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Abstract

Incorporating the auxiliary information into the survey estimation is a fundamental
problem in survey sampling. Calibration weighting is a popular tool for incorporating
the auxiliary information. The calibration weighting method of [Deville and Sarndal
(1992)) uses a distance measure between the design weights and the final weights to
solve the optimization problem with calibration constraints. This paper introduces a
novel framework that leverages generalized entropy as an objective function for opti-
mization, where the design weights are employed in the debiasing constraint to ensure
design consistency, rather than being part of the objective function. This innovative
calibration framework is particularly attractive due to its generality and its ability to
generate more efficient calibration weights compared to traditional methods based on
Deville and Sarndal (1992). Furthermore, under Poisson sampling, we identify the op-
timal choice of the generalized entropy function that achieves the minimum asymptotic
variance across various choices of the generalized entropy function under the same con-
straints. Asymptotic properties, such as design consistency and asymptotic normality,
are presented rigorously. The results from a limited simulation study are also pre-
sented. We demonstrate a real-life application using agricultural survey data collected
from Kynetec, Inc.
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1 Introduction

Many scientific studies often rely on analyzing datasets consisting of samples from target
populations. The fundamental assumption when using such data is that the sample accu-
rately represents the target population, ensuring representativeness. Probability sampling is
a classical tool for securing a representative sample from a target population. Once a proba-
bility sample is obtained, researchers can employ design consistent estimation methods, such
as Horvitz-Thompson estimation, to estimate the parameters of the population. Statistical
inferences, such as confidence intervals, can be made from the probability sample using the
large sample theory (Fuller, |2009).

However, the Horvitz-Thompson (HT') estimator is not necessarily efficient as it does not
incorporate all available information effectively. Improving the efficiency of the HT estimator
is one of the fundamental problems in survey sampling. A classical approach to improving
efficiency involves the use of additional information obtained from external sources, such as
census data. To incorporate auxiliary information into the final estimate, the design weights
are adjusted to meet the benchmarking constraints imposed by the auxiliary information.
This weight modification method to satisfy the benchmarking constraint is known as cali-
bration weighting. When the auxiliary variables used for calibration are correlated with the
study variable of interest, the resulting calibration estimator is more efficient than the HT
estimator. While calibration weighting also plays a role in mitigating selection bias in non-
probability samples, as highlighted by Dever and Valliant, (2016) and Elliott and Valliant
(2017), our discussion will focus on its application within probability samples.

The literature on calibration weighting is very extensive. [Isaki and Fuller| (1982)) used a



linear regression superpopulation model to construct the regression calibration weights and
showed that the resulting estimator is optimal in the sense that its anticipated variance
achieves the lower bound of Godambe and Joshi| (1965]). Deville and Sarndal (1992)) devel-
oped a unified framework for calibration estimation and showed the asymptotic equivalence
between the calibration estimator and the generalized regression (GREG) estimator. [Wu
and Sitter| (2001)) explicitly utilized the regression model to develop what is known as model
calibration. Breidt and Opsomer developed a series of nonparametric regression estimators
(Breidt et al., 2005} Breidt and Opsomer, 2017) that can be understood as nonparametric
calibration weighting. Montanari and Ranalli (2005) also developed a framework for non-
parametric model calibration using neural network models. Dagdoug et al| (2023) employ
random forest to develop a nonparametric model calibration. See Wu and Lu (2016)); Haziza
and Beaumont, (2017)); Devaud and Tillé (2019) for a comprehensive review of calibration
weighting methods in survey sampling.

Most existing calibration weighting methods are grounded in the framework established
by Deville and Sarndal (1992), which utilizes a distance measure between the design weights
and the final weights to address the optimization problem within the calibration constraints.
In this paper, we introduce a novel alternative framework that does not use the distance mea-
sure between two weights. Specifically, the proposed approach employs generalized entropy
as an objective function for optimization, and the design weights are incorporated into the
constraints rather than the objective function to solve the calibration optimization problem.

The constraint involving the design weights is designed to mitigate selection bias, whereas
the benchmarking constraint aims to decrease variance. To differentiate between these two

calibration constraints, the one that incorporates design weights is called the debiasing con-



straint, to emphasize its role in controlling selection bias. Although generalized entropy has
been developed as a tool for efficient estimation (Newey and Smith), [2004)), current literature
lacks a discussion of the debiasing constraint under selection bias.

The idea of employing a debiasing constraint within the calibration weighting framework
is not entirely new. Qin et al.| (2002)) is perhaps the first attempt to correct selection bias
using empirical likelihood in the context of missing data. Berger and Torres (2016]) employed
debiasing constraints in empirical likelihood for survey sampling contexts. Chapter 2 of [Fuller
(2009) discussed the incorporation of the debiasing constraint into linear regression models.

This paper aims to construct the debiasing constraint in generalized entropy calibration
and introduce a unified framework for debiased calibration that reduces selection bias and
improves estimation efficiency in survey sampling scenarios. The proposed calibration esti-
mator is asymptotically equivalent to a generalized regression estimator using an augmented
regression model, where the additional covariate comes from the debiasing constraint. If the
additional debiasing constraint in the augmented regression model is significant, then the
resulting calibration estimator is more efficient than the calibration estimator of |Deville and
Sarndal (1992). Our approach is based on generalized entropy, and the empirical likelihood
approach of Qin et al| (2002)) is a special case of our unified approach.

Furthermore, based on asymptotic theory, we formally show that the cross-entropy func-
tion is the optimal entropy function in the sense that it attains the minimum variance among
the different choices of the generalized entropy function under the same constraints. Thus, in
addition to generality, we also present an interesting result for asymptotic optimality under
Poisson sampling in the design-based framework.

