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Abstract

In this paper we propose a flexible nested error regression small area model with high dimensional
parameter that incorporates heterogeneity in regression coefficients and variance components. We de-
velop a new robust small area specific estimating equations method that allows appropriate pooling
of a large number of areas in estimating small area specific model parameters. We propose a para-
metric bootstrap and jackknife method to estimate not only the mean squared errors but also other
commonly used uncertainty measures such as standard errors and coefficients of variation. We conduct
both model-based and design-based simulation experiments and real-life data analysis to evaluate the
proposed methodology.

Keywords: design consistency; M-estimation; root mean squared error estimation; AAGIS data; EMAP
data.

1 Introduction
Planning and evaluation of government programs require access to a wide range of national and sub-
national socio-economic, environment, health, and other statistics. For this reason, there is a growing
need for reliable statistics relating to much smaller geographical areas where data are too sparse to support
the sort of standard estimation methods typically employed at the national level. These small area official
statistics are routinely used for a variety of purposes, including assessing economic well-being of a nation,
making public policies, and allocating funds at the federal, state and local levels.

The main idea behind small area estimation is to borrow strength from related sources through sta-
tistical models that connect different alternative databases. In much of the small area literature, mixed
models are generally employed because such models can account for uncertainties from different sources
and thereby can produce accurate estimates and associated uncertainty measures at granular levels com-
pared to the corresponding fixed effects models. M-quantile regression can be considered as an alternative
class of models for the same purpose relaxing some of the conventional modelling assumptions such as
the normality of the random components and obtaining estimators that are robust against outlying values.
We refer to the well-cited Wiley book by Rao and Molina (2015) and papers by Jiang and Lahiri (2006),
Pfeffermann (2013), Chambers et al. (2014), Ghosh (2020), and Salvati et al. (2021) for a detailed account
of different small area models and methods.
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Battese et al. (1988) proposed an empirical best linear unbiased prediction (EBLUP) method, using
a nested error regression (NER) model, in order to estimate acreage under corn and soybeans for 12
counties in north-central Iowa, USA. The nested error regression model, a special case of linear mixed
model, can be viewed as an extension of a regression model where the intercept term is allowed to vary
across counties (or small areas), but, in order to make the method efficient, the county specific intercepts
are assumed to be generated from the same underlying distribution. This random area specific intercept
term is introduced in order to capture a part of the leftover between county variation that is not explained
by the area specific auxiliary variables included in the model. The associated EBLUP method borrows
strength from the known auxiliary variable means for the area population.

The NER model has played an important role in small area estimation since the publication of Battese
et al. (1988). However, such a model is likely to fail when the number of small areas to be combined
is large. This is because the assumption of the same regression coefficients and/or variance components
in the nested error regression model may not be tenable for all the small areas. Random area specific
regression coefficients models, which extend the nested error model by treating regression coefficients
as random effects, have been suggested in the literature; see Prasad and Rao (1990), Hobza and Morales
(2013), Rao and Molina (2015) for empirical best prediction (EBP) approach and Hoff (2009) for the
Bayesian approach. Such modeling, though useful in some applications, needs more nontrivial assump-
tions on the joint distribution on the random regression coefficients. Jiang and Nguyen (2012) considered
a heteroscedastic nested error regression model by allowing different fixed sampling variances. They
showed that all the parameters, except the area specific sampling variances, of their model can be con-
sistently estimated. Interestingly, their EBP does not involve area specific sampling variances because of
the assumption that the variances of the random effects are proportional to the corresponding sampling
variances. Thus, their EBP well approximates the corresponding best predictor (BP) when the number
of areas is large. However, the model does not allow second-order unbiased MSE estimator since MSE
involves sampling variances, which cannot be consistently estimated. Moreover, random area specific
sampling variance models have been also proposed in order to incorporate the leftover between area het-
eroscedasticity of the sampling variances across areas not captured by the available auxiliary variables.
Early examples of such models can be found in Otto and Bell (1995) and Arora et al. (1997). For more
recent research in modeling sampling variances as a way to incorporate heteroscedastic variances, see
Liu et al. (2014), Kubokawa et al. (2016), Sugasawa et al. (2017), Naves et al. (2020), among others.
Though not used, one can envision a random area specific regression coefficients model in conjunction
with random area specific sampling variance model to capture variations in both regression coefficients
and sampling variances.

The random area specific regression coefficients models and/or random area specific sampling vari-
ances models involve specifications of distributions of a large number of random effects. On the other
hand, fixed effects assumptions on the area specific regression coefficients and sampling variances gen-
erally lead to unstable estimates of these fixed effects due to small area specific sample sizes (Jiang
and Nguyen, 2012). In this paper, we introduce a new approach that is not considered in the literature.
Specifically, we assume fixed effects for both regression coefficients and sampling variances, but use area
specific estimating equations applied to data from all areas in estimating these area specific regression
coefficients and then use appropriately constructed residuals for estimation of variance components. The
proposed model can be called a nested error regression with high dimensional parameter.

When area specific tuning parameters of the system of estimating equations are known, we have
shown that parameters of our proposed nested error regression model with high dimensional parameter
can be consistently estimated. This is because we use data from all areas in estimating any area specific
model parameter. When the tuning parameters are unknown, we have suggested two different estimators
of these parameters. However, for obtaining consistent estimators of the tuning parameters, a basic re-
quirement would be large area specific sample sizes. However, like most papers in small area estimation,
our emphasize here is small area specific sample sizes. Our extensive model-based and design-based
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simulation results demonstrate that our proposed estimation method performs well under a variety of
simulation conditions.

Estimation of mean squared error (MSE) of EBLUP has been a topic of extensive research for more
than the last three decades. The pioneering work of Prasad and Rao (1990) inspired many in considering
various extensions; see Datta and Lahiri (2000), Das et al. (2004), Jiang et al. (2002) Hall and Maiti
(2006). In all these papers, the focus has been to derive second-order unbiased MSE estimators. In this
paper, we are not requiring the second-order unbiasedness of MSE estimators for a couple of reasons.
First, our goal here is to cover a wide range of uncertainty measures (e.g., Root MSE, CV, Relative
RMSE) – not just MSE. What is second-order unbiased is not necessarily second-order unbiased for a
nonlinear function of MSE. Second, existing second-order unbiased MSE estimates do not necessarily
ensure strictly positive MSE estimates. As pointed out in Jiang et al. (2018) there is no paper in small
area estimation that proves simultaneous properties of positivity and second-order unbiasedness of para-
metric bootstrap MSE estimates. The McJack method ensures both properties but only in estimating a
known monotone function of MSE (e.g., logarithm of MSE) – not MSE. For these reasons, we have not
attempted to develop second-order unbiased MSE estimators in this paper. We propose a simple general
parametric bootstrap and a jackknife estimators of a wide range of uncertainty measures. We evaluate
different uncertainty measures under different situations through extensive simulations. For known area
specific tuning parameters, our estimators of uncertainty measures (not necessarily MSE) tend to the
corresponding true uncertainty measures in probability.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we motivate the proposed nested error regres-
sion model with high dimensional parameter by analysing data from the US Environmental Protection
Agency’s Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Program. After presenting notation and EBLUP
estimators for small areas in Section 3, we propose a nested error regression models with high dimen-
sional parameter in Section 4. In Section 5 we show its estimation algorithm, consistency property of the
estimator and application to the SAE situation. In Section 6 we discuss two different estimators of the
root mean squared errors of the proposed small area estimator. In particular, the first proposal is a para-
metric bootstrap estimator. The second MSE estimator is based on the Monte-Carlo jackknife method
proposed by Jiang et al. (2018). In Section 7 we empirically evaluate the performance of the proposed
approach and its associated MSE estimators using both model-based and design-based simulation stud-
ies, with the latter based on a real dataset: the 1995-96 Australian Agricultural Grazing Industry Survey
(AAGIS) data (Chandra et al., 2012). In Section 8, we use the proposed method for estimating average
levels of Acid Neutralising Capacity at 8-digit Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) level using data collected in
an environmental survey of lakes in the Northeast of the USA (Opsomer et al., 2008). Finally, in Section
9, we summarise our main findings and provide directions for future research.

2 A motivating example
To motivate the proposed nested error regression model with high dimensional parameter, we consider
data from the US Environmental Protection Agency’s Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Pro-
gram (EMAP) Northeast lakes survey (Larsen et al., 2001; Opsomer et al., 2008; Salvati et al., 2012b).
Between 1991 and 1995, researchers from the US Environmental Protection Agency conducted an envi-
ronmental health study of lakes in the north-eastern states of the USA. For this study, a sample of 334
lakes (or more accurately, lake locations) was selected from the population of 21,026 lakes in these states
using a systematic random sample design. The lakes making up this population are grouped into 113
8-digit Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUCs), defined as small areas, of which 64 contain less than 5 observa-
tions and 27 did not have any observation. The study variable is the Acid Neutralising Capacity (ANC),
an indicator of the acidification risk of water bodies. Factors affecting the ANC such as acid deposition
and soil characteristics cut across HUCs, so overall spatial trends are also likely to be useful in predicting
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the ANC. The EMAP data set contains the elevation and geographical coordinates of the centroid of each
lake in the target area. For each small area we have estimated the sample variance and fitted a regression
model where the response variable is the ANC and the covariate is the elevation. Initial exploration of the
data suggests that the within-area variation and regression coefficients change dramatically across small
areas. Figure 1 presents box-plots of the distribution of ANC values by area (top panel) and distributions
of intercept and slope estimates (bottom panel). Figure 1 suggests that the assumption of identical re-
gression coefficients and/or variance components in the nested error regression model for this real data
example is unreasonable.
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Figure 1: Boxplots displaying the distribution of ANC values by area (top panel) and the distribution of
the estimated values of the intercept and the slope (bottom panel) obtained fitting a regression model area
by area where the ANC is the response variable and the elevation is the covariate.

