HJNIVERSITY OF

Southampton

University of Southampton Research Repository

ePrints Soton

Copyright © and Moral Rights for this thesis are retained by the author and/or other
copyright owners. A copy can be downloaded for personal non-commercial
research or study, without prior permission or charge. This thesis cannot be
reproduced or quoted extensively from without first obtaining permission in writing
from the copyright holder/s. The content must not be changed in any way or sold
commercially in any format or medium without the formal permission of the
copyright holders.

When referring to this work, full bibliographic details including the author, title,
awarding institution and date of the thesis must be given e.g.

AUTHOR (year of submission) "Full thesis title", University of Southampton, name
of the University School or Department, PhD Thesis, pagination

http://eprints.soton.ac.uk



http://eprints.soton.ac.uk/

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHAMPTON

FACULTY OF SOCIAL, HUMAN AND
MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES

Social Statistics and Demography

Multivariate Structure Preserving Estimation for Population Compositions

by

Angela Luna Hernindez

Thesis for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy

October 2016






UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHAMPTON
ABSTRACT
FACULTY OF SOCIAL, HUMAN AND MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES
Social Statistics and Demography
Thesis for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

MULTIVARIATE STRUCTURE PRESERVING ESTIMATION FOR
POPULATION COMPOSITIONS
by Angela Luna Hernéndez

This document introduces a new Structure Preserving Estimator for Small Area
compositions, using data from a proxy and a sample compositions. The pro-
posed estimator, the Multivariate Structure Preserving Estimator (MSPREE),
extends the two main SPREE-type estimators: the SPREE and the GSPREE. The
additional flexibility of the MSPREE may lead to estimates with less MSE than
its predecessors. An extension of the MSPREE including cell specific random
effects, the Mixed MSPREE (MMSPREE)), is also presented, in an attempt to fur-
ther reduce the size of the bias when the associated sample size allows for it.
In order to estimate the variance components governing the variance structure
of the random effects in the MMSPREE, an unbiased moment-type estimator is
proposed. Furthermore, an estimator for the variance of the MSPREE, as well
as methodologies to evaluate the unconditional and finite population MSE of
both MSPREE and MMSPREE, are developed. The behaviour of the proposed
estimators is illustrated in a controlled setting via a simulation exercise, and in

a real data application.
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Introduction

This thesis addresses the problem of obtaining Small Area (SA) estimates for
the cell counts or proportions of a population composition. That term would be
used through this document to denote a set of vectors with positive compo-
nents, arranged as rows in a two way table. Each vector may contain the fre-
quencies of a categorical variable in a given area, or the corresponding within-
area proportions. For instance, a labour force composition in England may
contain the frequencies of individuals belonging to the categories “employed”,
"unemployed” and “inactive” disaggregated by Local Authority (LA). Further-
more, it will be assumed that, given some covariates, the areas that constitute
the rows of the composition are exchangeable. Hence the methods hereby pre-
sented seem more intuitive when the areas correspond to some geographical

classification than when they correspond to domains in a more general sense.

The estimators that are proposed in this thesis presuppose the availability of
a proxy and sample estimate of the target composition, as well as its true mar-
gins. In practice, a proxy of the composition of interest can be obtained from
a population census or an administrative source, referring to the same set of
areas in a previous time period, maybe under a slightly different definition or
covering only partially the population of interest. A sample estimate of the tar-
get composition can often be obtained from the surveys routinely carried out
by most National Statistical Institutes (NSIs). However, because such estimate
is usually not accurate enough for the inner cells of the composition, the es-
timation of the composition as a whole is still considered a small area problem.

Information regarding the row and column margins of the composition of in-
terest can be found in hard sources, particularly administrative data. In the
absence of this type of information, sample estimates at very aggregated le-
vels can usually be considered accurate enough as for the estimation error to
be disregarded. For instance, in the previous example, the row margin of the

target composition is given by the size of the labour force population by LA
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which may be obtained via demographic methods. The column margin is the
total number of employed, unemployed and inactive people at the country
level and can be accurately estimated using survey data.

