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Abstract

Propensity score weighting is a common method for estimating treatment effects
with survey data. The method is applied to minimize confounding using measured co-
variates that are often different between individuals in treatment and control. However,
existing literature does not reach a consensus on the optimal use of survey weights for
population-level inference in the propensity score weighting analysis. Under the balanc-
ing weights framework, we provided a unified solution for incorporating survey weights
in both the propensity score of estimation and the outcome regression model. We
derived estimators for different target populations, including the combined, treated,
controlled, and overlap populations. We provide a unified expression of the sandwich
variance estimator and demonstrate that the survey-weighted estimator is asymptoti-
cally normal, as established through the theory of M-estimators. Through an extensive
series of simulation studies, we examined the performance of our derived estimators
and compared the results to those of alternative methods. We further carried out two
case studies to illustrate the application of the different methods of propensity score
analysis with complex survey data. We concluded with a discussion of our findings and
provided practical guidelines for propensity score weighting analysis of observational
data from complex surveys.

Keywords: complex survey, propensity score weighting, survey weights, overlap weights,
covariate balance, augmented weighting estimators
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1 Introduction

The use of observational data to estimate the causal effects of exposures or interventions is
prevalent in medical research, particularly when randomized trials are unavailable or uneth-
ical. In many cases, researchers resort to observational data garnered through surveys with
complex sampling techniques. These techniques are designed to ensure data from a sample
can accurately represent the target population. In extensive surveys, these techniques may
encompass complex features such as multistage sampling and deliberate oversampling of less
representative subgroups.[1] The survey weights computed based on the design are integral
to recovering the population features so that the differentiated selection probabilities and
non-responses are appropriately accounted for. There is consensus on the importance of
incorporating the survey design into the analytical process to derive causal effect estimates
that are applicable to the target population.[2, 3, 4]

Survey weights also play a crucial role in ensuring the accuracy and representativeness
of the propensity score method, which is among the most commonly used tool for causal
inference using observational data.[5] In the absence of randomization, systematic differences
in baseline characteristics usually exist between exposed and unexposed individuals, leading
to the issue of confounding. The propensity score methods rest on the treatment assignment
process with observed covariates,[6] and with estimated propensity scores, differences in the
observed baseline features across groups can be reduced so that the estimated treatment effect
will no longer be attributable to pre-existing group differences. In practice, implementing
propensity score methods involve a two-step procedure, including propensity score estimation
and the subsequent treatment effect estimation. The latter step leverages the estimated
propensity score through stratification,[7] matching,[8] or weighting.[9]

The appropriate use of survey weights in stratification to obtain population causal ef-
fect estimates has been previously addressed, with a recommendation that survey weights
should be used when estimating treatment effects within strata but not in the estimation of
the propensity scores. [10, 2] DuGoff et al. later suggested that survey weights can carry
unique design features that are not captured by observed covariates, and therefore should be
included as an additional covariate in the propensity score model to enhance covariate bal-
ance and address potential bias due to unmeasured covariates.[3] Similar recommendations
have also been extended to propensity score matching and weighting, where the estimation
of propensity score can incorporate survey weights as an additional covariate; but in those
contexts, whether to perform survey-weighted analysis in the outcome model depends on
the goal of the analysis (i.e., whether a sample or the underlying population defines the
target of inference).[3]. Austin et al.[11] illustrated through simulations that including sur-
vey weight as a covariate in the propensity score model showed no clear advantage over a
survey-weighted propensity score model. Neither approach can consistently outperform the
other regarding covariate balance and bias in the treatment effect estimation across various
scenarios. Dong et al. [12] evaluated multiple strategies for incorporating survey weights
into both propensity score and outcome models, recommending their use at both stages,
although they observed that estimates from different strategies did not yield apparent differ-
ences in their data application. Lenis et al.[13] found through simulations that incorporating
survey weights in the propensity score model does not necessarily improve the estimation
of population-level treatment effect using matching, especially when sufficient population-
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level balance in confounders can already be achieved. They also showed through simulations
that incorporating survey weights in propensity score estimation can reduce bias when the
missingness in outcome is correlated with survey weights.[13]

Regarding propensity score weighting, Ridgeway et al.[4] provided a theoretical justi-
fication for the use of a survey-weighted propensity score model in obtaining a consistent
estimator of the population-level average treatment effect. They proved that using survey
weights in both stages leads to consistent and robust population average treatment effect
estimators under various generating mechanisms (e.g., survey weights are either informative
or non-informative for the treatment assignment mechanism). Salerno et al. [14] recently
explored a complex survey mechanism in health disparities research, where survey weights
depend on the group variable of interest under comparison, such as race. They further re-
vealed that whether the propensity score should be survey-weighted corresponds to whether
the available survey weights are tied to comparison variables such as treatment or exposure.
Whereas Ridgeway et al.[4] derived the results and performed simulations for the continuous
outcome scenario, Yang et al.[15] extended the results to a binary outcome and evaluated the
performance of different ways to incorporate survey weights in the propensity score model
and the outcome model. Both Ridgeway et al.[4] and Yang et al.[15] considered the poten-
tially differentiated practice of incorporating survey weights when estimating the average
treatment effect (ATE) and the average treatment effect of the treated (ATT).

In general, the emerging message from the existing literature is that the use of survey
weights at the propensity score model stage and the outcome model stage can potentially
be beneficial in reducing the bias of population-level inference. However, a consensus on the
best practice and the underlying justifications for using survey weights to target different
causal estimands of interest have not been fully elucidated. This paper thus aims to con-
tribute to the literature on propensity score weighting in the following several ways. First,
the target estimands in the prior development on survey observational data methods were
limited to ATE and ATT, but not to other estimands (e.g., ATO, the average treatment
effect among the overlap population[9]). We address this by supplying a unified framework
that incorporates survey weights into the general framework of balancing weights.[9] Sec-
ond, as a further extension, we detail the use of survey weights for augmented weighting
estimators under the balancing weights framework, which can potentially improve efficiency
over weighting alone by leveraging information from a posited outcome regression function.
Third, we developed closed-form variance estimators that accommodate survey weights in
each estimator we considered for computationally efficient inference. Lastly, given that no
consensus has been reached on the best use of survey weights in propensity score weighting
analysis under various real-world scenarios (such as varying levels of covariate overlap and
model misspecification), we report on an extension simulation study that shed light on the
relative comparisons between methods and provide recommendations to help practitioners
enhance the reliability of causal evidence obtained from survey observational data.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 defines the notation and as-
sumptions for the potential outcomes framework under the context of survey observational
data. Under the balancing weight framework, this section then derives the weighting esti-
mator and emphasizes the role of survey weights in additional to balancing weights. We
provide a unified expression of the sandwich variance estimator and demonstrate that the
survey-weighted estimator is asymptotically normal, as established through the theory of
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M-estimators. In Section 3, we present three augmented estimators incorporating survey
weights and further provide the the associated sandwich variance structure for large-sample
inference. In Section 4, we conduct a full series of simulations to examine the performance of
different estimators incorporating propensity score weights for different estimands with data
generated from multistage clustering sampling. Section 5 compares the performance of the
different estimation procedures in an application using the Early Childhood Longitudinal
Study, Kindergarten Class of 1998-1999 (ESCL-K). [16] In Section 6, we present our main
conclusions and provide a discussion.

2 Methods for incorporating survey weights into propen-

sity score weighting

2.1 Definitions and assumptions

In this section, we establish our study framework starting with the setup of finite sample
and population under the context of survey observational data. Consider a finite sample of
size n selected from a superpopulation of size N . Each individual in the sample is indexed
by i, where i = 1, . . . , n. Assuming a p-dimensional vector for baseline covariates for each
individual Xi that includes observed pretreatment variables, and a binary exposure variable
Zi = z that indicates treatment (z = 1) or control (z = 0) group affiliation. Under the Stable
Unit Treatment Value Assumption (SUTVA), the potential outcomes Yi(z) for z ∈ {0, 1}
are well-defined with no interference between population units where the observed outcome
for each individual in the sample is Yi = ZiYi(1) + (1− Zi)Yi(0). For estimating population
effects using our sample, we define the survey indicator Si where Si = 1 denotes selected
to the sample and Si = 0 denotes unselected to the sample. We assume selection positivity
such that every individual in the superpopulation has a non-zero probability of selection,
0 < pi = p(xi) = P (Si = 1 | Xi = xi) < 1.

We assume conditional independence (or unconfoundedness) for the treatment assign-
ment, {Y (0), Y (1)} ⊥ Z | X, and for the sampling process after the exposure has occurred,
{Y (0), Y (1)} ⊥ S | Z,X, which implies that treatment assignment bias arises solely from
X, and selection bias from the afterwards sampling process can only be caused by Z and X.
These assumptions can be relaxed to weak treatment assignment exchangeability, expressed
as E [Y (z) | X] = E [Y (z) | Z = z,X], and weak selection exchangeability, formulated as
E [Y (z) | Z = z,X] = E [Y (z) | Z = z,X, S = 1]. These relaxed assumptions still enable
the identification of causal effects and enable the generalization from the finite sample to the
superpopulation, as previously noted by Salerno et al.[14] One causal estimand of interest is
the average treatment effect (ATE), denoted as τ(x) = E[Y (1)− Y (0) | X = x]. Imbens[17]
differentiates population-level ATE (PATE) τPATE = E[Y (1)−Y (0)] from the sample average
treatment effect (SATE), which we denote as τSATE = E[Y (1) − Y (0) | S = 1]. The popu-
lation and sample level propensity scores for individual i are denoted as esp(xi) = P (Zi =
1 | Xi = xi) and efp(xi) = P (Zi = 1 | Xi = xi, Si = 1) respectively. They will be equal only
when sampling and treatment assignment are independent conditional on baseline covariates,
i.e., Z ⊥ S | X.

In a prospective study setup where treatment assignment occurred after the sampling,
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we can define the sampling probability for individual i as the probability of inclusion in
the study based on observed covariates, pi = P (Si = 1jXi = xi). In contrast, for a ret-
rospective study where sampling occurs after exposure or treatment assignment, the sam-
pling probability can depend on both observed covariates and treatment and is denoted
as pz,i = pz(xi) = P (Si = 1 | Zi = z,Xi = xi). To provide further clarity, we define
p1(xi) = P (Si = 1 | Zi = 1,Xi = xi) and p0(xi) = P (Si = 1 | Zi = 0,Xi = xi) as the spe-
cific sampling probabilities for the selected individuals in the treatment and control groups,
respectively. When we assume conditional independence between sampling and treatment
assignment, represented as Z ⊥ S | X, the sampling probabilities for both prospective and
retrospective designs align conceptually with the propensity score framework. In this frame-
work, sampling is viewed as a separate assignment mechanism that can be adjusted for in
the analysis to address potential biases. Moreover, these different sampling probabilities can
then be connected through a ratio, pi = rz,ipz,i, where rz,i = rz(xi) captures the discrepancy
between propensity scores in the sample and population levels. For a treated unit (z = 1),
r1(xi) equals esp(xi)/efp(xi), the ratio of propensity score at population and sample level.
For a control unit (z = 0), r0(xi) equals (1−esp(xi))/(1−efp(xi)). Furthermore, rz(xi)pz(xi)
can be used to approximate pi = P (Si = 1 | Xi = xi) even when the marginalized sur-
vey weights pi are not directly accessible. As Salerno et al.[14] highlighted, the distinction
between prospective and retrospective studies underscore two different ways of factorizing
P (Si = 1, Zi = z | Xi = xi): one conditional on the covariates alone (for prospective studies)
and the other conditional on both treatment and covariates (for retrospective studies). To
ensure the validity of causal estimates, assumptions for positive probabilities of sampling
and treatment assignment must hold at both the population and sample levels, with un-
confoundedness providing the necessary ignorable conditions for both mechanisms. In this
paper, we primarily focus on the retrospective study setup, which commonly occurs in survey
observational data; in other words, we address the scenario where the exposure is already
implemented in the target population.