3 Notation and background
Consider m small areas with the ith small area population consisting of Ni units. Let yij and xij denote
the values of the study variable and a p× 1 vector of known auxiliary variables for the jth unit of the ith
small area, respectively, with i = 1, . . . ,m, j = 1, . . . , Ni. We are interested in estimating the small area
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means Ȳi = N−1i
∑Ni
j=1 yij using a simple random sample s of size n drawn from the finite population

covering allm areas and X̄i = N−1i
∑Ni
j=1 xij , the vector p×1 of finite population means of the auxiliary

variables for area i. In a typical small area estimation situation, ni, sample size for area i, is not large
enough to support the use of a direct estimator, the sample mean ȳi = n−1i

∑
j∈si yij , where si denotes

the part of the sample from the ith small area. Here n =
∑m
i=1 ni.

Battese et al. (1988) considered the following nested error regression model for the finite population:

yij = β0 + x′ijβ + γi + εij , i = 1, . . . ,m; j = 1, . . . , Ni, (1)

where β0 and β are unknown fixed intercept and regression coefficients, respectively; γi is a random
effect for area i that attempts to incorporate the leftover between area variations not captured by the
auxiliary variables xij ; εij is the sampling error for the jth observation in the ith area, which captures
the leftover variations not accounted for the other components of the model. The area specific random
effects γi and the sampling errors εij are all assumed to be independent with γi ∼ N(0, σ2

γ) and εij ∼
N(0, σ2

ε), i = 1, . . . ,m; j = 1, . . . , Ni. The parameters δ = (σ2
γ , σ

2
ε) are referred to as the variance

components of model (1).
Battese et al. (1988) argued that, under the assumed nested error model (1), the finite population mean

Ȳi can be well approximated by θi = β0 + X̄′iβ + γi, for large Ni. Battese et al. (1988) proposed an
empirical best linear unbiased predictor (EBLUP) for estimating θi given by

θ̂BHFi = β̂0 + X̄′iβ̂ + γ̂i, (2)

where β̂0 and β̂ are weighted least square estimators of β0 and β, respectively; γ̂i = (1− B̂i)(ȳi− β̂0−
x̄′iβ̂) is the EBLUP of γi with x̄i = n−1i

∑
j∈si xij , B̂i =

σ̂2
ε/ni

σ̂2
ε/ni+σ̂

2
γ

and δ̂ = (σ̂2
γ , σ̂

2
ε ) is a consistent

estimator of δ = (σ2
γ , σ

2
ε ) under model (1); see Battese et al. (1988) for details. The authors implicitly

assumed non-informative sampling so that the same nested error model (1) holds for the sample.
The synthetic assumption of identical regression coefficients β and sampling variance σ2

ε across all
small areas to be combined may be unrealistic when the number of small areas m is large. The synthetic
assumption on β can be relaxed if we replace β in (1) by random area specific regression βi, i =
1, . . . ,m, generated from a common model, e.g., a common p-dimensional multivariate normal model
with common mean vector and variance-covariance matrix. This additional assumption for random effects
is necessary to reduce the number of unknown parameters; see Prasad and Rao (1990). Rao and Molina
(2015, p. 173) relaxed the homogeneity assumption of the individual errors by replacing σ2

ε by kijσ2
ε ,

where kij > 0 is a known auxiliary variable. However, identifying kij in a real-life data analysis may be
hard and between area variability may not be fully explained by kij . In the next section, we propose an
alternative solution.

4 Model and method
We propose the following extension of the nested error regression model:

yij = β0 + x′ijβi + γi + εij , i = 1, . . . ,m; j = 1, . . . , Ni, (3)

whereβi is a p×1 vector of fixed unknown regression coefficients for area i; γi and εij are all independent
with γi ∼ N(0, hiσ

2
γ) and εij ∼ N(0, kijσ

2
εi), with hi and kij are known auxiliary variables at area and

individual levels, respectively. This model can be called a nested error regression with high dimensional
parameter. Battese et al. (1988) considered a special case of model (3) with hi = 1, kij = 1, βi = β and
σ2
εi = σ2

ε ; i = 1, . . . ,m; j = 1, . . . , Ni.
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Under model (3) and non-informative sample design, the best predictor (BP) of θi = β0 + X̄′iβi + γi
is given by

θ̂BPi ≡ θ̂i(φi) = β0 + X̄′iβi + (1−Bi)(ȳi − β0 − x̄′iβi)

= (X̄i − x̄i)
′βi + {Bi(β0 + x̄′iβi) + (1−Bi)ȳi} , (4)

where Bi =
σ2
εi/ni

σ2
εi/ni+σ

2
γ

and φi = (β0,βi, σ
2
γ , σ

2
εi)
′.

Under simple random sampling, θ̂BPi is design-consistent for θi because, as ni increases, θ̂BPi ap-
proaches to the design-consistent estimator ȳi since Bi → 0 and x̄i is design-consistent for X̄i. An em-
pirical best predictor (EBP) of θi can be written as θ̂EBPi ≡ θ̂i(φ̂i), where φ̂i is a consistent estimator of
φi under the assumed model (3) as m tends to∞. A BP of Ȳi that uses the sampling fraction fi = ni/Ni

is given by ˆ̄Y BPi = fiȳi + (1 − fi)θ̂BPi . We note that θ̂BPi and ˆ̄Y BPi are both design-consistent even
when fi is a fixed negligible constant.

5 Estimation of the vector of the parameters φi = (β0,βi, σ
2
γ, σ

2
εi)
′

We begin the section by first describing the maximum likelihood method for estimating φi, i = 1, . . . ,m.
For model (3), the log-likelihood function has the expression

`(φ) = constant− 1

2

m∑

i=1

[
ni log σ2

εi + log

[
σ2
εi + niσ

2
γ

σ2
εi

]

+
1

σ2
εi





ni∑

j=1

(yij − β0 − x′ijβi)
2 − σ2

γ

σ2
εi + niσ2

γ

(niȳi − niβ0 − nix̄′iβi)2





 , (5)

where the constant does not depend on the parameters, φ = (φ1, . . . ,φm). The maximum likelihood es-
timators (MLEs) of the parameters are obtained by differentiating the `(φ) with respect to β0,βi, σ

2
γ , σ

2
εi

and solving the system of estimating equations sets out equal to zero. In particular, given the variance
components, the MLE of the regression coefficients for area i are:

β̂0 =

(
m∑

i=1

σ−2εi niBi

)−1( m∑

i=1

σ−2εi niBi(ȳi − x̄′iβi)

)
, (6)

β̂i =




ni∑

j=1

xijx
′
ij − ni(1−Bi)x̄ix̄′i



−1


ni∑

j=1

xij(yij − β0)− ni(1−Bi)x̄i(ȳi − β0)


 , (7)

and, given the regression coefficients, the MLE of the sampling variance for area i is:

σ̂2
εi =

1

ni





ni∑

j=1

(yij − β0 − x′ijβi)
2 − ni(1−Bi)(ȳi − β0 − x̄′iβi)

2



 . (8)

Neyman and Scott (1948) gave an example which shows that, when the number of nuisance parameters
increases with the at the same rate as the sample size, the MLEs may not be consistent. Another example
was given by Jiang and Nguyen (2012). The latter authors considered a heteroscedastic NER model with
area-specific error variance, and noted that the MLE of the area-specific error variance is inconsistent.
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As in the Neyman-Scott and Jiang and Nguyen problems, in our proposed model the number of
unknown parameters is proportional to the sample size, if the area sample sizes (ni) are bounded, which
is typically the case in small area estimation problems (Jiang and Nguyen, 2012). Note that consistent
estimators of regression coefficients (β0,βi) and variance components (σ2

γ , σ
2
εi) are all that is needed to

justify the use of the proposed EBP as a point predictor.
In this paper, a generalized estimating equation (GEE) approach is used to estimate the parameters

of model (3); this method allows to borrow strength across areas when estimating each area specific
vector of parameters obtaining consistent estimators of the area specific slope parameters (βi) and the
area specific sampling variance (σ2

εi). Because of more flexibility in estimating the model parameters
than that of the maximum likelihood, our estimating equation method is likely to have an edge over the
maximum likelihood in terms of the predictive power, which is important in the small area estimation
context. For known area specific tuning parameter τi, our estimating equation method yields consistent
estimators of the model parameters, unlike the maximum likelihood method.

We now describe the algorithm based on GEE approach for estimating φi, i = 1, . . . ,m, in the
following steps.

