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EMPIRICAL BEST PREDICTION UNDER A NESTED ERROR
MODEL WITH LOG TRANSFORMATION

BY ISABEL MOLINA! AND NIRIAN MARTIN?
Universidad Carlos Il de Madrid and Universidad Complutense de Madrid

In regression models involving economic variables such as income, log
transformation is typically taken to achieve approximate normality and stabi-
lize the variance. However, often the interest is predicting individual values
or means of the variable in the original scale. Under a nested error model for
the log transformation of the target variable, we show that the usual approach
of back transforming the predicted values may introduce a substantial bias.
We obtain the optimal (or “best”) predictors of individual values of the orig-
inal variable and of small area means under that model. Empirical best pre-
dictors are defined by estimating the unknown model parameters in the best
predictors. When estimation is desired for subpopulations with small sample
sizes (small areas), nested error models are widely used to “borrow strength”
from the other areas and obtain estimators with greater efficiency than direct
estimators based on the scarce area-specific data. We show that naive pre-
dictors of small area means obtained by back-transformation under the men-
tioned model may even underperform direct estimators. Moreover, assessing
the uncertainty of the considered predictor is not straightforward. Exact mean
squared errors of the best predictors and second-order approximations to the
mean squared errors of the empirical best predictors are derived. Estimators
of the mean squared errors that are second-order correct are also obtained.
Simulation studies and an example with Mexican data on living conditions
illustrate the procedures.

1. Introduction. In econometric regression models, variables such as income
or expenditure are often transformed with a logarithm to achieve homoscedastic
errors with approximately normal distribution. However, the variable of interest
remains to be the untransformed one. Target characteristics of the study variable
such as the values for out-of-sample individuals or the means for specific subpopu-
lations become then functions of the exponentials of the dependent variable in the
model. We show that, under a nested error linear regression model [1], the predic-
tors obtained by transforming back the individual predicted values may be severely
biased and derive optimal predictors under that model. The nested-error model is
widely used in small area estimation, because it solves the problem of lack of data
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in some of the areas of interest by linking all areas through the common regres-
sion parameters. At the same time, these models include random area effects that
represent the unexplained between-area variation. The common parameters are es-
timated using the sample observations from all the areas together, and this often
leads to great efficiency gains with respect to estimators that use only the area-
specific sample data (direct estimators). In econometric applications, this model
has been used to estimate poverty indicators in small areas; see, for example, [4]
or [16]. For further details on small area estimation methods, see the monograph
by [19] and the recent review by [17].

In many applications, predicting the individual values of the original target vari-
able in the model rather than (or beyond) the area means may be of interest. For
example, the approach of Elbers, Lanjouw and Lanjouw [4] widely extended in
World Bank applications, is based on obtaining predicted censuses of the vari-
able of interest at the individual level. Important advantages of prediction at the
individual level are that, once a predicted census is obtained, it may be used to
estimate whatever desired population characteristic and at whatever level of dis-
aggregation; see, for example, [10] for prediction at different levels (including the
individual level) in the context of forest inventories.

Assessing the reliability, or uncertainty, of the obtained predictors is crucial in
practical applications. A popular uncertainty measure is the mean squared error
(MSE), also called mean squared prediction error. Second-order correct approxi-
mations to the MSEs of the optimal predictors of small area parameters have been
obtained under certain models but only for simple parameters; see, for example,
[3]. The MSE of an individual prediction under a nested-error model with log-
transformation that is second-order correct has not been obtained yet. Moreover,
when predicting the mean of the original variable in a given area, the optimal pre-
dictor depends on the predicted values for the out-of-sample individuals from that
area. Since the individuals belong to the same area, due to the presence of the
area effects, individual predictors are not independent. Then mean crossed product
errors (MCPEs) between pairs of individual predictions are needed to derive the
MSE of the predictor of the mean in that area.

Here, we obtain optimal predictors for individual values of the target variable
in out-of-sample units and also for small area means. Additionally, second-order
asymptotic approximations for the MCPEs of pairs of individual predictions are
derived, which lead to good approximations for the MSEs of predicted area means.
In the small area estimation literature, this was done previously only under area-
level models by [21]. Under a unit-level model, [12] dealt with estimation of expo-
nentials of mixed effects, that is, exponentials of linear functions of the fixed and
the random effects in the model; the individual values of the original variable can-
not be expressed as special cases of these parameters. Thus, the target parameters
are not the same, and consequently results are also different. In particular, cer-
tain crossed-product terms appearing in the MCPE that are of lower order in [12],
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are not negligible when predicting individual observations. In fact, those crossed-
product terms are typically neglected in small area estimation applications. Here,
we show that these terms cannot be neglected and give their analytical expression
up to o(D~1) terms, where D is the number of areas.

Analytical approximations for the uncertainty measures have a complex shape
and users might prefer to use resampling procedures such as bootstrap methods.
Gonzélez-Manteiga et al. [6] proposed a parametric bootstrap method designed for
finite populations under a nested error model that is suitable in this paper. Here,
we use the technique of imitation used in that paper to obtain the consistency of
the bootstrap MSE estimates in our setup.

The paper is organized as follows. The considered model and the target quan-
tities are introduced in Section 2. That section also gives the best predictor and
first- and second-stage empirical best predictors of the target quantities. Section 3
describes usual likelihood-based fitting methods. MCPEs and MSEs of first-stage
empirical best predictors are obtained in Section 4, and for second-stage empirical
best predictors, second-order approximations to the analogous uncertainty mea-
sures are given in Section 5. Second-order unbiased estimators of these uncertainty
measures are provided in Section 6. Section 7 describes a parametric bootstrap
procedure for estimation of the uncertainty. Section 8 describes the result of a sim-
ulation experiment comparing the proposed predictor with existing ones. Section 9
illustrates the procedures through the estimation of mean income in municipalities
from Mexico. The proofs of theorems are included in the Appendix, and finally,
Supplement A [14] studies the bias of the proposed predictors compared to existing
ones and includes additional simulation and application results.

2. Model, target quantities and predictors. When estimating characteris-
tics of subpopulations that have varying sizes, it seems convenient to work under a
finite population setup. Here, we consider that the population U is finite and con-
tains N units. This population is partitioned into D subpopulations Uy, ..., Up,
called areas or domains, of sizes N1, ..., Np. The data is obtained from a sample
s of size n drawn from the population U. We denote by s; the subsample from
domain d, of (fixed) size ny and by 55 = U — s4 the sample complement from
aread, of size Ny —ng,d =1, ..., D, with 25:1 ng =n.

The goal is to predict the value wy; of the variable of interest for an out-of-
sample individual i within area d, or the area mean N, ! vazdl wyi, based on a
regression model for wy;. If wg; represents a measurement of an economic vari-
able such as income or expenditure, it is customary to consider log(wg;) as de-
pendent variable in the model. Moreover, in many applications such as in small
area estimation, the available auxiliary variables do not explain sufficiently well
all the between-area heterogeneity that data exhibit. Then random area effects rep-
resenting this unexplained heterogeneity are included in the model. Thus, here we
assume the following superpopulation model, known as the nested-error model,
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for the log-transformed variables yz; = log(wg;),

Yai =X B+ uag + eqi,
@D iid. iid.
Ug ~ J\/'(O,cruz),edi ~ N(O,af),i: 1,...,Ng,d=1,...,D.
Here, x4; is a vector containing the values of p explanatory variables for the ith
individual in the dth area, 8 € R? is the vector of unknown regression coefficients,
eg4;i 1s the individual error, u, is the random effect of area d, with random effects
{ug} and errors {e4;} assumed to be mutually independent, and finally %2 and 03
are respectively the unknown random effects and individual error variances, called
variance components.

In model (2.1), the area effects u; induce a constant correlation among the units
belonging to the same area, whereas observations from different areas are kept un-
correlated. Moreover, the log-transformation implies a log-normal distribution for
the original variables wy; . If residuals from the fitted model to the log-transformed
responses yg; indicate severe departure from the normal distribution, other trans-
formations of the original variables wy; such as those from the Box—Cox or power
families can be considered. Corresponding EB predictors can be obtained and the
Taylor-linearization approach followed in this paper to obtain uncertainty mea-
sures may also be applied. However, log is the most commonly used transforma-
tion especially for economic variables such as income, probably due to the nice
interpretation of the resulting estimated model coefficients.

Let # = (62,52) be the vector of variance components and ® = {(c2, 0.2)’;
02> 0,02 > 0} the space where these parameters lie. We will denote by 8 and @
to generic elements from R” and ®, whereas B and ¢ will be their respective
true values, where 0 is supposed to be in the interior of ®. A quantity A(f,0)
depending on B and/or # will be sometimes denoted simply by A, omitting the
explicit dependence on 8 and/or 6.