The debiasing constraint implicitly assumes that the design weights are available through-



out the finite population. When design weights are unavailable outside the sample, the de-
biasing constraint cannot be used directly. In this case, we can treat the population mean of
the debiasing control as another unknown parameter and develop a modified generalized en-
tropy approach that simultaneously estimates the population mean of the debiasing control
and the calibration weights. Asymptotic linearization of the modified generalized entropy
estimator is obtained under some special cases, and a comparison with |[Deville and Sarndal
(1992)’s estimator is discussed. The details are presented in Section []

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] the basic setup and the research problem
are introduced. In Section [3| we present the proposed method using a generalized entropy
calibration and give an illustration using empirical likelihood as a special case. In Section [4]
the asymptotic properties of the proposed method are rigorously derived, and a consistent
variance estimator is also presented. In Section 5], we show that the optimal entropy function
in the context of calibration estimation is achieved with the cross-entropy function. In Section
[6], we present a modification of the proposed method when the design weights are not available
outside the sample. Results of a limited simulation study are presented in Section [7] In
Section [§] we demonstrate a real-life application using agricultural survey data collected
from Kynetec. Some concluding remarks are made in Section [0} All the technical proofs are

relegated to the supplementary material (SM).

2 Basic setup

Consider a finite population U = {1,---, N} of N units, with known N. A sample A of

size n is selected from the finite population using a given probability sampling design. We



use J; to denote the sampling indicator variable of unit ¢ such that §; = 1 if i € A and
d; = 0 otherwise. We assume that first-order inclusion probabilities {7; : i € U} are available
throughout the population. We will relax this assumption later in Section [6]

Let y; be the study variable of interest, available only in sample A. Our goal is to estimate
the finite population total Ox = Y .., vi = Zfil y; from sample A. We consider a class of

linear estimators

€A

where w; does not depend on {y; : i € A}. The Horvitz-Thompson (HT) estimator is a natural
way to estimate fy using w; = 7; ', which is design-unbiased but can be inefficient.

In many practical situations, in addition to the study variable y;, we observe p-dimensional
auxiliary variables @; = (%, ...,%;) with known population totals from external sources.
In this case, to get external consistency, we often require that the final weights satisfy

Z Wix; = Z ;. (2.2)

ic€A icU
Constraint is often called a calibration constraint or a benchmarking constraint. Gen-
erally speaking, the calibration estimator is more efficient than the HT estimator when the
study variable y of interest is related to the auxiliary variable x. In particular, if y; = = 3
holds for some 3, then the resulting calibration is perfect in the sense that its mean squared
error is zero. Thus, y; = x] B+e¢; can be viewed as a working regression model for calibration
at the population level. However, the calibration condition itself does not guarantee design
consistency.

To achieve the design consistency of the calibration estimator, Deville and Sarndal (1992)

proposed solving an optimization problem that minimizes the distance between the calibra-



tion weights w = (w;),., and the design weights d = (ﬂ-i_l)iEA
d) = Z d;G(w;/d;) (2.3)
icA

subject to the calibration constraints in (2.2)), where d; = ;' fori € A and G(-) : V — R is
a nonnegative function that is strictly convex, differentiable, and G’(1) = 0. The domain V of
G(-) is an open interval in R. The distance measure D(w, d) in serves as the divergence
between two discrete measures w and d. For example, G(w) = wlog(w) —w+ 1, with domain
V C (0,00), corresponds to the Kullback-Leibler divergence, while G(w) = (w — 1)?, with
the domain ¥V C (—o0, 00), corresponds to the Chi-squared distance from 1.

Let wpg,; be the solution to the above optimization problem, and let éDS = Zie 4 WDS,iYi
be the resulting estimator. Under some conditions, Ops is asymptotically equivalent to the
generalized regression (GREG) estimator given by

Oures = > @ B+ _di(yi — =] B) (2.4)

eU €A

where

(Zdwa} ) > diiy;. (2.5)

1€EA €A

Note that the GREG estimator in (2.4) can be expressed as the sum of two terms; the
prediction term and the bias correction term. The bias correction term is calculated from the
sample using the HT estimation of the negative bias of the prediction estimator. The bias-
corrected prediction estimator is also called a debiased prediction estimator in the causal
inference literature (Athey et al., 2018). The debiasing property comes from the fact that the
objective function in is minimized at w; = d; if the calibration constraints are satisfied

under these design weights. When the sample size is sufficiently large, by the law of large



numbers, the calibration constraints are nearly satisfied with the design weights. Thus, the
final calibration weights should converge to the design weights as the sample size increases.

Although the bias correction term has the clear advantage of eliminating bias, it can
have the disadvantage of increasing variance because the bias term is estimated by the HT
estimation method. In the following sections, we propose another approach to the debiased
calibration estimator that is often more efficient than the classical calibration estimator that
uses . The basic idea is to incorporate bias correction into the calibration constraint,
which will be called a debiasing constraint. That is, we can simply use debiasing and bench-
marking constraints in the calibration weighting. The debiasing constraint is to control the
selection bias, while the benchmarking constraint is to control the efficiency. The use of a
debiasing constraint in calibration weighting is similar in spirit to interval bias calibration
(IBC) in prediction estimation (Firth and Bennett, 1998). The debiasing constraint in the

calibration estimator plays the role of IBC in the prediction estimator.

3 Methodology

Instead of minimizing the weight distance measure in (2.3), we now consider maximizing the

generalized entropy (Gneiting and Raftery, 2007) that does not employ the design weights:

H(w) = =Y Gluw), (3.1)

where G(-) : V — R is a strictly convex and differentiable function with an open domain
V and w denotes the vector of {w; : i € A}. Note that the function G(-) in (3.1)) is more

general than that in (2.3)). It does not need to be nonnegative or satisfy G’(1) = 0 as in



. The empirical likelihood is a special case of with G(w;) = —logw;, while the
Shannon-entropy uses G(w;) = w; log w;.

