2. The optimal policy is
to threshold at T = 0, and so we take this as a point of comparison. We see that the thresholds learned from
minimizing Vay are consistently closer to the optimal threshold of zero than those learned by minimizing
View, and that the gap between the performance of the two objectives is consistent across the range of
values of n we consider.
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Table 2: Thresholds learned by Vipw and VAN for varying n for data generated according to (20). Each entry is an average over
100,000 replications and standard errors are over 10 replications of the 100,000 trials. The optimal policy is to threshold at 0;
minimizing Van consistently learns better thresholds

Objective n =250 n =500 n =750 n = 1,000
lew -0.057 + 0.0013 -0.035 + 0.0011 -0.026 + 0.0011 -0.020 + 0.0014
VAN -0.039 + 0.0018 -0.015 + 0.0014 —-0.010 + 0.0009 -0.004 + 0.0009

6 Discussion

In this article, we study adaptive normalization for IPW estimators: rather than normalizing by the sample
size or by the sum of the weights, we propose normalizing by a data-dependent affine combination of the
two. For mean estimation in survey sampling, our proposed estimator is algebraically equivalent to a
control variate method from the Monte Carlo literature that has not been studied in the causal inference
literature before. We further develop the adaptive normalization idea in causal inference settings by using it
to improve on the AIPW estimators, to propose new estimators for the ATE in randomized experiments, and
new objectives for policy learning.

There are several possible future directions for this work. One is to relax the assumption that the
treatment indicators I are independent, an unrealistic assumption in many observational datasets and
also directly violated in certain experimental designs. However, if the correlation structure of the I is
known or possible to estimate, analogues of our limit theorems and estimators could be developed. If
the correlation between the I is sufficiently weak, Theorem 1 may hold without modification, and we
expect the remainder of our results would go through as well. However, if the correlation between the Iy
is strong enough to affect the asymptotic variance in Theorem 1, then the optimal choice of A would change,
and these changes would propagate through the analysis. In such a case, we expect that the general form of
J1,,y Would remains similar, but the T /# term would be replaced by a more complex expression.

In addition, estimands other than the mean, such as quantiles and distributions, are also of interest in
causal inference and program evaluation and can be estimated using IPW-style estimators [41-43].
Extending our results to these other estimands is another possible line of further work and will likely
give very different results from the ones presented here. IPW estimators for the mean have a simple closed
form involving the weights, whereas IPW estimators for other estimands are typically defined as weighted
M-estimators and do not have such a closed form [42,43]. Thus, the weights enter into the estimator in a
different fashion in such cases, and we would expect the analogue of the adaptively normalized estimator to
look different as well. In fact, we are not even aware of any work studying Hajek/self-normalized estimators
in these other contexts, and the comparison between the Hajek and Horvitz—Thompson estimators may be
different as well.

In a different direction, there are many places within and beyond causal inference where inverse
probability weighted estimators are used in context-specific ways, such as off-policy evaluation on net-
works [44], recommender system evaluation [45], in learning to rank problems [46], and inference from
bandits [47,48]. Developing and applying similar ideas in these contexts suggests many promising lines of
future work.
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Appendix

A Technical proofs
A.1 Proofs of Theorems 1, 3, and 5

In this section, we detail the calculations underlying the CLTs in Section 3. The building block of our results
is a joint CLT for the vectorﬁ = (§/n, i/ n), which has mean 8 = (u, 1).
Lemma Al. Under Assumption 1, we have
N d
\/ﬁ(ﬁ - B) - N(Os 2)7

where the entries of X are given by

nvar(S/n)_var(Yl)+[E[Y21 pk], nvar(fl/n)z[E[l_—pk], ncov(g/n,ﬁ/n):[[ykl__l’k}
Pk Pk Pk

Proof. For any vector v € R*, the quantity vn (VTE - vTB) is a sum of i.i.d. random variables. These random
variables have finite variance by Assumption 1, so the classical Lindeberg CLT applies with a limiting

distribution that is N(0, vIZv). The lemma then follows from the Cramer-Wold device. (|

The CLT for ji; now follows from an application of the delta method.

