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Abstract

Shrinkage estimates of small domain parameters typically utilize a combination
of a noisy “direct” estimate that only uses data from a specific small domain and
a more stable regression estimate. When the regression model is misspecified, esti-
mation performance for the noisier domains can suffer due to substantial shrinkage
towards a poorly estimated regression surface. In this paper, we introduce a new class
of robust, empirically-driven regression weights that target estimation of the small
domain means under potential misspecification of the global regression model. Our
regression weights are a convex combination of the model-based weights associated
with the best linear unbiased predictor (BLUP) and those associated with the ob-
served best predictor (OBP). The compromise parameter in this convex combination
is found by minimizing a novel, unbiased estimate of the mean-squared prediction
error for the small domain means, and we label the associated small domain esti-
mates the “compromise best predictor”, or CBP. Using a data-adaptive mixture for
the regression weights enables the CBP to possess the robustness of the OBP while
retaining the main advantages of the EBLUP whenever the regression model is cor-
rect. We demonstrate the use of the CBP in an application estimating gait speed in
older adults.
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1 Introduction

Analyzing clustered data where the targets of estimation are the cluster, area, or “unit”-
specific attributes is an important task that arises in a wide range of applied contexts.
Common examples include estimating disease burden in specific geographic regions (e.g.
Wakefield (2007)), estimating subgroup-specific treatment effects in clinical trials (e.g.
Jones et al. (2011)), quantifying hospital performance (e.g. Normand et al. (2016)), and
analyzing measures of gene expression (e.g. Smyth (2004)). A feature of many such ap-
plications is the availability of a “direct” estimate for each unit, large standard errors for
many of these direct estimates, and, consequently, considerable heterogeneity in estimation
precision across units. When using hierarchical models to stabilize direct estimates and
predictions for a collection of units, shrinkage estimates of unit-specific parameters often
arise as a weighted combination of the direct, unit-specific estimate and a regression pre-
diction for that unit. The direct estimates, while unbiased, typically have large variance,
and while the regression estimates are biased, they are usually much more stable than the
direct estimates. A version of shrinkage estimates are obtained by taking a weighted aver-
age of the direct estimates and the regression prediction with more influence coming from
the regression model for units with larger variance. In standard practice (i.e., maximum
likelihood estimation), the regression model itself is estimated by using regression weights
which place more importance on units with smaller estimation variance. Consequently,
while shrinkage estimates for high-variance units are more influenced by the regression es-
timate, they play a relatively minor role in determining the regression estimate itself. In
other words, as noted in Jiang et al. (2011) the units that really “care about” the regression
model have relatively little impact on its estimation.

When computing shrinkage estimates of unit-specific mean parameters, giving the rela-
tively unstable units additional weight when estimating the regression model can substan-
tially reduce overall bias while increasing variance. Overall, this may or may not reduce
the mean-squared prediction error (MSPE) of the procedure. When the model is correctly
specified, the MLE regression weights are optimal and cannot be improved upon. Under
model misspecification however, regression weights targeting reduced prediction error can

often result in substantial improvements in MSPE. Best predictive estimates (BPEs) of the



regression coefficients (Jiang et al. (2011)) target minimization of the MSPE for the result-
ing shrinkage estimates without relying on an assumption of correct model specification.
In particular, the BPEs are found by minimizing an “observed” MSPE associated with a
particular choice of regression coefficients. In contrast to the MLE regression weights which
minimize estimation variance when the model is correctly specified, the regression weights
used in the BPE instead minimize a squared bias term which depends on the degree of
model misspecification.

A natural way of building upon the strengths of the MLE and BPE weighting schemes
is to allow, in a limited way, the form of the regression weights to depend on the observed
responses. This enables the regression weights to adapt to the extent of regression function
misspecification and the magnitude of the variance associated with a given set of shrinkage
estimates. In this article, we consider regression weights that are an empirically-determined
convex combination of the MLE and BPE regression weights. Such adaptive “compromise”
regression weights will automatically be closer to the MLE regression weights when the
model is well-specified but will more closely resemble the BPE weights in scenarios with
substantial model misspecification. Using such compromise regression weights to compute
shrinkage estimates of small domain parameters can offer the robustness of the BPE while
having MSPE performance which is close to the model-based estimates in cases where the
model is well specified. In addition, our compromise regression weights only depend on a
single additional tuning parameter, namely the mixture term in the convex combination
of the MLE and BPE regression weights, and hence estimating this additional tuning
parameter will not introduce substantial additional estimation variance.

The foregoing discussion sets the context for our estimation approach that uses compro-
mise regression weights constructed with the main goal of providing effective estimation of
unit-specific parameters that can adapt to varying degrees of mean function misspecifica-
tion. Our compromise regression weights induce a class of shrinkage estimates that depend
on a mixing parameter and a variance component. To determine these terms empirically,
we propose minimizing an unbiased estimate of the MSPE associated with these shrink-
age estimates. This procedure resembles SURE-type shrinkage estimators (e.g., Xie et al.

(2012) or Donoho and Johnstone (1995)), all of which choose tuning parameters by mini-



mizing Stein’s unbiased risk estimate (Stein (1981)). We refer to the estimated regression
coefficients associated with the variance component and mixing parameter that minimize
our unbiased MSPE estimator as the “compromise unbiased risk estimator”, or CURE
estimates of the regression coefficients, and we label the associated shrinkage estimates
of the unit-specific parameters the “compromise best predictor”, or CBP. The CBP has
the attractive property that its regression weights are not derived under an assumption
of a correctly specified mean function. Rather, the CBP starts with an assumed class of
shrinkage estimates and finds the best value of the shrinkage estimates within this class
by minimizing a risk estimate whose unbiasedness does not rely on a correct mean model.
We also examine the performance of a related predictor which we refer to as the “plug-in”
CBP where only the mixing parameter is computed and alternative values of the variance
components are simply plugged in. This alternative form of the CBP often improves fi-
nite sample performance as the plugged in variance components frequently deliver better
performance particularly when the model is correctly, or nearly correctly specified.

The remainder of this paper is organized in the following manner. Section 2 describes
the basic structure of the problem and discusses shrinkage estimation of unit-specific means
using MLE or BPE regression weights. Section 2 then describes our approach for improving
the performance of the shrinkage estimates by using empirical combinations of the MLE
and BPE regression weights. Section 3 details how such compromise weights can be used
to estimate a single population-level attribute. Section 4 discusses asymptotic properties
of our proposed estimation scheme, and Section 5 examines the performance of our method
with several simulation studies. Section 6 demonstrates the application of our method to
the estimation of “normative” gait speed in various subgroups of older adults, and we then

conclude with a brief discussion.

2 Regression Weights for Small Area Estimates

We let Y7, ..., Y denote measurements made from K separate units with each Y}, repre-
senting a direct estimate of a corresponding parameters of interest 0. In addition to the
direct estimate Y}, each unit k& has an associated p x 1 vector of covariates x;. The main

goal here is to estimate each 6, by combining the direct estimate Y, with a regression pre-
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diction that utilizes covariate information x;. Rather than assume a particular regression
model to describe the variation in the 6, we instead, as in Jiang et al. (2011), utilize a
mixed model formulation which does not depend on an assumed regression structure for

the unit-specific means. Specifically, we consider the following mixed model representation

Yi = pp + vk + ek, k=1,..., K,
E(ex) = E(vg) =0, (1)

Var(vy) = 72, Var(ey) =02, v L ey,

where the notation v, I e, means that vy and e, are independent random variables. In
addition to assuming that vj, and e are independent, we assume the values of o7 are known.

Of primary interest is estimation/prediction of the mixed effects

Ok = i + vk, (2)

with mean-squared prediction error (MSPE) serving as the main measure of performance.
For a given estimate/predictor @ of the vector @ = (61, ..., 0x) of mixed effects, the MSPE

is defined as
K

MSPE(6) = E{(6 — )" (0 —6)} = > E{(6 — 6:)°}.

k=1
Note that the 6, are often referred to as predictors in the context of mixed models, but we

will use the terms estimates and predictors interchangeably when referring to the 0.

In estimating 6y, it is often assumed, as in the well-known Fay-Herriot model (Fay and Herriot

(1979)), that the means p;, are related to the unit-specific covariates x; via i = x5 3. We
will make such an assumption when deriving the form of particular estimating procedures,
but we evaluate MSPE under the more general mixed model formulation (1). For in-
stance, if we add to model (1) the three additional working assumptions that p;, = x1. 3,
v ~ N(0,72),ex ~ N(0,0%), the “estimate” of §;, which minimizes MSPE for known values

of B and 78 =72 is

Qk(ﬁ) = E(@k\Yk, ,3, T2) = Bk,TXZ/B -+ (1 — Bkﬂ—)Yk, (3)



where By, = oi/(cf + 72). Additionally, under these three working assumptions, the
maximum likelihood estimate of the regression coefficients 3 (for an assumed value of 7) is
the following quantity

BMLE = (XTV_IX)_IXTV_1Y> (4)

where V = 721+ Vyg. Here, Vy g = diag{o7, ..., 0%} denotes the covariance matrix of Y
conditional on the vector of mixed effects 0. If one plugs in 3,z into (3), the associated

estimates of the 6, are

Or = 0x(Brse) = Brxt Barrp + (1 — B Ya. (5)

The estimate in (5) is commonly referred to as the best linear unbiased predictor
(BLUP) of the mixed effect xZ3 + v, (see e.g., Henderson (1975)). The BLUPs 6, are
optimal in the sense that, under the assumption that 1, = x7 3, they achieve the smallest
MSPE within the class of linear unbiased estimators (see, e.g. Rao and Molina (2015) or
Datta and Ghosh (2012)). Beyond the assumptions of model (1), the optimality of the
BLUPs in (5) only relies on the assumption that p; = x13 and that the variance of vy,

2 = 72) and does not rely on any normality assumptions. In

is correctly specified (i.e., 7
practice, 7 is not usually known and is estimated from the data. When (3 wp and the By, -
are computed using an estimated value of 7, the resulting mixed-effects estimates in (5)
are usually referred to as the empirical best linear unbiased estimates (EBLUPs).

As an alternative to the BLUP estimates of the mixed effects, Jiang et al. (2011) suggest

plugging the following estimate of the regression coefficients into (3)
Bppr = (XTB2X)"'X"B2Y,  where B, =diag{Bi,,...,Bx.}. (6)

Jiang et al. (2011) refer to Bppp as the best predictive estimator (BPE) of 3, and they
refer to the associated mixed effect estimates ), = Qk(B ppr) as the observed best predictor
(OBP). The BPE is the best estimator of 8 in the sense that it is the vector of regres-

sion coefficients minimizing the following estimate Q(B) of the MSPE associated with any



predictor ;(3) of the form (3)
) K K
QB) =C+ ) Bi(xiB)* —2) B (x(B)Yi, (7)
k=1 k=1

where C' is a constant not depending on 8. The quantity Q(B) is an unbiased estimate of
the MSPE associated with the best predictor (3) when both 3 and 7 are assumed to be
fixed.

Upon inspection of (4) and (6), both the MLE and the BPE of 8 may be viewed
as weighted least-squares estimates with regression weights wi(t) < 1/(1* + o2) and
w?(1) o {o2/(T> + 02)}* = B} . respectively. Relative to the MLE, the BPE of 3 uses
regression weights which assign greater weight to units with larger sampling variances o7.
Hence, the BPE enables the higher variance units to have more influence in determining the
form of the estimate of 3. In the context of prediction, this is sensible because it is the units
with the largest sampling variances that are shrunken more closely to the fitted regression
surface xgﬁ while the mixed-effects estimates for low-variance units are impacted much
less from the fitted regression. In this sense, the fitted regression surface is more important
for the highly variable units, and relative to the MLE, the BPE lets the more variable units

play a larger role in fitting this regression surface.