To incorporate design information and guarantee design consistency, in addition to the
benchmarking calibration constraints in ([2.2)), we propose including the following design

calibration constraint

sz’g(di) = Zg(di)v (3.2)
icA ieU
where g(w) = dG(w)/dw denotes the first-order derivative of G(-). The constraint in ((3.2))
is the key constraint to make the proposed calibration estimator design consistent, which is
called the debiasing calibration constraint. The mapping d; — g¢(d;) is called the debiasing
transformation. Including the debiasing constraint in the generalized entropy function is
our main proposal. While the primary reason for including the debiasing constraint is to
achieve design consistency, we can also improve the efficiency of the resulting estimator as
it incorporates an additional covariate in the working regression model for calibration.
Our goal is to find the calibration weights w that maximize the generalized entropy in
under the calibration constraints in and , so that the resulting weighted

estimator is design consistent and efficient. The optimization problem of interest can be

formulated as follows

w = arg minz G(w;) subject to Zwizi = Zzi, (3.3)

W€V ca icA ieU

where 2z = (x,g(d;)) € RP™. Note that @ is the vector of {&; : i € A}. Let Q4 = {w =
(Widied T D icaWiZi = D ey Zi and w; € V}. If Q4 is nonempty, a solution w to |D exists,

and the proposed calibration estimator of the population total fy is constructed as

Ocal = Z W;Yi- (3.4)

€A

9



The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions for the primal problem in (3.3) are

g(w,) - )\TZZ' =0 and Zwizi = Zzi, (35)

i€A icU
where A = (AlT, Ag) T are the Lagrange multipliers for the dual problem of (3.3). From Section

5 of Boyd and Vandenberghe (2004), if €24 is nonempty, Slater’s condition is satisfied and

strong duality holds. Then, @ is the solution to (3.3)) if and only if
@i = @A) = g H{A @i + dag(di)}, (3.6)

and X = (A], A)7 satisfy the KKT conditions in . Let g(V) = {g9(w) : w € V} and
Aa={X: ATz € g(V) forall i€ A}. Let F(u) = —G(g7"(u)) + g~ (w)u for u € g(V) be
the convex conjugate function of G(w), and f(u) = dF(u)/du be the first-order derivative of
F(w). By the chain rule, we can obtain f(u) = ¢g~!(u) for u € g(V). It is shown in the SM
that A4 is non-empty and the solution to can be obtained by the optimization problem

A = argmin Z F(ATz) - AT Z z (3.7)
A€ha ea ieU

as n, N — oco. While w is n-dimensional, A is (p + 1)-dimensional, which implies that the
dual problem in is easier to compute compared to the primal problem of . Thanks
to the existence of the solution to with probability approaching to 1 (w.p.a.1), this
implies that €24 is non-empty and the solution to exists w.p.a.l.

The expression of w; in helps to understand the role of the debiasing constraint
in the proposed procedure. Since the calibration equations in and are satisfied
with w; = d; =7, Vasn, N — oo, the difference between the solution &; and d; will converge
to zero for sufficiently large sample sizes. From the expression of @1(5\) in , note that
|:(X) —d;| — 0 in probability if Ay — 0 and Ay — 1 in probability as n, N — oo. Therefore,

10



as long as the above convergence of A is satisfied, the resulting calibration estimator Ocal
is design consistent. A rigorous theoretical justification of the design consistency of the
proposed estimator is presented in the next section.

Deville and Sarndal (1992)) showed that the calibration weights wpg ; using the divergence

measure in ([2.3) can be expressed as
Wps,i = @DS,Z'(S\DS,I) = dig’l(ﬂgs,lwi) (3.8)

where XDSJ is the Lagrange multiplier to satisfy the calibration constraints in . They
also showed that XDSJ — 0 in probability as n, N — oo under mild regularity conditions.
By comparing with , we can see that the main distinction between the divergence
calibration method in Deville and Sarndal (1992) and the proposed entropy calibration ap-
proach is in the way that the selection probabilities {d;} are utilized. The divergence cal-
ibration method uses {d;} of the sampled units only, which are incorporated directly into
the objective function. However, the proposed method uses the selection probabilities in the
entire population by imposing the debiasing calibration constraint in . An additional
parameter Ay is introduced to reflect the debiasing constraint in . In the case where
the design weights {m; : i ¢ A} are not available, we can treat . ,; g(d;) as an unknown
parameter and estimate it from the sample. See Section [f] for more discussion.

Empirical Likelihood Example. The empirical likelihood (Owen, |1988)) objective function
of uses G(w) = —log(w). Since g(w) = —w™! in this case, the debiasing constraint in
takes the form )., w;m = >, ., m = E(n). When the sample size n is fixed, )., 7

is equal to n. The proposed calibration method using the empirical likelihood objective

11



function solves the optimization problem

W = arg max /**(w) = arg maleog w; subject to Zwﬂri = Zm and 1' (3.9)

wi>0 wi>0 Gea icA icU

The logarithm in log(w;) ensures that w; are all positive. The use of for complex
survey design was considered by Berger and Torres| (2016). For comparison, the empirical
likelihood weight of |Deville and Sarndal (1992)) is obtained by minimizing the Kullback-
Leibler divergence D(w,d) = ) .., d;log (di /wi), which is equivalent to maximizing the

pseudo empirical likelihood (PEL) proposed by |Chen and Sitter| (1999):

(PP (w) =Y " d; log(w;) (3.10)
icA
subject to the calibration constraint in ([2.2)).

Another example is the shifted exponential tilting entropy G(w) = (w—1)log(w—1)—w. In
this case, the proposed calibration weights satisfy @; = 1 +exp(z; 5\) for the dual parameter
5\, where the inverse weights have the logistic functional form. Other examples of generalized
entropies and their debiasing transformation function g(d;) can be found in Table .

Let ng = E(n) = >,y ™. Under the case of m; — 0 and ng = o(V) in the asymptotic
setup, the sample size n would be much smaller than N and d; — oo which makes g(d;) a
trivial value for all ¢ asymptotically. To cover this case, we use a scaled weight df = nod;/N
in the augmented calibration and modify the proposed approach in (3.3 as

w = argmin ZG(%M) subject to Zwizi = Z Z;, (3.11)

nowi/NEV oy icA ieU

where z] = (x;,97) and gf = g(d;) for the case of scaled weights. Note that we do not

)

distinguish the notation z; for the unscaled and scaled approaches since we can define G (w) =

G(now/N) as a new entropy function for (3.11)) if ng and N are of the same order.