Step 1 At each iteration t = 1, 2, . . . , define the following nl × nl matrix:

V
(t−1)
l;i = hlσ

2(t−1)
γ 1nl1

′
nl

+ σ
2(t−1)
εi Kl,

where 1nl denotes a vector of ones of length nl and Kl = diag(kl1, . . . , klnl) is a nl × nl di-
agonal matrix, l = 1, . . . ,m. Let U

(t−1)
l;i be a nl × nl diagonal matrix with diagonal elements

equal to those of V
(t−1)
l;i , l = 1, . . . ,m. Set β0 =

∑m
i=1 α0i/m and start with initial values, say

{α(0)
0i ,β

(0)
i , σ

2(0)
γ , σ

2(0)
εi , i = 1, . . . ,m}, for {α0i,βi, σ

2
γ , σ

2
εi, i = 1, . . . ,m}.

Step 2 For t = 1, 2, . . . define r
(t)
l;i = (U

(t−1)
l;i )−1/2(yl−α(t)

0i 1nl −Xlβ
(t)
i ), where yl is a nl×1 vector of

the response variable and Xl denotes a matrix nl × p of individual level covariates of the sampling
units in area l. Obtain (α

(t)
0i ,β

(t)
i ) by solving the following system of estimating equations for

(α0i,βi):

m∑

l=1

[
Xl(p+1)(V

(t−1)
l;i )−1(U

(t−1)
l;i )1/2ψi(r

(t)
l;i )
]

= 0, i = 1, . . . ,m, (9)

where ψi(r
(t)
l;i ) is a nl × 1 vector obtained from the vector of residuals r

(t)
l;i with its jth component,

say r(t)lj;i, replaced by ψi(r
(t)
lj;i), a chosen known function of r(t)lj;i. Here Xl(p+1) denotes a matrix

of dimension nl × (p + 1) containing the covariates of the sampling units of area l including
the intercept. The solution (α

(t)
0i ,β

(t)
i ) for i = 1, . . . ,m can be obtained using an iteratively re-

weighted least squares algorithm or the Newton-Raphson algorithm.

Remark 1: In this section, we assume that the function ψi(r) is completely specified. For example,

ψi(r) = 2ψ(r) [τiI(r > 0) + (1− τi)I(r ≤ 0)] , −∞ < r <∞,

where ψ(r) is a known monotone non-decreasing function with ψ(−∞) < ψ(0) < ψ(∞), τi ∈
Ω = (0, 1) known, and r is a re-scaled residual. Note that the choice τi = 0.5 would lead to the
standard weighted least square estimator of the regression coefficient vector. The case for unknown
τi will be discussed in the next section. Two popular choices of ψ(r) are ψ(r) = sign(r) and
ψ(r) = r. In small area estimation context, Chambers and Tzavidis (2006) assume that ψ(r) is the
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Huber influence function with tuning constant c > 0 (Huber, 1981). The authors used c = 1.345
in producing their M-quantile-based (MQ) estimators of the small area means. An alternative to
the Huber function could be the Tukey’s bisquare function. In the analysis of repeated measures,
Higgins (1993) noted that if one uses Tukey’s bisquare function in robustifying log-likelihood, this
function appears in the corresponding estimating equations.

Remark 2: Note that estimates of the components βi and σ2
εi in φi are subject to high variability

if we use data only from area i to estimate these area specific fixed parameters because of small
area specific sample sizes. Here, for known τi, we overcome this problem using an algorithm that
uses data from all areas.

Step 3 Define r̃
(t)
l;i = (Ũ

(t−1)
l;i )−1/2(yl − α(t)

0i 1nl − Xlβ
(t)
i ) with Ũ

(t−1)
l;i represents a nl × nl diagonal

matrix with diagonal elements equal to those of Ṽ
(t−1)
l;i = hlσ

2(t−1)
γ 1nl1

′
nl

+ σ
2(t)
εi Kl. Obtain

{σ2(t)
εi , i = 1, . . . ,m} as a solution of the following system of estimating equations:

m∑

l=1

[
ψi(r̃

(t)
l;i )′(Ũ(t−1)

l;i )1/2(Ṽ
(t−1)
l;i )−1

∂Vi;i

∂σ2
εi

|
σ2
γ=σ

2(t−1)
γ

(Ṽ
(t−1)
l;i )−1(Ũ

(t−1)
l;i )1/2ψi(r̃

(t)
l;i )

− wi tr
{

(Ṽ
(t−1)
l;i )−1

∂Vi;i

∂σ2
εi

|
σ2
γ=σ

2(t−1)
γ

(Ṽ
(t−1)
l;i )−1

∂Vi;i

∂σ2
εi

|
σ2
γ=σ

2(t−1)
γ

}]
= 0 (10)

where i = 1, . . . ,m, Vi;i = hiσ
2
γ1ni1

′
ni + σ2

εiKi and wi = E[ψ2
i (u)], with u ∼ N(0, 1).

Step 4 After Steps 2 and 3 the estimates of βi and σ2
εi are obtained for each small area. Then an estimate

of β0 at iteration t is obtained as β(t)
0 =

∑m
i=1 α

(t)
0i /m. An alternative method for the estimation of

β0 can constrain the intercept value to be equal in the estimating equations (9) for all small areas.
We have tested both the estimation procedures in the simulation experiments and we have not found
difference in the estimates. For this reason we propose to adopt the first and much simpler method
to estimate β0. For the estimation of σ2

γ compute r?(t) = (r
?(t)′
1 , . . . , r

?(t)′
i , . . . , r

?(t)′
m )′, where

r
?(t)
i = yi − β(t)

0 1ni −Xiβ
(t)
i . Obtain σ2(t)

γ as a solution of the following estimating equation:

ψ((A(t))−1/2r?(t))′(A(t))1/2(G(t))−1ZZ′(G(t))−1(A(t))1/2ψ((A(t))−1/2r?(t))

−w? tr
(

(G(t))−1ZZ′(G(t))−1ZZ′
)

= 0, (11)

where Z = diag(1ni , i = 1, · · · ,m) is the incidence matrix of dimension n×m; w? = E[ψ2(u)],

with u ∼ N(0, 1); G(t) = σ
2(t)
γ ZHZ′+R(t) of order n×nwith H is a diagonal matrixm×mwith

diagonal elements equal to (h1, . . . , hi, . . . , hm) and R(t) is a diagonal matrix n×n with diagonal
elements equal to
(k11σ

2(t)
ε1 , . . . , k1n1

σ
2(t)
ε1︸ ︷︷ ︸

n1

, . . . , ki1σ
2(t)
εi , . . . , kiniσ

2(t)
εi︸ ︷︷ ︸

ni

, . . . , km1σ
2(t)
εm , . . . , kmnmσ

2(t)
εm︸ ︷︷ ︸

nm

); A(t) is a di-

agonal matrix with diagonal elements aij equal to the diagonal elements of the covariance matrix
G(t). This estimating equation is proposed following the lines of maximum likelihood proposal II
due to Richardson and Welsh (1995).

Step 5 Repeat Steps 2-4 until convergence to obtain the estimated vector φ̂i. Convergence is achieved
when the difference between the estimated model parameters obtained from two successive itera-
tions is less than a small pre-specified value.
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Like any other iterative algorithm, the proposed procedure requires initial values for the parameters.
As a result, using well-defined starting values for the fixed and variance parameters is advisable for
reducing the computational time. Here we suggest to employ a deterministic strategy for initialisation,
based on considering the estimates of regression coefficients and variance components obtained by the
standard linear mixed model as starting points for all areas. Obviously, this strategy can be substantially
improved by adopting a multi-start random initialisation, as the one we have used in the analysis of real
data examples (see Section 8). However, this strategy may significantly increase the global computational
burden and, for this reason, it is not employed in this large scale simulation study.

For large m, under appropriate regularity conditions on the model and known ψi function, consis-
tency of the estimator φ̂i of φi can be established in a straightforward way, using Theorem 3.6 of Jiang
(2017, pp. 100-101) or Theorem 4.1 of Jiang et al. (2002). Assuming that the joint distribution of the
observations (yl)16l6m (vector-valued) depends on φi, equations (9), (10) and (11) can be written as:

Fi(φi) =
m∑

l=1

fl(φi,yl) + h(φi), (12)

where fl(φi,yl) = (fl,k(φi,yl))16k6(p+3) are vector-valued functions such that E[fl(φ0i,yl)] = 0,
l = 1, . . . ,m, φ0i is the true vector of parameters and h(φi) is a vector-valued which may depend on the
joint distribution of (yl)16l6m. As pointed out by Jiang et al. (2002) these equations maybe regarded as
M-estimating equations and the estimators as M-estimators. Then we can state as it follows:

Preposition 1 Suppose that regularity conditions (i)-(viii) (Jiang et al., 2002; Chambers et al., 2014)
given in Appendix hold and ψi functions are completely specified. Then the resulting vector of estimators
φ̂i is consistent.