Proof of Theorem 1. Note that i, = f (ﬁ) for fOx,y; A) = o (1 o . The function f is differentiable at the
point § and has gradient Vzf = (1, (1 — A)p), and so by the delta method, we conclude that I, satisfies a
CLT with the asymptotic variance

Vo fTEVsf = var(¥) + [E[Y,fl‘—pk] -2 - A)H[E[ykl—_l’k] v (- A)zyz[E[l__pk]’
Dk Dk Pk

which rearranges to the variance in (3), as desired. (|

Proof of Theorem 3. The key step is to replace the factor of T /7 in i,y With T /7, so that we can then apply
a standard CLT. Thus, we write

g =2+ Z(l 5) ¥ (5 - Z)(l - 3), (A1)
n o m n T n n
SEAN 5(1 5) + 0p(1)0p(n112), (A2)
n m n
_S + Z(1 ﬁ) + op(n1/2), (A3)
n n
where the second equality holds becauseg - % = 0p(1) by the consistency of T and 71, and 1 — = = Op(n~'/?)

by the CLT for i.i.d. sums.
Thus, the limiting distribution of n(fi .y — p) is the same as the limiting distribution of

S T A 1 (% T 1 I
ol -8Bl gl
n m n NI\ ) n o Jn o\ b
This last expression is the difference of two i.i.d. mean zero sums, and so its limiting distribution is
asymptotically normal with variance
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var(Yily / p) — 2(T [ m)cov(Yilk /px, I/ pio) + (T [ m)*var(l / pi),
which simplifies to o%(1*). O

Next we turn to the CLT for the case of estimated propensities. Recall that our set-up here is that
e = (1 + exp(X{6%)!, and we estimate 6* by the maximum-likelihood estimate 6. In what follows, we
abuse notation and write p(X{0) for (1 + exp(X{9))!.

Proof of Theorem 5. Consider the family of estimators

A,(0) = %’;f—’k‘pa 0) + B( - —Z e))

Then fi,; corresponds to § = 0, and it follows from the consistency and asymptotic normality of 6 that we
can repeat the arguments of (A3) and show that ji .\, is first-order equivalent to 8 = T /. Thus, to establish
the theorem, it suffices to characterize the asymptotic variance of ﬁﬁ(é) and compare the cases =0
and B=T/n.

To understand the asymptotic of ﬁﬂ(é), we first Taylor expand around 6* and obtain

37y(0)

T
fiy(6) = (67 + [E[ w] (6 - 6) + op(n1/2). (A%)

Next, it follows from standard results on M-estimators that § — 6* = I(6*)71S(6*) + op(n~1/2), where

1 n
16" = E[p(X{6)(1 - pX{0NX,X{] and S(6") = ;ZXk(Ik - p(X{6) (A5)
k=1
are the Fisher information and score. Also, by direct computation,

Bl
p(X[6)?

a14,3(9) 1 Yidi

nZ pxioy

- p(X{0)(1 - p(XZONXx + —Z

- p(X{0)(1 - p(X{0)), (A6)

which has expectation —E[(¥; — B)(1 - p(X}6*))X] at 6*.
Combining (A4), (A5), and (A6) gives

B __n Ve 1 B T 1
VA (iig(0) - p) 2 lp(xk o M Zﬁ ST E[Yi(1 - p(X{ 6")X,]1(6%)
LS Xl - pTO) + BEL — pOTONXIIO) ) = RURHCHD (A7)
‘/— k=1 N
+ op(n1/2),

Since each term of (A7) is a sum of mean-zero i.i.d. terms, we can compute the asymptotic variance directly.
In particular, the terms that depend on § are

Bvar(l, [ p(XF6*)) - Zﬂcov( K , Yidi )+ Zﬁcov(

wW1(0%) X — p(XF6*
T 0" Xl - pC )))