If we intend to estimate the mean of an area with a poor sample size ng, the
estimators that use only the n; area-specific observations, called direct estimators,
are highly inefficient. Model (2.1) links all the areas through the common param-
eters B, o2 and o2, which allows us to “borrow strength” from all the areas when
estimating a particular area mean. However, even though the model is assumed for
vai = log(wg;), the target parameter remains to be the area mean of the untrans-
formed variables, which can be expressed in terms of the dependent variables in
the model as

1 Ng 1 Ng
Td:N—ddei:N—dZGXp(ydi), d:l,,D

i=1 i=l1
Here, we intend to estimate single values wy; = exp(y4;) of the target variable
in out-of-sample units i € 54 and area means Ty = N, ! Z,N:d1 exp(y4i), when the

variables yz; in the population units follow model (2.1). These target quantities
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are special cases of a general parameter of the form A(y;), where A(-) is a measur-
able function and y; = (ya41, ..., yan,) is the vector of outcomes for domain d.
Defining also Xy = (X41, ..., Xgn,)" and g = (eq1, - . -, ede)/, the model reads

Vi =XaP +uqly, +eq,

(22) ii.d. 2 ind 2
Ug ~ N(O, au),ed ~ NNd(ONd,UeINd),d =1,...,D,

where O is a k-vector of zeros, 1y is a k-vector of ones and I is the k x k identity
matrix. The covariance matrix of y; is equal to V4 = auzl Ny 1§Vd + o*eZI Ny = Va(0).
Let us arrange the elements from domain d into sample and out-of-sample ele-

ments, as
Yas de) (Vds Vdsr)
= . X = . V = .
yd (ydr> d (Xdr d Vars  Var

The “best predictor” 84 of a general parameter §; = h(yq) is the function of the
sample data Yas with minimum mean squared error MSE(8,) = E (84 — 84)% and
is given by 8 = Ey,, {h(ya)|yas}, where the expectation is taken with respect to
the distribution of y4,|yss. The best predictor is exactly unbiased in the sense

Ey,. (Sd) = Ey,(84). Since by (2.2) we have y; ~ N (XyB, V), the desired condi-
tional distribution is

(2.3) Yar|Yas i’@NNd—nd(lLdms, Varis), d=1,...,D,
with mean vector and covariance matrix given by
Raris = XarB + Vars V! (vas — XasB), Varis = Var — Vars V! Vagr.
Under the nested-error model (2.1), they reduce to
(24) Haris = XarB + 1n,—nyva(Fas — Xy, B),
(2.5) Varis =0, (1= Ya) vy —ngUny g + Ny -y

- -1 - -1
where yq = O'MQ/(O'MZ + ng/nd)a Yds =Ny Ziesd yai and Xg5 = ny Ziesd Xdi-
Based on the conditional distribution (2.3) with mean vector given in (2.4) and
covariance matrix (2.5), the next theorem gives closed-form expressions for the

best predictors of wy; = exp(yg;) and Tz = Nd_l Zf\gl exp(Vai)-

THEOREM 2.1. Under the nested-error model with log-transformation (2.1),
it holds:

(i) The best predictor of wg; = exp(Vqi), fori € 54, is given by
(2.6) Wai = Wai (B, 0) = exp(Yai + oa),
where Jai =Xy B+ va(as — Xy, B) and ag = {07 (1 — ya) + 07} /2.
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(i1) The best predictor of T4 = Nd_1 ZlN:dl exp(yqi) is given by

X =060 = (X war+ X ur).
d \iesy iesy

REMARK 2.1. In contrast with the case of estimation of a small area mean
under a nested error model without log-transformation, the best predictor of the
small area mean 74 given in (2.7) requires to predict the values of the target vari-
ables wy; for each out-of-sample unit i € 547 from area d. In applications to official
statistics, the unit-level values of the auxiliary variables x;; required for prediction
of wy; might be obtained from a census or an administrative register with micro-
data for all of the population. These kinds of microdata are available in practically
all European countries and many other, although their use is typically subject to
the signature of proper confidentiality contracts. In other areas such as agriculture
or forestry (see, e.g., [1] or [10]), satellite or laser scanner images play the role of a
census with pixels acting as population units, which may be more easily available.
Other useful data sets for small area estimation are included in the R package sae
[13].

In fact, writing the best predictor as 7; = N ! {Egs +exp(itg + ag) Ez}, where
iig = Ya(Fas — XjsB). Eds = ¥, exp(x[; ) and Eq = Y} exp(x; ), we only
need the area totals E; rather than all individual values x;;. These area totals E,
might be estimated from larger surveys that contain the same auxiliary variables
and adequately cover the areas. In the case of area-level covariates x;; = x4 for all
i, we get Eq = Ngexp(x;) and only the aggregates x,; are needed. If the covari-
ates xg; take only a finite number of values x4; € {z1, ..., Zk}, as it occurs when
using only categorical variables (the most common in household surveys), then
for x4; = zx we get Eg = Nyx exp(z;( B), and only the counts Ny of individuals
in the area with x;; = z; are needed, k =1, ..., K. These counts can be obtained
from aggregated data sources or may be estimated from a larger survey; see, for
example, [16] or [15].

The bias-corrected predictor II)% =exp(Yai + oeg/[ ), where oef,” = 0,42(1 —va)/2,
which is similar to the best predictor wy; given in (2.6), was proposed in [12].
However, these predictors are not exactly the same because the target parameters
in [12] are of the type exp(x); 8 + ug), which differ from our target parameters
here given by the individual observations wg; = exp(ygi) = exp(xiﬁ B+ug+ey).
Nevertheless, it is interesting to study how Molina’s predictor II)% performs for
wgi = exp(yqi). In Supplement A, we study the bias of w % and of the naive predic-
tor obtained by back-transforming the predicted model responses, w 9’1. =exp(V4i)-

The best predictors wg; (8, 0) and 7;(B, #) depend on the true values of 8 and
0, which are unknown in practice. Next, we define first- and second-stage em-
pirical best (EB) predictors obtained by estimating these unknown parameters in
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two stages. First, define the following vectors and matrices containing the sample
elements from all the areas:

Vs =g ¥ps) s Xy = (X)X e = (€],,...,€p,),
Z; =diag) ;- p(1y,), u= (u1,...,up).

Then the model for the sample units can be written as
ys = X B + Zsu + e, uNND(OD,auzID), e, ~ N, (0,1,021 ),

and the covariance matrix of y; is Vy = diag; ;- p(Vas), where Vg5 = o lnd l;ld
O'ezln 4

The first-stage EB predictor is obtained under the assumption that 6 is known
but B is unknown. The maximum likelihood (ML) estimator of 8 under normality,
which is also the weighted least squares (WLS) estimator of § without normality
reads

2.8) B®) = (X, VX)XV, y,
The first-stage EB predictors of wy; and t; are then
29) g =ai(®) =ai(B(60),0),  fa=7a(0) =7u(B(®)0).

Finally, the second-stage EB predictors of wy; and 74 are obtained by replacing
the unknown @ in (2.9) by a consistent estimator 6, that is,

210)  Bf =ba@) =wa (B©),0),  £f =%a(0)=7(B®).0).
Section 3 describes typical methods for consistent estimation of # under model

(2.1).

3. Fitting methods. A typical estimation method is maximum likelihood
(ML), which delivers consistent and asymptotically efficient estimators of the vari-
ance components, provided that the following conditions hold [11]:

(3.1 n>p+2, range(X;) = p, range(X;|Zs) > p.
The ML estimator 6 = (62,62) of 8 = (02,02 maximizes the penalized log-
likelihood,

sTs 0

1
(32)  1p(0) =c — - (log|V,| + ¥[Psys), P, =V, - v IX;Q, X, V!

where ¢ denotes a generic constant. The score vector is defined as s(f) =
dlp(0)/00 = (s1(0), s2(0)) . In terms of vy =y, — X; B = Z,u + e, the elements
of the score vector are

1 1
(3.3) n(®) = (VA + Ev;PSAhPsvS, h=1,2,
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where A, = dV,/d30, that is, Ay = Z,Z, and A, =1,. The ML estimator of
0 is then obtained solving the equation system s(f) = 0, together with equation
(2.8) for B. Since equations are nonlinear, numerical algorithms such as Newton—
Raphson or Fisher scoring are typically applied. These algorithms require respec-
tively the elements of Hessian matrix or the Fisher information matrix. The Hes-
sian matrix is defined as H(0) = a2zp(0)/302 = (Hp¢(0)), where

1
Hye (0) = 5 (Vo IALVI AY) — VP AP APy, b €=1,2.
Finally, the Fisher information matrix is F(0) = E{—H (8)} = (F¢(@)), where
1
Fne(0) = -3 (VAL VI AY) + tr(Py AP AY), ht=1,2.