Proof This result is a modified version of that obtained by Jiang et al. (2002) and Jiang (2017).
Substituting φ̂i for φi in equation (4), we get empirical best predictor θ̂EBPi ≡ θ̂i(φ̂i) of θi. We now

present asymptotic behavior of the relative savings loss (RSL) of EBP over any direct estimator of θi.
The concept of relative savings loss was introduced by Efron and Morris (1973). In terms of RSL, the
following result shows that θ̂EBPi is closer to the optimal best predictor, θ̂BPi , under model (3), than any
direct or synthetic estimator θ̃i.

Preposition 2 Under the model (3) and mild regularity conditions,

RSL(θ̂EBPi , θ̃i) =
MSE(θ̂EBPi )−MSE(θ̂BPi )

MSE(θ̃i)−MSE(θ̂BPi )
−→ 0, as m→∞,

where MSE is the mean squared error under model (3).

Proof An outline of the proof is as it follows. Using the definition of the best predictor, first note that

MSE(θ̂EBPi )−MSE(θ̂BPi ) = E(θ̂EBPi − θ̂BPi )2.

Under model (3), regularity conditions and some algebra, we can show that

θ̂EBPi − θ̂BPi
P−→ 0, as m→∞.

Moreover, the uniform integrability of (θ̂EBPi − θ̂BPi )2 in m follows since

supm≥1E(θ̂EBPi − θ̂BPi )2+δ <∞,

9



for any δ > 0, under model (3), regularity conditions and considerable algebra. Thus,

MSE(θ̂EBPi )−MSE(θ̂BPi ) −→ 0 as m→∞.
The result now follows because

infm≥1
[
MSE(θ̃i)−MSE(θ̂BPi )

]
= infm≥1E(θ̂EBPi − θ̂BPi )2 > 0.

The proof is technical and goes along the lines of Ghosh and Lahiri (1987). The details are left out to
save space, but are available from the authors upon request.

Remark 3: Following Chambers and Tzavidis (2006), one can obtain an MQ estimator of θi under model
(3) when τi is known. We note that such an estimator would be a synthetic estimator of θi and so will
be less efficient in terms of the above RSL criterion. Moreover, such an estimator of θi will not be
design-consistent as the area specific sample size grows.

Remark 4: Following Tzavidis et al. (2010) (see also equation (18) in Fabrizi et al., 2014), one can adjust
the MQ estimator in Remark 3 for design-consistency. Such an estimator would then be a direct estimator
and so would be inferior to the EBP in terms of RSL.

5.1 Estimation of τi
We now present a data-driven method to estimate τi. For a fine grid τ ∈ Ω, we fit a collection of

regression models:
yij = β0τ + x′ijβτ + eij , i = 1, . . . ,m; j = 1, . . . , ni,

using the standard quantile or M-quantile methods (Koenker, 2005; Breckling and Chambers, 1988),
where β0τ and βτ are fixed intercept and regression coefficients, respectively, and eij’s are standard
random errors.

For each observation yij , we find the fitted line with minimum prediction error defined as the dif-
ference between yij and the predicted value by the fitted regression at xij . Let τ̂ij denote the value of
τ in the grid for this best line. Chambers and Tzavidis (2006) called τ̂ij estimated M-quantile coeffi-
cients. Their variability reflects variability at the unit level. If clustering exists, population units in the
same cluster (or small area) will have similar M-quantile coefficients and these will be different from
those of units that belong to other clusters (or areas). Provided that there are sample observations in
area i, and a non-informative sampling method has been used to obtain them, an estimate of the area-
i-specific M-quantile coefficient is the sample average of the estimated M-quantile coefficients for that
area, ¯̂τi = n−1i

∑
j∈si τ̂ij . Since ni is typically small, ¯̂τi is likely to be unstable. We propose the follow-

ing empirical linear best (ELB) predictor of τi , which improves on ¯̂τi because it uses data from all areas
using the following model:

(a) E[τ̂ij |τi] = τi, V [τ̂ij |τi] = ν2,

(b) E[τi] = µ, V [τi] = η2.

Assuming E[τi|τ̂ ] = α+ β ¯̂τi, the linear best (LB) predictor of τi can be written as

τ̂LBi = (1−Bi)¯̂τi +Biµ, (13)

where Bi = ν2/ni
ν2/ni+η2

. Substituting µ, η2 and ν2 by their consistent estimators µ̂, η̂2 and ν̂2, we obtain
the following empirical linear best (ELB) predictor:

τ̂ELBi = (1− B̂i)¯̂τi + B̂iµ̂, (14)
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where B̂i = ν̂2/ni
ν̂2/ni+η̂2

. We refer to Ghosh and Meeden (1997) for a detailed theory on empirical linear
best estimator in the context of finite population sampling.

The concept of the proposed data driven estimation of τi for the specific choice of ψ function is
grounded on the basis of increasing predictive power of our proposed method. When ni’s are small,
resulting estimators of the model parameters φ are not consistent, like the MLE. In order to achieve
consistency, we need large ni at the minimum. For the regression context, Bianchi and Salvati (2015)
considered consistency of similar tuning parameter estimators. In this paper, since ni’s are assumed to
be small, we evaluate the performance of our proposed methodology through extensive simulation and
demonstrate the utility of our method over existing rival methods.

6 Uncertainty measures
For known τi, our estimators of uncertainty measures (not necessarily MSE) tend to the true correspond-
ing uncertainty measures in probability as m tends to infinity, under certain regularity conditions, includ-
ing the regularity conditions of Proposition 1. For unknown τi, such a convergence does not hold unless
possibly within area sample sizes ni are large. We do not pursue this research here because our focus is
on bounded ni. As stated in the concluding remarks, investigation of such asymptotic properties could be
an interesting topic for future research.

In this section, we discuss the estimation of a general class of uncertainty measures for a small area
estimator, say θ̂i, not necessarily an empirical best predictor. An uncertainty measure in this general class
is denoted by f(E[d(θ̂i, θi)]), where f(·) denotes a known, possibly non-linear, function, d(θ̂i, θi) is a
known distance measure between θ̂i and θi, and E is the expectation with respect to the assumed model.
Examples of such uncertainty measures include commonly used root mean squared error (RMSE) and
relative root mean squared error (RRMSE) defined as

RMSE[θ̂i] =

√
MSE[θ̂i], (15)

where MSE[θ̂i] = E[(θ̂i − θi)2], and

RRMSE[θ̂i] =
RMSE[θ̂i]

E[θ̂i]
, (16)

respectively. As noted in the introduction, a customary estimator of RMSE is a plug-in estimator√
M̂SE, where M̂SE is a second-order unbiased estimator of MSE. But, a function of an second-order

unbiased estimator of MSE does not necessarily yield a second-order unbiased estimator of the corre-
sponding function of MSE.

We propose a different approach that could potentially justify the use of a much simpler estimator
of f(E[d(θ̂i, θi)]). To this end, we propose a more flexible modeling that allows us to combine a large
number of small areas so that it suffices to use a simpler probabilistic convergence criterion. For example,
unlike the traditional nested error regression model, we assume that regression coefficients and variance
components in the nested error regression model vary across small areas - model (3). This milder model
assumption allows us to include more small areas to be combined than the corresponding traditional
nested error regression model and thereby making the proposed probabilistic convergence criterion more
reasonable.

In some cases, it may be possible to apply an analytical method to produce a reasonable estimator
of f(E[d(θ̂i, θi)]). For example, when τi is known, an estimator of RMSE for EBP, under the assumed
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model (3), is given by
√
g1i(φ̂i), where

g1i(φi) =
σ2
γσ

2
εi/ni

σ2
γ + σ2

εi/ni
, (17)

and φ̂i is a consistent estimator of φi, for large m. Note that a new derivation for such an analytical
estimator of f(E[d(θ̂i, θi)]) would be necessary as we change the model, the estimator θ̂i, the distance
function d or the f function. This makes such analytical method unattractive to analysts.

We now propose a simple parametric bootstrap method that can be applied to produce a reasonable es-
timator of f(E[d(θ̂i, θi)]). First, note that the joint distribution {(θi, yij), i = 1, . . . ,m; j = 1, . . . , ni}
is known except possibly for the model parameters φi = (β0,βi, σ

2
γ , σ

2
εi). Thus, f(E[d(θ̂i, θi)]) ≡

ai(φi) is a function of φi.
The proposed parametric bootstrap procedure steps are described below:

Step 1 Given φi, generate R parametric bootstrap replicates {y(r)ij , i = 1, . . . ,m; j = 1, . . . , ni, r =
1, . . . , R} using the following model:

y
(r)
ij = β0 + x′ijβi + γ

(r)
i + ε

(r)
ij ,

where γ(r)i |σ2
γ ∼ N(0, hiσ

2
γ) and ε(r)ij |σ2

εi ∼ N(0, kijσ
2
εi) are all independently distributed, i =

1, . . . ,m; j = 1, . . . , ni.

Step 2 For each replication r, compute the simulated parameter of interest: θ(r)i = β0 + X̄′iβi+γ
(r)
i , r =

1, . . . , R.

Step 3 For each replication r, compute φ̂
(r)

i using the estimation algorithm described in Section 5 and

compute θ̂(r)i , which may depend on φ̂
(r)

i r = 1, . . . , R.