Regarding the setup of propensity score weighting, we follow the framework of balancing
weights [9] that characterizes a general class of weighted distributions of covariates across two
treatment groups that can achieve balance. Balancing weights typically leverages the propen-
sity score to calibrate covariates of each group towards a target population with an estimand
of interest. The density of the target population is represented as g(X) = f(X)h(X), where
f(X) signifies the marginal density of covariates within the finite population, and h(X),
known as the tilting function, characterizes the target population and estimand. The bal-
ancing weights framework articulates the estimand as a weighted average of individual-level
conditional treatment effects: [9, 18]

τh =
E [h(X)τ(X)]

E [h(X)]
. (1)

In this equation, the expectations in both the numerator and the denominator are taken
over the target population. The tilting function h(X) is a non-negative function of covariates
and satisfies E [h(X)] > 0.
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2.2 Incorporating survey weights into propensity score weighting

Under the balancing weights framework, the tilting function h(X) = g(X)/f(X) serves as
a bridge to tilt the covariate distribution in the population f(X) to that in the target pop-
ulation g(X). Since our goal is to derive the expressions of various estimands for target
populations in the superpopulation, we first derive a general form of this class of estimands
τh(X) considering the average treatment effect over the target population in the superpopula-
tion. Under weak exchangeability in both the treatment assignment and sampling processes,
Equation (1) can be expressed as,

τh =

E

[
h(X)

p1(X)esp(X)
ZY | S = 1

]
E

[
h(X)

p1(X)esp(X)
Z | S = 1

] −
E

[
h(X)

p0(X) (1− esp(X))
(1− Z)Y | S = 1

]
E

[
h(X)

p0(X) (1− esp(X))
(1− Z) | S = 1

] . (2)

When the expectations are replaced with sample means, a unbiased estimator of τh in
the form of a weighted difference in the outcomes between treatment groups in the target
population can be expressed as

τ̂h =

∑n
i=1 ω1,p(Xi)ZiYi∑n
i=1 ω1,p(Xi)Zi

−
∑n

i=1 ω0,p(Xi)(1− Zi)Yi∑n
i=1 ω0,p(Xi)(1− Zi)

. (3)

In this equation, the weights are given by

(ω1,p(Xi), ω0,p(Xi)) =

(
h(Xi)

p1(Xi)esp(Xi)
,

h(Xi)

p0(Xi) (1− esp(Xi))

)
. (4)

Details of proof are included in Web Appendix A.1. It is important to note that the above
derivation primarily applies to retrospective studies, where exposure occurs before survey
sampling begins. However, this approach can also be generalized to prospective studies
by defining the sampling weights as p(Si = 1 | Xi) for individual i. In such cases, one
can factorize p(Zi = 1, Si = 1 | Xi) differently as p(Si = 1 | Xi)p(Zi = 1 | Si = 1,Xi),
where the second term represents the in-sample propensity score.[14] Further details on
the corresponding estimators under prospective settings are extended and discussed in Web
Appendix A.6.

The specification of h(X) can adopt various forms depending on specific statistical or sci-
entific considerations. Some commonly used forms of balancing weights and their associated
target populations, tilting functions, and estimands are presented in Table 1. In this table,
PATE refers to the Population Average Treatment Effect, defined as τPATE = E[Y (1)−Y (0)],
with g(X) = f(X) and h(X) = 1. PATT denotes the Population Average Treatment Effect
for the Treated, expressed as τPATT = E[Y (1)− Y (0) | Z = 1], where g(X) = f(X | Z = 1)
and h(X) = esp(X). Complimentary to PATT, PATC represents the Population Aver-
age Treatment Effect for the Control, given by τPATC = E[Y (1) − Y (0) | Z = 0], with
g(X) = f(X | Z = 0) and h(X) = 1 − esp(X). The overlap weights defined by Li et al. [9]
correspond to the Average Treatment Effect among the Overlap Population (PATO) under
the tilting function of the average h(X) = esp(X) (1− esp(X)), such that greater emphasis
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is given to units with propensity scores close to 0.5 and smaller weights were assigned to
those with extreme propensity scores with more deterministic treatment assignment. In the
absence of survey sampling, the choice of the overlap tilting function attains the minimum
asymptotic variance among all choices of the titlting functions under the homoscedasticity
assumption. [9] Under the survey observational data setting, we show that this minimum
asymptotic variance property continues to hold, along with the exact balance properties. We
summarize the properties below and details of the proof can be found in Web Appendix A.2.

Proposition 1. When propensity scores are estimated using a survey-weighted logistic
regression under weighted maximum likelihood estimation, where êsp(Xi) = logit−1(β̂0 +

Xiβ̂
⊤
sw), the application of overlap weights ensures an exact balance in the population means

of any given covariate across treatment and control groups. That is,∑n
i=1XikZi(1− êsp(Xi))/p1(Xi)∑n

i=1 Zi(1− êsp(Xi))/p1(Xi)
=

∑n
i=1Xik(1− Zi)êsp(Xi)/p0(Xi)∑n

i=1(1− Zi)êsp(Xi)/p0(Xi)
, for k = 1, 2, . . . , K

Proposition 2. The function h(X) ∝ esp(X) (1− esp(X)) minimizes the asymptotic vari-
ance of the weighting estimator τ̂h across all possible h functions, under the assumption of
homoscedasticity for both the original outcome Y (z) and the pseudo-outcome Y (z)/pz(X)
across treatment groups (z = 1 and z = 0). As the sample size n approaches infinity:

nmin
h

{EXVar [τ̂h | X, S = 1]} →
√
vc

C2
hs

∫
esp(X) (1− esp(X))

1

p(S = 1 | X)
f(X | S = 1)µ(dX),

where v = Var (Y (z)/pz(X) | X), c = Var (Y (z) | X), and Chs =
∫
(h(X)/p(S = 1 | X))f(X |

S = 1)µ(dX).

Proposition 2 leads to optimal efficiency in estimating τ̂h, minimizing the variance among
all forms of balancing weights. While the homoscedasticity condition may not always hold
in practice, our simulations demonstrate that using overlap weights consistently achieves
smaller variances in finite survey samples. Furthermore, previous empirical work on nonsurvey-
weighted outcomes has shown that overlap weights improve efficiency compared to inverse
probability of treatment weighting (IPTW), regardless of the homoscedasticity condition.[19,
20, 21] Under these two propositions, overlap weights can still mitigate the covariate balanc-
ing and extreme propensity score issues under the survey sampling setup. In addition, for
truncated combined, the tilting function h(X) = 1{α < esp(X) < 1− α} can be used to ex-
clude individuals with extreme propensity scores, which facilitates more reliable estimations
by focusing on a population with sufficient overlap.[22] The parameter α, typically chosen
within the range (0, 0.1), indicates the truncation threshold for propensity scores.

2.3 Asymptotic normality and the sandwich variance estimator

Under the framework of balancing weights, this section establishes the asymptotic normal-
ity of the propensity score weighting estimator and derives the robust sandwich variance
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Table 1: Survey-weighted propensity score weights for different forms of balancing weights,
target population, tilting function, and estimand.

Target population h(X) Estimand Weight (ω1,p, ω0,p)

Combined 1 PATE

(
1

p1(X)

1

esp (X)
,

1

p0(X)

1

1− esp (X)

)

Treated esp(X) PATT

(
1

p1(X)
,

1

p0(X)

esp(X)

1− esp(X)

)

Control (1− esp(X)) PATC

(
1

p1(X)

1− esp(X)

esp(X)
,

1

p0(X)

)

Overlap esp(X) (1− esp(X)) PATO

(
1

p1(X)
(1− esp(X)) ,

1

p0(X)
esp(X)

)
Truncated

combined
1(α < esp(X) < 1− α)

(
1

p1(X)

1(α < esp(X) < 1− α)

esp(X)
,

1

p0(X)

1(α < esp(X) < 1− α)

1− esp(X)

)

estimator in the presence of survey weights. One viable approach for inference is the boot-
strap method, which could ascertain the variance of τ̂h across various target populations.
However, bootstraps can involve a substantial amount of computation, especially when the
sample size gets larger. In addition, bootstrap survey data often entails additional complica-
tions, see, for example, Ackerman et al.[23] Leveraging the asymptotic normality property of
the survey-weighted estimator, we provide a closed-form variance estimator via the empirical
sandwich method, which serves as a feasible solution to circumvent the need for extensive
computation.[24] Detailed proof can be found in Web Appendix A.3.

Assuming the propensity scores are estimated using a survey-weighted logistic regression

model and in the form of esp (Xi;β) = 1/
(
1 + exp

(
−X⊤

i β
))
. We define τ1 =

E [h(X)µ1(X)]

E [h(X)]
and

τ0 =
E [h(X)µ0(X)]

E [h(X)]
, where µ1(X) = E [Y (1) | X] and µ0(X) = E [Y (0) | X], as the treatment-

specific average potential outcomes in the target population, and the treatment effect esti-
mator of target population can be written as τ̂h = τ̂1 − τ̂0. The consistent sandwich-type
variance estimator for τ̂h is given by:

V̂ar(τ̂h) = n−2

n∑
i=1

(
Îi/ν̂

)2

, (5)

where ν̂ = n−1
∑n

i=1 h(Xi)/P (Si = 1 | Xi) represents the weighted adjustment factor that

accounts for survey weights 1/pz(Xi). The influence function Îi here, characterizing the
contribution of the i-th sampled individual to the overall population-level treatment effect
estimator, is defined as:

Îi = Ziω̂1,p(Xi; β̂) (Yi − τ̂1)− (1− Zi)ω̂0,p(Xi; β̂) (Yi − τ̂0) + Ĥ⊤
β̂
Ê−1

β̂β̂

1

pz(Xi)

(
Zi − êsp(Xi; β̂)

)
Xi.

(6)
where the gradient of the balancing weights with respect to the logistic regression parameters

8



β is:

Ĥβ̂ = n−1

n∑
i=1

[
Zi (Yi − τ̂1)ω

′
1,p,β − (1− Zi) (Yi − τ̂0)ω

′
0,p,β

]
, (7)

Here, ω′
1,p,β = ∂ω1,p(Xi;β)/∂β and ω′

0,p,β = ∂ω0,p(Xi;β)/∂β quantify how sensitive the bal-
ancing weights are to changes in propensity score model parameters. Further, the covariance
matrix of the propensity score estimates Êββ here is expressed as:

Êβ̂β̂ = n−1

n∑
i=1

1

pz(Xi)
êsp(Xi; β̂)

(
1− êsp(Xi; β̂)

)
XiX

⊤
i . (8)

The sandwich variance estimator accounts for the uncertainty in the estimation of propensity
scores and also adjusts for the known survey weights.