I
p(Xfer)’

+ﬁ2var<u21<e)1xk(1k—p(x,?9*>»+2ﬁc<>V(usz<e*> Wil - pK{0), — )

p(X[6%) (A8)

~ 2Beov(u 1(07) Xk ~ p(X(6)), u3 1(0") Xl — p(X{{67)))

_ 2 Ik =1 _ T
2B COV(p(XkTe),uzI(@) Xl — p(X;c 0 )))
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where u; = E[Y(1 - p(XI6*)X;] and u, = E[(1 - p(X{6*))Xi]. The first two terms of (A8) are St — 2TB. To
simplify the remaining terms, we compute

I
cov(—p (XEG*)’ w167 Xl - p(XT 0*))) = u1(6") 'uy, (A9)
var(uy 1(0") "X ( - p(Xi{ 6))) = w3 1(6") 'y, (A10)
Yid,

COV(“Z 16X (I - p(X[6%)), (;kTg*)) = ul 10w, (A1D)
cov(u! I(0*) X (I, — p(XL6%)), ul 1(0*) " X (I, — p(XF6%))) = ul1(6*) 'uy, (A12)

I % *
cov( p(X:Te 5 W10 Xe(I — p(XT6* ))) = ulI1(6") . (A13)

Together, these imply that (A8) can be written as follows:
= B = 28T + 2Bu{ 1(6") "y + By 1(6") Mty + 2Bu3 1(07) wr — 2Bul 107w, — 2825 1(6") My, (A14)
= B2m — 28T + 2Buf1(6*) 'wy) — Bl I(6%) us. (A15)

Finally, recall that ji,; corresponds to f = 0 and fi,y corresponds to = T /. Since (A15) evaluated at
B =0is0, the dlfference in asymptotlc variance between ji;; and i, will be equal to (A15) evaluated at
B =T/n, which is -— + —uzTAul u2 T Au,, completing the argument. O

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

This subsection contains the proof of Theorem 2 and details for the heuristic argument for variance reduc-
tion given in the main text.
As mentioned earlier, we combine the two equations in (7) to obtain

S B S/n

GO = _
g f P T (_A
1—m n+mn D .

and write this as i = f(ji®-), where

FOO) = X“_X a= % b= %(1 - ﬁ). (A16)

In this notation, the fixed point of f is x =a + b = ji,y.

The proof now proceeds in two steps: first, we generalize the problem slightly and consider the discrete
dynamical system x(® initialized at x©’ = a and with iterative map x© = f(x-) for arbitrary fixed a and b.
For this dynamical system, we show that if|a| > |b|, then x) converges toa + b. Second, we show that, with
high probability, the particular a and b defined in (A16) satisfy these conditions.

A.2.1 Analyzing the dynamical system

The function f has two fixed points at ;' = 0 and at x; = a + b. To understand the stability of these fixed
points, we compute the derivative

ab
(x - by?

lal
b’

If'Col = ‘ = 'Ol =

ol =12
a
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A fixed point x* of the map f is stable if and only if |f’'(x*)| < 1, so we see that if |a] > |b|, then X" is unstable
and x; is stable, and if |a| < |b|, then x{" is stable and x; is unstable. The case |a| = |b| occurs with probability
zero, and so we do not consider it.

In light of these stabilities, we should expect x() to converge to a + b whenever |a| > |b|. The following
lemma confirms this.

Lemma A2. If |a| > |b|, then the dynamical system with initial point x, = a and iterative map X1 = f(x¢)
converges to x* = a + b.