Step 4 We propose the following parametric bootstrap estimator of ai(φi): ai;boot ≡ ai;boot(φi) =

f
(

E∗[d(θ̂∗i , θ
∗
i )]
)

, where E∗ is the expectation with respect to the parametric bootstrap distribution.
In practice, we approximate ai;boot by

ai;boot ≈ f
(

1

R

R∑

r=1

d(θ̂
(r)
i , θ

(r)
i )

)
. (18)

For known τi, ai;boot converges in probability to ai(φi) as m tends to infinity. This can be proved by
first noting that ai;boot converges in probability to ai(φ̂i) as m→∞ and then applying the Taylor series
expansion of ai(φ̂i) around φi and consistency of φ̂i as an estimator of φi.

For known τi, if f is a smooth function well-defined in the real line (e.g., logarithmic function), it is
possible to correct for the bias of ai;boot(φi) by a jackknife method and produce a second-order unbiased
estimator of f(E[d(θ̂i, θi)]). This is essentially a simple extension of the Monte-Carlo jackknife (hereafter
McJack) method, proposed by Jiang et al. (2018), to a general class of uncertainty measures.

To elaborate the McJack method, suppose that φ̂i is an estimator of φi obtained using the procedure
described in Section 5. Let φ̂i;−l be the estimated parameters φ̂i by deleting the lth area data set from
the full data set. Then the McJack estimator of f(E[d(θ̂i, θi)]) is given by

ai;mcjack = ai;boot(φ̂i)−
m− 1

m

m∑

`=1

{ai;boot(φ̂i;−l)− ai;boot(φ̂i)}. (19)
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Note that for known τi, under appropriate regularity conditions, ai;mcjack is a second-order unbiased
estimator of f(E[d(θ̂i, θi)]) – proof follows along the lines of Jiang et al. (2018) and is not included in
this paper.

Remark 5: An efficient implementation of the estimators proposed is provided in the saebpmq R pack-
age, which includes a main function for model fitting, and a variety of auxiliary functions for prediction
and for MSE estimation. The package is available from the authors upon request.

7 Monte Carlo simulation studies
In this section, we first discuss findings from a model-based simulation to compare different estima-
tors/predictors of a small area mean and assess different measures of uncertainty of our proposed EBP.
In a model-based simulation, a synthetic population is repeatedly generated using a model and a sam-
ple is drawn from each generated population using a probability sampling design. Model-based relative
bias (RB) and relative root mean squared error (RRMSE) of an estimator/predictor of a small area mean
are approximated using values of the estimator/predictor of the small area mean and the corresponding
known small area population mean from the replicated samples. Since different models can be used to
generate such synthetic populations, model-based simulation has the flexibility for evaluating different
estimators/predictors under different simulation conditions.

We also devise a design-based simulation experiment to understand the performance of different es-
timators/predictors of a small area mean in terms of design-based relative bias and relative root mean
squared error criteria. In a design-based simulation, a synthetic population is first constructed using a
real-life data. Repeated samples are then independently drawn from this synthetic population using a
probability sampling design. Relative bias and relative root mean squared error of an estimator/predictor
of a small area mean are approximated using values of the estimator/predictor from different samples and
the fixed known small area population mean. Such a design-based simulation is a fair way to compare
different estimators/predictors because synthetic population is generated using a real-life data and not
using a hypothetical model that may favor one model-based estimator/predictor over the others.

In both model-based and design-based simulations, we used a simple random sampling from each
small area population and consider the following estimators of the small area mean:

(A) Direct estimator (sample mean),

(B) Empirical best linear unbiased predictor (EBLUP) under a nested error regression model,

(C) M-quantile estimator of Chambers and Tzavidis (2006) (MQ),

(D) Empirical best linear unbiased predictor (EBLUP-RS) under a random regression coefficient model
(Hobza and Morales, 2013),

(E) Empirical best linear unbiased predictor (EBLUP-H) under a heteroscedastic nested error regression
model (Jiang and Nguyen, 2012; Kubokawa et al., 2016; Sugasawa and Kubokawa, 2017),

(F) Observed best predictor (OBP) under a nested-error regression model (Jiang et al., 2011, 2015), using
area level covariates X̄i,

(G) The proposed empirical best predictor (EBP) based on the proposed nested error regression model
with high dimensional parameter.

The nested error regression model and the random regression coefficient model are fitted using the
REML option of the lmer function (Bates et al., 2015) in R. The M-quantile linear regression model
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is fitted using a modified version of the rlm function (Venables and Ripley, 2002, Sect. 8.3) in R and
so uses iteratively re-weighted least squares (Chambers and Tzavidis, 2006). An extended version of
an R script that includes numerous functions, available from the authors, is used to fit the nested error
regression model with high dimensional parameter. In this simulation experiment, M-quantile regression
models are fitted by setting the value of the tuning constant in the Huber influence function to c = 1.345.
This value gives 95% efficiency in the normal case while protecting against outliers (Huber, 1981). We
assume that the τi value is unknown to evaluate the performance and the properties of our proposal and
of the corresponding MSE estimator when the tuning parameter is estimated. The parameters of EBP and
τi are estimated following the algorithm shown in Section 5 using the Huber influence function ψi with
tuning constant equal to 1.345. Estimated model coefficients obtained from these fits are used to compute
EBLUP, EBLUP-RS, MQ and the proposed EBP. In the simulation the performance of EBP based on
estimators obtained by maximising the log-likelihood function (5) is also investigated (EBP-MLE). The
small area estimates EBLUP-H are obtained using the RHNERM function of the package rhnerm in R
performing the heteroscedastic nested error regression model of Kubokawa et al. (2016). The OBP is
computed using an R script developed following the procedure described in Jiang et al. (2015).

7.1 Model-based simulations
Population data are generated form = 100 small areas, with samples selected by simple random sampling
without replacement within each area. The population and sample sizes are the same for all areas and
are fixed at Ni = 100 and ni = 4, respectively. Values for the auxiliary variable x are generated
independently from a common log-normal distribution with a mean of 1.0 and a standard deviation of 0.5
on a logarithmic scale that yields to an adjusted R2 of about 0.7. Values for y are generated using the
following linear mixed model:

yij = 10 + βixij + γi + εij i = 1, . . . , 100; j = 1, . . . , 4,

where the slope βi, the random-area effects {γi} and sampling errors {εij} are independently generated
according the following three different simulation conditions denoted by:

(i) (0, 0): βi = 5 for all the small areas, γi ∼ N(0, 3) and εij ∼ N(0, 6) – this model is essentially the
nested error regression model (1) under which EBLUP is developed;

(ii) (β, 0): βi = 5 for i = 1, . . . , 50 and βi = −5 for i = 51, . . . , 100 and it is kept fixed over the
simulations, γi ∼ N(0, 3) and εij ∼ N(0, 6) – this model violates assumptions of the nested error
regression model (1) because slopes vary across small areas;

(iii) (β, σ2
ε): βi = 5 for i = 1, . . . , 50 and βi = −5 for i = 51, . . . , 100 and it is kept fixed over the

simulations, γi ∼ N(0, 3), εij ∼ N(0, σ2
εi), σ2

εi ∼ N(6, 2) for i = 1, . . . , 50 and σ2
εi ∼ N(12, 2)

for i = 51, . . . , 100 – this model violates assumptions of nested error regression model (1) because
both slopes and sampling variances vary across small areas.

Each scenario is independently simulated T = 1, 000 times. The performance of the estimators (A)-
(G), under the above three simulation conditions (i)-(iii), is assessed using the following three criteria:

(a) Median absolute relative bias (ARB), median being taken over all 100 small areas; for a given area,
ARB of an estimator is defined as the ratio of the absolute value of the average difference between
the estimate and the corresponding true simulated small area mean to the average true simulated
small area mean, average being taken over simulations;

(b) Relative root mean squared error (RRMSE) is defined as the ratio of the square root of the average
squared difference between the estimate and the corresponding true simulated small area mean to
the average true simulated small area mean, average being taken over simulations;
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(c) Efficiency (EFF) measured as the ratio of the RMSE of each estimator/predictor to the RMSE of the
corresponding EBLUP estimator.

Figure 2 compares performances of our proposed algorithm and ML in estimating regression coeffi-
cients and variance components of our proposed general nested error regression model with high dimen-
sional parameter (3). In estimating regression coefficients, neither method exhibits any clear sign of bias
though MLEs of the slope tend to be more variable than our proposed method under all three simulation
conditions. The two methods differ substantially in estimating σ2

εi. The box-plots of MLEs exhibit down-
ward bias (around 18% − 20% in each scenario), suggesting possible inconsistency of MLEs, whereas
the box-plots of the estimates obtained with the proposed method exhibit lower bias (−1.1%, −2.5%,
−6.2% in scenarios (0, 0), (β, 0) and (0, σ2

ε), respectively). Moreover, MLEs are generally much more
variable than the estimates of the proposed method based on GEE.
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Figure 2: Box-plots displaying ratios of estimates of regression coefficients and area specific sampling
variances to their corresponding true values under repeated sampling in our model-based simulation ex-
periment; left and right panels use the proposed algorithm and ML method, respectively; different rows
of the panel graph correspond to different simulation scenarios.