2.1 Estimating the MSPE for arbitrary regression weights

While both the BLUP and OBP possess specific optimality properties, these procedures
may be potentially improved upon by examining the MSPE associated with an arbitrary
weighted least-squares estimate of the regression coefficients. To this end, we consider a
vector of unit-specific weights w = (wy, ..., wg) with wy > 0, >, wy, = 1 and where each
wy, will usually depend on an assumed value of 7. For the choice of regression weights w,

the corresponding weighted least-squares estimate of 3 is

B, = (X"WX) 'X"WY, (8)



where W = diag{wr, ..., wx}. By plugging B,, into (3), one obtains that the mixed-effects
estimates ék,w,T associated with these weights are ék7W7T = Hk(BW). Note that the vector

T

of mixed-effects estimates é(W,T) = (HAme o éKWJ) is a linear predictor that can be

expressed as

O(w,7) = (Uy, +1)Y, (9)

where Uy, ; is the K x K matrix defined as
Uy, = BT(X(XTWX)‘lXTW - I), (10)

and where B, is as defined in (6). The mixed-effects estimates defined in (9) can be
thought of as defining a class of mixed-effects estimates indexed by both 7 and the vector
of unit-specific regression weights w.

For fixed weights w and an assumed value of 7, we let MSPE(w, 7) = MSPE{@(w, 1)}
denote the MSPE associated with @(w,7). This is given by

MSPE(w, 7) = p" U}, Uy p+tr{(Uw + D) Vyo(Uw, + 1)} + 5t { U U, . }. (11)

While MSPE(w, 7) is unobservable, one may use the fact that the vector Y has mean p
and covariance matrix 7g I+ Vyjg to show that, for fixed weights w and 7 > 0, the following

quantity is an unbiased estimator of (11)
Mg (w,7) =Y UL Uy, Y +2tr{Uy . Vyp} + tr{Vyje}. (12)

It is worth emphasizing that M (W, T) is an unbiased estimator of MSPE(w, 7) under
the assumption that the weight vector w and 7 are fixed, and the unbiasedness does not hold
when either w or 7 are determined from the data. The estimator M (W, T) is equivalent
to Stein’s unbiased risk estimate (SURE) (Stein (1981)) when 0% = ... = 0%, and hence,
My (w, 7) may be viewed as a SURE-type estimator where heteroscedasticity is taken into
consideration. In the special case of equal regression weights and an intercept-only model
(i.e., X only has an intercept term), Mg (w,7) is equivalent to the unbiased risk estimate

of the shrinkage toward the grand mean estimator described in Xie et al. (2012).



It is worth noting that the unbiasedness of M &k (w,7) only relies on the assumptions
of model (1) and does not require any further assumptions about the distributions of vy
or e,. Moreover, as stated in the following theorem, this unbiasedness holds even if one is
interested evaluating the MSPE conditional on the unobserved 6 rather than marginally

over 0.

Theorem 1. Under model (1), Mx(w,7) is an unbiased estimate of MSPE(w, ) in the
sense that

E{Mg(w,7)} = MSPE(w, 7).

Moreover, the expectation of MK(W,T) conditional on 0 is equal to the conditional MSPE

associated with é(w, T)

E{ Ny (w,7)| 0} = E[{é(w,T) — 0} {B(w,7) - 0}‘9].

2.2 Compromise Regression Weights and the CBP

The quantity M kx(w,7) is only guaranteed to be an unbiased estimate of the MSPE of
é(w, 7) for fixed weights, and hence may be an inappropriate way of evaluating the MSPE
associated with data-determined weights. Nevertheless, comparing M. x(w, 7) for different
weights can be a useful way for choosing among different weighting schemes when such
weights are indexed by a small number of hyperparameters. To allow the form of the weights
to be partially driven by the observed value of M x (W, 7) without spending many additional
degrees of freedom, we consider a family of weights that are convex combinations of the
MLE and BPE weights. This only requires that we estimate one additional hyperparameter
(i.e., the mixing parameter) when compared to the EBLUP or the OBP. Though one could
use other weights to form the components of a convex combination, the choice of the MLE
and BPE as the “basis” weights is motivated by a particular decomposition of MSPE(w, 7)
described in Jiang et al. (2011). In the following proposition, we state a version of Theorem
1in Jiang et al. (2011) which specializes this theorem to our formulation of the mixed-effects

prediction problem.



Proposition 1. (Due to Jiang et al. (2011)) Consider the expression for the MSPE given
in (11)

MSPE(w,7) = p" UL, Uy pp+ tr{(Uw + D) Vyp(Uw, + )T + 75U0% Uy, }.

For fized T, M,TUa,TUWﬂ-[L is minimized when w are the BPE weights, and, when 7 is fixed
at Ty, the second term is minimized by the MLE weights. Moreover, p" Ul Uy p = 0
whenever p = X3 for some B € RP.

Proposition 1 states that the MSPE may be decomposed into a model misspecification
term and a variance term which are minimized by the BPE weights and MLE weights re-
spectively. This suggests that using weights which compromise between these two weighting
schemes can potentially lead to meaningful reductions in MSPE. Moreover, allowing the
degree of compromise to be data dependent enables the compromise weights to adapt to
the extent of model misspecification and of estimation variance.

To compute the empirically-driven compromise weights, we adopt a direct approach
which uses a convex combination of the MLE and BPE weights. Specifically, for a € [0, 1],

we consider the family of compromise weights
we(a, 7) = (ws(a, 7), ..., w(a, 7))7,

where the k' element of w¢(a, 7) is a convex combination of the ™ MLE weight w{™(7)

and the k" BPE weight wzp “(1)

wilor) = ou(n)+ (1 —a)u(r)
VI £ W G ki) "

Yia(op ) o {or/ (o + )

To determine the optimal values of @ and 7 for the compromise weights, we minimize the
estimate M (w(a,7),7) of the MSPE that is associated with this vector of regression
weights. Because this estimate only depends on («,7) for the family of weights (13), we
henceforth use M (o, 7) = My (we(c,7),7) to denote the unbiased MSPE estimate when

using compromise estimates w(c, 7). Using Mg (a,7), the optimal values (o, 7*) for the

10



compromise weights are determined empirically as

(o, 7") = argmin M (o, 7) = argmin M (w(a, 7), 7). (14)
a€l0,1],7>0 a€l0,1],7>0
Recalling (8), the weights w¢(a*, 7%) will generate the following empirically-driven compro-

mise estimate 3, . of the fixed effects regression coefficients

Boe = (XTWE. .X)'XTWE. Y, (15)

where W¢ = diag{w{(a,7),...,wg(a,7)}. We label B.,. the “compromise unbiased risk
estimator”, or CURE of the regression coefficients.

The mixed-effects estimates ), associated with the optimal compromise regression weights
are then defined as

ék = Bk,T*XZBcure + (1 - Bkﬁ*)Yk‘ (16)

We refer to the vector of mixed-effects estimates 87" = (01,...,05)T as the “compromise

best predictor” or CBP of 8. Recalling (9) and (10), we can also express 07" as

éCBP _ é(wc(a*’ 7_*)’ 7_*) =Y + B, (X(XTWE*J*X)_lXTfo*,T* — I)Y

In practice, we compute the optimal values (a*, 7%) in (14) using the constraints («, 7) €

[0,1] x [0, Tyaz). The maximal value of 7 is determined empirically and is set to T4, =

10\/ = Zszl(Yk —Y)2. Because 72 represents the variance of the random effects vy, the
sample variance of the Y, is likely to be an overestimate of the best value of 72 as 72
only accounts for a fraction of the variation in the Y;. Hence, setting 7,,.,, equal to 10
times the sample standard deviation can be interpreted as choosing an upper bound which
is very likely to be a substantial overestimate of the optimal value of 7. Minimization
of Mf((oz, 7) with respect to these box constraints is performed using the limited-memory
BFGS algorithm (Byrd et al. (1995)) which we have found to work quite well in this context.

It is also possible to construct compromise regression weights in the context of a nested-

error regression model (Battese et al. (1988)) using a very similar approach to the one

outlined above. Specifically, one would compute the optimal compromise regression weights
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by minimizing an unbiased estimator of the MSPE associated with a predictor of the mixed
effects. Section C of the appendix describes an unbiased estimator of the MSPE in the

context of a nested-error regression model.

2.3 Variations of the CBP

We also consider two close variations of the CBP. The first of these, which we call the “plug-
in” CBP, uses a restricted maximum likelihood (REML) and an OBP-based estimate of
7 as the starting point for defining the shrinkage and regression weights and then uses a
convex combination of these two values of 7 in both the regression and shrinkage weights.
Another alternative which we explore is the “multi-7” CBP. In a variety of numerical
studies, we have observed that the plug-in version of the CBP often has better finite-
sample performance than the CBP estimates defined in (16). For very large values of K,
we typically see similar performance between the CBP and plug-in CBP. See Section 5 for

comparisons of the performance of the CBP using both the plug-in and multi-7 approaches.

The plug-in CBP. For the plug-in CBP, we consider regression weights w,?l(oz) and shrinkage
weights B} () of the form

w,i’l(a) = aw,Tle(f‘REML) +(1- a)wzpe(%ogp)
2
O
Uz% + Oﬁ-}%EML + (1 — O‘)%BP’

where Tgpy denotes the restricted maximum likelihood (REML) estimate of 7 while 7o5p
denotes the OBP-based estimate of 7. As described in Jiang et al. (2011), the OBP-based

estimate Tppp maximizes the following objective function
Qopp(T) = YI(B2 - B2(X"B2X)'X'B2)Y + 27%1(B,).

Because w{'(a) and Bl(a) only depend on «, the unbiased MSPE estimate Mg (w,T)
defined in (12) will only depend on «. The plug-in CBP regression and shrinkage weights
are then obtained by plugging in the value of a which minimizes M (w,7) into both w{" (a)

and B} («).
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The multi-t CBP. For the multi-7 CBP, we consider weights similar to those for the plug-in
CBP except that we do not restrict the values of the variance component terms to equal
specific values. In particular, the multi- CBP considers regression weights wz’z(a, To,T1)

and shrinkage weights B2 (o, 79, 71) of the form

wi(a,m,m) = awi™(n) + (1 - a)w(n)

i
)
ol +ari+ (1 —a)rd

Bz(a,To,Tl)

with the values of (a, 79, 71) being chosen to minimize (12).

2.4 A More General CBP

In this subsection, we consider the following more general formulation of the linear mixed

model

Y =p+7Zv +e, (17)

where Z is a known p, x K model matrix and where E(v) = E(e) = 0, Var(v) = G,, and
Var(e) = X. The covariance matrix 3 of e is assumed to be known, and the entries of the
covariance matrix G, of v are assumed to be determined by the g x 1 parameter vector
A= (A,...,A)". The parameter vector X € A could, for example, represent parameters
modeling spatial dependence. The marginal covariance matrix of Y under model (17) is
given by Var(Y) =V, = ZG\Z" + X.

We now consider the situation where one is interested in predicting the following p, x 1

vector of mixed effects

n=A"p+R"v, (18)

where A and R are fixed K X p, matrices. Under model (17) with the additional assump-
tions that p = X8, v ~ N(0, G)), and e ~ N(0, X), the best predictor of n for known 3 is
given by n(8) = ATXB+RTG\ZT V(Y —X/3). Because G, or ¥ may be non-diagonal,
we now consider estimates of 3 which depend on a potentially non-diagonal positive defi-
nite weight matrix W rather than the diagonal matrix W considered in Sections 2.1 and

2.2. By plugging in the weighted least-squares estimate By = (XTWX)"'XTWY into

13



n(8) we obtain the class of estimates fjw , = n(Bw) given by
Nwa= (Lwy+A"T)Y, where Lw,=R'G\Z'V'Pw—-A"Pw, (19

and where Pyy is the matrix Pw = I — X(XTWX)!XT"W. The MSPE associated with
fiw . is MSPE(W, A) = E{(fjw. — )" (fiw» — n)} which can be shown to equal

MSPE(W,A) = p"Liy Lwp+ tr{LWAV)\LTW,)\} + 2tr{Lw,A(VAA - ZGAR)}

¥ tr{ATVAA} . Qtr{RTGAZTA} + tr{RTGAR}. (20)

It can also be shown (see Section C of the supplementary material) that, for fixed weight

matrix W and A\,

MW, A) = YTLL \Lw,Y + 2tr{LW,A(VAA - ZGAR)} + tr{ATVAA}

- 2tr{RTGAZTA} + tr{RTGAR} (21)

is an unbiased estimator of MSPE(W, ), i.e., E{My (W, )} = MSPE(W,A). In this
setting, the empirically driven CURE of 3 is given by

Bewre = (XTWZ’fg,A*gX)_leWC’g Y (22)

axg g s
where ngf\ is the convex combination matrix
W = aVit+ (1 - a)(AT - RTGZTV )T (AT — RTG,LZTV Y.