A drawback of the ML estimator of # is that it does not account for the de-
grees of freedom due to estimation of . Restricted ML (REML) corrects for this
problem, providing estimators with bias of lower order. This is achieved by trans-
forming the data y as F'y, where F is any n x (n — p) matrix with rank n — p
and satisfying F’X = 0,,_,. The REML estimator is the value of # maximizing the
so-called restricted log-likelihood [z, which is the logarithm of the joint density
function of the transformed data F'y. Noting that F(F'V,F)~'F = P (see [20],
p. 451), this function can be written as

1
(3.4) IR(0) =c — 5(10g|F/VSF| +y.Psys).

The score vector obtained from [g is sg(0) = dlg(0)/90 = (sg.1(0), sr.2(0))".
Using again the relation F(F’ V,F)~!'F =Py, the elements of sg can be expressed
as

1 1
(3.5) sk (8)=—2 (P Ay) + SVPAPY, k=12

The Hessian matrix obtained from I is Hg(0) = 8%z(0)/36% = (Hpr.ne(9)),
where

1
Hp po(0) = 3 (P AP AY) — VP AP APy, h,t=1,2.

Finally, the corresponding Fisher information matrix is in this case given by
Fr(0)=E{—Hgr(0)} = (Fr.ne(0)), with elements

1
Frne(0) = Etr(PSAhPsAE)» h,t=1,2.
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4. Uncertainty of first-stage EB predictors. The reliability of a point pre-
dictor is typically assessed by its MSE. When estimating a small area mean 74, in
virtue of (2.7), the MSE of a predictor 7; can be directly obtained as a function
of the MCPE:s of pairs of predictors wg; and wy; for out-of-sample units i, j € 54.
For this reason, in the following we focus on giving the expressions for the MCPEs
of pairs of individual predictors.

Theorem 4.1 spells out the MCPE of the best predictors wy; and wg; for out-
of-sample units 7, j € 54, defined by MCPE(wy;, wyj) = E{(Wgi — wq;i)(Wy; —
wgj)}. The mean squared error (MSE) of the best predictor of a single out-of-
sample observation MSE(wg;) = E(Wwg; — wgi)?, i €54 is then obtained taking
i = j. For the area mean 74, the MSE of the best predictor MSE(7y) = E (74 —
74)? is given in Corollary 4.1. In these results, Iyj=jy is equal to 1 if i = j and O
otherwise.

THEOREM 4.1. Under the nested-error model with log-transformation (2.1),
the mean crossed product error of the best predictors Wq; and Wwqj of wa; and wy;j,
fori, j €sy,is given by

MCPE(wg;, waj)
= exp{ZGuz + oez + (xq;i + de)/ﬁ}
x [1 4 {exp(0?) — 1}1ji=jy — exp{—o2(1 — ya)}]-

COROLLARY 4.1. The mean squared error of the best predictor Ty of T4 is
given by

Mﬂ@g:mﬁm@ﬁ+é(qufmkﬁa—mm
x> Y exp{(xqi +%aj) B}
i€54 jE€5,j>i
+ [exp(aez) — exp{—ouz(l — v}l Z exp{2x;,iﬂ}).
€54

For a pair of first-stage EB predictors obtained by estimating 8 using the WLS
estimator given in (2.8) but assuming that 6 is known, Theorem 4.2 gives the
MCPE. The MSE of a single first-stage EB predictor is obtained setting j =i.
The following notation is required:

Q= (X, V;'X,) ™, ha,ij = X3;QsXdj,

/ = =/ =
hd,i = XdiQsts’ hd = deQsts~
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THEOREM 4.2. Under the nested-error model with log-transformation (2.1),
the mean crossed product error of the first-stage EB predictors Wa; and Wg;, for
i, ] €5y, is given by

MCPE (Wi, Waj) = exp{20; + 02 + (Xai +x4;)' B}
x [1+ {exp(0)) — 1}11i=)
+exp{(ha,ii +ha.jj)/2 + haij — 2viha — o7 (1 = va))
—exp|(ha.jj — viha)/2 + va(ha j — Yaha) — o2(1 — ya)}
— exp{(ha.it — ¥iha)/2 + Ya(hai — Yaha) — o (1 — va)}]
=: M14,ij (B, 0).

4.1)

5. Uncertainty of second-stage EB predictors. In practice, the vector of
variance components 8 = (o2, ¢2)" is also unknown. Estimation of @ to obtain
second-stage EB predictors entails an increase in uncertainty and this increase
should be accounted for in the MCPE. The additional uncertainty depends on the
estimation method used for @. This section gives an approximation up to o(D~1!)
terms for the MCPE of pairs of individual second-stage EB predictors when model
parameters are estimated by ML or REML.

For the second-stage EB predictors w 5!. = Wy; (é) and ﬁ)fj = Wy, (é) of wg; and
wyj, for i, j € 54, the MCPE can be decomposed as

MCPE(UA)ZZ-, ﬁ)fj) = MCPE(wg;, Wq;) + E{(uA)dEl — If)d,')(ﬁ)fj — uA)dj)}
(5.1) + E{(®]; — Wai) Daj — waj)}
+ E{(ai — wai) (D]; — baj)}.

The first term on the right-hand side of (5.1) is already given in Theorem 4.2 above.
The remaining terms will be approximated up to o(D~!) terms under the following
assumptions, where Apnin(A) denotes the minimum eigenvalue of A:

H1) p < oo, limsupp_,,maxj<g<png < oo and liminfp_, o X
minj<g<p ng > 1;

(H2) the elements of the matrix X are uniformly bounded as D — oo;

(H3) liminfp_ 0o D™ Amin(X,X;) > 0;

(H4) liminfp_ oo D' Amin(F) > 0.

Theorem 5.1 gives an approximation for the second term on the right-hand side
of (5.1). This result uses the additional notation

/ / / 2v—1
Xdij = Xdi + Xdj, myg=(0,_,,1,05_,). ng=o0,V, Z;mg,

1 _ _
Egij = exp{20td + %58 + EXZJ,-stXdij +2ya(02 — VdX;stde)},
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d 0
Kd—tI‘(]:_ ;st 77d>

9 ° a0
dorg an, )/ <3otd ony )
9% 2y p ) 71 (22 5 May

+(80+ a9 sMd 00 a9 Vo7

M>qi;(B.0) = EgijKg.

THEOREM 5.1. Let ﬁ)fi = Wy; (é) be the second-stage EB predictor of wy;,
with 0 denoting either ML or REML estimator of 0 under the nested-error model
with log-transformation (2.1). If assumptions (H1)—(H4) hold, then

E{(bf; — ai)(dj; — Waj)} = M2a.ij(B.0) +0(D7"),

where the o(D™1) is uniform over i and j in 5q.

Theorem 5.2 gives a second-order unbiased approximation for the first of the
crossed product terms in (5.1); the last term is analogous. For this theorem, we
need to introduce additional notation. We define

52) Ej;; =explaa +xy;,8 + 02 + 023+ va) + hai
+ 2hd,ij — zydhd,j — V,%hd}-

We also define E; = 2(A1n,, A2ny), Ag = (0g.nr), wWith oy pr = 82ad/89h89,,
By = (ba.nt) with by pe =21,V (9%04/064,96,),

aad 87]& ! -1

Gy = 1 — +2—2V 0}
d 1%?52{( 00 + 00 Snd) 4 k}’

for @4 = (Fnke)n.e With gpre = (Vi TAR VA VITAY), 64 = lgg£2(4ﬂ21Ahﬂd),

¢ = (c1, ), with ¢ = 2te(F~1®y), h = 1,2, and v = (v1, vp), with vy =
tr(PyAy) — (V' Ap), h=1,2, and

aﬂd Ay +By ]
Cy=t E;,+——— -G
d r[}' (80 + > d)

dag 77,1 )l 1( €d+§)
0%d | My p | F .
+<ao+ 90 *Md vt

Finally, we define
M3aj(B.9) = Eijj Ka. T4.ij(B.0) = Eq;ijCa,
(5.3) taa 0= If;ijcd,
1\43dt](/8 0) M2dzj(ﬁ 0)+le](ﬂ 0)

1
- EMikd,ij(ﬂa 0) —T;:;(B.0).
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THEOREM 5.2. Let ﬁ)fi = Wy; (9) be the second-stage EB predictor of wg;

under the nested-error model with log-transformation (2.1), with ] denoting either
ML or REML estimator of 0. If assumptions (H1)—(H4) hold, then for i, j € 54, we
have

E{(Df — Wai)(aj — waj)} = M3ai;(B,0) +o(D7),
where the o(D™Y) is uniform over i and j in 54. Ifé is the REML estimator, set

v=03in M3q,;;(B,0).

Finally, Theorem 5.3 gives a second-order approximation to the MCPE of ﬁ)fi

and w 5;’ as a direct consequence of decomposition (5.1) and Theorems 4.2, 5.1
and 5.2.