Furthermore, in order to propose the estimators that are the core of this do-
cument, it will be assumed that all cells in the target and proxy compositions
have strictly positive values. In that situation, Structure Preserving estimators,
hereby called SPREE-type! estimators, can be used to produce estimates of the

composition of interest as explained below.

SPREE-type estimators

Let us denote the composition of interest by Y. In the conditions above re-
ferred, it is possible to induce an additive decomposition where the natural
logarithm of the quantity in each cell is expressed as the summation of four
components: a global effect, row and column specific effects and an interaction
term (see for instance Agresti, 2013, section 9.1.3). The first three components
conform to what has been called by Purcell and Kish (1980) the allocation struc-

ture whereas the interaction terms constitute the association structure of Y.

SPREE-type estimators provide an estimate of Y that preserves the association
structure observed in X while keeping the allocation structure implied by the
known margins. The exact meaning of the word preserves is given by a func-
tional relationship assumed between the association structures of X and Y, that
we will call the structural assumption. This assumption is used to derive an es-
timate of the association structure of Y which in turn, leads to an estimate of
Y via imposition of the known margins, typically using a multiplicative raking
algorithm such as Iterative Proportional Fitting (IPF, Deming and Stephan,
1940). Notice that in this approach, any benchmarking to the known row and
column margins is incorporated as part of the modelling, rather than as an

ex-post adjustment.

The first SPREE-type estimator, called simply SPREE, was proposed in Purcell
and Kish (1980). The structural assumption of this estimator is that X and Y

'The acronym SPREE will be used in this document both as a abbreviation for Structure
Preserving and to identify the SPREE-type estimator in Purcell and Kish (1980). The meaning
of the acronym should be clear according to the context.

2



have the same association structure. This assumption is practically convenient
because no sample data is required to derive an estimate of Y. However, it
is difficult to justify why the association structure does not change, especially
when there is a big time gap between the reference periods of X and Y, or
when the definitions of the target populations are considerably different. De-

partures from this assumption lead to a biased estimator.

Provided that a direct estimate of the target composition, Y, is also available,
Zhang and Chambers (2004) relaxed the assumption of equality, allowing both
association structures to be proportional. Their proposed estimator will hereby
be called Generalized SPREE (GSPREE). Even though this estimator is consi-
derably more flexible and contains the SPREE of Purcell and Kish (1980) as
a particular case, the use of one common proportionality constant governing
the relationship between the proxy and target composition results insufficient
in many practical situations, in which the GSPREE will be biased. Zhang
and Chambers (2004) also proposed a version of the GSPREE including cell-
specific random effects as a way to minimise the risk of bias. Unfortunately,
if the sample sizes are small, the inclusion of random effects may introduce a
considerable amount of variance that does not always compensate for the bias

reduction.

Problem statement

As with many other areas of SAE, there is growing need for estimation of SA
compositions. Particularly, it can be foreseen that future requirements of users
will involve domains defined by very detailed geographic classifications. As-
suming that sample sizes will not increase accordingly, this would indicate a
future decrease in the size of the, already small, areas for which estimates are
of interest, and a likely increase in the number of areas without sample data.
In this setting, fixed effects estimators for SA compositions under more flexible
structural assumptions acquire relevance with respect to estimators that rely on
random effects as the main way to reduce the potential bias, because the pre-
diction of random effects requires area-specific information: little gain could
be expected in cases where a considerable number of areas are out of sample.
Moreover, even if the sampling design ensures that all areas are in-sample, the
trade-off between bias and variance mentioned above seems unfavourable for

this type of estimator in a context with progressively smaller sample sizes.
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As aforesaid, a main drawback of the GSPREE estimator is the assumption of
the same proportionality constant holding for all the columns in the composi-
tion. In this thesis, we propose a new SPREE-type estimator called Multivariate
Structure Preserving Estimator (MSPREE), which generalises the proportio-
nality assumption underpinning the GSPREE without incurring in additional
data requirements. Because the estimator does not rely in random effects, bias
reduction respect to the existing SPREE-type estimators can be obtained even

in the cases with very small sample sizes.