3 Improving the weighting estimator through outcome

regression

To improve the weighting estimators, augmented weighting estimators have proven useful
for causal inference and missing data analysis.[7, 25, 26] These estimators are specifically de-
signed to leverage additional information from outcome modeling, and for inverse probability
weighting (IPW), can provide consistent estimation of causal effects even if only one of the
models—treatment assignment mechanism or the outcome model——is correctly specified,
but not necessarily both. In the absence of survey sampling, Mao et al.[27] investigated these
augmentation methods to estimate different target estimands in observational studies under
the balancing weight framework.

In this section, we first develop the augmented weighting (AW) estimating equations
based on the balancing weights in Section 3.1 in survey observational data. We then intro-
duce three versions of augmented estimators adapted to in Sections 3.2 to 3.4: the moment
estimator, the clever covariate estimator, and the weighted regression estimator. Each aug-
mentation weighting method is discussed with a focus on how survey weights are integrated
at various stages, clarifying their applications in the survey setting. Section 3.5 presents the
closed-form sandwich variance estimation for the augmented estimators for computationally
efficient inference. This section primarily focuses on the development of estimators under
the retrospective case, consistent with our previous notation, while modifications required
for prospective designs are outlined in the Web Appendix A.6.

3.1 Augmented weighting estimating equations for survey obser-
vational data

Following the framework outlined in §13.5 of Tsiatis [28] for defining the class of influence
functions for regular asymptotically linear estimators, we can extend the asymptotic proper-
ties of augmented estimators[27] that incorporate survey weights. In Web Appendix A.4, we
prove the proposition below that guarantees the local efficiency of the augmented estimator
after incorporating the survey weights.
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Proposition 3. If the survey weights and the propensity scores model are known, the class
of observed sample data influence functions for regular asymptotically linear estimators of
population estimand is,

τAWh =

{
h(esp(X))/P (S = 1 | X)

Ψ

[
ZY

efp(X)
− (1− Z)Y

1− efp(X)

]
− τh

}
+ {Z − efp(X)}φ(X),

for any function φ(X).

Here Ψ = E [h(esp(X))/P (S = 1 | X)|S = 1] is the normalization term and we use
h(esp(X)) to explicitly highlight that the tilting function h(X) can depend on the popu-
lation propensity score esp(X), as illustrated in Table 1. Based on this proposition, one can
follow the argument in Tsiatis and show that, among all estimators whose influence functions
fall within this class, the augmented estimator with

φ(X) = −h(esp(X))/p(S = 1 | X)

Ψ

[
E[Y | Z = 1,X, S = 1]

efp(X)
+
E[Y | Z = 0,X, S = 1]

1− efp(X)

]
(9)

where E [Y | X, Z = 1, S = 1] and E [Y | X, Z = 0, S = 1] are modeled by correctly specified
outcome models, achieves the smallest asymptotic variance.[28] This theoretical guarantee
allows us to obtain the augmented weighting estimating equation tailored to survey obser-
vational data:

1

Ψ

1

n

n∑
i=1

{
h(Xi)

P (Si = 1 | Xi)

(
m1(Xi)−m0(Xi)

)
+

Zih(Xi)

esp(Xi)p1(Xi)

(
Yi −m1(Xi)

)
− (1− Zi)h(Xi)

(1− esp(Xi))p0(Xi)

(
Yi −m0(Xi)

)
− τAWh

}
= 0,

(10)

where m1(X) = E [Y (1) | X] = E [Y | X, Z = 1, S = 1] represents the conditional expecta-
tion of the outcome given covariates for the treatment group in the survey sample. The
second term in Equation (10) relies on the weak exchangeability assumption for both Z and
S, as discussed in Section 2.1. Similarly, m0(X) = E [Y (0) | X] = E [Y | X, Z = 0, S = 1] is
the conditional expectation for the control group. This formulation enables the estimation
of the treatment effect between potential outcomes in the population based on observed
data under the assumption of weak exchangeability. By plugging in Ψ in Equation (3) as
Ψ = E [Zω1,p(X) | S = 1] = E [(1− Zi)ω0,p(X) | S = 1] = E [h(X)/p(S = 1 | X) | S = 1],
the general solution to this augmented weighting estimating equation becomes,

τ̂AWh =

∑n
i=1 h(Xi)/P (Si = 1 | Xi) (m̂1(Xi)− m̂0(Xi))∑n

i=1 h(Xi)/P (Si = 1 | Xi)
(11)

+

∑n
i=1 Ziω1,p(Xi) (Yi − m̂1(Xi))∑n

i=1 Ziω1,p(Xi)
−

∑n
i=1(1− Zi)ω0,p(Xi) (Yi − m̂0(Xi))∑n

i=1(1− Zi)ω0,p(Xi)
(12)

where (ω1,p(Xi), ω0,p(Xi)) are balancing weights pair for survey observational data, as defined
in equation (4) in Section 2.2. In retrospective studies, when the marginalized survey weights
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P (Si = 1 | Xi) are not directly accessible, they can be approximated using rz(Xi)pz(Xi) =
P (Si = 1 | Xi) for each individual with zi = 1 or 0.

This estimator is a locally efficient estimator for τh, and the details of the proof can be
found in Web Appendix A.4. The consistency of τ̂AWh is contingent on the inclusion of the

population-level propensity score esp(X; β̂) in the tilting function h(X) in the first term of
Equation (11). If the population-level propensity score model is mis-specified with probabil-

ity limit defined as esp(X; β̃), the estimator will inevitably be biased for the original weighted

average treatment effect estimand but still consistent for τ̃h = E
[
h
(
esp(X; β̃)

)
τ(X)

]
/E

[
h(esp(X; β̃))

]
,

which represents the average treatment effect in a shifted target population determinded by
the shifted tilting function h(esp(X; β̃)). Generalizing from Mao et al.,[27] we have the
following proposition (detailed derivations in Web Appendix A.4) .

Proposition 4. In the survey setting, the augmented weighting estimator τ̂AWh remains con-
sistent for τh provided that the population-level propensity score model is correctly specified,
irrespective of the accuracy of the outcome models. When the population-level propensity
score model esp(X) is misspecified but the outcome models are accurate, this estimator
consistently estimates τ̃h, which only equals to τh when the tilting function h(X) does not
depend on esp(X).

In the following, we introduce three variants of the augmented weighting estimators
that are applicable to the survey observational data, all connected to and motivated from
Equation (11).

3.2 One-step moment estimator

The first augmented estimator is the moment estimator (MOM). Under the balancing weights
framework, the moment estimator can be adapted for any specified target population de-
fined by covariate density g(X) or tilting function h(X).[27] We now extend this traditional
augmented estimator to the survey setting by augmenting the propensity score weighting
estimator in Equation (3) with the outcome regression model. We denote the regression
model as the conditional expectation of the outcome given covariates over treatment and
control group in the observed sample as mMOM

1 (X;α1) and m
MOM
0 (X;α0). Here, α1 and α0

are vectors of parameters estimated from the observed data in each arm, representing the
relationship between covariates X and the expected outcome in the treatment and control
groups, respectively. By plugging in mMOM

1 (X; α̂1) and m
MOM
0 (X; α̂0) into τ̂

AW
h , the moment

estimator can be subsequently expressed as,

τ̂MOM
h =

∑n
i=1 h(Xi)/P (Si = 1 | Xi)

[
mMOM

1 (Xi; α̂1)−mMOM
0 (Xi; α̂0)

]∑n
i=1 h(Xi)/P (Si = 1 | Xi)

(13)

+

∑n
i=1 ω1,p(Xi)Zi

[
Yi −mMOM

1 (Xi; α̂1)
]∑n

i=1 ω1,p(Xi)Zi

−
∑n

i=1 ω0,p(Xi)(1− Zi)
[
Yi −mMOM

0 (Xi; α̂0)
]∑n

i=1 ω0,p(Xi)(1− Zi)

In this moment estimator, survey weights must be incorporated in three different places.
First, survey weights are used to estimate the population-level propensity score, êsp(Xi; β̂),

via weighted logistics regression. Second, the estimated êsp(Xi; β̂) is utilized to construct
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the tilting function h(Xi) = h(êsp(Xi; β̂)), which defines the target population estimand, as
illustrated in Table 1. Third, survey weights are further incorporated into the construction
of the balancing weight pair, ω1,p(Xi) = h(êsp(Xi; β̂))/(p1(Xi)êsp(Xi; β̂)) and ω0,p(Xi) =

h(êsp(Xi; β̂)/(p0(Xi)(1 − êsp(Xi; β̂))), effectively reweighting the sample to represent the

target population through the tilting function h(êsp(Xi; β̂) and additional multiplication
with the sampling probabilities pz(Xi). Here, the conditional expectations, mMOM

1 (Xi;α1)
and mMOM

0 (Xi;α0), are regression models applied within the sample to recover the missing
potential outcomes. Detailed proof for the consistency of τ̂MOM

h is in Web Appendix A.5.
Equation 13 can be decomposed into two components: τ̂MOM

h = µ̂MOM
1 − µ̂MOM

0 , where

µ̂MOM
1 =

∑n
i=1 h(Xi)/P (Si = 1 | Xi)m

MOM
1 (Xi; α̂1)∑n

i=1 h(Xi)/P (Si = 1 | Xi)
+

∑n
i=1 ω1,p(Xi)Zi

[
Yi −mMOM

1 (Xi; α̂1)
]∑n

i=1 ω1,p(Xi)Zi

,

(14)

and µ̂MOM
0 is the counterpart for the control group. Each of µ̂MOM

1 and µ̂MOM
0 is character-

ized by a regression model enhanced by weighted residuals for each group. Regarding the
augmentation properties of τ̂MOM

h , consider the expression for µ̂MOM
1 , which has the following

asymptotic approximation,

µ̂MOM
1

p−→ E [h(X)Y (1)]

E [h(X)]
+

1

E [h(X)]
E

[
h(X)

(
Z

esp(X)
− 1

)(
Y (1)−mMOM

1 (X;α1)
)]

(15)

The second term in this equation vanishes when either the postulated regression model
mMOM

1 (X;α1) or the survey-weighted propensity score model esp(X;β) is correctly specified.
When the tilting function h(X) is specified as a constant proportional function, such as
h(X) ∝ 1, it corresponds to inverse probability weighting and defines the entire population
as the target population. The estimand in this case is the population average treatment effect
(PATE). Under this configuration, this moment estimator τ̂MOM

h exhibits double robustness,
meaning that consistency is guaranteed if either the outcome model mMOM

1 (X;α1) or the
propensity score model esp(X;β) is correctly specified. Similarly, when h(X) corresponds to
trimming functions, it depends directly on X and does not rely on the correct specification
of esp(X;β). In such cases, τ̂MOM

h retains double robustness.
In more general cases, when the tilting function h(X) explicitly depends on esp(X), as

illustrated in Table 1, the estimator µ̂MOM
1 exhibits only single robustness. In this context,

consistency is ensured only if the propensity score model esp(X;β) is correctly specified,
which allows for unbiased estimation of the first term in Equation 15. However, as demon-
strated by Mao et al.,[27] integrating an outcome model into the weighting estimator can
improve efficiency compared to weighting alone. Even in cases where esp(X;β) is misspec-
ified, leveraging mMOM

1 (X;α1) can help reduce residual variance, thereby enhancing the
estimator’s precision.