12



Entropy G(w) 9 = g(d;) 1/¢'(d;) Domain V

Squared loss w?/2 d; 1 (—00,00)
Empirical likelihood —logw —d; ! d? (0, 00)
Exponential tilting wlog(w) —w log d; d; (0, 00)
Shifted Exp tilting (w—1)loglw—1) —w log(d; — 1) di — 1 (1,00)
Cross entropy (w—1)log(w —1) —wlog(w) log(1 —d; ) d? — d; (1,00)

Pseudo-Huber M2{1+ (W/M)2}1/2 di{1 + (di/M)*}"Y2  (d;/g;)® (—00,00)
Hellinger distance —4w1/? —2di_1/2 d?/Q (0,00)
Inverse 1/(2w) —d;%)2 d? (0, 00)
Rényi entropy r i+ 1)ttt r=tdr ;" (0,00)

Table 1: Examples of generalized entropies with the corresponding G(w), debiasing trans-
formation function g; = g(d;) = g(m; ') and the regression weight 1/¢'(d;) in (4.2)), where
g'(d;) is the first-order derivative of g(d;) with respect to d; and the Rényi entropy requires

r#0,—1.
4 Statistical properties

To examine the asymptotic properties of the proposed entropy calibration estimator Ocal,
we consider an increasing sequence of finite populations and samples as in [Isaki and Fuller
(1982). In this section, we only consider the proposed estimator with the scaled weight in
. The theoretical results also cover the case of unscaled weight in (3.3)) if ng and N are
of the same order by setting G(w) = G(now/N). Let Ao = (Aly, Aao) |, where Ao = 0 and

A20 = 1. We make the following assumptions for our analysis.

13



Al] G(w) is strictly convex and twice continuously differentiable with an open domain V.
y y p

[A2] There exist positive constants ¢, co € V such that ¢; < Nm;/ng < ¢y fori=1,---  N.

[A3] Let 7;; be the joint inclusion probability of units ¢ and j and A;; = m;; — m;7m;. Assume

limsup N?ny' max “Aij| < 00.
N—oo 1,J €U #]

[A4] Assume ¥, = A}im >icw Zizi' /N exists and positive definite, the average 4th mo-
—00
ment of (y;, ;) is finite such that limsup leilH(yz,acj)||4/N < oo, and I'(A) =
N—o00

lim Y, f/(AT2:)zi2;7 /N exists in a neighborhood around Ao.

N—oo

Following (Gneiting and Raftery| (2007), we consider a generalized entropy that is strictly
convex. Condition implies that the solution to the optimization problem (3.3) is unique
when it exists. It also indicates that f(-) = ¢g~!(-) is differentiable (Deville and Sérndal,
1992)). Condition controls the behavior of the first-order inclusion probability (Fuller,
2009, Chapter 2.2). This condition avoids extremely large weights which may cause instability
in estimation and prevents the random sample A from being concentrated on a few units
in the population. Condition ensures that the mutual dependence of the two sampling
units is not too strong, which is satisfied under many classical survey designs (Robinson and
Sarndal, |1983} Breidt and Opsomer}, 2000). We also assume that the population has a finite
average fourth moment, and the covariates z’s are asymptotically of full rank in Condition
[A4]l Note from that f/(Ag z:) = 1/¢'(d}) and T'(X) m Y, {9 (df)} tziz /N,

=1
N—o0
which is finite from Conditions|[Al] and|[A2] and the existence of ¥,. Condition [A4| further

assumes that T'(A) is finite in a neighborhood of Ay.

14



The following theorem presents the main asymptotic properties of the proposed entropy

calibration estimator écal = Zie 4 wiy; where @; is the solution to ((3.11).

Theorem 1 (Design consistency). Suppose Conditions [[AIH[A4] hold. Then, the solution
w to exists and is unique with probability approaching to 1. Furthermore, the proposed

entropy calibration estimator Ocal = Y ica Wil satisfies

écal = égreg,é + Op (nal/zN), (41)
where
s 1
ngeg,é = Z zi—r’YN + Z ;(yl - zi—r’YN)
ieU ieA !
and

sz{Z%}_IZ%. (4.2)

iU €U
Since égreg,g is design unbiased for fy, the design consistency of the entropy calibration
estimator is also established from Theorem 1. Note that ¢’(d}) > 0 under Condition [A1]}
For the empirical likelihood example in , the asymptotic equivalence of écal and égreg,g
in holds with vy = (ZieU diziz;)_l (ZieU diziyl-). On the contrary, if the pseudo-
empirical likelihood method (Chen and Sitter, (1999; Wu and Rao, 2006)) is used, then we

can obtain

A 1 _
Hpel - ZwIIBN + Z ;(yz — w;r/BN) + Op(no 1/2N)7 (43)

icU ieAa !

where By = ( Yoicu wiw:)_l ( Yoicu :clyl) is the probability limit of ,é used in the generalized
regression estimator égreg in 1} Comparing 1) with 1} we can see that the proposed
calibration estimator could be more efficient than the pseudo empirical likelihood estima-

tor as the auxiliary variables z; = (:BlT, g(d;*))T use an augmented regression model with

15



an additional covariate g(d}) and the regression coefficients are estimated more efficiently.
The efficiency gain with the additional covariate will be significant if the sampling design is
informative in the sense of [Pfeffermann and Sverchkov| (2009)), where the additional covari-
ate ¢g(df) may improve the prediction of y; as the design weight is correlated with y after
controlling on .

In order to construct a variance estimator and develop asymptotic normality, we need

the following additional conditions.

[B1] The limit of the design covariance matrix of the HT estimator

-

No Z Tij — T;Ty YilY; yizj
= T4

ijeu I Ziy; ziz]

exists and is positive-definite.

[B2] The HT estimator is asymptotically normal in the sense that
0; e 0; d
\Y% 1—— o - — |x;
AR (2] 2 (5= ven
€U €U
under the sampling design, if limsupy_,., N ZZEUH:I%H4 < oo and
g 0; Ny Tij — T T
WD (e B e

. . . d e
is positive definite as N — oo, where — stands for convergence in distribution.