THEOREM 5.3. Let ﬁ)fi = Wy; (é) be the second-stage EB predictor of wg;

under the nested-error model with log-transformation (2.1), with ] denoting either
ML or REML estimator of 0. Under assumptions (H1)—(H4), it holds

MCPE();, 0 ;) = M14,ij(B.0) + M2a,ij(B.0) + M3q4.i;(B. )
+ M3q ji(B,8) +o(D71),

where the o(D™1) is uniform over i and j in s4.

The following corollary gives a second-order approximation to the MSE of the
second-stage EB predictor 7 f of the area mean t,;.

COROLLARY 5.1. A second-order approximation to the MSE of ff is ob-
tained writing

MSE(?

—Z{ZMSE D+2> Y MCPE(ﬁJﬁ,ﬁ)fJ-)}
d

1€5q 1€Sq jE€Sq, >
= M14(B.0) + May(B.0) +2M34(B.0) + o(D ™),
for Mya(B.0) = N3 *(Xics, Miaii (B, 0) + 2 ics, X jesy. jmi Mia,ij (B 0)), k =

1,2, 3, where we have applied Theorem 5.3 with i = j for MSE(uA)fi) and with
i#].

(54

6. Estimation of the uncertainty. Theorem 6.1 states that replacing the un-
known parameters # and 8 by their corresponding ML estimators 6 and ﬁ = B(é)
in Mi4,ij(B,0) leads to a O (DY) bias. It also gives a second-order approxima-
tion for that bias, which can then be corrected. The proof follows closely that of
Theorem 4 in [12].



PREDICTION UNDER A MIXED MODEL WITH LOG TRANSFORMATION 1973

THEOREM 6.1. Let  denote either ML or REML estimator of 0 under the
nested-error model with log-transformation (2.1) and 8 = B(0). If assumptions
(H1)-(H4) hold, then

3
E{Mi4,;(B.0)} = Mi14,;(B.0)+Y_ Aaijk(B.0)+0o(D7),
k=1
where Ag.ij1(B.0) = 2(0M14,ij/00) F~'v, Aaij2(B.0) = (1/2) te[(3*Ma,ij/
90 F Nand Ng.ij3(B,0) =Miaij(B, O)X;jijQSXdij- If 0 is the REML estimator,
Aa,ij1(B,0) =0 because v =0,.

It is not difficult to see that plugging the ML estimators 9 and ﬁ for the true
values # and § in the above bias correction terms leads to negligible bias in the
sense

6.1) E{Aaijx(B,0)) =Naijx(B,0)+o0(D7Y), k=1,2,3.

The same occurs for REML estimators of § and 8. According to Theorem 6.1 and
equation (6.1), an unbiased estimator of MCPE(wy;, wg;) up to o(D™Y) terms is
given by

3
(6.2) mepe(Wyi, Waj) = Mia,ij(B.0) — Y Aaijk(B.9).
k=1

Moreover, by [12], it holds that

(6.3) E{M24,ij(B.0)} = Mg ij(B.0) +o(D7").

So far we have obtained unbiased estimators up to o(D~1) terms of the first two
terms on the right-hand side of (5.1). Thus, in order to have an unbiased estimator
of (5.1) of the same order, it only remains to estimate unblasedly M3qii(B.0).

The next theorem states that plugging the ML estimators 9 and ,B in M3q;;(B,0)
yields an unbiased estimator of the desired order.

THEOREM 6.2. Let O denote either ML or REML estimator of 0 under the

nested-error model with log-transformation (2.1) and B = B (é). If assumptions
(H1)—(H4) hold, then

E{M34,;(B,0)} = M3q4:;(B,0) +0(D").

For the proof of this result, the reader is addressed to the preprint in arXiv:
1404.5465.


http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1404.5465
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1404.5465
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The analogous result holds for M3, j; (B,0) = E{(Wwq; — zi)d,-)(zi)fj —wgj)} +
o(D~1). Finally, from (6.2), (6.1) and Theorem 6.2, the estimator

mCPe(wd,,de) Mldlj(ﬂ 0) — ZAd,ij,k(B’é)+M2d,ij(ﬁ,é)
k=1

+ M3d,ij(l§, 0) + M3d,ji(ﬁa 0)
satisfies

E{mcpe(wdl,wdj)} MCPE(wd,,wdj)—l—o(D b,

7. Bootstrap estimation of the uncertainty. Resampling methods are very
popular among practitioners due to their conceptual simplicity, which also makes
them less prone to coding errors. Under the setup of this paper, the naive bootstrap
procedure for finite populations proposed by [6] can be applied for the estimation
of the MSE of either an individual predictor ﬁ)fi or for the predicted area mean

ff . It can also be applied to estimate the MCPE of two individual predictors ﬁ)fi
and ﬁ)fj, with j # i. Here, we describe only the steps of the bootstrap procedure
for estimation of the MSE of 7 ‘L’d , because for the other cases is analogous:

(1) With the available data (y;, Xj) coming from the sample s, calculate the
ML estimators of the model parameters ﬂ and @ = (62,6 2)’

u’

(2) Generate bootstrap random effects uy « L1 N(O, 62) d=1,...,D.

(3) Generate bootstrap errors ej; By "N, &ez), i=1,...,Ng,d=1,...,D
(4) Generate a bootstrap population of response variables from the fitted model

(7.1) vii=xXuB+ui+es, i=1,...,Nsd=1,...,D.

Let T =N, ! vazdl exp(yy;) be the true mean of area d in this bootstrap popula-
tion.

(5) Letyj be the vector with the bootstrap elements whose subscripts are in the
original sample s, {y};:i € s4,d =1, ..., D}. Using the bootstrap sample data y;
and X4, ﬁt the bootstrap model (7.1), obtaining new model parameter estimators
/3 and " = (02*, o 2"‘)’ Calculate the bootstrap second-stage EB predictor

. _ A* A*
S =158 {ZeXP i)+ > exp( yd,+ad}

LES] 1esd

for & = (6% (1 = 9;) +62)/2 and 5, =X, B” + 7 (7, — Xy, B"). where 5}, =
ng' Tiesy Vi and 7 =674/ (87% + 67 na).
(6) The bootstrap MSE of de * is then

(7.2) MSE, (25%) = E.(£* — )%,
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where E, indicates expectation with respect to the probability distribution induced
by model (7.1) given the original sample data {yz;;i € s4,d =1, ..., D}.

In practice, (7.2) is approximated by Monte Carlo, by repeating Steps 2-5 a
large number of times B, and then averaging over the B replicates. Let t:; ® pe
the true parameter in bth replicate and ff *®) pe the corresponding second-stage

EB predictor. The Monte Carlo approximation of (7.2), used here as an estimator
of MSE(££), is given by

NS & AEx(b)  _x(b)\2
(7.3) mse, (7)) = — Z(rd -1, ).

B4

For a a linear parameter, the consistency of the bootstrap MSE of the second-
stage EB predictor was proved by [6] using the technique of imitation. With the
available analytical formula for the MCPE given in Theorem 5.3, here the result is
analogous.

THEOREM 7.1. If assumptions (H1)—(H4) hold, then under the bootstrap
model (7.1) given the sample data (ys, Xy), it holds

~ ~ A - -1
(7.4) MCPE, (", ;) = MCPEN. (", ;) + o(D™),
where MCPE, (b5, wF*) = M4 (B.0) + Maaij(B.0) + Msai;(B.0) +
Ms ;i (B,0).

The result follows by imitating the proofs of Theorems 4.2, 5.1 and 5.2 under
the bootstrap model (7.1) given the sample data (y;, X;). The following theorem
yields the consistency of the bootstrap MCPE to the real value.

THEOREM 7.2. Under the model (2.1) with assumptions (3.1) and (H1)—(H4),
it holds

IMCPE . (/. ) — MCPEy (%), };)| = 0,(D~'/?).

The result follows by noting that under assumptions (3.1) and (H1)—(H4), Ié —
00l = 0,(D~V/?) and |B — Byl = 0,(D~'/?), and that MCPE . (b, wfj*) is a

continuous function of the elements of (,3, @).

The above result implies that the bootstrap MCPE is only first-order unbi-
ased, that is, E{MCPEy, (@5, wg*)} = MCPE(wE,, wfj) + O(D™1), where the
O (D) term comes from the bias terms in Theorem 6.1. The analogous result is
obtained for ff using (5.4).

For bias corrections of the naive bootstrap estimator (7.3) to achieve a o(D™1)
bias in the case of linear parameters see, for example, [2] and [18]. For a bias cor-
rection based on double bootstrap, see [7]. These corrections can be directly ex-
tended to estimate our specific nonlinear parameters wy; or 74, but they might yield
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negative MSE estimates. Hall and Maiti [8] proposed a positive bias-corrected
MSE estimate through double bootstrap, but the second-order unbiasedness prop-
erty is lost. Thus, ensuring a positive bootstrap MSE estimate and second-order
unbiased is still a challenge. Recently, [9] have found a second-order unbiased and
positive estimator of the log-MSE based on jackknife.