3.3 Clever covariate regression estimator

An alternative strategy for constructing an augmented estimator involves incorporating func-
tions of estimated propensity scores into the outcome regression model as an additional co-
variate. Scharfstein et al.[29] introduced a specific version of this approach by adding the
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inverse propensity score into outcome models. Later, Bang et al.[25] demonstrated that this
estimator is essentially a solution to the augmented weighting estimating equation, mak-
ing the inclusion of a single propensity-score-based covariate sufficient to achieve double
robustness for augmented IPW estimators. This method is often referred to as the “clever
covariate” estimator (CVR) because the additional covariate “cleverly” adjusts for potential
misspecification of the outcome model by introducing a coarse but sufficient representation
of all covariates, thereby ensuring robustness. Moreover, as noted by Robins et al., [26]
when the CVR is structured with an identity link, it aligns with the targeted maximum
likelihood estimation (TMLE) for marginal means over the target population, using, in our
case, population-level survey-weighted balancing weights as covariates to re-target and cor-
rect the original naive outcome model to better estimate potential outcomes in the target
population.

Under the context of survey observational data, by solving the augmented weighting
estimating equation10 and replacing the conventional outcome models m1(Xi) and m0(Xi)

with generalized linear regression models mCVR
1

(
X; α̂CVR

1

)
= g−1{m1(X; α̂1) + ϕ̂1ω1,p(X)}

and mCVR
0

(
X; α̂CVR

0

)
= g−1{m0(X; α̂0)+ ϕ̂0ω0,p(X)}, where g is the canonical link function,

we can construct the clever covariate estimator adapted to survey observational data as
follows:

τ̂CVR
h

= τ̂CVR
1 − τ̂CVR

0 (16)

=

∑n
i=1 h(Xi)/p(Si = 1 | Xi)m

CVR
1

(
Xi; α̂

CVR
1

)
∑n

i=1 h(Xi)/p(Si = 1 | Xi)
+

∑n
i=1 ω1,p(Xi, β̂)Zi

(
Yi −mCVR

1

(
Xi; α̂

CVR
1

))
∑n

i=1 ω1,p

(
Xi; β̂

)
Zi

−

∑n
i=1 h(Xi)/p(Si = 1 | Xi)m

CVR
0

(
Xi; α̂

CVR
0

)
∑n

i=1 h(Xi)/p(Si = 1 | Xi)
−

∑n
i=1 ω0,p(Xi, β̂)(1− Zi)

(
Yi −mCVR

0

(
Xi; α̂

CVR
0

))
∑n

i=1 ω0,p

(
Xi; β̂

)
(1− Zi)

The second terms of τ̂CVR
1 and τ̂CVR

0 are essentially the score functions ofmCVR
1

(
X; α̂CVR

1

)
andmCVR

0

(
X; α̂CVR

0

)
acting as the weighted residuals of first terms of each, and they become

zero when they are correctly specified, simplifying τ̂CVR
h to the following form:

τ̂CVR
h =

∑n
i=1 h(Xi)/p(Si = 1 | Xi)

(
mCVR

1

(
Xi; α̂

CVR
1

)
−mCVR

0

(
Xi; α̂

CVR
0

))
∑n

i=1 h(Xi)/p(Si = 1 | Xi)
(17)

Here, by substituting the expression of balancing weights pair (ω1,p(Xi), ω0,p(Xi)) as the
clever covariates for each arm, we have

mCVR
1

(
Xi; α̂

CVR
1

)
= g−1

{
m1(Xi; α̂1) + ϕ̂1h(Xi) /

(
P (Si = 1 | Zi = 1,Xi)esp(Xi; β̂)

)}
andmCVR

0

(
Xi; α̂

CVR
0

)
= g−1

{
m0(Xi; α̂0) + ϕ̂0h(Xi) /

(
P (Si = 1 | Zi = 0,Xi)(1− esp(Xi; β̂))

)}
.

In this estimator, survey weights need to be incorporated three times in the clever covariate
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method: during survey-weighted propensity score regression for esp(Xi; β̂) , when formu-
lating balancing weights as clever covariates, and in standardizing the outcome predictions
toward the target estimands.

The clever covariate estimator is asymptotically equivalent to the moment estimator
in that both are solutions to the augmented weighting estimating equation and share the
same influence function. When the tilting function h(X) ∝ 1, the clever covariate method
becomes equivalent to the augmented IPW estimator, which exhibits double robustness,
ensuring consistency if either the outcome model (without clever covariates) mz (X; α̂z)

or the propensity score model esp(X; β̂) is correctly specified. In more general cases, when
h(X) explicitly depends on esp(X), it may improve efficiency over simple weighting estimators

discussed in Section 2. However, this requires the correct specification of esp(X; β̂); otherwise,
the estimator converges to a biased weighted average treatment effect estimand τ̃h, where
the weights depend on the misspecified tilting function h(esp(X; β̃)).

In the absence of survey sampling, Kang and Schafer [30] pointed out that, when the
outcome models m1 (X; α̂1) and m0 (X; α̂0) are already correctly specified, the clever covari-
ates as coarse summaries of the covariates may lead to slight overfitting by adding mean-
zero noise through weighted residuals. When the survey-weighted propensity score model
is correctly specified, the clever covariate method ensures consistent estimation of target
parameters, provided that the conditional mean of the outcome varies smoothly with both
the survey-weighted propensity score and the sampling probabilities. In theory, this smooth
variation remains essential for maintaining the consistency and robustness of the clever co-
variate method, even in complex survey designs. However, incorporating survey weights twice
in constructing the clever covariates may potentially exacerbate the extrapolation problem
noted by Robins et al.[26] because the inflation of extreme value can lead to finite-sample
bias, making the clever covariate estimator less stable compared to the weighted regression
methods introduced in Section 3.4.

3.4 Weighted regression estimator

A third regression-based augmented estimator is the weighted regression estimator (WET)[31,
26, 32, 33] that, in our case, utilizes balancing weights during outcome regression process.
The weighted regression estimator can directly incorporate both propensity scores and sur-
vey weights. It enables effective bias correction and aligns the estimated coefficients more
closely with the true population parameters. [26, 30] These properties are especially ad-
vantageous in complex data environments where both models are prone to misspecification
and the sampling process is not necessarily independent of exposure and treatment assign-
ment. Adapted to our setting of survey sampling, the weighted regression estimator can be
expressed as,

τ̂WET
h =

∑n
i=1 h(Xi)/p(Si = 1 | Xi)

(
mWET

1

(
Xi; α̂

WET
1

)
−mWET

0

(
Xi; α̂

WET
0

))
∑n

i=1 h(Xi)/p(Si = 1 | Xi)
(18)

where mWET
1

(
X; α̂WET

1

)
and mWET

0

(
X; α̂WET

0

)
are the outcome regression models with

canonical link functions, similar to those in the clever covariate estimator, but using weighted
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regression with balancing weights ω1,p (X) and ω0,p (X). In this estimator, survey weights are
incorporated in three distinct stages: during the survey-weighted propensity score regression
for esp(Xi; β̂), for the construction of the balancing weight pairs ω1,p(Xi) and ω0,p(Xi), which
subsequently serve as regression weights in the outcome modeling process, and in standard-
izing the predicted potential outcomes toward the target population. This strategy adjusts
the weighted least squares coefficients α̂WET

1 and α̂WET
0 by accounting for the mechanism

between X and potential outcomes under treatment and control conditions respectively in
the target population, as long as the SUTVA and weak exchangeability assumptions in Sec-
tion 2.1 hold. For ease of reference, Table 2 summarizes where survey weights need to be
applied for each simple weighting estimator and augmented weighting estimator.

Similar to the moment and clever covariate estimators by sharing the same influence
function, the weighted regression estimator ensures consistent estimation when the survey-
weighted propensity score model esp(X; β̂) is correctly specified, with additional robustness
depending on the definition of the tilting function. When the tilting function h(X) ∝ 1, the
weighted regression estimator is doubly robust, leading to consistent estimation if either the
weighted outcome regression model or the survey-weighted propensity score model esp(X; β̂)

is correctly specified. In cases where h(X) explicitly depends on esp(X; β̂), incorporating the
weighted outcome regression models can enhance efficiency relative to the simple weighting
estimators discussed in Section 2. Consistency to the originally intended target estimand
in this case is achieved only if esp(X; β̂) is correctly specified; otherwise, the estimator will
converge to a biased target estimand τ̃h, determined by the misspecified tilting function
h(esp(X; β̃)).

Compared to the clever covariate estimator, the weighted regression estimator may offer
better performance in scenarios involving highly variable survey weights or extreme propen-
sity scores. As discussed by Kang et al. [30]and Robins et al., [26] the weighted regression
estimator is more stable under extreme balancing weights, reducing the risk of overfitting
that may occur under the clever covariate construction. However, under the IPW scheme, the
weighted regression estimator remains susceptible to the impact of extreme inverse propen-
sity scores, which can lead to inflated variance and finite-sample bias, particularly when
these extreme weights dominate the regression model. We plan to examine to what extent
these observations carry forward to the survey observational study settings in Section 4.

3.5 Sandwich variance estimation for augmented estimator under
survey observational data

According to Proposition 3, all three augmented estimators are derived from the solution
to the augmented weighting estimating equation 11. This allows us to construct a unified
empirical sandwich variance estimator using M-estimation theory,[34] which enables compu-
tationally efficient solution for variance and confidence interval estimation under the context
of survey observational data.

Specifically, the generalized form of the augmented estimator in Equation 11 can be ex-
pressed as τ̂AWh = v̂1 + v̂2 − v̂3. Adapting the empirical sandwich variance method [7, 9, 27]
based on M-estimation theory, [29] we construct the estimating equation 19 for augmented
estimators under the context of survey observational data. This estimating equation adjusts
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Table 2: Summary of components that incorporate survey weights in propensity score weight-
ing and augmented estimators under the context of retrospective studies using survey obser-
vational data.