The optimal compromise parameters oY and A™ used in (22) are found by minimizing
the unbiased risk estimate (21). Specifically, (a*?, A™) = argmin,¢( 1 rea MK,Q(WZ”&, A).
Using o*9 and A*?, the CBP 51“BF of ) is then defined as

7P = (Lwes, a0 + AT)Y.

*g \*9
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3 Estimating a Population Mean

We now consider the case where the primary target of inference is an average of unit-level
attributes rather than the unit-level attributes themselves. Such a target of interest may
arise, for example, if one is primarily interested in assessing the average test performance of
randomly selected schools in a particular region rather than estimating the test performance
of individual schools. For this type of goal, we take as the population estimand the equally

weighted average of the unit-specific means

1 K
k=1

but more general weighted averages may be approached in a similar manner. Note that
the single-parameter target (23) is a special case of (18), where yy =1, A = R, and A is
the K x 1 column vector A = (1/K,...,1/K)T.

An inferential target such as g = K'Y, 0 arises often, for example, when one uses
a stratified random sample to estimate a population mean. In such cases, the population
is divided into K separate strata/units, and for each stratum/unit k, nj responses Z,, i =
1,...,n; are drawn from stratum k. The sample mean from stratum k, Y, = n,;l > i Zik,
is an unbiased estimate of the stratum-specific mean 6, and hence, it is sensible to focus
on the “mean model” wherein E(Y|0y) = 6, Var(Y;|0x) = 07 = 0%/ny, and where there
are no unit-specific covariates used in the analysis. In other words, the working model is
that Y;, = By +vg + ex with E(vy) = F(ex) = 0, Var(v,) = 72, and Var(e;,) = 0 /ny. In this
context, estimating jo using compromise weights can be especially useful when the sample
sizes are informative in the sense that the n; have some association with the values of ;.

In this setting, specializing (19) to the estimation of yg leads to the following family of

estimates

:&O(WaT) = _ZBkT<[§kz:1Ykzz>+
k=1

Zk—lkak 1
= B.(==——— )+ —= 1 — By)Yk, 24
<Kszzlwk> K; o) Vi (24)

1
K

1>
—
|
oy
x>
\‘
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where By, = 02/(02 + 72) = 0%/(0® + n7%) and B, = Y1 By, Following (21), an
unbiased estimate of E{(jo(w,T) — 1g)*} is given by

K

B, 2 2B_0? K Wy,
BeYm FEwh) + g

K
k=1 j=1 k=
K

MK7970(W,7‘) = (E

4 2

[\]

o Lo
np(o? +npr?)  Ki’

(25)

where 1 = (% >, 1/ny) ! represents the harmonic mean of the unit-specific sample sizes.
Note that when the 6, are treated deterministically (i.e., 7 = 0) By, = 1 and the estimator
in (24) reduces to (w,0) = (>, Yiwg)/ >, Wy

There are a variety of approaches for selecting weights from which to plug into fio(w, 7).
Regardless of the value of 7, weights chosen so that wy o< By, lead to fio(w,7) becoming

the direct unbiased estimator of p given by

1 K
iy =22 D Ve (26)
k=1

It is also worth noting that when the 6, are treated deterministically (i.e., 7 = 0) the BPE
weights are uniform (i.e., wZP® oc 1), and the corresponding estimate of i is the same as
the direct estimate. In other words, i3t = fio(wPFE 0) when the vector of BPE weights
wBPE are formed under the assumption that 7 = 0.

Weights w)¥" minimizing the variance (conditional on the 6},) of jio(w, ) are given by

wMV oc {(By.» — 1)7i + ny }, and these weights lead to the following estimator of 1

K
1

T p— E Y 2

o Kn - EN, ( 7)

where n = K™%, n,. When the 6, are treated deterministically so that 7 = 0 and
By..» = 1, the weights wi"" and w) ¥ are equivalent. Hence, 4!V = fi(w™E¥ () when the
vector of MLE weights wZE are formed under the assumption that 7 = 0.

As in Section 2, we consider an arbitrary convex combination of two weighting schemes

in order to improve estimation of 5. Given two vectors of weights wq(7) and wy(7), com-
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promise parameters («, 7) are obtained by minimizing M 4 ¢ (w(a, 7), 7) where w(a, 7) =
awy(7)+ (1 —a)wo(a, 7). As stated in the following theorem, for fixed 7 the optimal value

of the mixing proportion a actually has a closed-form expression.

Theorem 2. Let w; (1) and w)(7) be two weighting schemes such thaty_, wi(1) =Y, wi(r) =
1, for all T > 0. Consider compromise weights we(c, T) = (w{(a, )y, wh(a, 7‘)) defined
as w§(a, 7) = awl (1) +(1—a)w(7). If we consider M, o(we(a, 7),7) as a function of o and
7 where M 4 is as defined in (25), then, for a fived T such that 3", wQ(7) Yy # 32, wh(7) Yz,

the value of a € [0, 1] which minimizes MK,Q,()(WC(O(, T),T) is given by

O, Zf C2 (T) S 0
Qopt (7-) =41, Zf Ch (T) < Oy (T) (28)
Cy(1)/Cy(T),  otherwise

where Cy(7) and Co(T) are defined as:

Ci(r) = f}—%(ﬁ{w;m—w?mm)z

Co(r) = %(i{w;(f) — wf(r)}Y;) (i Bir Vi~ zl_{:wg(ﬂyj}) - 352 ﬁ wi(f)n—kwg(f)

Jj=1 1

Example: Combining the Minimum Variance and Direct Estimates. Suppose we want
a compromise estimate based on the minimum variance wi(0) = ny/Kn and the direct
estimate weights w?(0) = 1/K while assuming that 7 is fixed at zero. In this case, wj(0) —
wP(0) = (ny —n)/Kn, and a direct computation (see Section A of the appendix) shows

that

, o?(n — i)
Orope (0) = min { max { — G ey 0f.1¢. (29)

An alternative approach for estimating a single population quantity such as pg is to
construct a flexible regression model relating the unit-specific means and unit-specific sam-

ple sizes. As described in Zheng and Little (2005) and Little (2004) in the survey context,
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if sample inclusion is informative, bias can be reduced or removed by building a regression
model that adjusts for the association and then uses weighted least squares. Though our
concern in this context is informative sample size, the structure of the problem is essen-
tially the same. Similar to Zheng and Little (2005), we consider the following model for

the direct estimates Y},

Yk‘ek ~ Normal(@k,az/nk)

where the function h is a spline with coefficients 8" though more general models for h
could be considered. After using weighted least squares to estimate the spline coefficients
Bh, the estimate [ of pg is then obtained by taking the average of the fitted values.
That is, 4§ = 1Zk L h(ng, B h). The estimator j1°" of the population average is also
very similar to the approach described in Matloff (1981) where an estimator is developed
to utilize additional covariate information when the goal is to estimate the unconditional
mean of an outcome. Section 5.3 describes a simulation study comparing the performance
T, fudirect pMV

of i ", and a direct compromise estimator which uses a,,:(0) defined in (29)

as the compromise parameter.

4 Asymptotic Risk of the CBP

In this section, we compare the mean-squared prediction error of the CBP with the MSPE
obtained by an oracle who knew the true values of 01, ..., 0k but was restricted to use an
estimate of the form (9) with compromise weights of the form (13). To be more precise,

first consider the following loss function
1« -
% Z{9k — Op}>. (31)
k=1

The (pre-posterior) risk Ry (0) = E{L(0,0)} associated with L is just the MSPE scaled
by the number of units, i.e., Ry (0) = K~' x MSPE(6).

. . . ) ~OR . ~OR
With respect to this loss function, the oracle “estimate” @  of @ is defined as @ =
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O{w*(aCF, 1O8) OB} where O(w,7) is as defined in (9) and (10). The oracle hyperparam-

OR OR)

eters (a“"*, 7¢") are found by minimizing the (unobservable) loss

K
(2%, 797) = argmin ) Z{Qk — 02 (a, 7)}?, (32)

a€l0,1],7>0 1
where 0¢(a, 7) denotes the k" component of @(we(a, 7), 7). By definition, the oracle risk
R K(éOR) is, for any K, less than or equal to the risk associated with either the CBP, OBP,
or EBLUP. Despite this, we show that, under appropriate conditions, the risk obtained by
the CBP is asymptotically the same as the oracle risk. Specifically, the difference between
the oracle and CBP risk goes to zero as the number of units K goes to infinity. To show

this asymptotic equivalence, we will assume that the following conditions hold.
(A1) Thereis a 0 € (0,1/2) such that

2

o)
K
lim L =0
1/2-5 ’
K—oo K / Uman
2 _ 2 L2 2
where 07, = max{o},...,0%} and 0, = min{o},..., 0%}

(A2) For the same 0 € (0,1/2) used in condition (A1),
. 1 5
g =0 and K¥&J@Mn§:%‘”
k=1

A3) For each k, E(e}) < oo, and
( ) ) k )
K K K
4 _ : 4_ - 4y _
&kﬁ;k— dm g oh=0 Jim ) B =0
(A4) For each K, the design matrix X has full rank. Moreover, for the same § € (0,1/2)

used in conditions (A1) and (A2)

lim K'%2D,..(Px) =0,

K—o0
where D,,..(Px) denotes the maximum value of the diagonal elements of the matrix
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Py = X(XTX) X7,

Condition (A1) places a fairly moderate restriction on the spread of the o7. For instance,
condition (A1) would be satisfied if the o7 had the form o7 = ¢%/n;, for positive integers
ny that were bounded by some number M. Condition (A2) is a moderately unrestrictive
condition and is one that would be automatically satisfied if both the partial averages
KUK 2 and K130 07 converged to some finite limit. Condition (A3) is a very
weak assumption about the convergence of the sum of fourth moments. Condition (A4)
requires that, for each K, the design matrix has full rank. Additionally, condition (A4)
places a restriction on the maximal “leverage” D,,.. (P x) that any one unit may have. In a
classic regression setting, one often expects that D, (Px) = O(1/K) to ensure no single
observation has undue impact on the fitted regression line. Compared to this, condition
(A4) makes the slightly weaker assumption that D, (Px) = o( K ~1+9/2).

As in Li (1985), the key to the asymptotic risk optimality of 6°"" lies in the quality of
M¢ (o, 7) as an approximation of the loss function (not the risk). Specifically, the difference
between M ¢ (a, 7)/K and the associated loss function approaches zero uniformly as K goes

to infinity. This result is stated by the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Consider the family of estimates @{w*(a, ), 7} with @(w,T) as defined in (9).
If conditions (A1)-(A4) hold, then L(8, 6{w (o, ), 7}) — M (a, 7) /K converges uniformly

in L' to zero. That is,

Lk (0, O{w°(a, 1), 7'}) — Mf{(a, T)/KD =0.

lim K sup
K—o0 a€(0,1],7>0

Due to the close proximity of the loss function and M¢ (o, 7)/K, we should expect
the performance of the oracle procedure and the CBP to be quite close as 90R and 87"
use values of (a,7) which minimize the loss (32) and M¢ (o, 7)/K respectively. Indeed,
as stated in the following theorem, the difference between these risks goes to zero as the

number of units goes to infinity.
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Theorem 4. If conditions (A1)-(A4) hold, then

lim [Rec(6°"") = Ric(8°™)] = 0.