Proof. Our analysis relies on the two-step map

a’x

ffX) = m-

In particular, we will show that the subsequences xq, %, ..., and x, x3,..., both converge to x*, and this will
prove the lemma. In both cases, the key observation is that

a*x

X)) -x=| ———— = -(a+b)| =
IF(fGD) = x| Xa_b) 1 b ( )‘ ‘
We first consider the subsequence xo, X, ..., which for convenience we denote by y, = x. We claim that for
any t > 0, we have

bZ

m ‘|x = (a + b)|. (A17)

|b|

— v = x71. (A18)
|al

|yt+1 - X*l <

The proof of the claim is by induction. For the base case, which is t = 0 and ), = a, we have that

p2
a(a - b) + b?

b2

b* 1 _Ibl
ab

- ’
lal

and substituting this into (A17) gives (A18).
For the inductive step, suppose the result holds for y,, ..., y,_;. We will show that y, also satisfies

|b|

b2
" al

yi(a - b) + b?

and this together with (A17) will prove the claim. The previous display is equivalent to
ly.(a — b) + b?| = |ab|. (A19)

This inequality can be established by casework on the signs of a and b. We discuss the casea > 0, b > 0 in
detail; the other three cases are analogous.

Ifa>0andb > 0, thena + b > a, and since by the inductive hypothesis, y, is closer toa + b than a is,
we must have a < y; < a + 2b. Thus,

ly(a - b) + b?| > min |[t(a - b) + b?|.
as<t<a+2b

Since the function we are minimizing is piecewise linear, the minimum must be attained at an endpoint
(t=aort=a+2b)orwheret(a - b) + b?=0.

Att = a, the objective is|a® — ab + b?| > |ab|; att = a + 2b, the objective is|a? + ab — b?|. Since|a| > |b|
and a, b are both positive, this is equal to a?> + ab — b? > ab as well. Finally, t(a — b) + b%> = 0 is not

possible because this requires t = % and becausea > b, % < 0 < a. Thus, we conclude that (A19) holds,

and this completes the induction for the case a > 0 and b > 0. The other cases are analogous, and com-
bining them establishes (A18).
Now, by using our claim in (A18) repeatedly, we have that for any ¢t > 0,
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t
y; = x7 < MIJ/H - X << (M) Yo = x*I.
lal lal
Since |b| < |a|, we thus have |y, - x*| — 0 as t — oo, proving the convergence.
Recalling that y, = x», we have shown that the subsequence xo, x,,..., converges to x*. An analogous
argument gives that x;, x3,... converges to x* as well, and these two together imply that x; — x*. O

A.2.2 High-probability guarantees

Our next lemma carries out the proof of the second part of Theorem 2, which is showing that a and b as
defined in (A16) satisfy |a| > |b| with high probability.

Lemma A3. Suppose Assumption 1 holds and that pu + 0. Then,
[P( i(l - ﬁ) U >1- 4exp(ﬂ).
it n oM /6)?
Proof. For any O < € < |u|, define the events
< e}, E; = {

S HEES -2 )

We need to lower bound the probability of E;, which we do by upper bounding the probability of E. By
the union bound,

$

n

>

S $
- —~H
n

n

>

P(ET) < P(E3) + P(E3),

n
:[P[ 1§k,

n 21 Pr
S[P[ >s)+[P(‘(l—£)‘>|MT_S),
n

Ly¥k
2 _ 2
< 2exp(— 2en ) + 2exp(—M).

21 Pr
(M/6) (1/6)?
The second inequality follows from the bound
n
Z ykl ~ P k&
k=1 Dk Dk

which implies that |T /#| < M. The third inequality follows from applying Hoeffding’s inequality to each
term with the bounds |Yili /px| < M/ 6 and | /px| < 1/6.
Finally, we choose € to balance these two terms. The optimal choice is € = %lm, and with this value of

€, we conclude that

>

k=1

7] =

<

w2 T gy, (A20)
Pk Pk

RIS

RIS

2
[P(El)zl—ltexp(— 2 )

(M + 1)2/82

finishing the proof. O

A.2.3 Combining the lemmas

With these two lemmas, the proof of Theorem 2 is straightforward.
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Proof of Theorem 2. Let a, b be as defined in (A16).