Conditions [|B1| and [[B2]| are standard conditions for survey sampling, which hold in

many classical survey designs, including simple random sampling and stratified sampling
(Fuller, 2009, Chapter 1). Under such conditions, the asymptotic normality of the entropy

calibration estimator écal can be established.
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Theorem 2 (Asymptotic normality). Under Conditions|[A1J{/A4), |/[B1) and|/B2), we have

V2(0n) (Oes — Ox) > N (0,1)

where V(fea1) = V(fgege) {1+ 0o(1)},

T T
A Yi — 2, INY; — 2 IN
V(Ogrege) = Y _ (mij — mimy) .

igeu

T s
and vy is defined in .

Theorem [2| implies that the design variance of Ocal depends on the prediction error of
the regression of y on z. It suggests that the proposed estimator will perform better if
the debiased calibration covariate g(d}) contains additional information on predicting y. By

Theorem , the variance of écal can be estimated by

(4.4)

Y

T4 T4
506 T — i Y — 2 A Y~ 2
V(fou) = Y, AT
1 J

ijeA i
where 4 = { 3,4 ziz;/g’(d;‘)}_l{ >ica Zivi/g'(d7)}. Tt is shown in the SM that the ratio
V(0ea)/V(0ea) & 1 as ng, N — oo under the conditions of Theorem [2/ and a technical
condition [A5] in the SM that regulates the dependence in high-order inclusion probabilities.

The asymptotic results in Theorems [1] and [2| are valid for any choice of the entropy
function G(-) in the debiased calibration estimation. In the next section, we discuss the

optimal choice of G(-) in the Poisson sampling design such that the asymptotic variance

V(écal) of Oy is minimized, where {J;};,c are independent.

5 Optimal entropy under Poisson sampling

According to Theorem , the entropy function G(-) influences the proposed estimator Ocal

through ¢'(+) in the weights of the regression coefficient vy in (4.2). In the following, we con-

17



sider the optimal choice of the entropy function with the unscaled weights in (3.3)). The same
result applies to the procedure with the scaled weights. We consider a class of generalized

regression estimators B = {3, 2,/ €+ > 4 (yi — 2] €) : € € RPT} for the population

T

total Oy with the augmented covariates z; = (z;

,g(di))T, where p + 1 is the dimension of

zZi. Let

Yopt = {V( > dizi) }_1(:(2 dizi,y diy,-),

icA icA icA
where C denotes the covariance operator. Then,
R 1
T T
Ogreg,opt = Z Z; Yopt T Z ;Z(yz — Z; Yopt) (5.1)
€U €A

is the design-optimal regression esitmator of fy with the smallest variance in the class B. The
optimal estimator in , also called as pseudo optimal estimator in Montanari (1987); Rao
(1994)); Berger et al.| (2003), minimizes design variance among the class of design-unbiased
estimators that are linear in Zie 4 diy; and Zie 4 d;iz;. It can also be interpreted as the
projection of the HT estimator onto the orthogonal complement of the augmentation space
generated by > .., d;z; (Tsiatis, 2000]).

Under Poisson sampling, {d;};cy are mutually independent, such that m;; = m;7; for all

1 # 7. In this case, we have V(égregj) = er(1—= Wi)ﬂi_l(yi — 2 yn)(y; — ij'yN) and Yopt =

2 — 771 Now we wish to find the optimal

-1 _
(Ziey WiQiZiZZ-T) ZieU TiqiZiYi, Where ¢q; = m;
choice of the generalized entropy function G(+) such that the resulting debiased calibration
estimator O, is asymptotically equivalent to the design-optimal regression estimator égregpm

under Poisson sampling.

To achieve this goal, using the asymptotic equivalence in (4.1)), we only need to find a
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special entropy function G(-) such that

=d? — d, (5.2)

where g(w) = 0G(w)/0w is the first-order derivative of G(w). The differential equation in

(5.2)) is satisfied with g(w) = log(w — 1) — log(w). Therefore, the optimal entropy function is
G(w) = (w—1)log(w — 1) — wlog(w) (5.3)

for w > 1, which is called the cross entropy between (w—1)log(w—1) and wlog(w). Note that
the EL and exponential tilting (ET) approaches (Kim, 2010; Hainmueller, [2012)) correspond
to G(w) being —log(w) and wlog(w), respectively, and choosing G(w) = (w — 1) log(w — 1)
implies a logistic regression model for the inclusion probability ;. In this view, the optimal
entropy function in can be regarded as a contrast between the logistic model and the
exponential tilting model for the propensity scores.

Note that G(w) in is strictly convex with a negative first derivative g(w) = 0G(w) /0w
log(w — 1) — log(w) = log (1 — w™) and a positive second derivative ¢'(w) = 8*G(w)/0*w =
{w(w — 1)} for w > 1. Tt takes negative values for w > 1 with lim,; G(w) = 0 and
lim,, 0 G(w) = —oo. The proposed cross entropy calibration method can be described as

the following constrained optimization problem

w = argmmZ{ — 1) log(w; — 1) — w;log(w;)} subject to (2.2)) and (5.4)

wi>1
Zwi log(l —m;) = Zlog(l - ), (5.5)
icA icU

where ([5.5)) is the debiasing calibration constraint, specifically designed for the cross entropy

loss in (5.3)), and ([2.2) is the benchmarking calibration constraint for covariates.
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If the covariate z; in the regression estimator includes the debiasing covariate g(d;) =
log(1 — m;) for ¢ € U, Theorem [l shows that the proposed entropy calibration estimator
Ocal using the cross entropy is asymptotically equivalent to the design-optimal regression
estimator in . Note that the asymptotic equivalence of O and a generalized regression

estimator does not need the condition of Poisson sampling, but the asymptotic optimality is

justified under Poisson sampling. This result is summarized in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Under the conditions of Theorem[d], the solution & of the cross entropy weight
m exists and is unique with probability approaching to 1. Furthermore, if {d;}icu are

independent, the proposed estimator Do using the cross entropy weight in satisfies

~

0. = égreg,opt + op(nal/QN), where égreg,opt is defined in .