EstimatorEstimating
propensity
scores

Constructing
the balancing
weights

Fitting the outcome
regression model

Standardizing
predicted po-
tential outcomes
to the target
estimand

PSW
√ √

Not applicable Not applicable

MOM
√ √ × √

CVR
√ √ √

(through additional
covariates)

√

WET
√ √ √

(through weighted re-
gression)

√

Note: For PSW, survey weights are used to estimate the propensity score esp(Xi; β̂) and construct the

balancing weights ωz,p(Xi) = h(esp(Xi; β̂))/(pz(Xi)esp(Xi; β̂)); for MOM, survey weights are similarly

used for esp(Xi; β̂) and ωz,p(Xi), but the outcome regression does not include survey weights; for CVR,
balancing weights ωz,p(Xi) are included as additional covariates in the outcome regression; for WET,
balancing weights ωz,p(Xi) are incorporated as regression weights, introducing survey weights directly into
the outcome regression process.

for the uncertainty in estimating the survey-weighted propensity score and two potential out-

come models by utilizing score functions corresponding to θ =
(
v1, v2, v3,α

T
0 ,α

T
1 ,β

T
fp,β

T
sp

)T
,

where v1, v2, and v3 are the components in true value of the general augmented estimator
τAWh , α0 and α1 are the parameters of the outcome modelsmAW

0 (X;α0) andm
AW
1 (X;α1), re-

spectively, and βfp and βsp represent the parameters of the sample-level and population-level
propensity score models, respectively. Therefore, the estimating equation for the augmented
estimators under the context of survey observational data is:

0 =
n∑

i=1

Ψθ (Xi, Yi, Zi) =
n∑

i=1



ψPS,FP

ψPS,SP

ψOR,1

ψOR,0

ψv1

ψv2

ψv3


=

n∑
i=1



ωPS,FP (Xi)Xi

(
Zi − efp

(
Xi;βfp

))
ωPS,SP (X

∗
i )X

∗
i

(
Zi − esp

(
X∗

i ;βsp

))
ωOR,1 (X

∗
i )ZiX

′
i

(
Yi −mAW

1 (X′
i;α1)

)
ωOR,0 (X

∗
i ) (1− Zi)X

′′
i

(
Yi −mAW

0 (X′′
i ;α0)

)
hp(X

∗
i )
(
mAW

1 (X′
i;α1)−mAW

0 (X′′
i ;α0)− v1

)
ω1,p(X

∗
i )Zi

(
Yi −mAW

1 (X′
i;α1)− v2

)
ω0,p(X

∗
i )(1− Zi)

(
Yi −mAW

0 (X′′
i ;α0)− v3

)


(19)

The equation above includes six distinct components: ψPS,FP, ψPS,SP, ψOR,1, ψOR,0, ψv1,
ψv2, and ψv3, each representing different aspects of the augmented weighting estimation
process. The first two components, ψPS,FP and ψPS,SP, correspond to the score functions
associated with the estimation of the propensity score model at the sample and population
levels, respectively. In retrospective settings, efp(X) is used exclusively to calculate rz(Xi),
which approximates P (Si = 1 | Xi) = rz(Xi)pz(Xi), and is applied in the augmented esti-
mator to tilt the imputed outcome difference. The term ωPS,FP(Xi) represents the regression
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weights for estimating the within-sample propensity score and is set to 1. Furthermore,
ωPS,SP(X

∗
i ) refers to the regression weights applied to the covariate vector X∗

i in the popula-
tion level propensity score model, which is either the survey weights when the regression is
survey-weighted (W.PS) or set to 1 when the regression is unweighted (U.PS). Depending on
the model specification, X∗

i may consist of baseline covariates alone or specified original co-
variates with survey weights included as an additional covariate (C.PS), as recommended by
DuGoff et al.[3], to capture unique design features and address latent sampling information
, enhancing covariate balance and reducing bias from unmeasured confounders.

The components ψOR,1 and ψOR,0 represent the score functions for estimating the un-
observed potential outcome models for the treated (Zi = 1) and control (Zi = 0) groups,
respectively. The weights ωOR,1(X

∗
i ) and ωOR,0(X

∗
i ) depend on the choice of augmented es-

timator. For the moment estimator (MOM) and clever covariate estimator (CVR), these
weights are set to 1. For the weighted regression estimator (WET), they correspond to the
balancing weights ω1,p(X

∗
i ) and ω0,p(X

∗
i ) as specified in Section 3.4. The outcome models

mAW
1 and mAW

0 reflect the specific type of augmentation used, where the superscript “AW”
can denote ”MOM”, ”CVR”, or ”WET”, depending on the choice of estimator. For the
clever covariate estimator, the outcome model covariates X′

i and X′′
i include the clever co-

variates for each arm, whereas for MOM and WET, only the baseline covariates are included,
i.e., Xi.

The component ψv1 pertains to the difference in predicted full outcomes between the
treated and control models, adjusted by the tilting function hp(X

∗
i ) = h(esp(X

∗
i ;β))/P (Si =

1 | Xi) and accounting for the first component v1 in the general augmented treatment
effect estimation 11. Here, mAW

1 (X′
i;α1) and m

AW
0 (X′′

i ;α0) represent the specified outcome
models for the treated and control groups, respectively, using covariate vectors X′

i and X′′
i .

The components ψv2 and ψv3 represent the residual adjustments for the treated and control
groups, respectively. These adjustments incorporate the balancing weights ω1,p(X

∗
i ) and

ω0,p(X
∗
i ), which are designed to adjust for confounding effects. These balancing weights are

as described in Table 1 and are generalized for survey observational data under different
model specifications.

These six components together form the complete estimating equation for a given aug-
mented weighting approach under the context of survey observational data, capturing the
uncertainties associated with the estimated propensity score, outcome models, and treat-
ment effects in a comprehensive manner. This approach ensures robust estimation of treat-
ment effects under complex survey designs by considering various augmentations and model
specifications. Given that each component of the estimating equations represents unbiased
estimating equations, under suitable regularity conditions,[24] it follows that for each aug-

mented estimator we can achieve asympototic normality
√
n(θ̂−θ)

d−→ N(0,V(θ)), where the
variance-covariance matrix V(θ) is defined as V(θ) = A(θ)−1B(θ){A(θ)−1}T with A(θ) =

E

{
−∂Ψθ (X, Y, Z)

∂θ
| S = 1

}
, and B(θ) = E

{
Ψθ (X, Y, Z)Ψθ (X, Y, Z)

T | S = 1
}
. The

quantities A(θ) and B(θ) can be consistently estimated by replacing the expected val-

ues with their empirical counterparts, Â(θ̂) = − 1
n

∑n
i=1 ∂Ψθ̂ (Xi, Yi, Zi)/∂θ and B̂(θ̂) =

1
n

∑n
i=1 Ψθ̂ (Xi, Yi, Zi)Ψθ̂ (Xi, Yi, Zi)

T resulting in the empirical sandwich variance estima-

tor V̂(θ̂) = Â(θ̂)−1B̂(θ̂){Â(θ̂)−1}T . The variance of the augmented estimator τ̂AWh can be
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consistently estimated using the corresponding elements of V̂(θ̂).

Table 3: Covariate vector notations used in the estimating equations for the sandwich
variance estimation of augmented estimators under survey observational data.

NotationDefinition and Context

X∗
i Covariates used in the propensity score model esp(X

∗
i ;β). In unweighted

(U.PS) and survey-weighted regression scenarios (W.PS), it includes only
baseline covariates. When survey weights are incorporated as an additional
covariate (C.PS), it contains both the specified original covariates and the
survey weights.

X′
i Covariates in the treated outcome regression model mAW

1 (X′
i;α1). For CVR,

this includes clever covariates; for MOM and WET, only baseline covariates
are used.

X′′
i Covariates in the control outcome regression model mAW

0 (X′′
i ;α0). Mirrors

the definition of X′
i based on the estimator type.

Note: The specified original covariates used in the propensity score model may differ from those in the
outcome regression models, and the covariates used in the outcome models for each arm are not necessarily
the same. In MOM and WET, where both outcome models include only baseline covariates without
distinct clever covariates, X′

i and X′′
i may be identical or even unified, using one model for both arms’

counterfactual outcome predictions. In cases where the same set of covariates are used across all models,
all three covariate notations (X∗

i , X
′
i and X′′

i ) in MOM and WET with U.PS or W.PS could be identical.

4 Simulation Studies

We conducted a simulation study to evaluate the performance of these methods under the
context of survey observational data in estimating various population-level estimands, par-
ticularly under different degrees of overlap and model misspecification. Below we detail our
simulation design and key findings.

4.1 Simulating design

Our data-generating process was adapted from the multi-stage strategy employed by Austin
et al. and Lenis et al.. [11, 13] We simulated a population of 1, 000, 000 individuals, or-
ganized into 10 strata (j = 1, . . . , 10). Each stratum was further divided into 20 clusters,
resulting in a total of 200 clusters (k = 1, . . . , 200), with 5000 individuals in each cluster
(i = 1, . . . , 5000). For each individual, we generated six baseline covariates (l = 1, . . . , 6)
from normal distributions, where the vector of covariates for the i-th individual is denoted as
Xi = {X1i, X2i, X3i, X4i, X5i, X6i}. The mean of these covariates were allowed to vary at both
the stratum and cluster levels. For the l-th covariate, a stratum-specific random effect for the
j th stratum νstratuml,j ∼ N (0, σstratum

l ) was generated, along with a cluster-specific random

effect for the k -th cluster νclusterl,k ∼ N
(
0, σcluster

l

)
. The l-th covariate for the i-th individual

in the j-th stratum and k -th cluster was then generated as Xl,ijk ∼ N
(
νstratuml,j + νclusterl,k , 1

)
.
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We set the standard deviation associated with stratum-level means to σstratum = 0.35 and
with cluster-level means to σcluster = 0.15.

We then generated a binary treatment assignment for each individual using a logistic
model to determine the probability of treatment:

logit (esp(Xi)) = a0 + ψ
(
aT
1:6Xi + a7X1iX2i

)
where a1:6 = (log(1.1), log(1.25), log(1.5), log(1.75), log(2), log(2.5))T , and a7 = log(1.1).
Treatment status Zi was simulated from a Bernoulli distribution: Zi ∼ Bernoulli(esp(Xi)).
The scalar ψ reflects the strength of confounding and dictates the level of overlap in the
propensity score. [35] We set ψ = 0.6 or 2 to mimic scenarios with good or poor overlap in
the full population, as visualized in Fig. 1(a) and Fig. 1(b), respectively. For both scenarios,
the overall treatment prevalence was maintained at approximately 30% by adjusting a0 to
log(35/80) for the good overlap and log(20/80) for the poor overlap, allowing us to isolate
the impact of overlap when evaluating estimator performance.

(a) good overlap scenario (b) poor overlap scenario

Figure 1: Distribution of Propensity Scores in Different Overlap Scenarios

We simulated continuous outcomes for each individual i in the population using a linear
combination of covariates, treatment effects, and interaction terms. Specifically, the potential
outcome Yi was modeled as:

Yi = b0 + δ0
(
bTXi + b7X1iX2i

)
+ Zi

(
δ1 + δ2

(
bTXi + b8X1iX2i

))
+ ε

where ε ∼ N(0, 1). We set b0 = 0 and b = (2.5,−2, 1.75,−1.25, 1.5, 1.1)T for the covariate
coefficients. The average treatment effect was represented by δ1 = 1, while δ0 = 0.3 and
δ2 = 0.2 introduced heterogeneity in the control and treatment conditions, respectively.
Additionally, two interaction terms were included, with b7 = 2.5 and b8 = 1.5, to capture
the more complex influence of baseline covariates on outcomes across both conditions.

Once we simulated data for the superpopulation, we drew 1,000 random samples with
5000 individuals each (representing 0.5% of the overall population) using a multi-stage sam-
pling design, where the sampling mechanism was conditionally independent of the treatment
assignment mechanism. Sample sizes were allocated across the 10 strata as {850, 750, 700, 650, 600,
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400, 350, 300, 250, 150}, ensuring that the observed sample would have a different distribution
from the population. Within each stratum, five clusters were selected using simple random
sampling, and from each selected cluster, an equal number of individuals were sampled.
For each sampled individual, we calculated the true survey weights by taking the inverse of
the sampling probability, representing the number of individuals in the population that the
sampled individual represents.