K—o

Theorem 4 establishes that the risk associated with the CBP is as good (asymptotically)
as the oracle risk. Additionally, it follows from Theorem 4 that the CBP risk is asymptot-
ically at least as good as any other procedure using an estimate of the form é{wc(a, T),T}
- a class of estimates which includes the OBP, different versions of the EBLUP, or other
procedures which might use alternative combinations of the OBP and EBLUP regression

weights.

5 Simulation Studies

To evaluate the performance of the CBP and compare it with other methods, we conducted
three main simulation studies. In the first two of these simulation studies, we compared the
CBP and plug-in CBP with the following four approaches for predicting the mixed effects
0. the OBP and three different versions of the EBLUP which vary according to how 7 is
estimated. For these three versions of the EBLUP, we consider the following approaches
for estimating 7: marginal maximum likelihood (MLE), restricted maximum likelihood
(REML), and unbiased risk estimation (URE). For the EBLUP with the URE of 7, the
unbiased risk estimate 7y g of 7 is found by minimizing My (WM LE(7), 7') with respect to 7
when the regression weights are assumed to be the MLE weights wi (1) oc 1/(7%+0%). To
our knowledge, the use of such an unbiased risk estimate has not received substantial atten-
tion in the context of mixed models though, for example, Kou and Yang (2017) considers
unbiased risk estimates of both the shrinkage weights and the target regression surface. We
include 7y re in our simulations for two main reasons: to explore its use as an alternative
approach approach to variance component estimation and to more clearly examine the ben-
efits of combining the two weighting schemes. Because both EBLUP (URE) and the CBP
are based on minimizing an unbiased risk criterion, comparing EBLUP (URE) and CBP
provides a more direct way of examining the benefits of using compromise weights, since

estimation of hyperparameters for both procedures is more closely related. The third simu-
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lation study concerns estimation of the population-average parameter discussed in Section
3. Here, we also compare our compromise estimators with the direct, minimum-variance,
and regression-based estimators described in Section 3.

For each simulation setting, we estimate the MSPE with Flp it Z,[::l{é,(f ) 0},
where é,gj ) denotes the estimated value of 05, in the j'* simulation replication and Nreps

denotes the total number of replications used for that simulation setting. For every setting,

we use 1y, = 5, 000.

5.1 Two Unmodeled Latent Groups

Simulation Description
We consider a scenario where units belong to two distinct clusters but such cluster mem-

bership is unmodeled in the analysis. Specifically, we consider responses generated as
Ykzﬁo—l—ﬂle—l—vk—l—akek, fOI‘k’Zl,...,K, (33)

where K is a positive integer and the Z; € {0,1} are independent Bernoulli random vari-
ables with P(Z;, = 1) = 1/2. For these simulations, we assume that both v, ~ Normal(0, 1)
and ej, ~ Normal(0,1). The residual variances o} are assumed to take the form o7 = 1/ny

with the n; being determined by
ng = 10Zk + 2(1 — Zk)

Note that while the random effects v, are simulated from a known distribution, each of the
estimation procedures considered in this simulation study (i.e., EBLUP, OBP, and CBP)
does not use this known value of 7 and uses a value of 7 which is estimated from the data.

Model (33) is meant to represent a situation involving two latent groups where the units
in one group (i.e., the group where Z; = 1) tend to have larger means than the other group,
and moreover, the estimation precision in the Z, = 1 group is much greater than in the
Z), = 0 group. Specifically, the residual standard deviation is o, = 1/4/10 for those in the
7, =1 group and o}, = 1//2 in the Z;, = 0 group.
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Performance under an assumed intercept-only model.

While (33) is the true data-generating model, we consider estimates of 65 which assume an
intercept-only model. That is, the assumed design matrix X when computing the shrinkage
estimates of 6 consists of a single K x 1 column vector whose entries are all equal to 1.
Hence, we have misspecification of the mean model whenever 3; # 0 because the true
can take one of two values.

Figure 1 shows results for the MSPE in this simulation setting. The left-hand panel
of Figure 1 compares the MSPE across different methods where f; is fixed at one and
the number of units K varies from 5 to 50. When the number of units is very small (i.e.,
K < 10), the EBLUPs generally perform very well due to the greater role of variance in
driving estimation performance. However, for settings with more units, the systematic bias
in the assumed mean structure becomes much more important, and hence, the OBP tends
to clearly outperform every version of the EBLUP. Though never quite the top performer,
the CBP is quite robust here in the sense that it always has MSPE near the best performer
for all values of K. Interestingly, the plug-in CBP is the top performer for all values of K.
Though not much better than the CBP and OBP for K > 30, for the ranges 5 < K < 25,
the plug-in CBP provides a noticeable improvement in MSPE over the CBP.

The right-hand panel of Figure 1 shows how the MSPE changes when we consider a
fixed number of units and vary the severity of mean model misspecification. When there
is no model misspecficiation (i.e., when 5; = 0), the EBLUPs, as expected, have lower
MSPE than the OBP with the two versions of the CBP falling in between the OBP and
the EBLUPs. As f3; increases however, the bias term in the MSPE grows substantially
while the variance remains mostly unchanged. Hence, as (; increases, the OBP quickly
dominates the EBLUPs due to the greater role that the model misspecification plays in
impacting MSPE performance. Notably, the CBP never has poor MSPE performance
regardless of the value of 5;. When ; = 0, the MSPE of the CBP is marginally worse than
the MLE and REML versions of the EBLUP and is just as good as EBLUP (URE), and
for larger values of (1, the weights of the CBP adapt in such a way that its performance is

very similar to that of the OBP.

Performance when also including irrelevant covariates.
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Figure 1: Estimated MSPE for responses generated from model (33) and with an intercept-
only model used for each method. In (a), Sy = 0 and ; = 1, and the number of units
K varies from 5 to 50. In (b), By = 0 and K = 30, and f3; varies from 0 to 5. 5,000
replications were used for each simulation setting to estimate the MSPE.
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Figure 2: Estimated MSPE for responses generated from model (33) with ¢ irrelevant
covariates used for each method. In (a), Sy = 0, f; = 2, and K = 50 while ¢ ranges from 0
to 12. In (b), 5o = 0, 1 = 1/2, and K = 50 while ¢ ranges from 0 to 12. 5,000 replications
were used for each simulation setting to estimate the MSPE.

The OBP generally has very good performance under an intercept-only assumption espe-
cially when the number of units is large and §; > 0. This is because, in these scenarios, the
bias is the dominating factor in determining the MSPE. For scenarios having prominent
roles for both bias and variance, the CBP can often clearly outperform both the OBP
and the EBLUPs. We demonstrate this here by comparing MSPE when one also includes
irrelevant covariates in the analysis of data simulated from model (33). More specifically,
for these simulations the data are simulated from model (33), but when estimating the 6y,
the k™ row of the design matrix X is assumed to take the form x} = (1, 41, . .., 2%,) where
the xj; are standard normal random variables generated independently from the v, and

ex in (33). Including such irrelevant covariates substantially increases the variance of each

method while having a minimal impact on bias.

25



Figure 2 displays the estimated MSPE for different methods with the number of irrel-
evant covariates ¢ ranging from 0 to 12 and with the number of units fixed at K = 50.
Here, ¢ = 0 corresponds to estimating the 6, assuming an intercept-only model. In the
left-hand panel where ; = 2, the misspecification in the mean model is substantial which
leads to strong performance of the OBP for ¢ = 0. However, as more irrelevant covariates
are added, the variance contribution to the MSPE grows which leads the OBP to perform
even worse than all EBLUP methods for ¢ > 10. Using weights which can adapt to differ-
ent levels of bias and variance enables both versions of the CBP to perform very well. As
shown in the left-hand panel of Figure 2, when ; = 2 the CBP has nearly identical MSPE
to the OBP for ¢ = 0, and it clearly dominates all other methods for ¢ > 4. In the right-
hand panel of Figure 2, f; is set to 1/2 so that model misspecification is much less severe
than the scenario depicted in the left-hand panel. In this scenario, the EBLUPs generally
have the best performance due the strong role of estimation variance in these scenarios.
Despite this, the CBP has nearly identical performance to the EBLUP (URE) and is very
competitive with the other EBLUP methods for all values of ¢ considered. Moreover, the
plug-in CBP has consistently better performance than the CBP, and it has lower MSPE
than both EBLUP(MLE) and EBLUP(URE) for most values of ¢ considered.

5.2 Sample Size as an Ignored Covariate

Simulation Description
We begin by examining the performance of the CBP when the mixed effects are related

linearly to the unit-specific sample sizes and this dependency is not properly modeled.

Specifically, in this simulation study we generate unit-specific responses Yy, k=1,... K
Yi = xi B+ prng/sd(n) + ot/ 1 — p2 + oer /e, k=1,... K, (34)

where sd(n) = {27 > p, (ny —7)}/? is the standard deviation of the ny and x, is a p x 1
vector of regression coefficients. For each k, we draw v, independently from the n;, and the
distribution of vy is chosen so that E(v,) = 0 and Var(v,) = 1. Consequently, the sample

correlation between the 6, and n; will be approximately equal to p in each simulation
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Figure 3: Estimated MSPE for various methods using data generated from model (34). In
these simulations, K = 50 and v, ~ Normal(0,1). In (a), 0> = 0.5 while in panel (b),
0% = 1.5. Both figures show the role that the correlation parameter p plays in determining
the relative performance of the methods considered. In both cases, the plug-in CBP per-

forms very well as it has the lowest MSPE for larger values of |p| and is not much worse
than EBLUP(MLE) and EBLUP(REML) for small values of |p| where the model is nearly
correctly specified.

replication. In these simulations, the dependence of the mean of Y, on n, is not modeled
as the sample sizes were not used as regression covariates in any of the methods used.

In each of our simulations, we use 7 = 1/2 and the following sequence for the unit-
specific sample sizes: logng = 3(k — 1)/(K — 1) to generate the data. Moreover, for each
simulation setting, we use 3 x 1 covariate vectors of the form x; = (1, xy, .Tkg)T where 1

and xyy were generated independently as xj; ~ Normal(0, 1).

Performance when varying o>.

Figure 3 shows the results for simulations from model (34) where K = 50 and v ~
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Normal(0, 1), and the correlation parameter p varies from —0.9 to 0.9. The left-hand panel
of Figure 3 corresponds to a simulation setting with o2 = 0.5 while the right-hand panel
of Figure 3 corresponds to a simulation setting with o2 = 1.5. When p = 0, model (34)
is correctly specified, and thus, in these cases, we should expect the EBLUP procedures
to generally perform the best. As shown in Figure 3, this is indeed the case. For each
plot shown, the EBLUP (MLE) and EBLUP (REML) procedures have the lowest MSPE
whenever p = 0. For values of p which are larger in absolute value however, both the CBP
and the plug-in CBP can provide substantial improvements over the EBLUPs in terms
of MSPE. For these simulations, both the CBP and the plug-in CBP exhibit the same
downward facing parabola as p varies from —0.9 to 0.9, but the plug-in CBP clearly has
better performance for both the o2 = 0.5 and % = 1.5 settings. For both settings of o2,
the plug-in CBP dominates the OBP for all values of p while the CBP dominates the OBP
except for very large values of |p| where the model is highly misspecified.

Performance for different distributions of vy.

Figure 4 shows the results for simulations corresponding to model (34) where K = 50
and 0? = 1. Again, the correlation parameter p = Corr(fy,n;) is varied from —0.9 to
0.9. We consider two choices for the distribution of v,: a Gaussian mixture distribution
with two components and a uniform distribution. For the Gaussian mixture model, the
v are generated under the assumption that vg|Z; = 0 ~ Normal(\_/—%,%) and vg|Z, =
1~ Normal(%, 1) with P(Z, = 0) = 1/2. For the uniform distribution, we use vj, ~
Uniform(—+/3,v/3) so that Var(v;) = 1.