Furthermore, an extension of the MSPREE including cell specific random ef-
fects, called Mixed MSPREE (MMSPREE), as well as an estimator for the va-
riance components, are proposed. Because the random effects are included di-
rectly in the linear predictor, the association structure under the mixed model
remains well defined after the inclusion of the random effects. Moreover,
neither the estimation of the variance components, nor the calculation of the

MMSPREE, require of computationally intensive methods.

Outline of the document

The document is divided in six chapters as follows. Chapter 1 introduces some
preliminary concepts related to the SAE problem and presents existing estima-
tors for population compositions, with emphasis on SPREE-type estimators.
Chapter 2 and 3 are devoted to the development of the proposed estimators,
MSPREE and MMSPREE. Chapter 4 illustrates the use of those estimators in
a simulation exercise. Chapter 5 presents the results of an application of the
proposed estimators, using data from the 2011 Census in England and the An-
nual Population Survey conducted by the Office for National Statistics (ONS).
Finally, Chapter 6 presents the conclusions of this document and suggests lines

for future research.



Chapter 1

Preliminaries

1.1 The Small Area Estimation (SAE) problem

The interest for obtaining estimates of population characteristics has been tra-
ditionally satisfied by the use of existent sources of data, such as administra-
tive databases, or by collecting specific data, either via total enumeration when
feasible, or via survey samples. Use of existent sources of information has the
advantage that no additional cost is associated with the collection process.
However, unless existent sources collect exactly the data required to produce
the indicators of interest, this approach would only provide an approximation
to the target phenomena under study. Censuses, on the other hand, have been
traditionally the gold standard because, ignoring considerations of coverage
and measurement error, inference from them has no statistical uncertainty in-
volved. However, the costs associated with such an operation and the level of
burden that they imply in the population, make them an exception more than

a rule in terms of collecting data for statistical purposes.

Well-developed sample surveys have proved their ability to produce valid in-
ferences. Their broad use in almost all aspects of social research is a clear
indication of this. Even though classic books of survey sampling, such as
Cochran (1977) or Kish (1965) are still in common use, much research has been
devoted in the past 50 years to the development of sampling strategies that are
efficient in terms of bias and variance (regarding to the so-called design-based
approach of inference, as it will be explained next), while keeping costs under

control.

Survey sampling differs from most areas of statistics in regard to the main ap-
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proach of inference in use. Predominantly, survey sampling practitioners rely
on design-based inference, which uses the randomization induced by the sam-
pling design while assuming the values of the variables of interest are fixed.
Estimates are calculated using sampling weights that can be obtained from the
sampling design or calculated a posteriori using auxiliary information (Sdrndal
etal., 1992). Desirable estimators in this context are typically design-consistent,
i.e., their Mean Square Error (MSE) goes to zero as the sample size increases,
with the expectation calculated with respect to the distribution induced by the
sampling design. Between the two terms that compose the MSE, the variance

is commonly the dominant term.

However, in recent decades, interest in estimates for subgroups of the popu-
lation, i.e., domains, has increased. Under a design-based approach, if such
domains could be identified in advance, a sample strategy involving stratifica-
tion and sample allocation could, in principle, provide reliable estimates using
only domain-specific and perhaps auxiliary data. We will refer to those esti-
mates as direct. Unfortunately, in practice it is impossible to identify in advance
all domains that might be of interest and even in such a case, the sum of all
the required sample sizes could be extremely costly. In the case of unplanned
domains, direct estimation is unfeasible for out-of sample domains and may
be of limited use for in-sample domains due to big variances, especially if they

correspond to a small fraction of the population.