To validate the robustness of our estimator under different sampling mechanisms, we
further extended the simulation by introducing an alternative sampling mechanism depen-
dent on both baseline covariates and treatment assignment. We used logistic regression
to model the sampling probability for individual i as a function of both the treatment
assignment indicator Zi and covariates Xi, allowing sampling to reflect more complex real-
world dependencies. The sampling probability pz,i = P (Si = 1 | Zi,Xi) was computed as

logit(pz,i) = c0 + δ
(s)
z Zi + cTXi, where c0 = log

(
0.005

1−0.005

)
defines the baseline sampling rate

of 0.5% consistent with the above multi-stage design, and δ
(s)
z = log(0.9) slightly reduces

the sampling probability for the treatment group (Z = 1), addressing possible treatment-
related biases. The vector c = (c1, c2, c3, c4, c5, c6)

T represents the covariate coefficients with
values c1 = log(1.05), c2 = log(1.10), c3 = log(1.15), c4 = log(1.10), c5 = log(1.05), and
c6 = log(1.10), corresponding to the influences of covariates X1 through X6 on the selec-
tion probability. To avoid the impact of near-zero values leading to extreme weights in
further estimation, we will perform and recommend truncation with α = 0.001 on the fitted
propensity scores after incorporating the varied survey weights in this settings. The sampling
indicator Si was subsequently generated as a Bernoulli random variable with probability pz,i
for individual i, capturing the interaction between treatment assignment and covariates in
determining sample inclusion. More details and results of this alternative simulation are
presented in Web Appendix B.2.

For each sample within each scenario, we evaluated four types of estimators: the PSW
(propensity score weighting estimator) and three augmentation methods, referred to as MOM
(moment estimator), CVR (clever covariate regression estimator), and WET (Weighted Re-
gression estimator), as previously described. To investigate the role of survey weights in
estimating the propensity scores, we primarily compare two strategies for integrating sur-
vey weights in the propensity score model: as model weights (W.PS) and as an additional
covariate (C.PS). The latter involves directly adjusting for survey weight as one additional
single covariate in the propensity score model, which is distinct from including the balanc-
ing weight as a clever covariate in the outcome regression model. Additionally, results for
unweighted propensity scores (U.PS) and survey weights applied as both model weights and
covariates (CW.PS) are presented in the Web Appendix B.1. These comparisons may shed
light on previous debates in the literature regarding which level of covariate balance should
we achieve with propensity score and in what way.[3, 4]

In total, we constructed eight estimators by combining the four types of estimators with
the two methods of incorporating survey weights into the propensity score model. These
estimators were evaluated across three common estimands: the population average treatment
effect (PATE), the population average treatment effect for the treated, (PATT), and the
population average treatment effect among the overlap population (PATO). Additionally, we
assessed their performance under four model misspecification scenarios: (i) correct propensity
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score model and correct outcome model (Cor|Cor), (ii) incorrect propensity score model but
correct outcome model (Mis|Cor), (iii) correct propensity score model but incorrect outcome
model (Cor|Mis), and (iv) both models misspecified (Mis|Mis).

Given the complexity of the design, it is instructive to note the total number of consid-
ered scenarios. We examined two levels of overlap (good vs. poor), two primary methods
for incorporating survey weights into the propensity score model (W.PS vs. C.PS), four
estimators (PSW, MOM, CVR, WET), three estimands (PATE, PATT, PATO), and four
model specification scenarios (Cor|Cor, Mis|Cor, Cor|Mis, Mis|Mis). This combination yields
2 × 2 × 4 × 3 × 4 = 192 distinct configurations in the main analysis. Additional scenarios
that incorporate the unweighted and combined weighting-plus-covariate propensity score ap-
proaches and the sampling mechanism depending on treatment increase this number even
further. The factorial nature of this design ensures that our conclusions are drawn from a
broad range of realistic conditions, and the resulting comparisons are adequately comprehen-
sive. Table 4 outlines these factors and their levels, providing an overview of the multiplicity
of scenarios explored.

Table 4: Summary of factors and number of scenarios in the main simulation design

Factor Levels Count

Overlap scenario Good vs. Poor 2

Method of incorporating survey weights into PS model W.PS, C.PS 2

Estimator PSW, MOM, CVR, WET 4

Estimand PATE, PATT, PATO 3

Model specification scenario Cor|Cor, Mis|Cor, Cor|Mis,
Mis|Mis

4

Total scenarios in main analysis 192

Performance metrics included relative bias, relative efficiency, and empirical coverage
of the 95% confidence intervals. Relative bias was calculated as the percentage difference
between the estimated and true population treatment effects, averaged across 1,000 sim-
ulations. Relative efficiency was determined as the ratio of the Monte Carlo variance of
the reference estimator (the balancing weight estimator for PATE with W.PS under correct
model specification) to that of each evaluated estimator. Empirical coverage was assessed by
calculating the proportion of confidence intervals, constructed using sandwich variances, that
contained the true population treatment effect. The simulation code and implementations
of the survey-weighted balancing weight estimator and the augmented estimators for PATE,
PATT, and PATO are available online at https://github.com/ykzeng-yale/SW_PSW, and
they are implemented in the PSweight R package (Version 2.1.0).

4.2 Simulations results

In this section, we focus on the primary four types of estimators (PSW, MOM, CVR and
WET) and two distinct methods of incorporating survey weights into propensity score models
(W.PS and C.PS). Table 5 presents the simulation results under the good overlap scenario,
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summarizing the relative bias, relative efficiency, and coverage of PATE, PATT, and PATO
under various modeling strategies with either correctly or incorrectly specified propensity
score and outcome regression models. In parallel, Table 6 presents the results when the
overlap is poor. In addition to these primary results, we present more comprehensive analyses
that include U.PS and CW.PS in Web Tables 3 to 5 and 6 to 8 for each estimand under
good and poor overlap. Furthermore, simulation results for the extended scenario, where
sampling depends on treatment assignment, are provided in Web Tables 9 and 10 for W.PS
and C.PS results, and Web Tables 11 to 13 and 14 to 16 for more comprehensive analyses. To
facilitate the summary of findings, we focus on the following three thorny questions; that is,
how survey weights should be incorporated at each stage of the balancing weight estimator,
which augmented estimators perform better, and which method is more robust (i.e., under
poor overlap and model misspecification).

4.2.1 How should survey weights be incorporated into the propensity score
weighting estimator?

Focusing first on the results from the weighting estimator alone (PSW), our simulation
results support our theoretical conclusion that incorporating survey weights in both the
propensity score and outcome estimation leads to unbiased and efficient propensity score
weighting estimators of the population-level treatment effect. Under good overlap (Table
5), using survey-weighted propensity score models (W.PS) consistently produces lower bias,
higher relative efficiency, and coverage closer to the nominal 95% compared to using survey
weights as an additional covariate (C.PS). This pattern is particularly evident for PATO,
where W.PS attains near-ideal balance and performance across all specification scenarios.
These observations, shown in the “Cor|Cor” columns of the first two rows of each estimand
corresponding to PSW results in Table 5, indicate that W.PS excels when the propensity
score model is correct and continues to outperform C.PS even when misspecified, as seen in
the ”Mis|Cor” columns.

Under poor overlap (Table 6), the advantage of W.PS over C.PS becomes even more
pronounced. While C.PS suffers from inflated bias and poor coverage, particularly for PATE
and PATT, W.PS maintains lower bias, higher efficiency, and closer-to-nominal coverage
across all estimands. Particularly, inference for PATO is more robust to poor overlap, PSW
with W.PS achieves the lowest biases and highest relative efficiency among all PSW methods,
underscoring its ability to attain population-level covariate balance. Moreover, PSW with
W.PS for PATO maintains near-nominal coverage at 93.8%, while C.PS drops below 90%.
Even when the propensity score model is misspecified and interaction terms are ignored
(“Mis|Cor” columns in Tables 5 and 6), W.PS consistently outperforms C.PS in terms of bias
and coverage, demonstrating its desirability and robustness under model misspecification,
regardless of overlap.

Additional evidence from alternative simulation results (Web Tables 9 and 10), where
sampling depends on treatment assignment, confirms W.PS’s advantages. In these extended
scenarios, W.PS achieves near-zero bias, while C.PS’s bias deteriorates to 25%–54% under
good overlap (Web Table 9). Extreme survey weights, likely when sampling depends on
treatment, exacerbate model extrapolation and misspecification issues under C.PS. In con-
trast, W.PS handles these conditions effectively, maintaining robust performance. Inference
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for PATO demonstrates outstanding robustness in the alternative sampling mechanism, espe-
cially under poor overlap (Web Table 10). PSW with W.PS for PATO achieves the smallest
bias (0.5%) and the highest efficiency—nearly 30 times the reference method (PSW with
W.PS for PATE) —and is the only PSW estimator maintaining nominal coverage at 94.4%.
These findings align with insights from Ridgeway et al.,[4] which highlight the benefits of
survey-weighted propensity scores across various sampling mechanisms, particularly when
influenced by treatment assignment, though limited to PATT estimation. Our results ex-
tend this by demonstrating W.PS’s robustness across various estimands (PATE, PATT, and
PATO) and under different overlap and misspecification conditions.

While initially demonstrated with simple weighting estimators (PSW), these advantages
generalize to augmented estimators. In our main scenarios with multi-stage sampling setups
(Tables 5 and 6), augmented estimators with W.PS or C.PS perform similarly; this indi-
cates that augmentation provides some protective effect and confers a degree of robustness
regardless of how the propensity scores are estimated. However, under treatment-dependent
sampling (Web Tables 9 and 10), the differences become substantial, and W.PS wins over
C.PS in both bias and coverage even with augmentation. Thus, our simulations highlight
W.PS as the preferred method for incorporating survey weights into the propensity score
model, regardless of whether an outcome regression component is used in the final estimation.

4.2.2 Is there a universal winner among the augmented estimators when all
models are correctly specified?

Our simulation results, when both the propensity score and outcome models are correctly
specified, indicate that all three augmented estimators—moment estimator (MOM), clever
covariate estimator (CVR), and weighted regression estimator (WET)—consistently outper-
form conventional propensity score weighting estimators (PSW). While CVR demonstrate
high efficiency under good overlap (Table 5), its sensitivity to different sampling mechanisms
and overlap scenarios reduces its practical reliability. MOM offers consistent robustness but
provides less bias control and coverage stability compared to WET across all estimands.
Consequently, WET with W.PS emerges as the most reliable and efficient estimator, main-
taining near-nominal coverage, lower bias, and superior performance, particularly under poor
overlap (Table 6) and treatment-dependent sampling (Web Table 9 and 10).

Focusing first on the ”Cor|Cor” columns under good overlap (Table 5), W.PS-based
MOM, CVR, and WET outperform PSW across all estimands (PATE, PATT, and PATO).
The CVR estimator achieves significant efficiency gains, notably for PATT and PATO. Mean-
while, WET consistently performs slightly better than MOM, maintaining around 93% cov-
erage and biases below 2% across most rows.

Under poor overlap (”Cor|Cor” columns in Table 6) PSW alone produces sizable biases
(e.g., 8.848% for PATE) and reduced coverage (76.1%). This highlights the well-known vul-
nerability of simple weighting methods under poor overlap.[36] In contrast, MOM, CVR,
and WET demonstrate lower biases and significantly improved efficiency and coverage. For
example, CVR with W.PS achieves nearly twenty-fold efficiency gains for PATE, reaching a
relative efficiency of 23.8. Similarly, CVR boosts efficiency for PATT and PATO while main-
taining better control over coverage. However, comparing across the augmented estimators,
CVR and MOM show greater sensitivity under poor overlap. For instance, CVR achieves
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only 80% coverage for PATE, and MOM drops to 57.8% coverage for PATT. In comparison,
WET consistently maintains coverage near or above 90%, excelling particularly in PATO,
where the inherent robustness of PATO protects all methods—both PSW and augmented es-
timators—enabling them to achieve nominal-level coverage. Among these, WET with W.PS
stands out, achieving the highest nominal coverage for PATO at 94.2% and outperforming
other estimators.