8. Simulation experiment. We carried out a simulation experiment to com-
pare, in terms of bias and MSE under the simple mean model y;; = u + ug + egi,
the following estimators of the area means 74: (i) second-stage EB predictor ff ;
(i) naive predictor fév = Nd_l(Ziesd Wai + D jes, uAinVi), where zf)évi =exp(Vdi);
Molina’s predictor £/ = N ;! (Cics, Wai + Xics, WD, for Wl = exp(Fai + &),
with &} = 62(1 — 9,)/2; (iii) direct estimator 72 = ngl > ies; Wai and (iv) the
estimator obtained assuming the area-level model of [5], de =+ vg + &4, where
vg are assumed i.i.d. with E(vg) =0, var(vg) = avz, and g4 are independent with
E(eq) =0 and var(eg) = g4, with {4 assumed to be known and fixed to the sam-
pling variance of the direct estimator 2P, d = 1,..., D. We will also analyze the
contribution of each term of MSE(7y).

We consider a limited number of areas, D = 12, in order to analyze the small
sample properties of the estimators. Population sizes of the areas are taken as
Ng = 150, 200, 250, each value repeated for four consecutive areas, which gives a
total population size of N = 2400. Model parameters are taken as p = 1, 03 =1
and 03 =0.3. A total of K = 10,000 Monte Carlo (MC) populations were gen-
erated from the mentioned mean model. In each MC simulation replicate, simple
random samples s; without replacement of sizes ngy =5, 10, 20 were drawn from
the areas with Nz = 150, 200, 250, respectively, independently from each area d,
making a total sample size of n = 140. With these sample sizes, the variance frac-
tions are respectively y; = 02/(02 + 02/ng4) = 0.6,0.75,0.86. In this case, by
Proposition 1.1 in Supplement A, the naive predictors w CIX have a relative bias that
amounts to RB(w})) = 100 x Bw})/E(wyi) = —42.9%, —41.6%, —40.6% for
the areas with sample sizes ny = 5, 10, 20, respectively. For Molina’s predictor, it
is constantly equal to RB(@%) = —39.3%.

Concerning the empirical biases and MSEs of the estimators of the area means
74, Figure 1 (left) plots the MC means of the true values t; and of the estimators
(1)—(@v) and the corresponding MSEs (right). This figure illustrates how the naive
and Molina’s predictors are both considerably biased low and also how the EB
predictor ff proposed in this paper has a negligible bias together with a substan-
tially smaller MSE than all other estimators. The direct estimator ff is unbiased
as long as ngl Y ies, EXp(Xy; B) = Nd_1 Zf\gl exp(x);; ), which holds in this case
since x4; = 1 Vi. However, we can see that for very small sample sizes, it has large
MSE. Still, see that for ng > 10, it overperforms the naive and Molina’s estimators,
and also the estimator based on the FH model. In fact, for the areas with ny; = 20
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FI1G. 1. Monte Carlo means of true values, naive, Molina’s and second-stage EB predictors, direct
estimators and estimators based on FH model (left). Monte Carlo MSEs of all the estimators (right).

(last four), MSE(ff ) = 2.9 whereas the squared biases of fév and fé"’ amount to
5 and 3.5, respectively; see Supplement A, Section 2. Hence, in this case the bi-
ases of the naive and Molina estimators ruin the efficiency provided (or “strength
borrowed”) by the model. For results on individual prediction, see Figure 1 of
Supplement A, which yields similar conclusions.

Next, we analyze the contribution of each MSE term to the total MSE(féE ).
Figure 2 displays the MC approximation to MSE(ff ) labelled “MC MSE(EB)”,
MSE(7;) given in Corollary 4.1 labelled “MSE(B)”, MSE(7,;) given in Theo-
rem 4.2 labelled “MSE(EB1)”, the same but adding the crossed-product terms
M>q ij given in Theorem 5.1, and finally the analytical approximation to MSE(T f )
obtained from Theorem 5.3 and Corollary 5.1 that includes the terms M3q4 ;; +
M3q ji. It is clear that the naive estimators MSE(7;) and MSE(7;) underestimate
seriously the true MSE and the additional MSE terms of Theorems 5.1 and 5.3
seem to be needed to avoid undesired underestimation of the MSE. In fact, the
average relative difference of MSE(7;) and MSE(Z;) to the MC MSE values is
—14.1% and —11.7%, respectively, while for MSE(ff ) it is 1%. The differences
that we observe in the MC MSE(EB) for the areas with the same sample and pop-
ulation sizes are due to MC error since, under a mean model with x;; = 1 Vi, the
true MSE is constant for those areas.

Figure 2 in Supplement A shows the MC means, obtained with K = 1000 sim-
ulations, of the analytical estimate of MSE(ff ) given below Theorem 6.2, and
of the bootstrap estimate of Section 7, against the true MSE values obtained pre-
viously with K = 10,000. In this plot, the analytical MSE estimates are clearly
closer to the true values than the bootstrap estimates. Averages across areas of
percent relative biases are 20.1% and 9.4% for the bootstrap and analytical MSE
estimates, respectively. These results illustrate the slower convergence rate of the
naive bootstrap MSE estimate to the true MSE.
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FI1G.2. MC MSE of second-stage EB predictor 'Ef labelled “MC MSE(EB)”, MSE of best predictor
Ty labelled “MSE(B)”, MSE of first-stage EB predictor T, labelled “MSE(EB1)”, the same but
adding the crossed-product terms Myg ;j, and total MSE of second-stage EB predictor ff labelled
“MSE(EB)”.

9. Estimation of mean income in municipalities from Mexico. In this sec-
tion, we apply the obtained results to the prediction of incomes for individuals and
of mean income in municipalities from the State of Mexico. An advantage of EB
prediction based on a unit level model is that estimates can be obtained at whatever
level of disaggregation that is desired, since a predicted census can be constructed.
Data comes from two different sources. One is the Module of Socio-economic
Conditions (MCS in Spanish) from the 2010 Mexican National Survey on Income
and Expense of Households (ENIGH in Spanish). The MCS collects microdata
on income, health, nutrition, education, social security, quality of household, basic
equipment and social cohesion in Mexico. We also have available microdata from
the census of the same year. The census contains several of the variables also con-
tained in the MCS, but the income variable used officially (monthly total per capita
income) is collected only in the mentioned survey. Based on both data sources, we
estimate the mean income, as well as the individual incomes, in each municipality
that appears in the MCS survey data (many of them are not sampled by the MCS),
except for one which, after a preliminary study of the considered variables, turned
out to be very different from the other municipalities (outlier). This makes a to-
tal of D = 57 municipalities. From these, the minimum sample size is 8 and the
maximum is 2037, with a median of 96 and an average of 185.

After a preliminary check of the relationships between income and the avail-
able variables in the MCS, we selected as auxiliary variables age, agez, age3,
the indicators of gender, indigenous population, activity sectors (including unem-
ployed and inactive), composition of household, quality of dwelling, indicator of
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receiving social benefits, classification according to the available equipment, years
of schooling, indicator of rural/urban area and the interactions between quality
of dwelling with rural/urban area and of composition of household with gender.
Since income distribution in Mexico is heavily skewed, the model was fitted to
log(income + k) where k = 171 was selected to achieve an approximately sym-
metric distribution of model residuals. Histograms of income before and after the
transformation are shown in Supplement A (Figure 3), as well as the resulting fitted
regression parameters (Table 1). The fitted variance components are ouz =0.0160
and 02 = 0.3245, which lead to an average contribution of o to the total variance
of D7'YP |y, =0.789.

We computed also direct Horvitz—Thompson estimators of mean income wgy;
together with their sampling variances, obtained as

~DIR -1 -1 ~DIR -2 -2 2
i€sq i€sq

where my; is the inclusion probability of ith unit in the sample from municipal-
ity d. The sampling variance is obtained using the following approximation for
the second-order inclusion probabilities 7y ;; ~ m4imaj, j # i, and noting that
mg.ii = mg; for all i. Figure 3 left shows EB, Molina, naive and direct estimators
of mean income for the D = 57 municipalities. This figure illustrates that direct
estimators are somewhat unstable. According to Proposition 1.1 in Supplement A,
Molina and naive estimators have an average estimated relative bias of —14.8%
and —14.9%, respectively. In this application, these two estimators take very sim-
ilar values (superposed in the plot) and are lower than EB estimates, which could
be due to the mentioned theoretical bias.

Boxplots of the estimated coefficients of variation (CVs), defined for any esti-
mator 7 as cv(Zy) = 100 x \/mse(Z;)/T4, are shown in Figure 3, where mse(ff)
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F1G. 3. EB, Molina, naive and direct estimates of mean income for each municipality (left) and
boxplots of estimated CVs of direct and EB estimates of mean income (right).
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is obtained using the analytical estimator below Theorem 6.2. These boxplots show
the significant reduction in CV obtained when using EB estimators rather than the
default direct ones.