We now study the effects of violation of the exchangeability of the regression coefficients and sam-
pling variance components across areas in the nested error regression model of Battese et al. (1988) on
the REML estimates of the shrinkage factors Bi. For different simulation conditions, Figure 3 compares
proposed estimates of Bi, under our nested error regression model with high dimensional parameter (3),
with the REML estimates of Bi under the nested error regression model of (Battese et al., 1988). Under
scenario (0, 0), i.e., when the nested error model of Battese et al. (1988) is indeed the correct model, the
REML estimates of Bi, obtained under the correct model, perform slightly better than our proposed es-
timates under the nested error model with high dimensional parameter. When the regression coefficients
or/and the sampling variances vary across the areas, the estimates ofBi under the nested error model with
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high dimensional parameter exhibit considerably less bias than the REML under the nested error model
at the expense of more variability.
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Figure 3: Boxplots displaying ratios of estimates of Bi to their corresponding true values under repeated
sampling in our model-based simulation experiment; three graphs correspond to the three simulation
scenarios; in each graph, estimates of nested regression model with high dimensional parameter and
nested error regression model of (Battese et al., 1988) are denoted by Bi and BiBHF , respectively.

Table 1 reports the median values of the ARB, RRMSE and EFF for the various simulation scenarios
and estimators. The proposed EBP exhibits the least ARB among all predictors for scenarios (β, 0)
and (β, σ2

ε). As expected, for simulation scenario (0, 0), i.e. for the nested error regression model, the
EBLUP performs the best in terms of RRMSE. In contrast, when either slopes or both slopes and the
sampling variances vary across small areas we note that the proposed EBP performs much better than
other predictors in terms of RRMSE. If we compare the EBP with EBP-MLE, the EBP shows the best
performance in terms of RRMSE whereas the EBP-MLE exhibits lowest bias values. In the second and
third scenarios, the bias and variability of the OBP are similar to those of EBLUP under the nested error
regression model. In our simulation experiment, we observe poor performance of the OBP with unit level
covariates, as given in Jiang et al. (2011) and Jiang et al. (2015), unless the within area sample sizes are
large. However, for the second and third scenarios, the bias and variability of the OBP with area level
covariates are similar to those of EBLUP. Thus, in Table 1, we only report results of OBP with area level
covariates.

The results presented in Table 1 are supported by the results from two additional simulation exper-
iments. First, we replicated the experiment for ni = 10 and m = 40. The results (reported in the
Supplementary Material) are similar to those of Table 1, i.e., the proposed EBP exhibits smaller bias and
higher efficiency compared to rival small area predictors. As expected, RRMSEs and absolute relative
biases for all predictors decrease with the increase of area specific sample sizes.

Moreover, in the second additional experiment, for assessing the performance of the proposed EBP in
case of outlying values, we have mixed the scenarios of Chambers et al. (2014) with the ones proposed
in this article. The EBP exhibits better performance in terms of both bias and variability compared to the
other predictors. The results are reported in Supplementary Material for ni = 5 and m = 100 and for
ni = 10 and m = 40.

We now examine the performance of our proposed bootstrap and McJack estimators of RMSE of
EBP in comparison with that of the naive RMSE estimator that uses g1i(φ̂i) given by (17). The boot-
strap and the McJack procedures have been implemented by generating 100 bootstrap samples in each
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Table 1: Model-based simulation results: performance of estimators/predictors of small area means;
the number of small areas considered is 100; population and sample sizes for each area are 100 and 4,
respectively; median is over 100 small areas; numbers in parenthesis are the values of the efficiency over
EBLUP in terms of RMSE.

Predictor Results (%) for the following scenarios
(0, 0) (β, 0) (β, σ2

ε)
Median absolute relative bias

Direct 0.535 0.927 1.083
EBLUP 0.132 9.129 9.155
MQ 0.127 5.070 7.315
EBLUP-RS 0.120 0.672 0.783
EBLUP-H 0.130 8.876 8.903
OBP 0.222 8.691 9.074
EBP 0.136 0.634 0.671
EBP-MLE 0.183 0.232 0.271

Median RRMSE
Direct 16.640 (17.887) 44.259 (1.074) 45.770 (1.083)
EBLUP 3.922 (1.000) 43.119 (1.000) 44.188 (1.000)
MQ 4.105 (1.103) 14.774 (0.132) 20.101 (0.186)
EBLUP-RS 3.931 (1.006) 13.991 (0.103) 18.283 (0.144)
EBLUP-H 3.924 (1.003) 50.139 (1.359) 53.093 (1.291)
OBP 6.969 (3.152) 43.273 (1.001) 44.287 (1.002)
EBP 4.002 (1.047) 12.065 (0.087) 15.596 (0.118)
EBP-MLE 5.279 (1.798) 14.357 (0.108) 18.685 (0.147)

Monte Carlo run. The data are generated according to scenarios (0, 0), (β, 0), and (β, σ2
ε). The proposed

McJack procedure for the nested error regression model with high dimensional parameter is very com-
putational intensive because for each area R bootstrap iterations are needed. For this reason, to evaluate
the performance of the RMSE estimators, we have decided to decrease the number of small areas from
100 to 40. The median values of area-specific relative biases (RB) and relative root mean squared errors
(RRMSE) of different estimators of RMSE are displayed in Table 2. The table also reports the median
values of empirical coverage rates (CR) for nominal 95% confidence intervals of small area means, where
confidence intervals are constructed using different RMSE estimators. In the case of naive and and Mc-
Jack RMSE estimators, these confidence intervals are constructed using the small area estimate plus or
minus twice the value of the of the corresponding RMSE estimates. The bootstrap confidence intervals
are based on the 2.5 and the 97.5 percentiles of the corresponding bootstrap distributions. Compared to
the naive RMSE estimator, the bootstrap and McJack RMSE estimators are more stable and less bias and
provide confidence intervals with coverage rates. The McJack RMSE estimator provides slightly better
performance than the bootstrap estimator, but McJack, as stated above, is time consuming.

7.2 Design-based simulation
We use data collected in the 1995-1996 Australian Agricultural Grazing Industry Survey (AAGIS), con-
ducted by the Australian Bureau of Agricultural and Resource Economics. In the original sample there
were 759 farms from 12 regions (small areas of interest), which make up the wheat-sheep zone for
Australian broad-acre agriculture. We use this sample data to generate a synthetic population of size
N = 39, 562 farms by inflating the original AAGIS sample of n = 759 farms by farm’s sample weight
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Table 2: Model-based simulation results: performance of RMSE estimators for the proposed EBP of a
small area mean; the number of small areas considered is 40; population and sample sizes for each area
are 100 and 10, respectively; median is over 40 small areas.

RMSE estimator Results (%) for scenarios
(0, 0) (β, 0) (β, σ2)

Median relative bias
Naive -14.9 -23.9 -25.2
Bootstrap -3.6 -8.1 -11.7
McJack -4.9 -4.8 -4.9

Median RRMSE
Naive 18.4 30.2 32.5
Bootstrap 14.5 26.4 28.7
McJack 14.1 27.4 26.8

Median coverage rate
Naive 91 84 84
Bootstrap 94 93 92
McJack 93 93 94

(Salvati et al., 2012a). In our simulation, we define the 12 regions as small areas of interest. We know
that the proposed nested error regression model with high dimensional parameter and the EBP can work
well with a large number of small areas. In this simulation experiment we are also interested in assessing
the performance of the EBP when the number of regions is small, but the traditional assumptions of linear
mixed model do not hold (e.g., regression coefficients and the sampling variances could vary across the
areas). The outcome variable of interest is the total cash costs (TCC) with the number of closing sheep
stock as the auxiliary variable.

Using this design-based simulation, we (a) compare the performance of different predictors of mean
TCC in each region under repeated sampling from a fixed population with the same characteristics as
the AAGIS sample, and (b) evaluate the design-consistency properties of the proposed EBP and MQ. In
the design-based simulation experiment we also evaluated the performance and the design-consistency
property of an alternative MQ estimator of the mean proposed by Tzavidis et al. (2010). The estimator
is based on a smearing argument discussed in Chambers and Dunstan (1986). Tzavidis et al. (2010)
noted that the estimator is subject to severe bias under the linear M-quantile regression model. The MQ
estimator based on a smearing argument (hereafter MQCD) may be written as

θ̂MQCD
i = ȳi + (X̄i − x̄i)

′β̂i, (20)

where the vector βi is estimated by a method proposed by Chambers and Tzavidis (2006). It resembles
a GREG estimator of the small area mean, which is consistent under the assumption of simple random
sampling or some other self-weighting design. Starting from equation (4) the EBP can be written as:

θ̂EBPi = ȳi + (X̄i − x̄i)
′β̂i − B̂i(ȳi − β̂0 − x̄′iβ̂i). (21)

We can point out that estimators (20) and (21) are similar. The EBP may be written as MQCD plus a
component, −B̂i(ȳi − β̂0 − x̄′iβ̂i), representing a part of the estimated specific-area random effect. For
this reason we are interested in this design-based simulation experiment to evaluate the performance of
MQCD.

For this simulation, we consider 1, 000 independent stratified random samples, each with regional
sample sample size of ni = 5. This results in a total sample size of 60 locations within the 12 AAGIS
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regions. The experiment has been replicated with ni = 10, 15, 20, 30, 40 and 50 for evaluating the
design consistency.