For (i), if |a| > |b|, then Lemma A2 implies the result with fi;, = ji,y. If la| < |b|, then an argument
similar to the one in the proof of Lemma A2 establishes that x® — 0 ast — co, and so the statement holds
with fi,,, = 0.

For (ii), we have

>

a 5 2

2(1 - ﬁ) S |

b4 n oM /6)?

where the first inequality is from the contrapositive of Lemma A2 and the second is from that of Lemma A3.
This bound goes to zero, implying (ii). O

Py # Hay) < [P(

A.3 Proof of Theorem 4

Before presenting the proof, we remark that for this result, we must deal explicitly with the possibility that
Y I = 0, i.e., no units receive treatment. We do not discuss this case elsewhere because our other results are
asymptotic, and this event occurs with a probability that is exponentially small in n and so can be ignored,
but since Theorem 4 is a finite-sample result, we must account for this possibility.

Proof. Recall that

. 1-
var(ily,) = var(¥;) + E[¥7] pp, (A21)

so we must upper bound var(ji ,\ ) by the right-hand side of (A21). Now, under the assumption that py = p is
constant, ji .y simplifies to

Z Vil

if Y I #0,

Aay =1 2k (A22)
0 if I =0.
For convenience, let N = Y Iy. Then we decompose
var(fl,,y) = E[var(fi . IN)] + var(E[fi ,IN]) (A23)
and compute
var(¥;) . .
. —= if N+0, R E[Y] if N+O,
var(ii , IN) = ENE0: iy INT = {o[ il . Nf < (A24)
0 if N=0 A=

Substituting (A24) into (A23) yields
var(fi o) = var(YDE[1/NIN # 0] + P(N + O)E[Y1] - E[K]P(N # 0))? + P(N = O)(E[KIP(N # 0))? (A25)

= var(Y,)E[1/N|N # 0] + E[YZ]P(N = O)P(N # 0) (A26)
< var(¥;) + E[Y2JP(N = 0) (A27)
< var(%) + E[¥2] 2 2, (A28)

giving the result. Here, the first equality uses P(N = 0) + P(N # 0) = 1 and algebra, the second inequality
uses the fact that1/N < 1 conditional on N # 0, and the third inequality uses the fact thatP(N = 0) = (1 - p)"
together with the elementary inequality (1 — p)" < I_Tp for p € (0, 1). O
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A.4 Proof of Theorem 6

Proof. For the ease of notation, we work within a single fold of the cross-fitted estimator and let 7, be an
auxiliary data set of size n on which ji(-) and p(-) are trained. This is equivalent to twofold cross-fitting; the
case of more folds is analogous. Then, it is sufficient to show that the correction term we have introduced is
op(n~1/?), That error term is

1 N 1-pX) Ik 1w k
S YO A 10'%) B L2 S| S : A29
ﬁ( E(" HED =506 ia(Xk))( nkzlfa(Xk)] (829)
1i(Yk—u<Xk))1k 1—li s (A30)
n k=1 klp(Xk)

C
|

(OP(H 12) + ;ZKV(Xk) - (Xk))lkl)(OP(n 2y, L i I & D’ (A32)

:I»—\

n 1 i Ik 1 d Ik Ik
(% - mEO + + Y uxo) - ok |[1- £ 1 - , A3
2 (e = XD + nsz"( 0~ A) k)( w0 %) ia(xk)) (b

pX)  pX)

k=1
L 0p(/) < Op(n/2) 1
<0, 1 X)) — (X
< Op(n ) + = kZlm( O - AL+ = Z o (Xk) -
u 1 1
Xi) — u(X s
( Zlu( o) - il m)( kZl AT U
< Op(n- 1)+op(n-1/2)(sup|u<x)—y(x)|+sup 1 U
wex | PO PX)
. (A34)
1 1
X)) — u(Xx s
( Zm( b un)( kzl o PO D
_ ~ Ly ~ i 1 1
Op(n 1>+op(n12>op(1)+(nk2|u<xk) u(xk)|]( kz S 300 D (A35)

where the second inequality follows from the fact that, by the consistency of p(-), we have§ /2 < p(x) <1 - 6/2
for all x € X for sufficiently large n, the fourth inequality applies the triangle inequality and the CLT for i.i.d.
sums, and the final equality uses Assumption 2. (Note that since p(-) is bounded, the consistency of p implies the
consistency of 1/p as well.)