The left-hand panel of Figure 4 shows the estimated values of the MSPE when vy, is
generated from the Gaussian mixture distribution while the right-hand panel corresponds
to the cases when v, is generated from a uniform distribution. In both panels of Figure
4, we see an overall pattern which is similar to that in Figure 3. Namely, the EBLUPs
dominate for values of p near 0 while the OBP and the different versions of the CBP
dominate for more extreme values of the correlation parameter p. Similar to the results
shown in Figure 3, the plug-in CBP performs better here than the CBP across all simulation
settings. Indeed, the plug-in CBP is the clear winner with respect to MSPE for values of p

such that 0.4 < |p| < 0.7. Figure 4 also shows results for the “multi-r” CBP approach that
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Figure 4: Estimated MSPE for various methods using data generated from model (34). In
these simulations, K = 50 and 02 = 1 while the distribution of v; is non-Gaussian in both
panels. In (a), vy is drawn from a mixture of two Gaussian distributions, and in panel
(b), vx ~ Uniform(—+/3,v/3). Both figures again show the role the correlation parameter
p plays in determining the relative performance of the methods considered.
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was described in Section 2.3. As shown in this figure, the differences between the CBP and

the multi- CBP were very minimal in these simulation scenarios.

5.3 Estimating a Population Average

This simulation study concerns estimation of the population-average parameter pg, =
K-t Zszl 0, discussed in Section 3. For this simulation study, we simulate the direct

estimates Y, under the assumption that
Y:|0x ~ Normal(6y, 0% /ny,),

where the n, can be thought of as unit-specific sample sizes though we do not constrain
the ny to be integers in our simulations. The sample sizes nq, ..., ng and the unit-specific

parameters 6., ...,0 are generated from the following scheme

K7 exp { a(2k—K—1) }

K-1
n , fork=1,... K (35)
ek - Cl(p> S)fl(nk) + 02(pa g)vka for k = 1a .- '>Ka (36)

where v ~ Normal(0, 1), pu, = = Zszl log(nk), and oy, = [ fo:l{log(nk) — pun Y22,
and fi(ng) is defined as

fi(ng) = <I><2UOg(nk) — ’ul"]) —

Oln

N —

The sample sizes ny in this setting are equally spaced on the log scale, and the constant
a in (35) can be chosen to achieve a desired value for the standard deviation of the ny,
namely, sd(n) = {725 Y r_y (ni — 1) }/2. The constants c;(p, ), c2(p, €) in (36) are defined
as (0. €) = sd(n)p/xn and ex(p, £) = \ [ — (. 0%, where i, = & T4, fi(m)my and

= Zszl f#(ny,). Defining the constants this way ensures that

2
a5

"~ 1 K
E B 0
% Var(6,) = ¢*  and (7 D1 Okrire) _,
k=1

sd(n)/ & S, Var(6y)
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In other words, £ measures the standard deviation of the unit-specific means 6, while p
measures the correlation between the 6, and the unit-specific samples sizes n,. Hence,
larger values of p correspond to settings where sample size is more informative for the
magnitude of .

Table 1 shows simulation-based estimates of the MSPE for 8 estimation methods and
different choices of (K02 p). In each row of Table 1, the ratio between the MSPE
and the minimum MSPE for that row is shown. For these simulations, we included
the estimators g%’ and 4™ described in Section 3 along with the “direct compro-
mise” estimator i7" = (0)A™ + {1 — o (0) %ot where a,u(0) is as defined
in (29). In our comparisons, we also included the nonparametric regression-based estima-
tor fip = & S h(nk,Bh) described in Section 3. For the function h(ng, 8") in (30), we
used a cubic smoothing spline with the smoothing parameter selected using generalized
cross-validation (Craven and Wahba (1978)).

The results in Table 1 show that either the EBLUP(REML) estimate of po or g™
generally perform the best whenever p = 0. This is expected as p = 0 corresponds to
a correctly specified regression model. The EBLUP estimator generally performs better

v

than 4™ in lower noise settings, i.e., when o = 1. Moreover, for settings with high

variance (i.e., 0% = 4), the EBLUP and ™ both perform well even for larger values of
p. For large values of p, the direct estimator %" generally does quite well though the
estimator [i°" does somewhat better in many of these settings, particularly when o? = 4.
The compromise estimators (CBP, CBP(plug-in), Direct-Compr) are quite robust across
different settings in the sense that their MSPE performance is never especially poor when
compared with the best method. For each setting, they lie somewhere between the best
and worst performer. Indeed, the worst relative performance of 1.82 for the CBP occurs
when p = 0.0 and 02 = 4. The regression-based estimator °" is also quite robust in this
sense. For settings with o2 = 1, the compromise estimators are very competitive with "
and usually have lower MSPE when p < 0.1. This is despite the fact that no modeling

is involved in implementing the compromise approaches whereas the regression approach

requires modeling the dependence of 6, on the unit-specific sample sizes.
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6 Estimation of Normative Gait Speed in Older Adults

In this section, we apply the CBP and plug-in CBP approaches to estimate gait speed within
a collection of demographically defined strata of older adults. The data analyzed for this
purpose come from round 8 of the National Health and Aging Trends Study (NHATS)
public use data. NHATS is a nationally representative survey of adults from the United
States aged 65 and older that is designed to track key measures of well-being related to the
aging process. One such measure recorded by NHATS is gait speed. The ability to walk is
essential for independent living, and gait speed is a simple measure of the ability to walk.
It is a valid measure of the overall functional health of older adults. It is typically measured
as the speed at which a person walks a specified, short distance at usual pace. Typically,
two measurements are taken and averaged. Slower gait speed has been shown to be a
powerful predictor of mortality in older adults (Studenski et al. (2011)) and is sometimes
referred to as the “sixth vital sign” (Middleton et al. (2015)). In NHATS, gait speed was
measured by instructing participants to “walk at their usual pace” over a 3-meter course
(distance measured using a 5 meter colored chain). Participants started from a standing
position and time was marked when the last foot crossed over the 3-meter mark on the
link-chain. This was done twice and the average of the two trials was taken.

Our aim is to estimate the average gait speed within key demographic strata recorded
by NHATS. Being derived from a nationally representative sample, these estimates may
be considered as “normative” values of gait speed in older adults. Specifically, we look at
48 strata created from the following demographic characteristics: sex (male and female),
race (white non-hispanic, black, hispanic, and other), and age (65-69, 70-74, 75-79, 80-84,
85-89, 90+). In this context, we define Yj to be the sample mean of gait speed within the
k'™ demographically defined stratum, and o7 = s7/ny, where s; is the sample standard
deviation of gait speed within the k' stratum. It has also been recognized that height can
play an important role in gait speed (Bohannon (1997)) and hence including height in our
regression model can potentially improve the stratum-specific estimates of gait speed. We
incorporate this into our analysis by defining x = uy — 65 where uy, is the mean height (in
inches) within stratum k.

In addition to an analysis involving all 48 strata of interest, we also performed an
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analysis which only utilized data from a subset of 32 strata. This subset of 32 strata was
created by excluding the 12 strata that contained the “other” race category and the 4 strata
where the race was “hispanic” and the age category was either 85-89 or 90+. This analysis
of the subset of 32 strata was conducted to better highlight differences between the CBP,
OBP, and EBLUP that can often arise in practice.

Figure 5 shows the direct estimates Yj of mean gait speed for each of the 48 strata
of interest in the left-hand panel and the subset of 32 strata in the right-hand panel.
The sizes of the circles surrounding each direct estimate are inversely proportional to the
standard error of the direct estimate. For the small area model Y, = £y + Bizr + v + e
using data from all 48 strata, the REML estimates of 5y, £, and 7 were Bo = 1.833,
Bl = 0.062, and 7 = 0.60 respectively, and the BPE estimates of these parameters were
(Bo, b1, 7) = (1.930,0.073,0.45). The CURE estimates were (fo, 51, 7) = (1.830,0.062, 0.46)
while the plug-in CURE estimates were (BO,BI,%) = (1.833,0.062,0.60). The values of

(a*,7%) used in the CURE estimates were a* = 1.0 and 7* = 0.46, and the value a7, of

*

the compromise parameter used for the plug-in CURE estimates was 0.999. Because ay,,,

is very close to 1, the plug-in CBP regression weights are essentially the same as the REML
regression weights and hence the corresponding estimates of 5y and [3; were very similar.
As shown in the fitted regression lines of Figure 5, the CURE estimates of (8, 81, 7)
were substantially different from both the REML and BPE estimates when only look-
ing at the 32-strata subset. Specifically, we obtained (30,31,?) = (2.056,0.026,0.73) for
the CURE estimates while the REML and BPE estimates were (1.902,0.50,0.64) and
(2.299, —0.10,0.63) respectively. The optimal values of the mixing parameter o were
" = 0.635 and ay,,, = 0.531 for the CURE and plug-in CURE estimates respectively.
When comparing these results with the analysis of all 48 strata, you may note that the
fitted regression lines associated with the CURE and BPE estimates have changed more
dramatically than the fitted regression line associated with the REML estimates. This is
mainly due to the fact that all of the larger strata present in the group of 48 are also present
in the group of 32, and the removal of a number of smaller strata does not substantially

change the values of the REML estimates. In contrast, both the CURE and BPE regression

lines are much more sensitive to the presence/absence of the smaller strata.
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Figure 5: Sample means Y}, of gait speed within demographically-defined strata and fitted
regression lines 3y + /3 (up — 65) estimated via CURE, CURE (plug-in), REML, or BPE,
where wu;, represents the sample mean of height within stratum k. The size of the circles
surrounding the within-stratum means are inversely proportional to the stratum-specific
standard errors o, = si//n, where s; is the sample standard deviation of gait speed
within stratum k. In (a), sample means and fitted regression lines are displayed for all 48
of the strata defined by all combinations of the demographic categories of sex, race, and
age. In (b), sample means and fitted regression lines are shown for a selected subset of
32 strata. The CURE (plug-in) and REML estimates are not shown in panel (a) because
these are identical to the CURE estimates.
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Figure 6: Estimates of mean gait spped using the CBP (plug-in), OBP, and EBLUP
(REML) methods within (a)48 demographically-defined strata, (b)a subset of 32 of these
demographically-defined strata. The direct estimates are the within-stratum sample means

Yk. The regression estimates are given by Bgeml + B{eml(uk —65), where Bg

emlj Bi"eml are the

REML estimates and u,, represents the sample mean of height within stratum k. Stratum-
specific estimates are ordered according to the stratum-specific standard errors oy.

35



The variation in the circle sizes in Figure 5 demonstrates the considerable variability in
the stratum-specific sample sizes, and hence we should expect that many of the stratum-
specific estimates of gait speed will have little impact from the overall regression fit Bo + lek
while others will have considerably more shrinkage towards the regression target. Figure 6
shows that this is indeed the case for both the analysis of the 48 strata and the 32-strata
subset. This figure shows the plug-in CBP, OBP, and EBLUP estimates of stratum-specific
gait speed along with the fitted regression and direct estimates for each stratum. The
fitted regression points are based on the REML estimates of 5y and g;. EBLUP (REML)
estimates of gait speed are not shown in the 48 strata graph since the EBLUP estimates
are essentially identical to the plug-in CBP estimates in this case. As shown in Figure
6(a), when /o; < 0.4 both the plug-in CBP and OBP provide almost no shrinkage of the
direct estimates towards their corresponding regression targets. For /o > 0.5, noticeable
differences between the plug-in CBP and the OBP become more apparent. Specifically,
the OBP appears to consistently shrink the direct estimates towards the REML-based
estimates of the regression line more than the plug-in CBP though this is largely due to
the fact that the OBP is shrinking the direct estimates towards a different regression target.