When sampling probabilities depend on treatment assignment (Web Tables 9 and 10), the
advantage of WET becomes even more evident. Under good overlap scenarios (Web Table
9), WET with W.PS achieves minimal biases and relative efficiency exceeding 1.5 for PATE
and PATT while maintaining nominal coverage around 94%, demonstrating its resilience
under favorable overlap conditions. By contrast, CVR suffers from higher bias and reduced
coverage, particularly for PATT, where extreme survey weights correlated with the group
variable destabilize its performance. Similar patterns emerge under poor overlap (Web Table
10), where WET maintains near-nominal coverage for PATO. MOM shows better stability
than CVR under poor overlap but still falls short of WET’s efficiency.

Taken together, WET with W.PS excels under complex sampling mechanisms. The
weighted regression framework effectively minimizes bias and maintains stable coverage,
even under extreme overlap conditions. While MOM provides consistent robustness and
CVR achieves high efficiency under ideal conditions as in Table 5, both are more vulnerable
to instability when survey weights are heterogeneous. Thus, WET with W.PS stands out as
the most robust choice , particularly when the sampling mechanism depends on treatment
and generates highly variable survey weights.

4.2.3 Across all misspecification scenarios, which methods are more robust and
should be recommended under the complex survey setting?

When model specifications deviate from the truth, the performance of estimators varies by
estimand and overlap. Examining the “Mis|Cor,” “Cor|Mis,” and “Mis|Mis” columns in
Tables 5 and 6 reveals distinct advantages of MOM and WET over CVR, particularly under
poor overlap and misspecified outcome models.

When the propensity score model is misspecified but the outcome model is correct under
good overlap (“Mis|Cor” columns in Table 5), all three augmented estimators achieve nominal
coverage for PATE, demonstrating their doubly robust properties compared to PSW alone,
which struggles to achieve even 80% coverage. MOM and WET control bias and coverage
better than CVR. In poor overlap scenarios (Table 6), CVR achieves smaller bias but suffers
reduced coverage, dropping to only 80%. In contrast, WET with W.PS maintains robustness,
achieving 94.1% coverage for PATO, even with misspecified propensity score models.

When the propensity score model is correct but the outcome model is misspecified
(“Cor|Mis” columns), CVR demonstrates significant instability. Its bias increases dramati-
cally for PATE under good overlap (Table 5), reaching nearly 10% compared to 0.2% bias
for MOM and WET, and its coverage drops below 50% under poor overlap (Table 6). This
highlights CVR’s strong reliance on the correct outcome model to manage the extreme val-
ues introduced by clever covariates in poor overlap scenarios. While MOM struggles with
PATT coverage, WET consistently performs best, achieving the optimal efficiency-coverage
balance for PATO, despite the poor overlap and outcome model misspecification.
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Under the most challenging scenario, where both the propensity score and outcome mod-
els are misspecified (“Mis|Mis” columns), all methods experience significant biases and de-
teriorated coverage. Despite these challenges, WET remains the most reliable option, con-
sistently maintaining coverage around 80–85% under good overlap, while CVR and MOM
frequently see coverage drop below 80%. The extent of bias varies depending on the type
of misspecification. In our simulation settings, where interaction terms are omitted from
both models, this misspecification strongly affects propensity score estimation and outcome
regression, leading to highly biased estimates and poor coverage across all estimators.

Additional simulations (Web Tables 9 and 10), where sampling depends on treatment
and extreme survey weights are present, further highlight the relative advantage of WET.
WET with W.PS consistently preserves its reliability across misspecified models and over-
lap conditions, achieving minimal bias (less than 3%) and near-nominal coverage. CVR,
by contrast, becomes highly vulnerable under outcome model misspecification, with biases
escalating to beyond 70–100% and coverage collapsing to near zero for PATT under poor
overlap. MOM remains more stable than CVR but falls short of WET in terms of overall
consistency.

In conclusion, among the augmented estimators, while the clever covariate estimator
(CVR) demonstrates potential for high efficiency with correctly specified models under good
overlap, its heightened sensitivity to model misspecification and poor overlap limits its prac-
tical reliability. In contrast, both the moment estimator (MOM) and weighted regression
estimator (WET) exhibit greater robustness, with WET emerging as the most resilient choice
across varying survey settings, maintaining low bias and near-nominal coverage for a wide
range of estimands, even under challenging conditions. Thus, WET with W.PS is strongly
recommended for reliable performance in real-world applications.

.

5 Case studies

5.1 Application to the ECLS-K dataset

In this first data example, we present a real-world example with multi-stage sampling to
demonstrate the application of the different methods for using propensity score weighting
with complex survey data. The data used are from the The Early Childhood Longitudinal
Study, Kindergarten class 1998-1999 (ECLS-K), [37] a nationally representative longitudi-
nal study that tracks early school experiences of a large cohort from kindergarten through
eighth grade in the United States. The study collects comprehensive information at the
child, household, and school levels, with survey weights reflecting the multi-stage proba-
bility sampling design employed to ensure representativeness. [16] The participants were
selected prior to the assignment of treatment. Specifically, children were sampled at the
start of the study upon their entry into kindergarten, and subsequent treatment, such as
the receipt of special education services, was determined in later stages, typically based on
administrative records collected during follow-up data collection waves, such as in first grade
or fifth grade. This example reflects a prospective study design, consistent with our main
simulation setting, in which the sampling process does not depend on treatment assignment
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and survey weights are explicitly known. This design simplifies the integration of survey
weights into subsequent estimations by reducing the steps required. Corresponding estima-
tors tailored for prospective studies are further detailed in the appendix. The treatment
status was defined as participation in special education services, as documented in school
administrative records. The outcome of interest was the IRT-scaled math achievement test
score from the ECLS-K dataset. A set of 39 baseline covariates covering demographic, house-
hold, and school characteristics were included to address potential confounding, as described
in Keller and Tipton.[38]

Web Figure 1 illustrates the population-level covariate balance, measured by Population-
level survey-weighted Standardized Mean Differences (PSMD), which align with the weights
(ω1,p(Xi), ω0,p(Xi)) used in the effect estimation and correspond to the specifications outlined
in Table 1 for each target population and estimand. The PSMD for a baseline covariate X
is calculated as the absolute difference between the weighted means of X for the treated and
control groups, scaled by the pooled weighted standard deviation sp. Specifically, PSMD is
defined as jX̄1−X̄0j/sp, where the weighted means are X̄1 = (

∑n
i=1 ω1,p(Xi)XiZi) / (

∑n
i=1 ω1,p(Xi)Zi)

for the treated group and X̄0 = (
∑n

i=1 ω0,p(Xi)Xi(1− Zi)) / (
∑n

i=1 ω0,p(Xi)(1− Zi)) for the
control group. The pooled weighted standard deviation, sp, reflects a composite measure
of the variability of X within the treated and control groups, weighted according to the
propensity score weights ω1,p and ω0,p, and accounts for the sample size in each group. The
figure compares the covariate balance for each population-level estimand—PATE, PATT,
and PATO—using survey-weighted regression (W.PS). The visual evidence clearly demon-
strates that W.PS achieves superior covariate balance, as indicated by a larger proportion of
covariates achieving PSMDs below the 0.10 threshold, a criterion for adequate balance.[39]
This is further detailed in the grey-shaded cells of Web Table 17 , which shows how W.PS
systematically improves covariate balance across most baseline characteristics. Specifically,
W.PS achieves exact balance for PATO, further supporting its appropriateness for estimands
where balancing the overlap population is critical.

To estimate the causal effect of elementary school special education services on fifth-grade
math achievement, we applied the Propensity Score Weighting (PSW) estimator alongside
three augmented estimators: the Moment Estimator (MOM), Clever Covariate Regression
(CVR), and Weighted Regression Estimator (WET). Building on theoretical results and
simulation studies that consistently identify survey-weighted propensity scores (W.PS) as
the most robust and reliable approach across diverse conditions, this analysis emphasizes
the application of W.PS. The estimated treatment effects for PATE, PATT, and PATO
using W.PS are presented in Table 7, underscoring its practical advantages in achieving
reliable causal inference.

The estimated treatment effect of special education services on fifth-grade math achieve-
ment using the WET under W.PS for PATO was -5.80, with a 95% confidence interval of
(-7.34, -4.26). This significant negative effect indicates that, on average, students in special
education scored approximately 5.8 points lower in math compared to the general popula-
tion with similar baseline characteristics. In contrast, the PSW estimator produced larger
standard errors, such as SE = 2.80 for PATT, and confidence intervals that included zero,
highlighting its lower precision and reduced ability to confirm significant effects. The aug-
mented estimators (MOM, CVR, and WET) consistently yielded confidence intervals that
excluded zero across all estimands, demonstrating sufficient statistical power for detecting
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the underlying causal effect. Among them, WET under W.PS consistently yielded more pre-
cise and robust estimates, whereas MOM and CVR exhibited greater variability, particularly
under potential model misspecification in real-world analyses. Notably, the PATO estimand
remained stable across all estimators, emphasizing the reliability of the overlap population for
deriving comparable treatment effects. These results align with theoretical guarantees and
simulation findings, further supporting the superior performance of WET when combined
with W.PS. The evidence underscores WET’s practical utility and robustness in addressing
complex survey designs and achieving reliable causal estimates.

Table 7: Estimated treatment effects and standard errors (SE) for PATE, PATT, and PATO
using different estimators under W.PS in the ECLS-K study.

PSW MOM CVR WET PATE
(SE)

PATT
(SE)

PATO
(SE)

✓ -3.31(2.64) -1.12(2.80) -5.81(1.61)

✓ -4.47(1.54) -3.68(1.90) -5.96(1.61)

✓ -3.91(1.47) -4.38(1.28) -4.65(1.15)

✓ -4.86(1.43) -4.58(1.64) -5.80(1.53)

5.2 Application to the 2009 Medical Expenditure Panel Survey
dataset

In our second empirical example, we demonstrate how the proposed methods perform in a
retrospective survey design where the sampling mechanism depends directly on the expo-
sure—here, race. We use data from the 2009 Medical Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS),[?
] which historically oversamples minority groups, including Hispanics and Blacks, to improve
the precision of health disparity analyses. Starting in 2006, this strategy expanded to include
Asian households in response to changing demographics and analytical priorities.[40] This
oversampling design ensures adequate representation of minority groups but can also lead
to disproportionate survey weights, particularly for subgroups with limited population over-
lap. Unlike Data Example 1 (ECLS-K), where participants were sampled before treatment
status was realized, MEPS employs a retrospective design where individuals are sampled
after their race is determined, leading to survey weights that often correlate with race and
demographic strata. This underscores the importance of incorporating these survey weights
into propensity score and effect estimation.