Examining (A35), the first two terms are op(n~'/2) as needed, so it remains to analyze the final term. We

thus compute
n 2
[( Zl]l(Xk) - F(Xk)|) ( ) ]
k=1

n 1o 1 1Y
I ’ A36
[ Z (MXi) - A(Xp)) ](nkzl(p(xk) p(Xk)) ]l o

1 2
- X - AX))?
l X)) - X)) (p(Xg) p(Xe))

1 1
pX)  pX)

as

o(n™), (A37)
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[ 1 1 1 Y
- E| = YE| &) - %)) - Tn -, A38
_,,szﬂ [(u( ) — AX)) (p(Xe) ﬁ(Xe))l H + o(n™) (A38)
e A 2( 1 1 )2 y
-E E| X0 - AX, - Tn , A39
= (X)) - p(Xi)) o) pXY) I +o(n™) (A39)
< [E_[E[(H(Xk) - X)) | TalE ( Lo )ZI‘Tn +o(n™), (A40)
| rXy)  pXo)

where the first inequality is Cauchy-Schwarz, the second equality expands the product and drops the k = ¢
terms, the fourth equality uses the fact that the terms of the sum are equal after conditioning on 7,,, and the
fifth equality uses the fact that the two errors are independent after conditioning on 77,.

By Assumption 3, the product of conditional expectations in (A40) is op(n!). Since u(X;) and p(X,) are
bounded by Assumption 1, and ji(-) and p(-) are sup-norm consistent by Assumption 2, that product of
conditional expectations is eventually dominated by a constant, and so the expectation in (A40) is o(n™!) as
well, completing the proof. O

A.5 Proof of Theorem 7
Our proof closely follows ideas and tools developed in ref. [17].

Proof. Our goal is to control V(r1*) — V(fTax). We do this by first writing V(r*) — V(7iay) as follows:

= V() - Van(an) + Van(@an) - V(#an), (A41)
< V(*) - Van(m*) + sup|Van(m) - V() (A42)
nell
< 2sup|Van(m) - V(m)], (A43)
nell
< 2sup|Van () = Vipw (70)| + 2sup| Vipw (71) — V(). (A4L)
mell mell

The second term of (A44) is bounded in Theorem 2.1 of ref. [17], and so we are interested in bounding
the first term. By the definitions of lew and V,y, that first term of (A44) is

zn Y, 1-PU=nm(Xi) | X)Wl = m(Xi)} n
~ k=1"K PG = n(X0) | X0 PUi = 10X | X 1 1L = (X}
Bty IS e T AT AN ST I ;Z Pl =m0 | |’ (A45)
e k=1"P(T = 1(X) [ X PUic= n(X) | X k=1
n p—
< M sup 1_12M , (A46)
nell n = Pk = m(Xi)|Xi)
by a calculation analogous to the one in (A20). Combining (A44) and (A46) gives
n —
E[V(*) - V(fian)] < ME|sup | 1 - le of M | VCUD } (A47)
nell n = Pk = 1(Xi)lXi) 6 n

Finally, the expectation in the first term of (A47) can be bounded by using standard empirical process tools;
in particular, Lemmas A.1 and A.4 of ref. [17] imply that it is O(é / VC:H ) ), finishing the proof. O
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B Further experiments
B.1 RMSE plots for Swiss data

The plots in Figure 3 show the RMSE of the various problem specifications of our survey sampling simula-
tions in Section 5 as a function of A. Interestingly, the optimal choices of A are all between O and 1,
suggesting that the Hajek estimator is actually “over-normalizing” in this case.