As in the 48 strata analysis, the CBP, EBLUP, and OBP all apply very little shrinkage
to the direct estimates for \/o, < 0.4 in the analysis of the 32 strata subset shown in
Figure 6(b). Only for smaller strata where /o, > 0.5 do the differences between the
OBP and CBP become more apparent, and there are only noticeable differences between
the EBLUP and CBP for the very small strata. The greater similarity between the CBP
and EBLUP estimates than the EBLUP and OBP estimates mostly reflects the greater
similarity between the CURE and REML estimates of the regression coefficients. The two
strata with the smallest values of o4 shown in Figure 6(b) are the hispanic aged 65-69
strata. For these strata, the EBLUP and the plug-in CBP estimates were 3.08 and 3.05
respectively for the hispanic/65-69/male subgroup where /o, = 0.58 and nj, = 6, and the
EBLUP and CBP estimates were 2.63 and 2.58 respectively for the female subgroup where
Vor = 0.57 and ny, = 9.
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7 Discussion

In this article, we have introduced a new approach for choosing regression weights in con-
texts where a regression model and direct estimates are combined to estimate a collection
of unit-specific mean parameters. In our approach, regression weights are expressed as a
convex combination of the MLE and BPE regression weights with the values of the re-
gression weights depending on a mixing parameter « € [0, 1] and a variance component
parameter 7 > 0. The terms («,7) are determined empirically so that the corresponding
estimates of the small domain means are competitive with the EBLUP in situations where
the model is correctly specified. The adaptive nature of the regression weights can improve
the robustness of the small domain estimates in situations where the mean model is mis-
specified particularly when unit-specific sample size have unmodeled association with the
unit-specific mean parameters. While enriching the covariates or making the regression
model more flexible can reduce the impact of such informative sample size and hence im-
prove the likelihood-based approach, determining the correctness of a model is ultimately
an imperfect process and using our approach for constructing regression weights provides
an automatic extra layer of robustness.

As shown in the simulations studies described in Section 5.1 and Section 5.2, the plug-in
CBP typically performs as good or better than the CBP when evaluated by MSPE. We have
found that this is generally the case in other simulation studies we have conducted. The
discrepancy between CBP and plug-in CBP seems to be largely related to the differences
in performance between EBLUP (REML) and EBLUP (URE). More specifically, EBLUP
(REML) generally works better than EBLUP (URE) when the model is either correctly
specified or nearly correctly specified, and for these cases, the plug-in CBP estimates of 6y,
will be very close to the corresponding EBLUP (REML) estimates. In contrast, the CBP
estimates will more closely resemble the EBLUP (URE) estimates in cases with correct
model specification. While EBLUP (URE) can perform better than EBLUP (REML) in
many misspecified scenarios, this is irrelevant to the performance of either the CBP or the
plug-in CBP as both versions of the CBP will be much closer to the OBP in such cases.

Our approach provides a more flexible procedure for constructing regression weights by

using a weight function that uses a single additional hyperparameter « to determine the
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relative weights given to the MLE and BPE regression weights. While this greater flexibility
can offer better performance, there is certainly potential to devise even better weighting
schemes by considering more flexible weight functions. The key challenge in constructing
such more flexible weight functions would be how to tradeoff increased flexibility with the
increased variance that would accompany the use of many additional hyperparameters to
index a class of highly flexible weight functions. Constructing an appropriate definition
of the “degrees of freedom” in this context would be one approach for addressing this
tradeoff as one could then directly compare weight functions with differing number of
hyperparameters by penalizing the additional degrees of freedom appropriately. A possible
related approach that would not require one to directly define an appropriate measure of
degrees of freedom would be to select the weights by minimizing a “penalized” version of the
unbiased estimator M. (W, 7) where one adds a penalty term that penalizes the complexity
of the regression weights w. The exploration of more flexible weighting schemes is beyond
the scope of this paper but is certainly an important issue to consider in future research.

We have primarily focused on the use and performance of the CBP for estimating
unit-specific mean parameters and did not explore using the CBP framework to generate
uncertainty intervals for the mixed effects ;. One approach for doing so would be to use
the percentiles of the marginal posterior of 6, under an assumption that the 6 follow a
Gaussian distribution. Rather than computing the percentiles of the marginal posterior
by integrating with respect to a specific choice of hyperprior for @ and 7, the marginal
posterior could be approximated using a bootstrap approach similar to that described in
Laird and Louis (1987).

As is the case in many small domain estimation procedures, the CBP is derived un-
der an assumption that the unit-specific sampling variances o} are known. Though not
explored in this paper, one way of relaxing the assumption of known sampling variances
assumption is to introduce a hierarchical model for both the direct estimates and the cor-
responding estimates of their variances as has been done in, for example, Dass et al. (2012)
and Sugasawa et al. (2017). With this approach, one would specify a conditional joint
distribution for each direct estimate and its corresponding standard error and specify a

distribution for the underlying sampling variances. Using this setup, one could then im-
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plement a type of two-stage procedure where one first computes shrunken estimates of the
sampling variances based on their posterior means and then uses these shrunken estimates
to construct the shrinkage weights By, ;. Using these alternative shrinkage weights, one
could then find the variance component and mixing parameter estimates for the CBP us-
ing the unbiased risk estimate described in Section 2. A closely related alternative to this
would be to use shrunken values of the standard errors and assume a t distribution for the

direct estimates as was suggested in Lu and Stephens (2019).

Supplementary Material

An R package entitled shrinkcbp which implements the methods discussed in this paper

may be retrieved from https://github.com/nchenderson/shrinkcbp.
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A  Proofs of Theorems 1-2

Proof of Theorem 1. First note that we may re-write MSPE(w, 7) as

MSPE(w,7) = F"TUvTv,rUWJ“ + tr{VY\G(UvTv,TUWJ + Uw,r + U@,T + I)} + Tgtf{Ua,Twa}

= “TUa,TUW,Tu —+ tr{Ua’TUWJVYW} + 2tr{UW7TVY|9} + tr{VY|9}
—|—Tgt1‘{U£ﬂ_Uw,T}-

Under model (1), it is the case that
Y ~ (p, 51+ Vyp) and Y6~ (0, Vy)), (37)

where the notation Z ~ (a, B) means that Z has mean vector a and variance-covariance
matrix B. Because Y|0 ~ (6, Vyy), it can be directly shown that the conditional MSPE

18

condMSPE(w,7) = E[{é(w, T) — B}T{é(W,T) - 0})0}
= 0"UL U, .0+ tr{UL Uy, Vyp} +2tr{Us  Vyp} + tr{Vyje}.

Now, because of (37), the marginal and conditional expectations of the quadratic form

Y'U] U, .Y are given by

EYTUL Uy.Y) = p"UL Uy p+75tr{UL Uy} +tr{UL, Uy, Vyp)38)
EY'"UL Uy,Y |0) = 0"U, U, .0+ tr{U} Uy, Vyp}. (39)

Using (38), the marginal expectation of My (w,7) is given by

E{MK(W7 T)} = I’l’TUa,TUW,T“ _I_ Tgtr{Ua,TUwfr} + tr{Ua,TUWJ'VYW}
+2tr{Uy ,Vyp} + tr{Vyj} = MSPE(w, 7),
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and from (39), the conditional expectation is given by

E{Mg(w,7)|0} = 0"UL Uy .0+ tr{UL Uy, Vyp} + 2tr{Uy, Vyjp} + tr{Vys}.

Proof of Theorem 2. Our aim is to minimize the objective function

— T K2
= a?Cy(1) — 220y (1) + C3(7),

The terms Ci(71), Cy(7), C3(7) are defined as

o) = (Z{w w)(r ;) B

K?
K J 2 K wl(r) — wl(r
Co(r) = %(Z{w )}Y;) «ZBJ’TY})_B'TZQU?(T)Y}) - Bf.ég Z . )nk -
K 2 9B.0? $hwl(r 2 X ot o
) = gl B - B ) + S O B e
k=1 k=1 h=1

The derivative of Fy(«) is then

Fl(ar) = 20C1 (1) — 2Cs(7)

Because F!(a) = 2C,(7) > 0 for all a € [0, 1], the optimal « is zero if F/(0) > 0, is 1 if
F!(1) <0, and is the solution of the equation F!(«) = 0 if both F/(0) < 0 and F/(1) > 0.
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An optimal value of a € {0, 1} can be checked by looking at

FL(0) = =2C(7)  FI(1) =2(Ci(7) — Ca(7)).

For the case of F/(0) < 0 and F/(1) > 0, it is clear that the solution of F!(a) = 0 is

al = Cy(7)/Cy (7). Thus, the optimal value ayp(7) of o € [0,1] is

0, if 02(7') S 0
aopt(T) = 1, if 01(7') S CQ(T)
Cy(1)/C1(T), otherwise

B Proofs of Theorems 3 and 4

B.1 Lemmas

Lemma 1. Let w§,,,,(o, 7) = max{wi(a,7),...,wi(a,7)} and

W pin (@, 7) = min{w§(a, 7), ..., wi (e, 7)} denote the mazimum and minimum values of

the compromise weights wy, (v, T) for fized values of (o, 7). Then, if 03,,, x = max{o7, .

.., 0%}

2 — mind o2 2 - . -
and 0, ¢ = Min{oy, ..., 0%} denote the mazimum and minimum values of the variances

o2 respectively, the following inequality holds for any K > 1

sup
a€0,1],7>0

2
<w;{,ma:c(a’ 7_) > 1/2 < 2Umax,K

1
w(lf(,min(a7 T) 2 "

Omin K

Proof: First, recall the formulas for the MLE and BPE weights

MLE(T) _ 1 BPE(T) UI?E

v =amerryy M e D= Ene e

where the terms C(7) and Cy(7) are defined as

Let wiLE (1) = max{wMLE(7), ... wMEE(T)} and w¥LE (1) = min{wMLE(7), ...

K,mazx K,min
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and define both wih" (1) and wih (1) analagously. Because wy'"¥(7) is a decreasing
function of o (for fixed 7) and wPPP(7) is an increasing function of o (for fixed 7), we
have that wil 76, (7) = [C1(T) (07, x + T Wik (T) = [CLT) (0700 + 7271

W mae(T) = Ok maz/ [Co(T) (0% pmae + 7°)%), and wig B (1) = 0 i/ [Co(T) (0 i + 7).

Now, because w(a, ) = aw}®(7) + (1 — a)wP"F is a convex combination of w“¥(7)

and wPPP(7), it is the case that for any 7 > 0 and « € [0, 1],

Wi maa (5 T) max{wi e, (7), Wi aw (7))}
Wiemin(0o ™)~ min{wil 1F (7), wighE (1)}
Wi maz(T) | Wimas () | Wikimaa(T) | Wiimaa(T)
Wil (T) - wii (1) - wih (1) wil i (7)
= A1 (T) + Aok (7) + Asg (7) + Aux (7). (40)

Our goal now is to provide upper bounds for each A;x(7) which do not depend on 7. We

consider each of these terms separately:

(1) First, consider Ay (7)

w%ﬁmEax (7) U%{,max + 7-2 U%{,ma:c U%{,max
Aik(T) = —3iTE T2 2 = 2 <l+—=0 (41)
wK,min(T) aK,min +7 UK,min aK,min
(2) Now, consider Agk(T)
A o wIB;,Pnfm(T) o O-}l(,ma:c(a%(,min + 7-2)2 < U%(,max
2k (T) = —5pE = 2 ne = 1 - (42)
wK,min(T) aK,min(aK,mam +T ) aK,min
(3) Now, consider Azx(T)
AgK(T) _ w%ﬁmEax(T) _ CO(T) (U%(,min + 72)2 _ CO(T) (U%(,min + 7_2)
wlB;ﬁnEzvn (T) Cl(T)Uﬁ{,min(U%{,min + 7-2) Ol(T)Oél{,min
02 min +7-2 —
< (U%(,min + 7-2) Zk 0’]3(0-13 + 7—2)_2 O-}l(,ma:c Zk %(Uz + 7-2) !
B O-}l(,min Zk(alz + T2>_1 N O-}l(,min Zk(alz + T2)_1
S O-}l(,max Zk(az + 7_2)—1 _ O-}l(,max . (43)

O-}l(,min Zk(az + 7-2)_1 O-}l(,min
Above, the third inequality comes from the fact (0%, +72)/ (0} +7°) < 1, for each
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(4) Now, consider Ayx(T)

A (7_) . wIB;',];nEax(T> . Cl (T) (O-%(,mam + T2>U}1(,maw . U}l(,max Zk(gl% + T2)_1
AK — = = —
w%%@?n(T) CO(T)(O-%{,ma:c + 7-2)2 (U%{,max + 7_2) Zk 0-13(0-]% + 7-2) 2
< U}l(,max Zk(az + 72)_1 _ O-}l(,mam Ek(gg + 72)_1
- U}l(,min(og(,max + 7_2) Zk(gg + 7_2)_2 O-}l( in Zk %(O—z + 7—2)—1
’ k
< O-}l(,ma:c Zk(alz + T2>_1 O-Lll(,max

U}l(,min Zk(gl% + T2)_1 O-}l(,min

Above, the second inequality comes from the fact (0% 0, + 7°)/(0} + 72) > 1, for

any k.