We compute the relative bias (RB) and the relative root mean squared error (RRMSE) of each esti-
mator/predictor of the mean value of TCC in each region. Figure 4 displays median (over small areas)
simulated RB and RRMSE of the estimators/predictors for different area specific sample sizes. The me-
dian bias of EBP is lower than those of MQ, EBLUP, EBLUP-H, OBP, EBP-MLE. In terms of median
RRMSE criterion, EBP performs the best among all estimators/predictors considered for all sample sizes.
EBP outperforms the MQCD in terms of efficiency especially with small sample size. As expected, the
difference between RRMSE of EBP and that of MQCD decreases as sample size increases. The design
consistency property of an estimator is better demonstrated if we focus on Figure 5, which displays simu-
lated RB and RRMSE by area-specific sample size for the area with smallest population size (Ni = 1450).
We note that with the increase of area specific sample size, the simulated RB of EBP (or EBLUP) and
MQCD approaches to zero – this is in line with their design consistency property. This is, however, not
the case with the MQ – even for large area specific sample size, the simulated RB of MQ is significant.
For this specific small area, EBP is a winner with respect to RRMSE criterion.

8 An application of the high dimensional parameter linear mixed
model: EBP estimates of the ecological condition of lakes in the
northeastern USA

We use as illustrative example the data collected from EMAP and presented in Section 2. Predicted values
of average ANC for each HUC are calculated using the empirical version of (4) under the nested error
regression model with high dimensional parameter (3) with covariates equal to the elevation of each lake
and location defined by the geographical coordinates of the centroid of each lake (in the UTM coordinate
system).

Figure 6 shows normal probability plots of level 1 transformed residuals (uij , Battese et al., 1988)
and level 2 standardized random effects (Lange and Ryan, 1989) obtained by fitting a two-level (level
1 is the lake and level 2 is the HUC) linear mixed model to the sample data. The normal probability
plots indicate that the Gaussian assumptions of the linear mixed model are not met. This is confirmed
by a Shapiro-Wilk normality test, which rejects the null hypothesis that the residuals follow a normal
distribution (p-values: level 1 = 2.2e-16, level 2 = 0.0006247).

Following Zewotir and Galpin (2007) we study the detection of outliers and high leverage points in
the sample data. The authors propose to use the diagonal elements sii of the matrix S = σ2

εP, with
P = V−1 −V−1X(X′V−1X)−1X′V−1 (where X is the design matrix and V is the covariance matrix
of the linear mixed model), to detect high leverage points. To detect both outliers and high leverage
points, they propose to examine a plot of sii versus ε̂2i /ε̂

′ε̂, where ε̂i is the EBLUP residual. Points are
expected to concentrate around the upper-left corner of the plot. Points separated from the main cloud
of points that fall in the lower-left corner (small sii) are regarded as high leverage points, and points that
appear separated on the right side (large relative squared ε̂2i /ε̂

′ε̂) are regarded as outliers. Using in Figure
7 the rough cutoff values proposed by Zewotir and Galpin (2007) we note the presence of both outliers
and high leverage points in the EMAP data.

These diagnostics suggest the use of a robust model that relaxes the assumptions of normality of the
linear mixed model. The model (3) is fitted on the EMAP data by setting the value of the tuning constant
in the Huber influence function to c = 1.345. We have studied the stability of our algorithm, i.e., we
have ensured that the convergence of the algorithm does not depend on the starting values. For the data
we used in this paper, when initialising the algorithm from different starting values, it always converged
to the same point. However, in some applications, convergence may not be stable due to sparsity of the
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Figure 4: Design-based simulation results: median of relative bias (top panel) and relative root mean
squared error (bottom panel) of the small area predictors by area-specific sample size.

data. Hence, users of the method should always test the convergence of the algorithm with their data sets
to ensure that there are no convergence problems.

From the estimates there is evidence of spatial variability of the regression coefficients and variance
components. Figure 8 shows contour maps of the estimated HUC-specific area elevation slope coefficient
(left) and error variance model (right) from the fitted varying model. Examining the contours of the
slope coefficients in Figure 8 we see that the effect of elevation on ANC varies spatially, with these slope
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Figure 5: Design-based simulation results for area with smallestNi: relative bias (top panel) and relative
root mean squared error (bottom panel) of the small area predictors by area-specific sample size.

coefficients ranging from −2.5 to −0.45. The error variance component also shows spatial variation.
In particular, the contour map of this component shows them ranging from a value close to 0 (East) to
50, 000 (West).

These results are confirmed by the Hausman test (Hausman, 1978; Battese et al., 1988), where the null
hypothesis that slope parameters are the same within and among areas is rejected (p-value= 0.0021) and
by the Raudenbush and Bryk’s test (Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002), where the null hypothesis of equality
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Figure 6: Normal probability plots of level 1 (left) and level 2 residuals (right) derived by fitting a two
level linear mixed model to sample data.
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Figure 7: Plot to detect both outliers and high leverage points: sii versus ε̂2i /ε̂
′ε̂.

of the σ2
ε between areas is rejected (p-value= 8e-04).

To assess how EBP estimates are ‘close’ to the direct estimates we compute a goodness-of-fit diag-
nostic (Brown et al., 2001). This allows for evaluating if the model-based estimates are more precise than
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Figure 8: Maps showing the spatial variation in the HUC-specific area elevation slope coefficient (left)
and sampling variance (right) estimates that are generated when the proposed nested error regression
model with high dimensional parameter is fitted to the EMAP data.

direct estimates. The goodness-of-fit diagnostic is computed as the value of the following Wald statistic:

W =
∑

i

(ȳi − θ̂EBPi )2

v̂ar(ȳi) + M̂SE(θ̂EBPi )
,

where v̂ar(ȳi) is the estimated variance of the direct estimator and M̂SE(θ̂EBPi ) is the estimated MSE
of the EBP computed via bootstrap procedure. The realized value of W can then be compared against
the 0.95-quantile of a χ2-distribution with 86 degrees of freedom, i.e. 108.6479. The values of the
goodness-of-fit diagnostic is 19.21 for EBP, i.e. the estimates are not statistically different from the
direct estimates. The EBP estimates appear to be generally consistent with the direct estimates, with the
correlation between the two sets of estimates being 0.98. To assess if EBP estimates are more precise
than direct estimates, i.e. the potential gains in precision from using EBP instead of the direct estimates,
we examine the distribution of the ratios of the estimated CVs of the direct and the EBP estimates for the
EMAP data. A value greater than 1 for this ratio indicates that the estimated CV of the EBP estimate is
smaller than that of the direct estimate. The average ratio across areas is 1.83. It means a potential gain
in precision from using EBP of about 83%.

Estimated values of average ANC for each HUC using EBP under the nested regression model with
high dimensional parameter indicate that there are lower levels of average ANC (higher risk of water
acidification) in the north-eastern part of the study region and they are consistent with the spatial distribu-
tion of ANC average values produced by previous non-parametric analyses of the EMAP data Opsomer
et al. (2008) and Salvati et al. (2012b).

In Figure 9 we display maps of estimates of average ANC for each HUC using EBP under the nested
error model with high dimensional parameter. Estimates indicate that there are lower levels of average
ANC (higher risk of water acidification) in the north-eastern part of the study region and they are consis-
tent with the spatial distribution of ANC average values produced by previous non-parametric analyses
of the EMAP data (Opsomer et al., 2008; Salvati et al., 2012b).

9 Conclusions
In this paper, we have demonstrated, through simulations and data analysis, unsuitability of the well-
known nested error regression model for small area estimation when combining a large number of small
areas. As argued in the paper, this could be due to the fact that the exchangeability assumption concerning
the regression coefficients and fixed sampling variances does not hold for large number of small areas to
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Figure 9: Maps of estimated average ANC for HUCs using EBP under the nested error regression model
with high dimensional parameter.

be combined. One potential solution to this problem is develop methodology for a joint random regression
coefficients and random sampling variances model. Such joint modeling strategy has not been tried in
the small area literature and could be an excellent future research problem. Alternatively, one could con-
sider allowing fixed area specific regression coefficients and sampling variances to circumvent problems
associated with exchangeability of the regression coefficients and sampling variances across small areas.
However, this modeling strategy is likely to lead to an inefficient estimation of the area specific regres-
sion coefficients and sampling variances if traditional estimation methods are used because of small area
specific samples. In this paper, we develop a robust area specific estimating equations approach where
different estimating equations are used for different small areas. Random effect is assumed on a single
area specific tuning parameter of the estimation equation (e.g., τi, area specific M-quantile coefficient) to
reduce dimensionality, which in turn, improves on estimation efficiency.