6 Unknown population-level inclusion probabilities

To apply the proposed method, the population total ) ..., g(d;) must be known in the debias-
ing constraint in (3.2)), which is possible if {;} are known throughout the finite population. If
{m;} is not available outside the sample, we cannot directly impose the constraint in . In
this section, we consider the situation where ), g(d;) is unknown and modify the proposed
method to handle this situation.

In one approach, we can estimate ay = N~' Y, ; g(d;) by & = N~ ZZ]L m(x;), where

m(x) is a nonparametric regression estimator of m(x) = E{g(d) | }. For example,

m(x) = argminz d; {g(d;) — m}2 Kp(x;, ),
™ ieA

by the kernel-smoothing regression, where Kj(,-) is a kernel function with a bandwidth h.

The entropy calibration estimator fea can be constructed similarly to 1} but replacing
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the constraint in by > cawig(di) = > ;e m(x;). However, such a nonparametric re-
gression approach assumes that individual values of x; are available throughout the finite
population, which may not hold in some practical situations. Furthermore, the performance
of nonparametric regression might be poor when the sampling weights are highly variable.
An alternative approach is to modify the constrained optimization problem in by
treating ay as an additional unknown parameter, which can be expressed as follows
{@n,a} = arg minz G(w;) — NK(a) subject to and Zwig(di) = Na, (6.1)
a€Anw =4 icA
where @p = {@m, : 0; = 1}, A, is a bounded open interval and K (o) may depend on the
sample A. The proposed estimator for the population total is given by écal,m =5 ieA Wm,ii-
Once «a is given, the objective function in is convex with respect to w. Thus, the solution
of & can be obtained by profiling w out. See the detailed derivation in the SM. Under some

regularity conditions, we can establish that
1A 1A ~ —-1/2
N gcal,m =N 9greg,€ + (Oé - OZN)/YN,]H—I + Op(no )7 (62)

where égregj is defined in (4.1)) and vy 41 is the last component in vy and 2z, = (CBZT, g(di)).
The linearization of has the same structure of except for the additional term
(& — an)Ynpr1 due to the estimation of ay. This term reflects the uncertainty in estimating
the unknown ay. Note that yn,41 = 0 and & would not affect the linearization of écal,m
if the working regression model is correct and the sampling mechanism is non-informative.
Furthermore, the linearization in can be equivalently expressed as

A 1 1 .
N calm = N Z($ZT7 mi) YN + ~ Z di{y — (] mi)yw} + 0p(ng 7). (6.3)
icU icA
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for some m; that depends on the choice of K (+). This linearization equation in (6.3) can be
used for the estimation of the variance of écal,m. In the SM, a sketched proof of 1} (6.3)),

the definition of m;, and its variance estimation formula are presented.

Remark 1. One possible choice of K (o) is K(a) = . Under this choice of K(a), we can
profile out o in , and the optimization problem reduces to
Wy, = arg min Z{G(wz) —w;g(d;)} subject to : (6.4)

“ ieA
where & = N7'Y". mig(d;), and the objective function in is strictly convex with
respect to w. Using the Lagrangian multiplier method, the solution wy, to satisfies
WO, = FATw; +g(dy)) fori € A, which is similar to the solution &; of in @/, but Ao
18 set to be 1. In this case, the entropy calibration estimator is asymptotically equivalent to

N M = = ST B+ 5 30—y — ] Be) + 0y (")

N Nigm
where B, = {3 ica wiw:/g’(di)}_l Y ica®i¥i/ g (d;). Thus, the effect of augmenting the co-
variates by adding g(d;) disappears for the choice of K(a) = «. However, this approach al-

lows for different weights {g'(d;)}~" in the regression coefficient Bg using different entropies

compared to B n for Ops.

Remark 2. |Qin et al.| (2002) proposed a method of estimating ay in the empirical likelihood
framework. It turns out that their profile empirical likelihood method is a special case of
our proposed method in for G(w) = —log(w) and K(a) = (apr + 1)log(a + 1) for
o € (—1,0), where Gur = N~' Y, 4 dig(d;) which equals to —n/N under this case. The

asymptotic properties of the profile EL estimator can also be found in|Liu and Fan| (2025).
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More generally, the entropy calibration estimator e m with K (o) = (anr 4 1)log(a + 1) in

can be linearized as where

ay + 1 T( 1 T) -1 g(dz)
m; = T, T;x; Li,

and 4.5 is defined in (A.14) in the SM. Observing that (an +1)/(Egg2 +an+1) € (0,1),

m; 1is the shrinkage linear projection of g(d;) on the column space spanned by x; for i € U.

From the above analysis, we can make the following conclusions about the comparison
between the proposed estimator écal,m and éDs under unknown «py. First, if the working
regression model implied by the calibration constraint is correct and the sampling mechanism
is non-informative, écal’m and Opg are asymptotically equivalent. Second, by choosing the cross
entropy and K () = a, écal,m is more efficient than éDS under misspecified regression model
or informative sampling. This conclusion follows by combining the results in Remark [I] and
Section . Third, from , for general choices of K () and G(w), the linearization of fea m
is not equivalent to the generalized regression estimator using the augmented covariates

(@;,m;). There is no universal result on the efficiency gain of 0.am over Opg.

7 Simulation study

To test our theory, we performed a limited simulation study. We consider a finite population
of size N = 10,000. A vector of two auxiliary variables @; = (71, 79;)' is available for
i=1,---, N, where x1; ~ N(2,1) follows the normal distribution with mean 2 and standard
deviation 1, and xg9; ~ Unif(0,4), uniform distribution in [0,4]. We consider two super-

population models to generate the study variable y: y; = x1; + 22; + ¢; (Model 1) and
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Vi = 11;/3 + 9;/3 + w1305, /4 + e; (Model 2), where e; ~ N(0,1), independent of x;. From
each of the finite populations, samples are selected using Poisson sampling with inclusion
probability 7; = min(®3(—z1;/2 — 29;/2 — 2),0.7), where ®3(-) is the cumulative distribution
function of the ¢ distribution with degree of freedom 3. The distribution of the design weights
is right-skewed, resulting in some design weights being extremely large, as illustrated in
Figure . The expected sample size is E(n) ~ 1100. The model R? and the partial correlation
between 7; and y; after regressing out x; were R* = 0.6973 and pCor(m,y | ) = —0.0040,
respectively, in Model 1. In Model 2, R* = 0.7893 and pCor(m,y | ) = 0.6183. For a
fixed realization of the population, samples are generated repeatedly 1,000 times. We are
interested in estimating the population mean py, = N~* Y icy i from the sampled data.