Combining (40) with (41), (42), (43), and (44) allows to conclude that

w;{,ma:c (Oé, T)
sup —_—

c
a€l0,1],7>0 wK,min(a7 T)

IN

sup | A1 i (7)| + sup |Asx (1) + sup |Asg (7)| + sup | Agr (7)]
>0 7>0 7>0 >0

4
40K,mam

IN

1 +1
o .
K,min

The conclusion of the lemma then simply follows from the fact that v/422 4+ 1 < 2x + 1 for
any x > 0.

Lemma 2. If Syx(7) is defined as

Sore(r) = = (Y (T=B)Y — (T~ B)Vyy} ~ 67(T-B.)Y),

then
lim E(sup |52K(7‘)|> =0
K—o00 >0

if condition (A8) holds.
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Proof: Note that

K
1 T
sup | S = — Y2 —0,Y, —oF
Tglo)‘ 2x¢(7) K;o—,§+r2( b O =)
1 K
< su ‘— 1 Y2—«9Y—a2‘
1>012.P>0K K; k( F o k)
. - 2 2
= IIS%%)%‘K;(Yk QkYk O’k)},

where the second equality follows from Lemma 2.1 of Li (1986). Hence,

1
sup |Sok (7)] < — max }Mj <

1
M?
>0 K1 1<j<K ’

— + —5 max
K K?i<j<x 7

where M; Z (Y2 = Y30, — 0?) and thus M, Mo, ... forms a martingale. It follows

from the LP maximum inequality for martingales that

K K
E( Jnax Mf) <SABEME) =Y El(Orer + i — 0p)*] =Y (i + 13)op + Eler) — ot}
T k=1 k=1
Hence,

E(sup|SgK(7')|> %"‘—Z{ (uk + 75)0r + E(ey) — o}

72>0 h—1

and the result of the lemma then follows from condition (A3).

then

a,T?

Lemma 3. If we define the K x K matriz Pq - as Py, = X(XTWE _X) ' XTW
the following inequality holds

4 4
sup [P, Y[ < (4 1) 1Y

1
a€l0,1],7>0 Omin, K

Proof. First, note that
Pa,T = X‘(XTWZ(,TX)_I:X'TWZ(,T = (Wg, ) 1/2P0c T(WC )1/2
where P,, , is the symmetric matrix P, , = (W¢_)V/2X(XTW¢_X)~'XT(W¢_)Y/2. Thus,
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if we use [|Al[z,n to denote the spectral norm [[A[ar = Sup)x,=1 ||Ax|[2, then

IPa- Y3 = (W5 *Par(We ) 2Y 5 < (W5 ) 2B 0l Pl 3l (W) 150 Y13
U%nam}(( ) 4a§mxj(

< el g < (e )y (45)
QUmnzK(a ) min, K

Above, the first inequality follows from the fact that ||Ax||s < ||Al|2.a]]%]|2; the second
inequality follows from the fact that ||Pq.,||2.as = 1 for any (o, 7); and the third inequality

follows from Lemma 1.

Lemma 4. Suppose that conditions (A2) and (A4) hold. Then,

. 1
Kh_r>nooﬁE{ max <||PX[Y 0];.x|| )} 0,

1<y

where [Y — 0];.x is the K x 1 vector whose first (j — 1) elements are zero and whose k'™

element equals Yy, — 05, for k> j.

Proof. First, the following inequality follows directly from the proof of Theorem 1 in
Kou and Yang (2017)

E{ max_(|[Px[Y - 0]ucll} )} < 4t1(Px V).
1<j<K
Let P)((k’k) denote the k' diagonal element of Py. Then, because Vyg is diagonal, we have

;(SE{ max <||PX[Y 0);.xl|l5 )} JZP(M 2 (Kl 5/2Dmax(PX )(ﬁi“z»
k=1

where D (Px) = maX{P(l’l) ...,P;K’K)}. The conclusion of the lemma now follows

from conditions (A2) and (A4).
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B.2 Proof of Theorem 3

For this proof, let U, ; = Uye(a,r),» Where Uy - is as defined in Section 2.1 and let éa,T =

é(wc(a, 7),7). Now, note that M¢ (a, 7) may be written as
M (o, 7) =YTUL U, Y +2t0{(Us; + ) Vyjg} — tr{Vys}. (46)

Because éa,T = (Uar +1)Y, we also have

KLk(0,0,.) 0., —60)"(0,.—0)

= Y'(UL, +D)(Uy, +1)Y — 20" (U, , +1)Y + 676
= Y'UL U, Y -Y'Y+2(Y -0)"(U,, +1)Y +676. (47

Combining (46) and (47) gives
Mi(a,7)/K — Lx(04,.0)

- % <2tr{(Ua,T + I)VY\G} - tr{Vy|9} +YTYy — 2(Y — B)T(UQ’T +I)Y — OTO)

= (Y'Y (V) - 070) — Z((Y ~ 0) (1~ B)Y — r{(T— B)Vy))
—% (Y 0)" (U, +B)Y) + %n{(um +B,)Vyy)
= SlK_2SQK(T) —253[((04,7')4—254[((04,7'). (48)

First consider Six. Note that F(Six) = 0 and that
LK K K K K
B(St) = 75 (Do amdod + 478 Yot + 43 meB(e) + Y Ele) = Y ot).
k=1 k=1 k=1 k=1 k=1

Condition (A3) then guarantees that limg ., F(S%;) = 0. Hence, limg o, E(|S1x|) = 0.

Next, we turn to Sax (7). Assuming condition (A3) holds, it follows from Lemma 2 that

SUP,>q |[Sox (T)] — 0'in L'

Now, consider Ssk(a, 7). Note that U, , + B, = B,P, ., where P,, ; is the K’ x K matrix
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P, = X(X"W; X)) 'X"W¢ . Hence, if we let Y., denote the vector Yo, = P, Y =
()71(@,7'), .. .,YK(a,T))T, we have S3x(a,7) = % 25:1 Bk,7<(Yk — Hk)Yk(a,T)). We can
assume without loss of generality here that o7 > ... > 0% so that 1 > By, > ... Bg, > 0.

When this is the case, we have

=

— (Vi — ) Yi(a, 7)
k=1

sup  |S3x(a,7)] < sup sup
a€l0,1],7>0 a€l0,1],7>0 1>¢1>->cp >0

1 & )
? a (Yk — Hk)Yk(a, 7')

= sup ~ max
agl0,1],r>0 1=7<K

1
= sup  max

. TpT
K aef0,1],r>0 155K Y P LY 6l

, (49)

where the first equality above follows from Lemma 2.1 in Li (1986) and where [Y — 6];.x
is as defined in Lemma 4. Now, building on (49) and using the fact that P . = Pl _P%,

we have that

sup  |S3x(a,7)] < — sup max YTPT PTY 0
aE[O,l],720| (@ 7) K ocjo],7>0 1SI<K x| by
1
< =( sw (PoYlla) max (IPx[Y - 6]xlle)
a€[01]7>0
1 maxK 1/2
< VI 1) mas (1IPALY 0]l

min, K

where the second inequality follows Cauchy-Schwarz and the third inequality follows from

Lemma 3. Another application of Cauchy-Schwarz yields

E< sup |53K(a,7')|>
a€(0,1],7>0

< 1 Y (2omer ) i Py[Y -0
< VBT (S 1) B max (IPxIY - 6licl) }
K
maxK
=\ s ot o) (e )y (IPSIY )}

Thus, it now follows from the above inequality, conditions (A1) and (A2), and Lemma 4
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(which also assumes (A4)) that E<SUPae[o,1},Tzo |Ssk (cv, 7')\) — 0.

Finally, we turn to Syx(a, 7). If we let Pé{i’k) denote the (k, k) element of the projection
matrix Py, = (WE )Py (WE )7Y? and recall that U, . + B, = B, P, , then

1 1
= |tr{BPu Vi | = =

Suclan )| = 7

tr{B-(W¢, e = (W5, D2 Vypel ‘

1 > c c
- ?‘tr{PavT(WavT)l/szwBT(W 1/2}) ‘Zp(kkBk;rO',%,

where the last equality follows from the fact that W, Vyg, and B, are all diagonal

o,T?

matrices. Now, by Cauchy-Schwarz, we have that

K K K K
1 1/2 . 1/2 1 1/2 . 1/2
Sl < (2o Bioei) - (PEN) T = (Ga 2ed) (2)
k=1 k=1 k=1 k=1
K K
1 1/2 ~ 1/2 P 1/2
= (pZaé) (r(Par)) =<ﬁzafs , (50)

where the second inequality comes from the fact that both 0 < By, <1land 0 < ﬁé’f;’“) <1
(0 < f’é]f;k) < 1 follows from the fact that f’(m is both symmetric and idempotent). Now,
it follows from (50) and condition (A3) that limg e E(SUp,ep -0 [Sax (e, 7)) = 0.

So, we have now established that |Six|, sup,sq[Sax(T)]; SUDse1)r50 53K (@, T)[, and
SUDye(0,1],->0 |Sax (@, 7)| all converge to zero in L'. Thus, from (48), we may conclude

that sup,epo,1).->0 M (o, 7))/ K — Lk (0,8,.)| goes to zero in L.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 4

Let (a*,7*) be as defined in Section 2.2. Namely,

(a*,7) = argmin M (a,7)
a€(0,1],7>0
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Now, note that

,CK{07 éCBP

}— £xc{0.6°7)
= [Lx{0,0(w (a",7%),7)} — Mi(a*, ) /K] + [Mg(a*,7%) /K — Mg (a9, 79%) /K]

+[ M5 (a9, 79 [ K — L£c{0,0(we(aOF, 701), 79)}]

a€l0,1],7>0

(51)

< [LK{07 é(WC<Oé*, 7_*)’7_*)} _ %MIC((OK*,T*)} + [%Mf((aoa 7_OR) - LK{07 é(WC(O{OR, 7_OR)7 TOR)H
< 2( sup | Lic{0,0(w"(a,7),7)} — M;;(a,f)/KD,

where the first inequality follows from the fact that («*,7*) minimizes M¢ (v, 7). It then
follows from (51) that

~CBP

0< Ry — Rx(6°") < 2E( sup ‘cK{e,é(WC(a,T),T)} - M;((a,T)/KD,

a€l0,1],7>0

and thus the desired result follows from Theorem 3.

C The Nested-Error Regression Model

In the nested-error regression model (NER model), one assumes that in the & “cluster” or
“population” we sample n;, values y;; while the remaining N}, —ny, values are not sampled.
In our formulation of the nested-error regression model, we consider the following su-

perpopulation model for the £ population

Yk};:ufj+vk+efj, k=1,..., Ny, (52)
and we assume there are K such populations, ie., & = 1,..., K. In model (52), it is
assumed that vy,...,vg are independent with E(vy) = 0 and E(v}) = 75, e, are all

independent with E(e;;) = 0 and E{(e;)*} = o7;, and the v{ and el are independent.

If we let S denote the set of indices of the n, sampled cases in population k, we can
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express the sampled values y; in the k" population as:
Yrj = Hij + Vi T €45, for j € S

where y;; = Y,g- if the j'* case in population k is sampled, i.e., j € S;. We will consider a
version of the NER model where the design is such that the number of elements in S, may
not be exactly equal to ng, but rather, Sy is constructed from N independent Bernoulli

trials with success probability ny/Ny. Namely,
Sp={Jj: S =1}, where Si; ~ Bernoulli(ny/Ny). (53)

This sampling design (53) can be thought of as a close version of simple random sampling
where a subset of exactly nj units would be drawn from the N} units in population k.