Performances of the estimators of area specific regression coefficients and sampling variances φi
and the associated EBP depend very much on the area specific tuning parameters τi of the estimating
equations. The case when τi’s are known (e.g., from the census data) does not create any problem. Like
in many other papers in small area estimation, our emphasize here is bounded ni and our evaluation for

24



unknown τi case is exclusively by extensive simulation studies, which actually allow us to consider a
variety of simulation conditions. In most SAE asymptotics, m tends to infinity but ni’s are bounded. In
such a setting, the estimators of τi considered in this paper are not consistent. As pointed out by Jiang
and Lahiri (2006), the alternative asymptotic setting in which both number of areas m and area specific
sample sizes ni tend to (possibly at differential rates) is indeed an important problem. This alternative
asymptotic framework has received relatively less attention in SAE research. Lye and Welsh (2021)
recently put forward an asymptotic approach where both m and ni are allowed to tend to infinity. It
would be interesting to study the asymptotic properties of our estimators of our model parameters and
predictors under this alternative asymptotic setting. This is a topic for a future research.

In this paper, we also question the utility of the well-known second-order unbiasedness criterion of
the mean squared error estimators. Besides the difficulty in establishing a rigorous theory (see Jiang
et al., 2018) and increasing the computational burden, this property does not necessarily ensure similar
second-order unbiasedness properties of other commonly used uncertainty measures such as coefficient
of variation, relative root mean squared error, and others. In this paper, we downplay the second-order un-
biasedness criterion and introduces a general parametric bootstrap method and a jackknife procedure for
estimating commonly used uncertainly measures such as relative root mean square error and coefficient
of variance. Proposed methods perform well in our Monte Carlo simulations and real life data analysis.
In developing the methodology we ignored certain complex situations such as correlated data within the
same PSU. Also, the method is developed for continuous data. These present additional avenues for fur-
ther research. Finally, as alternative to the proposed nested error regression model with high dimensional
parameter, an extension of linear models with both random coefficients and random dispersion values in
Bayesian approach following Hoff (2009, Chapter 8) may be doable and it could be an objective of a
future research.
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Appendix: Regularity conditions for consistency of the estimators of
φi

(i) The influence function ψi is a bounded continuous function with a derivative which, except for a
finite number of points, is defined everywhere and it is also bounded.

(ii) |Xl(p+1)|, 1 6 l 6 m, is bounded as m→∞.

(iii) The true parameter vector φi ∈ Φ0
i , the interior of the parameter space for φi.

(iv) For any compact set B ∈ Φ0
i , the supφi∈B|| · || of up to fourth derivatives of Vi, 1 6 i 6 m, are

bounded, and supφi∈B||Vi||, 1 6 i 6 m, are bounded.

(v) λmin{X′l(p+1)U
−1/2
l;i Dl;iU

1/2
l;i V−1l;i Xl(p+1)}, λmin

{
tr
[
V−1l;i ZlZ

′
lV
−1
l;i ZlZ

′
l

]}
and

λmin

{
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V−1l;i

∂Vl;i
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εi
|σ2
γ=σ

2
γ
V−1l;i

∂Vl;i

∂σ2
εi
|σ2
γ=σ

2
γ

]}
are bounded away from zero, where λmin rep-

resents the smallest eigenvalue; here Dl;i is a diagonal matrix with its jth diagonal element is the
derivative of ψi respect the jth residual;
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(vi) There are constants ζ > 0 and L < ∞ such that, if rl;i, 1 6 l 6 m, then E|ψi(rl;i)|4+ζ ,
E||∂ψi(rl;i)|| are all bounded by L.

(vii) E|yl|8+ϕ, 1 6 l 6 m, are bounded for some ϕ > 0.

(viii) |S| = O(mκ) for some 0 6 κ 6 3/(6 + ϕ).
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1 Results of model-based simulation experiments
In this section we report the results of the simulation experiments according the scenarios (0, 0), (β, 0)
and (β, σε) presented in the manuscript with lower number of small areas, m = 40, and sample size in
each small area equal to ni = 10. The results in Table S.1 confirm the ranking of the predictors in terms
of performance presented in the manuscript with low levels of bias and variability.

Moreover, we present the results of another scenario withm = 40, ni = 10 andm = 100, ni = 4. In
this additional scenario values for xij are generated as in the manuscript, as independently and identically
distributed from a log-normal distribution with a mean of 1.0 and a standard deviation of 0.5 on the log-
scale. Values for yij are generated as yij = 10+βixij + γi+ εij , where the fixed effects and the random
area effects and sampling errors are independently generated as it follows: βi = 5 for i = 1, . . . , 50
and βi = −5 for i = 51, . . . , 100 (if m = 100) and it is kept fixed over the simulations, γi ∼ N(0, 3)
and εij ∼ δijN(0, 6) + (1 − δij)N(20, 150),where δij is an independently generated Bernoulli random
variable with Pr(δij = 1) = 0.97, i.e. the individual effects are independent draws from a mixture of
two normal distributions, with 97% on average drawn from a ‘well-behaved’ N(0, 6) distribution and 3%
on average drawn from an outlier N(20, 150) distribution; this model violates assumptions of the nested
error regression model (1) because slopes vary across small areas and the sampling errors have some
outlying values. The results in Table S.2 show the superior outlier robustness of EBP and MQ compared
with the other predictors certainly hold true, especially in terms of RRMSE. The EBP methods are less
biased than the competitors.

2 Performance of the estimators of βi and σ2
εi

In this section we present some plots which complete the information obtained in Figure 1 of the manuscript
in order to evaluate the performance of the the estimators of βi and σ2

εi using the GEE and the ML meth-
ods. Figure S.1 shows the relationship between the true values of the parameters βi and σ2

εi, on the
y-axis, and the average estimated values of the parameters, over Monte Carlo runs, for each small area,
on the x-axis. The left panels present the performance of the estimators of βi; the right panels indicate
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Table S.1: Model-based simulation results: performance of estimators/predictors of small area means;
the number of small areas considered is 40; population and sample sizes for each area are 100 and 10,
respectively; median is over 40 small areas; numbers in parenthesis are the values of the efficiency over
EBLUP in terms of RMSE.

Predictor Results (%) for the following scenarios
(0, 0) (β, 0) (β, σ2

ε)
Median absolute relative bias

Direct 0.319 0.406 0.250
EBLUP 0.055 3.721 4.197
MQ 0.054 5.690 8.805
EBLUP-RS 0.053 0.177 0.289
EBLUP-H 0.054 6.048 7.528
OBP 0.145 3.531 4.050
EBP 0.049 0.141 0.435
EBP-MLE 0.069 0.131 0.095

Median RRMSE
Direct 10.175 (14.492) 27.323 (1.023) 28.647 (1.025)
EBLUP 2.683 (1.000) 26.930 (1.000) 28.291 (1.000)
MQ 2.945 (1.230) 10.877 (0.160) 14.680 (0.229)
EBLUP-RS 2.689 (1.008) 8.180 (0.97) 10.700 (0.120)
EBLUP-H 2.690 (1.005) 35.067 (1.667) 38.271 (1.556)
OBP 6.206 (5.404) 27.081 (0.999) 28.321 (1.000)
EBP 2.688 (1.011) 7.984 (0.084) 10.230 (0.112)
EBP-MLE 3.130 (1.373) 8.650 (0.106) 11.105 (0.131)

the behaviour of the estimators of σ2
εi. The estimates of the parameters of the nested regression model

with high dimensional parameter based on GEE method are in filled circles, whereas those obtained by
ML approach are represented by filled triangle. In the three scenarios the parameter βi is estimated well
both with GEE and ML approach. The latter shows estimated values with higher variability. Regarding
the variance component σ2

εi we can note that the ML estimator is biased-low in all the scenarios. The
estimator based on the GEE method perform better, even if it is slightly biased-low in scenario (0, 0) and
in scenario (βi, σ2

ε ) for these small areas where the expected value of the variance component is 12.
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Table S.2: Model-based simulation results for additional scenario based on individual outlying values:
performance of estimators/predictors of small area means; the number of small areas considered is 40
and 100; population and sample sizes for each area are 100 and 10 (for m = 40) and 4 (for m = 100),
respectively; median is over m small areas; numbers in parenthesis are the values of the efficiency over
EBLUP in terms of RMSE.

Predictor Results (%) for the following scenarios
Median absolute relative bias

m = 40, ni = 10 m = 100, ni = 4
Direct 0.475 0.960
EBLUP 5.174 10.654
MQ 6.847 5.703
EBLUP-RS 0.639 2.345
EBLUP-H 6.755 7.943
OBP 5.034 10.295
EBP 1.184 1.965
EBP-MLE 0.437 0.623

Median RRMSE
Direct 33.621 (1.025) 53.297 (1.087)
EBLUP 33.367 (1.000) 52.183 (1.000)
MQ 16.753 (0.263) 22.494 (0.204)
EBLUP-RS 16.113 (0.239) 26.355 (0.275)
EBLUP-H 41.368 (1.533) 61.637 (1.346)
OBP 33.179 (0.999) 51.816 (1.003)
EBP 14.513 (0.185) 19.924 (0.160)
EBP-MLE 16.210 (0.247) 26.260 (0.281)
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Figure S.1: Scatterplot of three scenarios presented in the manuscript. The plots show the relationship
between the true values of the parameters βi and σ2

εi, on the y-axis, and the average estimated values of the
parameters, over Monte Carlo runs, for each small area, on the x-axis. The estimates of the parameters of
the nested regression model with high dimensional parameter based on GEE method are in filled circles,
whereas those obtained by ML approach are represented by filled triangle.
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