From each sample, we compare the following estimators.

1
1 —— Mean: 17.6907
o ! - = Median: 14.4307
8 1
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Figure 1: Histogram and boxplot of the design weights. The red solid line is the mean of the

design weights and the blue dashed line is the median of the design weights.
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Hajek Hajek estimator: fiyur = (Xies di) " (Dieq divi).

DS Deville and Sarndal (1992)’s divergence calibration estimator: iy, ps = N ! Y ica Wik,

where the calibration weight w = {0}, , minimizes the divergence measure D(w, d) =

Y ica diG(w;i/d;) defined in (2.3)) subject to .. w; = N and Y, wiz; = Y, ;.

GEC The proposed generalized entropy calibration estimator: fiy ca = N -1 > iea WiYi, where

the calibration weight w = {w;},., maximizes the entropy H(w) = —) ;. , G(w;)
subject to ZieA w; = N, ZieA Wik = Zz’eU x; and ZieA wig(di) = ZieUg(di)
(GECO0). If ay is unknown, w = {u;};,., and & maximize the adjusted entropy

H(w,a) = = .04 G(w;) + NK (a) subject to DoicaWi = N, Y Wi = Y T,
and ) .., w;g(d;) = Na. We consider two candidates for K(a): Ky(a) = a (GEC1)

and Ky(a) = (aur + 1) log(a + 1) (GEC2).

For each of DS, GECO0, GEC1 and GEC2 estimators, we consider the following entropy
(divergence) functions G(w): empirical likelihood (EL) G(w) = —logw, exponential tilting
(ET) G(w) = wlogw — w, cross entropy (CE) G(w) = (w — 1)log (w—1) — wlogw, and
Hellinger distance (HD) G(w) = —4y/w.

Table [2| presents the biases, standard errors (SE), and root mean squared errors (RMSE)
of the estimators, along with the coverage rates (CR%) of their 95% confidence intervals,
calculated from 1,000 Monte Carlo samples. When the sampling design is non-informative
and the underlying working model of the calibration covariates is correct (Model 1), the
DS estimator performs slightly better than the GEC estimators in terms of RMSE, as the
additional debiasing covariate is unnecessary for predicting y when the true superpopulation

model y; is linear in the calibration covariates x1; and x9;. On the other hand, when the
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Model 1 Model 2

Bias SE RMSE CR(%) Bias SE RMSE CR(%)

Héjek 0.51 7.96  7.97 96 -0.32 19.87 19.87 95
DS 010 391 391 96 -023 828 820 93
o GECO 013 392 392 96 -0.05 531 5.31 95

GEC1 013 393 3.3 96 -0.02 7.00  7.09 94
GEC2 013 393  3.93 9 -0.02 7.06  7.06 94
DS 010 391 391 9 -032 828 829 93
o GECO 010 391 3.91 9% 020 515 5.16 95
GEC1 010 391 3.91 96 -031 828 829 93
GEC2 010 391  3.91 96 -0.31 828 828 93
DS 010 391 391 96 -040 828 829 94
o CECO 013 392 392 96 -0.08 542  5.43 95
GEC1 013 393 3.3 9% 001 7.06  7.06 95
GEC2 013 393  3.93 96 001 703  7.03 95
DS 010 391 391 96 -028 828 829 93
qp CECO 011 391 391 96 -0.04 516 5.16 95
GEC1 011 391  3.92 96 -0.21 745 745 93
GEC2 011 391  3.92 96 -0.22 742  7.42 93

Table 2: Bias (x100), standard error (SE, x100), and root mean squared error (RMSE,
%x100) of the estimators, and coverage rate (CR%) of their 95% confidence intervals under
Model 1 (correct model) and Model 2 (incorrect model).

underlying working model for calibration is incorrect, we observe different results. Under
Model 2, the GEC estimators demonstrate greater efficiency compared to the DS estimators.
Unlike in the case of a linear superpopulation model, the debiasing constraint in GEC is
helpful in reducing the residual variance, as the augmented regression model implicit in the

proposed calibration method can have a better prediction power than the reduced model

without g(d;) in the covariates.

26



Remarks [I] and [2] in Section [6] justify the GEC1 and GEC2 estimators when ay is not
available. Meanwhile, since these two estimators are derived based solely on the population
total of auxiliary variables, )., @;, their efficiency gain is less pronounced than that of
the GECO estimator. The simulation results in Table [2| indicate that the proposed GEC2
estimator consistently outperforms the DS estimator in terms of RMSE under Model 2.
The RMSE of the GEC1 estimator falls between that of the DS estimator and the GEC2
estimator. For the ET divergence, the performance of DS and GEC1 is essentially identical,
which can be attributed to their asymptotic equivalence.

Throughout Table 2] the bias of all estimators is negligible, with the contribution of the
squared bias to the mean squared error being less than 1%. Generally, coverage rates are close
to the nominal 95% level, within the bounds of experimental error. Under Model 2, coverage
rates of the confidence intervals are slightly lower than the nominal coverage rates. This
phenomenon aligns with the discussion by Rao et al. (2003) on the undercoverage property

of the regression estimator under model misspecification.

8 Real data analysis

We present an application of the proposed method using data from a proprietary pesticide
usage survey collected from GfK Kynetec in 2020. Kynetec is a private company that spe-
cializes in agricultural information systems that involve data collection from farmers in the
United States. One of the main objectives of this survey is to estimate the total amount ($)
spent by farm operations on pesticides in each state of the United States.