2 p=50,Y4 2 p=250,Y4

2000

10000
L w
2 2

7000 1000
5000

500

0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 1.0
Lambda Lambda
2p=50,Y> 2 p=250,Y>

1.4
8

1.3
7

w w 12

N N
= =
6 1.1
1.0
0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 1.0
Lambda Lambda

Figure A1: MSE of I, as a function of A for the four problem specifications of the Swiss municipality data.

B.2 Overlap and bias

In this section, we further study the bias of i, and i\ in small samples. To do this, we generate data from
the normal model (18) with y = 0.1 and 8 = 0.9, and attempt to estimate the mean u of Yi(1) for varying
values of n, the sample size, and also for varying values of 8, the cut-off to which the p; are truncated (i.e.,
when § is smaller, we allow smaller p, and thus worse overlap). Estimates for the bias of fi, with
A =0.25, 0.5, and 0.75, as well as for i ,; under these conditions are shown in Figure A2. These experiments
confirm the expected behavior of the bias based on theory: the bias of ji; decreases at approximately a1/n
rate, and is larger in the presence of worse overlap. Thus, our proposal to select A by minimizing
the asymptotic variance can also be expected to reduce MSE as long as the data have good overlap.
The bias of fi ,; shows similar behavior and also appears to decrease more quickly in the presence of better
overlap.
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Figure A2: The absolute value of the biases of fj, for A = 0.25, 0.5, and 0.75 and /i, as n, the sample size, and J, the lower
bound on the overlap, vary in the normal model (18). We see that bias decreases with n at roughly a 1/n rate, as the theory
suggests, and that overlap plays an important role in the bias: worse overlap consistently leads to larger bias.

C Joint adaptive normalization in ATE estimation

This appendix explores some subtleties of how the adaptive normalizations should be chosen for ATE
estimation. In particular, the estimator in (16) is equivalent to selecting A in (1) to separately minimize
the asymptotic variance of the two mean estimates. However, this “plug-in” use of adaptive normalization
ignores the fact that the asymptotic variance of an adaptively normalized ATE estimator depends not only
on the variances of the two mean estimators but also their covariance.

In what follows, we jointly choose the normalizations of each mean estimator to minimize the asymp-
totic variance of estimating the combined estimand 7. Specifically, we define
S So

where

n n n n
-§1=2Yk(1)]k, -§o=ZYk(O)(1_Ik), ﬁlzzi’ ﬁ0=zl_1k-
k=1 Pk PR k=1 Pk ic11~ Pr

Combining these estimators leads to the estimator 7y, 1, = I, 5, — Ho 4, f 7. To follow the program of
Section 3, we seek to choose A; and Ay to minimize the following asymptotic variance.

Theorem Al. Assuming that both Y, (1) and Yi(0) satisfy Assumption 1, we have
. d
Vi (fy, - T) = N(O, 0?),

where

02 = AKulm + Agugmo — 20u(T + po) + Qopy(—py — To) + 24hopt + C,
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for

n1=tE[1'pk], ﬂo:[E[ Pr ] T1=tE[Yk(1)1'p"], To=[E[Yk(0) P ]
1 - p Dk 1 - p

and C denotes terms that do not depend on either A; or Ag.
As with our other CLTs, this is a routine delta method calculation.

Proof. Define the vector

s (1S YDL 1-%OA-L) 1L 1w1-]
ﬁ:(_zk()k_zko( D 1gk L k]

’ ’ ’
i Pe ng 1-pr N P ol -pr

with mean f = (y;, Hy, 1, 1). By the same arguments as in Al, ﬁ satisfies the usual CLT for the mean of i.i.d.
random variables, and so we can apply the delta method with the function f(x, y, z, w) = X - Y

; 1-A4+ Mz 1-Ag+Agw”
The relevant gradient is (1, -1, —Au,, Aoi,), and so the asymptotic variance of 7, 3, is

Afplzvar(i) + /\gygvar( 1=k ) - 2y cov(i, Bl ) - cov(i, %O - 1) Ik)) ,
Dk 1-pr P Pk Dk 1-pr

+2Aou, cov(ﬂ, M) - cov( 1- L , Y(0)1 - Ik)) - Mleylyocov(i, 1_—11‘) +C,
1-pc  pr 1 - pk 1-pk Pre 1-px

where C denotes terms that do not depend on either A; or A,.