When looking at results for prediction at the individual level, included in Fig-
ure 4 of Supplement A, we can see that Molina’s predictors are lower than EB
predictors (16% lower on average), indicating again the mentioned negative bias
of Molina’s predictors. Naive and Molina’s predictors take practically the same
values in this application; see Figure 4 right. Figure 5 in Supplement A shows
a substantially smaller CV for individual EB predictors, where this CV has been
estimated by the bootstrap method. Finally, Figure 6, showing the bootstrap CV
estimates for the predictors of mean income (including also the direct estimator),
confirms the obtained conclusions.

APPENDIX: PROOFS

1/2 the Euclidean norm of a vector a. For a matrix A,

We denote by |a| = (a’a)
we consider the norms [|A|| = A/A(A’A) and ||A[l» = tr'/2(A’A), where Amax (A)
denotes the maximum eigenvalue of A. Asymptotic orders refer to D — oo.

The next lemma is required in the proofs of several of the remaining results.

LEMMA A.1. Let Vg be the covariance matrix of ys;, F and Fg the ML
and REML Fisher-information matrices, respectively, and Q; = (X;VS_IXS)_l. It
holds:

(i) Condition (H1) implies | V| = O(1).
(i) Vi'I= o).
(iii) Conditions (H1) and (H3) imply ||Qs|| = o(D™h.
(iv) Condition (H4) implies | F~'| = O(D™") and | Fg'| = 0(D™1).

PROOF. (i) Since V; is symmetric and block-diagonal with blocks equal to
Vais,d=1,..., D, we have
Vsl = ANz (Vf) = Amax(Vs) = lrsndggD{)\max(Vds)}-

max

' 2 2
Now since Vg5 = 0,/ 1,,1;, + 071y, we have

Amax(Va) < O'uz)\max(lndlzd) + O'ezkmax(lnd) = O'uznd + ng-
Then, by assumption (H1), we obtain (i) from

_ 2 2_
Vsl = lggg(D{)hmax(Vds)} <o, Max ng +o,=0(1).

(i1) Similarly, as before, we have

-1
[Vl = Amax(Vi) =2 Vo) = | min Ain(Vas)|
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But again, using the expression of Vg5 =0 21,,1/, .t o1, we have

Amin(Va) > O’uz)\min(lndliqd) + Uez)\min(lnd) = 032 >0,
which is true for all d € {1, ..., D} and for all D. Therefore, ||VS_1 |l=0(Q).
(iii) By the definition of Qs = (X, V;1X,)~!, we obtain
1Qs Il = Amax (Qs) = Ay (X, Vi ' X).
But by the definition of eigenvalue, we have

/X/V—IX
omin (X, V7 1X,) = min S50t 200

v'v
v/ v—1 A dd
. (vXSVS XSUUXSXSU)
= min
v VX[ Xv v'v

CwXVIIXwY /L vX X
> (min ———"——— || min ————
w w X X w v v'v

= min(V5 ) Amin (X X)
(Vs)kmin (X; Xs) .
Using (i) and assumption (H3), we finally get

=1

max

)\max (Vs)
D_l )\4min (quxs)

D|Qsll = DAt (XLVi X)) <

min = 0(1)'
(iv) Condition (H4) implies
D|F | = Dimax(F ) = {D amin(F)} ' = O (D).

Moreover, note that ' = —A /2+ B, where B = (bp¢)n ¢=1,2 and A = (ane)n,e=1.2,
for ape = tr(V; ' ARV Ay) and by = tr(Ps APy Ay), whereas Fr = B/2. Then

Amin(FR) = Amin(B — B/2)
= Amin(B — B/2+A/2 — A)2)
= Amin{F + (A — B)/2}
> Amin(F) + %)\min(A — B).
But the diagonal elements of D~1(A — B) tend to zero. Indeed
bun — ann = tr(Ps APy Ay) — tr(V T ALV T A)
=tr(P; Ay WAy 4 tr(Wo AL V1A,
for Wy =P, — Vi = VIIX((XE VI IX) 7 IXE VL Then
bun — ann| < [tr(Ps AgWsAp)| + [tr(W AL VI TAL)).
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Now, for the second term on the right-hand side, we have
ltr(W, ALV A)|
= [tr(V; X (XOV X)) TIXG VT AL VA
= e (X, VX)) 72XV AL VI AL VX (XU VX)) T2
< Phma{ (X, V5 X)X VT ALV AL VX (X VX)) T
= PV, ARV X (X V) T
< Phom (VO I AP Vi 12X (X VX))
= P (VoI AL]I> = O(1).

Similarly, it is easy to see that | tr(Ps Ay W Ay)| = O(1). Therefore, forh =1, 2, it
holds D~ (ap, — bun) — 0 as D — 00, leading to liminf A {D~1(A — B)} =0,
which implies

liminf D™ Ain(Fg) > liminf D™ Apin (F) + liminf Amin {D ™' (A — B)} > 0.
Then, similarly as we did for F above, we obtain ||]-"E] l=0DYH. O
PROOF OF THEOREM 2.1. (i) The best predictor of wy; = exp(yq;) is equal

to wg; = Ey,, {exp(Yai)|yas}. For a nonstochastic vector by of size Ny — ng, using
the conditional distribution given in (2.3), we get

©.1) Ey,, [exp(byar)|¥as] = exp(i},ba + b Varicba/2).

Now (i) follows from the expressions for w,,; and Vgr|s given in (2.4) and (2.5),
and taking by as a vector with 1 in position i and 0 in the rest of elements.
(i1) The best predictor of 7,4 is given by

Tq=714(B,0)
= Ey,, (talyas)

1
- N_d[z exp(yai) + ) Eydr{exp(ydi)lyds}].

€54 €54

9.2)

The result then follows by straightforward application of (i). [

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.1. For i, j € 54, we need to calculate
(9.3) MCPE(wyi, wqj) = E(Wgiwaj) — E(Waiwgj) — E(wgiWy;) + E(wgi waj)-

Since u4 and ey; are independent for all i, the last term on the right-hand side of
(9.3) for i # j is given by

(9.4) E(wgiwgj) = exp{(Xai +X4;)' B} E{exp(Ruq) ) E{exp(eqi) } E{exp(eqj)}.
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In contrast, for i = j we have
9.5) E(wﬁi) = exp(2x); B) E{expQuq) } E{exp(2eqi)}.

Observe that the expectations appearing on the right-hand side of (9.4) and (9.5)
are respectively the moment generating function (m.g.f.) of the independent ran-
dom variables 2uy, eq;, eq; and 2ey;, evaluated at t = 1. Since the m.g.f. of a
random variable X ~ N (u, o2) is given by Mx (1) = exp(ut + 02t2/2), using this
expression we get

(9.6) E(waiwgj) = exp| (Xai +Xaj)' B+ 207 + (1 + 1=}

Now we obtain E(wg;wg;j) = E{exp(Yai + ag + ya;)}. But by model (2.1) we
know

Ydj =Xy;iB +ua + eqj,
ai = Xg; B + va(Yas — XysB) = Xyi B + va(ua + &as).
Noting that uy, eg4; for j € 54 and ey, are independent, we have
E(giwaj) = E{exp(Yai + aa + yaj)}
9.7 = exp{(Xai +X4j)' B} exp(aa) E[exp{(1 + ya)ua}]
x E{exp(eq;)} E[exp{yaeas}]-

Using the m.g.f.’s evaluated at t = 1 of the random variables involved in (9.7), us-

ing the expression of oy = %{0,42(1 —va)+ 062} and the fact that 4 (UM2 + aez/nd) =

2
o, we get

E(Wgiwaj) = exp|(Xai +x47)' B+ 207 + 02— 02(1 — ya)}

= E(wgiwgj).