The 2009 MEPS public-release file includes 9830 non-Hispanic White adults (hereafter
“Whites”), 4020 Blacks, 1446 Asians, and 5150 Hispanics, each assigned a survey weight re-
flecting their probability of selection and nonresponse adjustments.[41, 40] Here, we focus on
two pairwise comparisons (White–Asian and White–Hispanic) to estimate racial disparities
in total annual healthcare expenditures, measured in 2009 USD. Although “race” is not a ma-
nipulable treatment, the methodological goal parallels standard propensity score approaches
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to balancing covariates between two groups. Following the framework for unconfounded de-
scriptive comparisons described in Li and Li,[42] we control for a set of variables reflecting
clinical need, as instructed by the Institute of Medicine (IOM),[43, 44] including body mass
index (BMI), SF-12 physical and mental component summaries, health conditions, age, gen-
der, and marital status. Additionally, we account for selected socioeconomic and functional
limitation variables, ensuring alignment with established approaches to health care disparity
analyses. These variable selections align with prior applications of MEPS data in disparity
research,[41, 36, 45, 42] while recognizing that some SES variables, such as education and
region, are not fully incorporated due to limitations in the available dataset.

Web Figures 2, 3, and 4 collectively illustrate the interplay between survey weights,
propensity score distributions estimated by the survey-weighted propensity score model
(W.PS), and covariate balance under different weighting methods for White–Asian and
White–Hispanic comparisons. In the White–Asian comparison, MEPS’s oversampling strat-
egy leads to highly concentrated survey weights for Asians and a broader range with extreme
weights for Whites, amplifying disparities in baseline covariates like BMI. These imbal-
ances are reflected in the propensity score distributions, estimated using the survey-weighted
propensity score model (W.PS), which show limited overlap between the groups, with most
Whites concentrated at high scores (above 0.9) and Asians clustering near 0.8–0.9. The
love plots further demonstrate that this limited overlap results in poor covariate balance
under PATE and PATT, particularly under C.PS, where many covariates exceed the 0.1
PSMD threshold. Conversely, overlap weighting (PATO), especially under W.PS, achieves
exact balance by focusing on comparable subpopulations, mitigating instability caused by
extreme weights. In the White–Hispanic comparison, stronger overlap and more balanced
survey weights yield better covariate alignment across methods, with PATO consistently
outperforming other estimands in achieving robust and interpretable results. Overall, these
findings underscore the importance of selecting appropriate weighting methods. Poor balance
under PATE and PATT, especially in White–Asian comparisons, will inflate future variance
estimation and bias effect estimates due to skewed target populations and extreme weights.
Overlap weighting for PATO, particularly under W.PS, emerges as the most effective strat-
egy for achieving population-level covariate balance and robust inference by focusing on
comparable subpopulations and minimizing instability from extreme scores.[36, 45, 40, 42]

Table 8 summarizes the estimated differences in annual healthcare expenditures (in 2009
USD) between Whites and Asians and between Whites and Hispanics for PATE, PATT, and
PATO under W.PS. In the White–Asian comparison, limited overlap, particularly among
high-BMI Asians, resulted in a PATE estimate using PSW of $2263.23 (SE = 575.60), while
the PATO estimate, focusing on comparable overlap subpopulations, had a notably smaller
SE of 236.56 with a point estimate of $1352.88, highlighting the stability of overlap-based
estimands. Augmented estimators, especially WET, maintained consistent performance and
resilience to extreme weights, producing a PATO estimate of $1358.16 (SE = 237.55). Sim-
ilarly, for the White–Hispanic comparison, the PATE estimate under PSW was $607.78 (SE
= 390.54), and the PATO estimate achieved a smaller SE of 164.71 with a point estimate
of $1317.00. Augmented estimators further reduced variability, with WET yielding a PATO
estimate of $1308.27 (SE = 162.38), reflecting robust performance across different racial
comparisons under both favorable and challenging overlap conditions. Overall, these results
underscore the effectiveness of W.PS in addressing survey weight imbalances across minor-
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Table 8: Estimated treatment effects and standard errors (SE) for PATE, PATT, and PATO
using different estimators under W.PS in the White–Asian and White–Hispanic comparisons
of annual healthcare expenditures (2009 USD), in the MEPS study.

Comparison
Group

PSW MOM CVR WET PATE (SE) PATT (SE) PATO (SE)

White–Asian

✓ 2263.228 (575.601) 2327.342 (600.877) 1352.879 (236.564)

✓ 3962.495 (1913.583) 4053.586 (1958.159) 1349.055 (236.329)

✓ 1237.268 (614.993) 1231.726 (652.689) 1497.991 (283.749)

✓ 1179.610 (424.043) 1152.960 (442.362) 1358.156 (235.356)

White–Hispanic

✓ 607.782 (390.542) 463.373 (447.725) 1317.004 (164.707)

✓ 1230.326 (311.024) 1206.963 (352.923) 1308.903 (161.845)

✓ 1157.681 (317.028) 1172.387 (365.968) 1288.049 (164.289)

✓ 1242.545 (241.151) 1227.124 (264.413) 1308.268 (161.411)

ity groups and demonstrate the robustness of WET in achieving precise treatment effect
estimation, emphasizing their utility for analyzing racial disparities in MEPS. [36, 45]

6 Discussion

Our paper introduces a unified framework for incorporating survey weights into the balancing
weights paradigm, enhancing their applicability to survey observational data and providing
robust tools for population-level causal inference. We establish the asymptotic normality
of survey-weighted estimators for retrospective designs, with extensions to prospective cases
detailed in the appendix. A robust sandwich variance estimator for weighting methods is
developed via M-estimation theory, which extends to a unified variance framework for all
three augmented estimators— one-step moment estimator (MOM), clever covariate regres-
sion estimator (CVR), and weighted regression estimator (WET)—derived from the shared
augmented weighting estimating equations for survey observational data. Simulation stud-
ies evaluate these methods under varying overlap and model misspecification conditions.
Results demonstrate WET’s robustness, MOM’s consistency, and CVR’s efficiency. Practi-
cal applicability is illustrated through two data examples: estimating the effect of special
education services on fifth-grade math achievement using the Early Childhood Longitudi-
nal Study Kindergarten Class (ECLS-K) dataset under a prospective multi-stage sampling
survey design, and analyzing racial disparities in healthcare expenditures using the Medical
Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS) under a retrospective descriptive comparison framework.
These case studies highlight the strengths of survey-weighted propensity score models (W.PS)
in achieving population-level covariate balance, WET in providing robust estimation, and
the PATO estimand in enabling reliable inference within comparable subpopulations. All
proposed methods are implemented in the publicly available PSweight R package.

First, incorporating survey weights throughout all phases of the propensity score weight-
ing estimator is essential for unbiased treatment effects estimation in survey observational
studies. Using a survey-weighted regression model (W.PS) for propensity score estimation
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aligns sampled data covariate distributions with the target population, enhancing efficiency,
coverage, and robustness across varying overlap scenarios. Consistent with Ridgeway et al.,[4]
our results suggest that omitting survey weights restricts balance to within the sample,[2, 46]
potentially introducing bias when generalizing to target populations. Consequently, W.PS
is integral to valid population-level causal inferences.

Second, augmented estimators are instrumental in reducing bias, enhancing efficiency,
and improving coverage in survey observational data, particularly when both the propen-
sity score and outcome models are correctly specified. Simulation results hightlight the
strengths of MOM, CVR and WET in different scenarios. WET demonstrates superior
robustness under model misspecification and consistently performs well across estimands
and overlap conditions. CVR shows high efficiency under good overlap and correct mod-
els but exhibits sensitivity to outcome model misspecification and diminished reliability in
poor overlap scenarios, limiting its utility in real-world applications. These findings align
with prior literature [30, 26] that highlights the instability of inverse propensity-based co-
variate approaches, particularly under extreme values. Extrapolation issues are exacerbated
when the clever covariate incorporates large survey weights, amplifying variability and un-
dermining model performance. Reformulating the clever covariate to preserve boundedness
properties[26] could enhance its robustness and practical utility, particularly in scenarios
with extreme survey weights or limited overlap.

Third, WET consistently emerges as the most robust and efficient estimator across di-
verse overlap conditions and model misspecifications. Compared to CVR and MOM, WET
demonstrates superior stability and precision, particularly in poor overlap or when models
are misspecified. This aligns with Kang and Schafer[30] and Robins et al.[26], who suggest
that clever covariates can supplement outcome models but fail to address misspecifications
under poor overlap, leading to coverage declines as low as 30%, as shown in Table 6. More-
over, as noted by Robins et al.,[26] when the CVR is structured with an identity link, it
aligns with Targeted Maximum Likelihood Estimation (TMLE) for marginal means but can
perform worse than the weighted regression estimator (WET) when both models are mis-
specified. Simulation results and case studies further confirm WET’s robustness, showing
lower bias and more reliable coverage in both prospective and retrospective survey designs.
Case study analyses demonstrate WET’s capacity to mitigate the influence of extreme sur-
vey weights, particularly for PATO, deliving stable and interpretable results. Overall, WET
under W.PS is recommended for complex survey settings, combining efficiency, robustness,
and practical reliability.

The validity of our study’s findings hinges on critical assumptions, including the stable
unit treatment value assumption (SUTVA) and treatment assignment ignorability. [47, 48]
These assumptions are crucial for unbiased causal effect estimation under observational de-
signs but may be violated in real-world settings due to issues such as latent confounders
or non-overlapping covariate distributions.[49, 50] Hence, sensitivity analyses could provide
critical insights into the potential impact of unmeasured confounding for weighting and aug-
mented weighting estimator, and need to be generalized to complex survey data.[51] Second,
our analysis assumes that survey weights are known and derived from well-designed surveys.
If this assumption does not hold—for instance, in cases where the survey design introduces
biases or weights are not appropriately generated—causal inferences may be distorted. Poor
survey design, including unaddressed non-response biases or inadequate post-stratification,
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can result in flawed survey weights that exacerbate selection bias or produce extreme values,
destabilizing estimators and reducing efficiency.[50, 19] Future research could extend sen-
sitivity analyses to explore the robustness of survey weights under alternative assumptions
about the sampling mechanism.[49, 52] Third, while our findings focus on binary treatments,
they are also readily extensible to multiple treatments. With multiple nominal or ordinal
treatments, the generalized propensity scores (GPS) provide a key device for simultane-
ously balancing covariates across multiple treatment arms, [53, 45] and are key ingredients
in developing weighting and augmented weighting estimators. Future work is needed to
extend the current methods to multiple treatments in the context of survey data. Finally,
our analysis used parametric models for propensity score and outcome estimation, as these
are the most commonly used methods in real practice. However, these parametric models
may fail to capture complex, high-dimensional, or nonlinear structures in real-world data
[54]. More flexible approaches, such as Bayesian Additive Regression Trees (BART) [55, 56]
and Causal Forests [57] can effectively capture non-linear relationships and heterogeneous
treatment effects. These flexible modeling frameworks are particularly advantageous in high-
dimensional settings or when traditional parametric models prove inadequate.[58] Advanced
estimators like the Targeted Maximum Likelihood Estimation (TMLE) can achieve semi-
parametric efficiency by incorporating machine learning methods to optimize both outcome
and propensity score estimates.[59] Extensions of AIPW methods to double machine learning
(DML) frameworks can also further enhance robustness by addressing model misspecification
and overfitting challenges.[54] These data-adaptive extensions of the current estimators in
the context of survey observational data represent fruitful directions for additional research.
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