The survey was carried out by stratified sampling; the population was stratified by three
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factors: 50 states, 60 crops, and the size of a farm (integers from 1 to 7). Since larger farms
tend to use greater amounts of pesticides, the sampling design assigned a greater proportion
of the sample to larger farms within each stratum to reduce variance. See [Thelin and Stone
(2013)) for further details on the survey design.

For each farm i, the study variable y; is the dollar amount spent on the pesticide, in-
cluding the herbicide, insecticide, and fungicide produced by the five largest agrochemical
companies: BASF, Bayer, Corteva Agriscience, FMC, and Syngenta. The auxiliary variables
x; are the harvested areas(in acres) for each crop in each multi-county area, referred to as
the Crop Reporting District(CRD). Total acres harvested for each crop-by-CRD combination
are available from the USDA Census of Agriculture. Throughout the United States, there
were more than 20,000 samples with more than 1,000 strata. We only report the results for
four states for brevity.

For estimation, we compared the Horvitz-Thompson estimator (HT), generalized re-
gression estimator (Reg) in (2.4), pseudo-empirical estimator (PEL) in (3.10), and the
proposed generalized entropy calibration estimator using empirical likelihood (EL), cross-
entropy (CE), and Hellinger distance (HD) with K (a) = (ér + 1) log(a + 1), denoted as
GEC2 in the previous section. Since the design weights and the auxiliary variables are not
available in each population unit, the GEC method is not applicable to our data.

Table 3| summarizes the point estimates, standard errors, and 95 % confidence intervals
of the estimators. All the calibration methods converge well and produce weights even when
the number of auxiliary variables is greater than 30 as in Missouri. Incorporating auxiliary
variables as in Reg, PEL, EL, CE, or HD dramatically improved performance compared to

the Horvitz-Thompson estimator HT. The standard error of the proposed entropy calibration
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estimators using EL or CE was the smallest for all states reported. Although the entropy
calibration estimators produce similar point estimates and standard errors as Reg or PEL
estimators in Iowa and Florida, the difference between the estimators was significant in

Missouri and Mississippi.

9 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we have proposed a novel approach that integrates generalized entropy with a
debiasing constraint for calibration estimation. The proposed calibration method implicitly
uses an augmented regression model with g(d;) as an additional covariate, which not only
achieves design consistency but also improves efficiency. The efficiency gain is significant
when the working regression model is incorrect or when the sampling design is informative
under the working regression model for calibration. Since we never know the true model in
practice, the additional covariate proves useful, and the resulting calibration estimator is
often more efficient than the traditional calibration method of Deville and Sarndal (1992).
The proposed calibration weights can be applied for multiple outcome variables of inter-
est, leading to a design-consistent estimator regardless of the outcome variable. The efficiency
of this estimator for different outcome variables may vary, depending on the predictability
of g(d;) on y;. Generally, if the regression coefficient for g(d;) in the augmented regression is
significant, then the proposed calibration estimator will be more efficient than the traditional
method. However, it may increase the variance when the regression coefficient for g(d;) is
insignificant. A cautious user could perform a test before adopting the proposed method

(Fuller, 1984)). Nevertheless, the increase in variance using the proposed method when the
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(N,n,p)

TA: (124947, 1197, 30)

MO: (85384, 677, 38)

Method Est SE CI Est SE CI

HT 667.03 18.68 (630.42, 703.63) 353.55 18.55 (317.19, 389.90)
Reg 660.27 10.59 (639.51, 681.03) 327.77 10.71 (306.79, 348.75)
PEL 660.91 10.59 (640.15, 681.67) 335.61 10.71 (314.63, 356.60)
EL 659.54 10.47 (639.02, 680.07) 327.52 10.64 (306.67, 348.36)
CE 659.51 10.47 (638.98, 680.03) 327.47 10.64 (306.62, 348.31)
HD 660.93 10.50 (640.35, 681.50) 327.78 10.66 (306.88, 348.67)
(N, n,p) FL: (14573, 152, 13) MS: (17072, 160, 19)

Method Est SE CI Est SE CI

HT 84.42  14.10  (56.79, 112.05) 114.01  9.79 (94.81, 133.20)
Reg 55.92  6.90 (42.40, 69.44)  119.15 599  (107.42, 130.89)
PEL 53.59  6.90  (40.07, 67.11) 11596 5.99  (104.22, 127.69)
EL 54.63  6.80 (41.31, 67.95) 112.87 5.93 (101.26, 124.49)
CE 54.72  6.80  (41.40, 68.05) 112.82 5.93 (101.21, 124.44)
HD 54.39 6.80  (41.06, 67.71) 115.24 5.94  (103.59, 126.89)

Table 3: Point estimate (Est), standard error (SE), and confidence intervals (CI) of pesticide
sales (x10°8) in the four states, Towa (IA), Missouri (MO), Florida (FL), and Mississippi
(MS), where (N,n,p) stands for the number of farms, the number of samples, and the

dimension of the auxiliary variable x; in a state, respectively.
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working model for calibration is indeed correct is of a smaller order than the reduction in
variance when the working model is incorrect. Thus, asymptotically, the potential efficiency
gain outweighs the potential risk.

Although the optimal entropy function using cross-entropy, as discussed in Section [3] is
asymptotically optimal under the same set of balancing functions, it may not produce the
most efficient calibration estimate when different balancing functions are used, as demon-
strated in our simulation study. In practice, one may fit augmented regression for y with
different entropy functions and choose the one with the largest R?. The selection of the op-
timal entropy function and K () in (6.1)) presents an intriguing avenue for future research.

In practice, unit nonresponse often necessitates adjustments to design weights. For such
scenarios, the debiasing constraint in the proposed method should incorporate the final
weights after nonresponse adjustment. However, these adjusted weights introduce additional
sampling error, complicating statistical inference. Also, when p = dim(x) is large, we can
apply generalized entropy with soft calibration using the Ly norm (Guggemos and Tillé, 2010))
or the L; norm (McConville et al., [2017; [Wang and Zubizarreta) 2020). Once the debiasing
constraint is satisfied, other benchmarking constraints can be relaxed to accommodate high-

dimensional auxiliary variables.
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