(9.8)

Finally, we calculate E(wg;wg;j) = E{exp(Yai + Yaj + 2aq)}. Again, by model
(2.1), it holds
Vai + Vaj = Xai +%4j)' B + 2va(Fas — X, B)
= (Xgi +X4j)' B+ 2ya(ua + éas).
Now since
2
— 2( 2, % 2

2va(ug + egs) NN{O, dy; <c7u + E)} =N(0,4yq0,),

then using again the m.g.f. of y;(ug + e45) evaluated at t = 1, we get

Elexp{2ya(uq + éq5)}] = eXP(ZVdU»%)'
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Finally, using the expression of oy = {cruz(l — Vi) + aez} /2, we get

©9) E(Waiaj) = exp|(Xai +%a;)' B} exp{202 + 02 — a2(1 — ya))
' = E(wgiwaj)-

The result follows by replacing (9.6), (9.8) and (9.9) in (9.3). O

PROOF OF COROLLARY 4.1. Subtracting 74y = NJI Zf\gl wy; to the best pre-
dictor 7y =N, ! Qies L Wdi + Yics y Wqi), the sum in the sample elements cancels

out and we get Ty — 17 = Nd_1 Zie;d (wg; — wg;). Therefore, the MSE of 7; is
given by

MSE(%) = E{(Za — ta)}
= Nd_z{ > MSE(ai) +2)_ Y. MCPE(Wq;, Waj){-
i€sq i€sq jesq, j>i

The result follows by applying Theorem 4.1 separately fori = j and fori # j. U

PROOF OF THEOREM 4.2. The mean crossed product error of a pair of indi-
vidual first-stage predictors wy; and Wg;, for i, j € 54, is given by
©.10) MCPE((Wg;, Waj) = E(WaiWa;) + E(waiwg;)

. — E(Wgiwgj) — E(wgiWgj).

The second term on the right-hand side of (9.10) is given in (9.6). Concerning the
first term on the right-hand side of (9.10), see that for all i € 54, using (9.12), we
get

E(Wgitg;) = exp{2aq + (Xgi + Xaj)' B} E[exp{(bai +baj)vs}].

where the expectation on the right-hand side is the m.g.f. of the normal random
vector (bg; + bdj)/ v, evaluated at 1, that is,

(9.11) E(Wgiwa;) = exp{(Xai + Xa;)'B + (bai +baj)' Vs(bai +bgj)/2 + 2aq4}.

Concerning the remaining expectations in (9.10), first note that wg; = exp(yq;)
for yqz; = Xéh- B + ug + eqi. Moreover, the first-stage EB predictor of wg; can be
expressed as

(9.12) Wai =exp(Pai +@a).  Jai =Xy B +bl;vy,
for the vector

(9.13) bai = VX, Quxgi + 02PZsmy,
where my = (0/,_,, 1,0},_,)". Then we have

Yai + Jdj = (Rai +Xdj)' B +by;Vs + ua + eqi + o
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Replacing now vy = Zsu + e; and writing ug = mziu, we obtain
E(wgitg)) = exp{(Xqi +Xaj)'B + aq} E{exp(eq;)}
x E[exp{(mj +bj;Zs)u}]E{exp(b;e;)}.

Similarly as before, using the m.g.f. of the normal random vectors involved in the
previous expression and rearranging the terms, we obtain

E(waig;) =exp{(Xai +%47)' B + aq + (62 + 02)/2
+b;Vibgj /2 + om); Zsby;).
Replacing (9.6), (9.11) and (9.14) in (9.10), we get

9.14)

MCPE (g, Waj) = exp| (Xai +Xa;) B}[exp{202 + o 2(1 + 1ji=jp}
©.15) + exp{(bai +ba;) Vs (bgi +baj)/2 + 204}
—exp{ (02 4 02)/2+b;Viba;i /2 + o m)Zbgi + ag)
—exp{(o; +0,)/2+ b Vibgj /2 + ogm) Zsba;} + aq).

Let us calculate the expression of each term in (9.15). Now using the definition
of by; given in (9.13) and Py in (3.2), and taking into account that X Py =0,
and P,V P, =Py, it is easy to see that

(bai +bgj) Vs(bgi +bgj)
(9.16) = (Xdi + X4;)' Qs (Xgi + Xqj) + 4(%2)2m21Z§V;1ZSmd
— 4(c2)*m,Z. VX, QX V; ' Zym,.

Since Vy = diag;y<p(Vay) with Vgg = 01,1}, 4+ 02L,,, mg = (0),_,. 1,

0p_)s Zas =diag) ;- p(1,,) and X = (X, ..., X),)’, we obtain
—1 Yd —1 Yd _
(9.17) mZV; ' Zmg = 75 mZV'X, = 1%
u u

Replacing (9.17) in (9.16), we finally obtain
©.18) (bai +bgj) Vs(bai +baj) = (Xai +Xaj)' Qs (Xai + Xaj)
+ 4y (auz — VaX,;QsXys)-
Similarly, we obtain
(9.19) b, Vibai = x;;QsXai + va (07 — vaXsQsXas) = vaol + ha i — Viha-
On the other hand, using (9.17), we get

(9.20) oamZbai = va (0, +X;QsXas — vaXiy;QsXas).
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Replacing (9.18), (9.19), (9.20) and the expression for g in (9.15), we obtain the
desired expression for MCPE(y;, wg;). [0

PROOF OF THEOREM 5.1. We prove it for the case in which 9 is the ML
estimator of #. For the REML estimator the proof is analogous, but in fact simpler.
Following the same arguments as in the proof of Theorem 1 in [12], we obtain

©21)  E{(df; — 0ai)(]; — baj)} = E{(hl; F's)(hl; F~'s)} +o(D7"),
where hy; = dwy; /06. Using the same ideas as in Theorem 2 in [12], we get

E{(hy; F~'s)(h; F~'s)}
1
= eXP{201d + (Xai +x4j)' B + 5 (bai + baj) Vi (bai + bdj)}

oy Ony
9.22 { l—dvs_)
022 x { r<f 30 ° 90

on’ 0 ! on’ 0
+( "f’vs(bdi+bdj>+ﬂ) f—l( "f’vs(bdi+bdj>+ﬂ)}

00 a0 00 a0
+o(D7Y).
Note that by (9.13), we can express by; in terms of 5, as follows:
(9.23) bai =04 + V; X, Qs (xai — X[ ny),

but ||Zs|| = O(1) by assumption (H1). Moreover, |my| = 1. Using Lemma A.1(ii),
we get

(9.24) gl = 02|V 1 Zomy| < 02|V 1Zs [ Img| = O(1).
Now observe that by Lemma A.1(iii), we have
[V 2XQs | = Al (Q X V' X Q) = A (Qy) = O(D™1?).

Since X, = X&SVJSIIM, which has bounded norm, and |xz; — X 54| < [Xgi| +
IX’n,l, by assumptions (H1)-(H3), we have

V5 IXeQu (ki — Xma)| < [V 21V 2X0Qu s — X

(9.25)
=0(D™'7?).
From (9.23), (9.24) and (9.25), we have obtained
926)  bai=ng+fu. Ingl=00),  |fu|=0(D"'?).

Note also that |dn,/06,| = O(1), since 9n,/06, = V;l{(aauz/aeh)l,, —
Ath_l}ZSmd, h =1, 2. This implies ||dn,/90| = O(1), because

) 172
Haﬂ” :tr1/2[<aﬂ)’3ﬂ}: Z)aﬂ <217 max
00 2 00 ) 060 pa a9, he{l,2)

<H3ﬂ
— | 080

3&‘
20, |
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By (9.23) and (9.25), we get for any i

on, 07, _
aodVb gi = F 1 80dvsnd+:cd,-, likail = o(D7Y).

Using repeatedly (9.27) we obtain

(9.27) FI

an dag )’
{ Vs(bdl+bdj)+ao}f {

20
o, aad) _1(
_ (2 My, F
( at 59

May; (byi +bai) + 2% }
30 di T RdI7T g

and
a0

Ving + il ) +o(D7")
0
N4 30
and using (9.18), we obtain
(9.28) exp{2aq + (Xgi + X4j)'B + (bai +baj)'Vs(bai /2 +bgj)} = Eaij.
Replacing (9.28) in (9.22) and then (9.22) in (9.21), we get the desired result. [
PROOF OF THEOREM 5.2. Again, we show the result for the ML estimator )

of @, because for REML the proof is analogous but simpler. The proof is based on
the following chain of results:

(A) Forevery v € (0, 1), there exists a subset of the sample space 53 on which,
for large D, it holds

W — g =0, Fls+ 0, F 1 (H + F)F~!

1 1
+ Ehilif_ld + ES/./T_ISd,'JT_IS +rgi,

where hy; = 9g; /80, Sg; = 3%a; /002, d = (d1, dp)', with dj, =s' F ' D, F s
Dy =0H/06,, h = 1,2, and the remainder term ry; satisfies |rg;| < D73V/2y, for
a random variable w with bounded first and second moments.

(B) If 13 is the indicator function of the set B, it holds that

E{(df; — tai) (Waj — waj) 18}
= E{h); F's(baj — waj)15)

(9.29) + E{h, F ' (H + F)F's(aj — waj)1s)
1 N
+ E{—h/di]:_ld(wdj - wdj)lB}
+E{ SF 1S, F —ls(wdj—wdj)15}+o(p—1).