( Ik ) . ( 1 - Ik )

COV( I Yk(l)Ik) _ 1, COV( L %0 - m) —_
Pk Pk Pk 1-pr

and

and

COV( 1= Yk(mk) - COV( 1= L YO - k) )TO,
1-p D 1 - px 1= D

L 1-1I
and finall cov(—
Vs P’ 1-px

) = —1. Substituting these in gives the result. O

We now minimize the asymptotic variance of Theorem Al in A; and Ay. The first-order stationary
conditions tell us that the optimal pair (A, A;) will satisfy

T + po — Ak

Aipuim — 20, (T + pg) + 2A5Hp =0 = A =
mm

and

To+p - Ay

A5ugmo = 201y + To) + 24y = 0 = Ag = T
0

As mentioned earlier, we replace Ty, T;, 9, and 71; with [IPW estimates To, T‘l 7y, and 71, and then jointly
estimate Ao, A, Yy, and u, by solving the system of fixed point equations:

A L+ g an — AO,ANHO,AN i To+ Py an — Al,AN”l,AN

Aan = —— » Agan = — — (A48)
My, an"0 Ho,anTTo
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and
So

(1 = Ao, an)n + Ao, anfo

S
A - A an)dn + Ay anty

Py an = s Hoan = (A49)
(Note that we have slightly overloaded the notation f, .y, which is used differently in Section 4.2. In the
entirety of this appendix, the definition mentioned earlier is the one used.)

To actually solve this system, we focus first on (A48), noting that it is linear in /il, AN ﬁl, Ay and /TO, AN ﬁo, AN

and has solution

2 Tifto + o anfo~ To -y - Tom + Ay ant = i~ flg,aw
A anil = J 2202 i = . L (A50)
l;ANyl,AN ﬁoﬁl -1 OyANHO,AN ﬁoﬁl -1
Then, we rewrite (A49) as follows:
" P f S . PO fi S
My aN = HI,ANALAN(l - 71) + ;1: Ho,aN = MO,ANAO,AN(I - 70) + 70- (A51)

By using (A50), we can conclude that fi, ,y and f, oy must satisfy the system of linear equations:

1r (1) Ty T
7o — 1 n 7o — 1 n
R .
7oy — 1 n 7o — 1 n

Finally, solving these equations to recover fi; v, Ho an»> @nd 7 an2 = i oy — Ho. an Can be done using

§+M(_ﬂ)

oan | |n Aol-1 n

(L] (8o, B0
n 7oy — 1 n

any standard matrix inversion technique. We refer to the resulting estimator as T ,y2 to distinguish it
from fAN .

Somewhat surprisingly, 7 2 does not always improve on the MSE of 75y . The results of a simulation are
shown in Figure A3. Both the normal model and power law model simulations suggest that T 452 and Ty are
preferable in different regimes. This suggests that, although 7 42 is estimating the optimal values of A; and
Ao, the complicated functional form of the data-dependent estimates of the optimal values sometimes
inflates the variance. Although T,y is estimating a sub-optimal pair of values A; and Ay, its estimates of
those values are lower variance and thus sometimes lead to a lower variance estimator. Examining the
results in Figure A3, it seems that T 4\ is preferable to Ty in the presence of strong correlation between Y
and py, but not otherwise.
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Figure A3: Comparison of 7,2 and Tay in the normal model with n = 500, u = 1 (left) and power law model with n = 500 (right).
In both models, we see that T 42 is preferable to fay when there is a strong correlation between responses and treatment
probabilities.
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