For the k™ population, we are primarily interested in the terms 6, ..., 0 defined as
1 &
O = 5 Dtk + 06 = Al + v,
k=1
where pu? = (uf}, ..., uf}Nk) and ay, is the vector whose A" component a;, is given by

agp, = 1/Ny if Zf;ll N; < h < 2521 N; and is equal to 0 otherwise. Thus, if we let A

denote the K x N matrix (where N = S_&  N;.) whose k™ row is al, we can express the

vector @ = (0q,...,0k) as
0=Au" +v, (54)
where v = (vy,...,vk).
Note that, for the N x 1 vector of superpopulation responses Y = (Y7, Y}y, .., Yi{, ... Vil ),

we can express the superpopulation model in vector form as
Y =u” + DAV + €7,

where D is the N x N diagonal matrix D = diag{ Ny, Ny, ..., Ny, ...., N } and where e?’ =
(ef1, €12, s €hy, - efey, ). Note also that ADAT = I, where I here denotes the K x

K identity matrix. The variance-covariance matrix Vy of Y* is then given by Vy =
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DATV,ADT +V,, where V, is the K x K matrix V, = Var(v) and V, is the N x N
matrix V, = Var(e?).
The “direct” estimate of ) is the sample mean from population k, and we denote this

direct estimate by Yj, i.e.

where the Sj; are as defined in (53).
Let Y be the K x 1 vector Y = (Y1,...,Yk). We can express Y in terms of the
superpopulation vector Y* as Y = SY” where S is K x N matrix whose k' row is s;, and

where the components s, = (Sk1, Sk2, - - -, Skn) of sg are given by

1n, ifh—35" N €S
Skh =
0 otherwise

For our estimator of the MSPE associated with a predictor in an NER model, we will
assume the independent Bernoulli sampling design described in (53) so that all of the sy,
are independent with P(sg, > 0) = ng/Ny. Note that this implies that E(S) = A.

We will consider an estimator/predictor 8(c, 7) of the vector @ = (6y, ..., ) that can

be expressed as

~

O(a,7)=U,,.Y+Y, (55)

where the K x K matrix U, is a matrix that can be expressed solely as a function of two
hyperparameters 7 and «.

To develop an unbiased estimator of the mean-squared prediction error (MSPE) asso-
ciated with a predictor of the form (55), we also need to work with the within-population

average second moment parameters kg, which are defined as

o Nik > B0V = Var(u) + Nik > {(uhy? + Varlel)}, (56)
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An unbiased estimate of kg is

1 N
l%gk = — E ij E ij Skh-
Mk h=1

JESk

The following theorem defines an estimator M NER(o, 1) and establishes that it is an

unbiased estimator of the MSPE associated with a predictor of the form (55).

Theorem 5. In the nested-error regression model with the sampling conducted as described

in (53), the following estimator

(Nk — nk)(Uamkk -+ 1/2)
Nknk ’

K .
VINER(q,7) = YTUZ,TUQ,TY—%T((UW%I)AVeAT) 23

k=1

where Uy ;i @5 the k" diagonal element of U,.r, is an unbiased estimator of the MSPE

associated with @(a,7) = U, Y +Y. That is,
B, 1)} = B({8(a,7) = 0} {B(a,7) — 0}).

Proof of Theorem 5. First, note that 6(a,7) = U,,SY? + SY? so that we can

write
O(a,7)—0 = (U, +D)S(u” +DATv +e") — Ap” —
This then implies that

{6(c,7) — 0} {0(c,7) — 0} = (u” +DATv+e")TST(UL_ +1)(U,, +1)S(u” + DATv +e)
— 2(p” + DAy +e")TST(U , + D) (Ap" +v)
+ (u)TAT v (Ap” +v).
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Hence,

E({é(a, 7)—6Y {8(a,T) — e})
- E{(/LP + DAV +eP)7ST(UT 4+ 1)(U,, + DS(p” + DATv + ep)}
- zE((uP)TsT(U; + I)Apﬁ) - 2E(VTADsT(UZ;, + I)V) + E((uP)TATAuP) + E(VTV)
— E{YTUZ;TUQ,TY} + E{YTUQ,TY} + E{YTUQTY} + E{YTY}
- 2E<(;1,P)TATUZ;TANP> _9E (vTADATUZ,Tv> - E((;J,P)TATA;J,P> - E(VTV>
= B{YTUL U..Y}+28{Y U, Y} + E{Y"Y]

— 2(u")TATUT Ap® — 2tr <ADATU£7TVU> — (uF)TATAL" — tr (V) (57)

where V,, = Var(v). From Lemma 6, we know that,

E{YTUWY} = (uP)TATU,, Ap” +Z Nknzk)Uamkkm%+tr<Uw(Vv+AV6AT)),
E{YTY} — (uD)TAT AP ZK: N’“_ ) +tr<VU+AV6AT>. (58)

k=1

Plugging (58) into (57) and using the fact that ADAT = I, we now have that

E({é(a, ) — 0 {6(a,7) — 0})

Nk — nk)
knk

K
= E{YTUZ;TUWY} +2(u")TATU, , Ap” + 2 Z ( Ua 7 kkKok

+ 2tr(Ua,T(V,,+AV6AT)) (W TATAp? Z Ne=ne), +tr<Vv+AV6AT)

- 2n") AU, Ap” 2tr(UT v ) — (p )TATAu - (V)
_ E{YTUZ,TUQ,TY} Mkmﬁgtr(UM AV AT>
+ i (Njkv;ll’:lk)@k +tr(AVeAT)

e
I

1

ok (N — ng) (Unr ke + 1/2)
Niny, .

K
= B{YTUL U, .Y} +2u((U,, + IDAV.AT) 423 "
k=1
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The result then follows from the fact that E(far) = Ko

Lemma 5. For any N x N matriz ¥, we have that
E{SFST} — Dy + AFA”,

where Dy is the K x K matriz whose it" diagonal element is given by

N N,
[Drlii = Za?kak (n—l - 1)7
k=1 ‘

where a;, is the (i, k) component of A and Fyy, is the (k, k) component of F.

Proof. First, note that the (i, ) component of SFS? is given by

N
E SikSintin,
1 h=1

] =

SFST| -

Z7j

B
Il

where Fj,j, is the (k,h) component of F. Because the s;; are assumed to be mutually

independent we have, for 7 # j, that

[BSFST)| =33 B(si) E(sn) Fin = 3 3 aasnFin,

where a;, is the (i, k) component of A. For i = j, we have

[E(SFST)] = Y E(sism)Fin = Y E(susin)Frn + Y E(sixsin) Fin

B 1 h=1 k=h k+£h

B
Il

Il
WE

E(s3) Fi, + Z E(sir) E(sin) Frn
1 kth

=
Il

[
] =

N;

2

n_aikak+E @ik @in
i

k=1 kth
N N N
N
= ) aiFu (# - 1) + )0 apain F.
k=1 ! k=1 h=1
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Lemma 6. For any K x K matriz F, we have that

K

E{YTFY} — (W")TATFART + Y Ne = 10) o tr(F(VU + AVeAT)>,

where Fyy, is the k™ diagonal element of F.

Proof. First, note that since S and Y* are independent, F(SY?) = E(S)E(Y?) =
Ap®. Second, note that

Var(E(SYP|S)> — Var(Su ) (Su” — ApP)(S uP—AuP)T}
— B{su"(u")"sT) - E{ ()87} — E{Su ()T AT} + AuP (u)T AT
— B{SuP(un)ST} - AuP (uT)TAT
— Dy + A <uP>TAT Ap? (") AT
= D, rqryr, (59)

with the second-to-last equality following from Lemma 5. Third, note that
E(Var(SYP|S)) - E{SVYST} — Dy, + AVyA7, (60)

with the second equality also following from Lemma 5 and where Vy = Var(Y?) =

DATV,AD” + V.. So, we may conclude from (59) and (60) that

Var(SY”) = D,r(ryr + Dy, + AVyA”

uF (u

ryr + Dy, + ADA"V,AD" + V,)A"

ut (u

ryr + Dy, + V, + AV AT,

uf (p
Thus,
E{YTFY} - E{(SYP)TF(SYP)}

= E(SYP)'FE(SY") + tr(FVar(SYP)>

— (HP)TA_TFA'IJ/P + tr (F(DMP(MP)T + DVy +V,+ AVEAT)>.
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Now, note that the i diagonal element of the matrix D pP(ur)r + Dy, 18

N
N;
[D,rryr + Dy i = Z az, <n_ - 1) {(Mﬁh)j(h))2 +75 + Uiz(h)j(h))}
h=1 !
i N
1 /N; —
= m(n— - 1) Y AlHinim)’ + 78+ Timim)}
v h=y1"1 N
N.
1 /N; :
i b DR ARS LAY
) ? j=1

where j(h) = h—i(h) and i(h) =1, for h=1,..., Ny; i(h) = 2, for h = Ny + 1, ..., Ny + Ny;

Hence,

Ny, —ny,

K
1
tr(F(DuP(“P)T + DVy)) = Z F( )Fkklﬁgk.

n
1 k k
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K o¢*> p EBLUP(REML) OBP CBP CBP(plug-in) Direct MinVar Direct-Compr SR

0.0 1.00 1.67 1.12 1.07 1.27 2.54 1.21 1.27
0.1 1.00 1.62 1.11 1.05 1.23 2.61 1.18 1.24
10 1 0.2 1.00 1.53 1.09 1.03 1.15 3.11 1.15 1.16
0.3 1.01 1.46 1.06 1.00 1.08 3.70 1.11 1.07
0.4 1.16 1.35 1.09 1.03 1.00 4.79 1.14 1.00
0.5 1.41 1.36  1.15 1.12 1.00 6.08 1.18 1.00
0.0 1.49 247 1.77 1.83 2.10 1.00 1.78 1.85
0.1 1.47 247 1.74 1.81 2.09 1.00 1.75 1.85
10 4 0.2 1.36 225 1.62 1.66 1.90 1.00 1.63 1.68
0.3 1.28 212 1.53 1.57 1.79 1.00 1.54 1.58
0.4 1.16 1.91 1.40 1.42 1.61 1.00 1.41 1.41
0.5 1.02 1.64 1.22 1.23 1.38 1.00 1.24 1.24
0.0 1.00 1.80 1.19 1.11 1.34 2.72 1.29 1.33
0.1 1.00 1.64 1.14 1.07 1.22 3.41 1.21 1.22
50 1 0.2 1.14 1.37  1.09 1.03 1.01 5.47 1.13 1.00
0.3 1.56 1.48 1.15 1.12 1.00 9.54 1.17 1.00
0.4 2.22 1.56 1.14 1.17 1.00 14.95 1.12 1.01
0.5 3.25 1.63 1.14 1.15 1.00 22.32 1.09 1.01
0.0 1.43 253 1.82 1.89 2.19 1.00 1.84 1.88
0.1 1.33 232 1.69 1.74 2.02 1.00 1.71 1.70
50 4 0.2 1.04 1.81 1.35 1.37 1.57 1.00 1.36 1.34
0.3 1.00 1.64 1.28 1.27 1.42 1.32 1.31 1.24
0.4 1.00 1.59 1.30 1.27 1.37 1.71 1.34 1.21
0.5 1.00 1.54 1.29 1.24 1.32 2.31 1.34 1.17

Table 1: Estimates of the MSPE for estimates of the population-average parameter 1. In
each row of the table, the ratio between the MSPE and the minimum MSPE for that row is
shown. The “Direct” and “MinVar” estimates correspond to the estimates %" and g™
respectively. The “Direct-Compr” estimate corresponds to the direct compromise estimate
AT = o (0) 4™ + {1 — ope(0) }adiet. The “SR” estimate refers to the spline-based

estimator [i°" of the population-average parameter described in Section 3.
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