(C) E{WF, — wai)(aj — waj)1pe} = o(D7).
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(D) It holds that
E{h,; F's(aj — wap)} + E(h; F L H + F)F sy — waj))

1
+ E{Eh;,,.f—ld@dj — wdj)}
(9.30)

1 .
+ E{Es/}"_lSdi}"_ls(wdj — wdj)}
= M34.:;(B,0) +o(D7Y).
(E) It holds that
E{h,, F 's(gj — waj)1pe} =o(D7Y),

E{h, F~\(H + F)F's(aj — waj)1p} =o(D7Y),

}
}
1 / —1 A -1
E Ehdi]: d(Wgj — wgj)1p{ =0(D7"),
1
E{Es/}"lSdi}'ls(ﬁ)dj — wdj)lgc} =o(D7).
Applying in turn (C) and (B), we obtain
E{(ig; — Wai) (Waj — way)}
= E{hl,; F's(ig; — wa;)15)

+ E{hl; F'(H + F)F's(baj — waj) 15}
1 A qn
+E{§hgﬁf ld(g; —wdj)13}
1/ —1 e P -1
+ E ES]: SaiF s(wgj — wyj)1s +0(D )
Finally, writing 13 = 1 — 15 and applying (E) and (D), we obtain

E{(®f; — Wai)(Waj — waj)} = M3a,i; (B, 0) +o(D?).

Next, we give the proofs of results (A)—(C).

Proof of (A): Tt is obtained by applying Lemma 3 of [12] to zi)dEl- = wy; (9),
where @ is the ML estimator of 6.

Proof of (B): Applying (A) we obtain

E|(Df — Wai)(aj — waj)15)
= E{héﬁ}"_ls(u?dj — wdj)llg}
+ E{h; F N (H + F)F's(a; — waj)15)
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1h/ —1 " 1
+ FE 3 aif d(wgj —wgj)1s
1, 1~ N
+ E{Es/}‘ US4 F ts(aj — wdj)lg} + E{rgi(Waj — waj) 15}
But by Theorem 4.2, we know that MSE(w,4;) = O(1) as D tends to infinity. Then,
applying Holder’s inequality and taking v € (2/3, 1), we obtain
Efrqi(aj — waj) 15} < E'*(x5;15) E'/?{(aj — waj)?)
(9.31) < D7PEV2(w?) {MSE(ig))} '/
=o(D7).
Proof of (C): Noting that W}, = exp($% + @), for $& = $4;(8) and @y =
oy (é), we have
E{(ibg; — Wai) (Waj — waj) s}
= E[{exp(3L: + 64) — exp(Gai + )}
(9.32) x {exp(Faj + aa) — exp(yaj)}15¢]
< E[exp(3J; + $aj + & + @a)15¢]
+ E[exp(Jai + yaj + oa) 1]

For v € (0, 1), we define the neighborhood N (6p) ={0 € ® : |0 — 09| < D™V/2}.
Using (9.13) and applying Holder’s inequality, the first expectation on the right-
hand side of (9.32) can be bounded as

Elexp(3]; + Yaj + &a + 0ta) 1]

§exp{2 sup ad(G)}
N(8o)

x E[exp{}vsglz)(bdi (8) +b;®)'ys | 1]

<exp{2 sup aa(@)|E'/2[exp|2 sup (bai(0) +ba;9))'ys || P15
N(#o) N(6o)

But the suprema of |«;(0)] and |bg; (0)] over N (f¢) are bounded. Moreover, since
ys is normally distributed, the expected value on the right-hand side of the inequal-
ity is bounded. Now by Lemma 1 of [12] with v =7 € (0,3/4) and b > 16, we get
PY2(By = O(D~?/1%) = o(D~1). Therefore,

(9.33) E[exp(3L + $aj + éa + aa)1pc] =o(D7).
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Similarly, writing y4; = a;,j)’s, we have
Elexp(Yai + yaj + @a)15¢]

9.34) < exp(aq) E'2[exp] (;gp) bai (0) +aq;) v | | PY2(5%)
0

=o(D7Y).

Replaclzing (9.33) and (9.34) in (9.32), we obtain E{(ri)dEi —Wg;i)(Wgj —wgj)1pe} =
0(?’1’00)]" of (D): Consider the first term on the left-hand side of (9.30), given by

E{hdl s(wdj — wd])} (hdzf swdj) (hd,]: Swdj)
Using wgq; = exp(84;), for 84i = ag + Xdiﬂ + bdivs, and taking into account that
(9.35) hgi = 0wa; /96 = exp(84i)984i /00,
we obtain
(9.36)  E(hj; F~'sidyj) = exp(2aqg + X;; B) E {exp(by;;vs) (984 /06) F~'s},

where by;; = bai +bgj =20, +F4; +£aj, with [n,] = O(1) and |f4;| = O(D~'/?)
by (9.26).

To calculate the expected value in (9.36), note that §4; = ag + th B+b 4iVs and
define

b/
(9.37) gd —-7'"_ 0 = (841, 842)’, Coi=F ' -4 0 = (cqgi1, €ai2) -
Then we can write
4 084i _,0ag _ b’
(9.38) F 1801=f laa + F! g Vs =8+ Caivs.

Moreover, denoting A, = PsA,Ps, g = ViApvy, h =1,2 and q = (g1, q2)’, the
vector of scores (3.5) can be expressed as

s=(q—Eq)/2+v,
(9.39) v=(vi, 1),

= {tr(PyAp) — tr(V ! A) ) /2.
Using these expressions, we get

984 _
E{exp(b;ijvs)< Y ) Fi }
1
= s84E{exp(by;vs) (4 — Eq))

1
+g:1vE{exp(biiijVS)} + 2E{exp(bdu )V Cdt (q Eq)}

+ E{exp(bgy;;vs)ViCy; }v.
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Using repeatedly Lemma 5(iv) of [12], we obtain

8 /
E(h;li]-"_ls&)dj) = Ed,'j{tr(f_l %Edj)
(9.40)

1 /00y o S
+ | =—+2—/—V ) F Qv+ ey }
2( Y Y sndj ( d])

For the expected value E (héﬁ}" _lswdj), note that wg; = exp(yq;), where yq; =
x&jﬂ + vgj, for vgj = uq + eqj. However, since j € 54, we cannot express yg; in
terms of vy as done above. In this case, we construct an extended vector v*. =

sj
(Vgs vaj) ~ N (02, V), for

2

V* — \' 0,24
s =\ .2, 2 2>

0,Z; 0, +0

e

where z; = Z;my. Defining also b, = (b/;;, 1), we can express

/ 034; ! —
B0, 7 swa7) = explea + X, B)E [ expl 05 v ) (ot ) 75

Writing now F~1(884;/96) and s in terms of v’;j similarly as in (9.38) and (9.39)
by adding zero elements to the vectors and matrices multiplying v, we can apply
the same results as used for E (hih.]-' sty i), obtaining (9.40) with E4;; replaced
by E}; i

The rest of terms on the left-hand side of (9.30) are obtained following a similar
procedure, by expressing the terms within the expectations as sums of products of
quadratic and linear forms in vy multiplied by exponentials of linear forms of v,
and then applying repeatedly Lemma 5 of [12].

Proof of (E): Note that

E{[h),; F's(aj — waj)| 15}
< E{|h; F 'sthgj| 15} + E{ |l F~ swaj|15¢).
By the definition of hy; in (9.35) and that of W in (9.12), we obtain

E{|h,; F'sti| 15}
88dl ! -1 ]
15¢|.
( 30 ) F's B
Now applying repeatedly Holder’s inequality, we get
E{]hiﬁf_lszi)d,-ulgc} <exp(Raqg + Xiﬁjﬂ)El/z[exp{Z(bd,- +baj) ' vs}]
8

(9.41)

= exp(2ad —+ X;iijﬂ)E[eXp{(bd,‘ + bdj)/Vs}

084; .
9.42) xEl/S‘a_;" E1/8|.7:_ls’8Pl/4(B°)

— O(Dfl/Zfb/32) =0(D71)
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for b > 16, noting that by the proof of Theorem 1 in [12], it holds
8

004i
(9.43) El/g‘—d =0(1), E1/8|]:—ls|8 _ O(D—l/z)’

00

that P1/4(B¢) = O(D~"/3%), by Lemma 1 in [12] with v = 5 € (0, 3/4), and fi-
nally taking into account that vy is normally distributed and that exp(2ag + X);; ; B)
and by; are bounded. By a similar reasoning, we obtain

E{|0,; F 'swyi| 15}

15
(ao>f ° B]

By (9.44) and (9.42), we obtain E{|h2h-]-"_1s(wdj —wgj)|1pe} = o(D~Y). The re-
maining results in (E) are proved similarly. [

9.44 < explaa+ X,1;8) E | exp (57) V3

:0(D71).
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Supplement to ‘“Empirical best prediction under a nested error model with
log transformation” (DOI: 10.1214/17-AOS1608SUPP; .pdf). This document
contains results on the bias of the proposed and existing predictors, simulation
results for prediction at the individual level, on the performance of the bootstrap
MSE estimator compared with the analytical estimator, and additional results on
the application with Mexican data.
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