When a domain-specific sample is too small for reliable direct estimates to
be produced, that domain is considered small. The term Small Area Estima-
tion refers to the problem of producing reliable estimates for such domains.
Notice that the names area and domain are used interchangeably in this docu-
ment. Unlike direct estimators, most estimators used in SAE are indirect or
model-based (Rao and Molina, 2015, Chapter 3), i.e., they are built under the
assumption that a given statistical model holds for the population of interest,
respect to which the statistical inference is performed. Moreover, because di-
tferent domains have common attributes according to the assumed model, data
from other domains can be used to predict the value of a given domain, hence
borrowing strength by the increase of effective sample size available for domain-
specific estimation. Model-based estimators are not new to survey sampling
(see for instance Valliant et al., 2000), but have acquired a predominant role in

the case of small domains.



The model underpinning a given indirect estimator may be implicitly or ex-
plicitly stated. A further distinction is made between estimators supported by
explicit models that explain between-domain heterogeneity only via covariates,
e.g., marginal models, and explicit models that include additional elements
to take into account extra heterogeneity, e.g., mixed effect models with area-
specific random effects or M-Quantile models (Chambers and Tzavidis, 2006).
In the former case, the estimators are called synthetic and can be calculated for
both in-sample and out-of-sample areas. In the latter, only in-sample areas can
be estimated. A compromise approach, common in practice for cases where
there is sample in many but not all areas of interest, is to work with a mixed
effects model, such as the General Linear Mixed Model (GLMM) which will
be introduced in section 1.2, and use the synthetic predictor obtained from the
tixed part of the model for out-of sample areas.

Because model-based predictors may perform poorly in the face of model mis-
specification, model selection and diagnostics are at the core of the production
of SA estimates. Moreover, even though the inference is still model-based, the
practice of testing the validity of SA predictors using design-based simulation
exercises has gained popularity. For a more detailed discussion on these topics
see ESSNet (2012) and Tzavidis et al. (2016).

This thesis addresses the issue of obtaining SA estimates for compositions. The
term has been previously used by Aitchison (2003, p. 26) to indicate a vector
with positive components whose sum is 1. The distribution of a categorical
variable in a given domain constitutes an example of a composition according
to this definition. As previously mentioned, in a SA setting, we are interested
in obtaining estimates for several domains, therefore, we will hereby extend
the term to refer not to an individual vector but to a set of them, arranged as
rows in a two way table. Such a table may contain the within-domain distri-

bution or the raw frequencies of a categorical variable.

In the next sections, a revision of the existent literature in SAE that we consider
relevant for the estimation of compositions is provided. Readers interested in
SAE methods in general may find a very comprehensive account in Rao and
Molina (2015), as well as a review of the most important developments of the
last decade in Pfeffermann (2013). The remaining of this chapter is organised
as follows. Section 1.2 introduces the GLMM, according to Chapter 5 of Rao
and Molina (2015). The GLMM covers many of the most commonly used mod-
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els in SAE. The notation in this section has been kept in accordance with the
one in Rao and Molina (2015), and may hence differ from the one used in the
rest of the document. Section 1.3 introduces the Structure Preserving (SPREE)-
type estimators, that are the main focus of this thesis, and discusses the issues
that motivate the development of the estimators proposed in this document.
Finally, Section 1.4 discusses other existing estimators for small area composi-

tions.

1.2 General Linear Mixed Model (GLMM)

Denote by y a vector of sample observations of dimension n x 1. Let X and Z
be known matrices of dimension n x p and n x h and u and e be random vec-
tors independently distributed with zero mean and variance covariance matri-
ces G and R respectively, governed by a set of parameters &6 = (9y,... 6q)T
called wvariance components. It is assumed that the sample data follows the
GLMM

y=Xp+2Zv+e, (1.1)

where the vector v represents a set of random effects and e denotes the error
terms of the model. The unconditional variance of y under the model is hence
V=R+ZGZ"

BLUP and EBLUP

The aim is to obtain a predictor for the linear combination
n=1pg+mly, (1.2)

with 1 and m known vectors of constants. We use the term predictor instead
of estimator to acknowledge that v in the equation above is a realization of
a random entity. Assuming the vector of variance components & is known,
Henderson (1950) showed that the Best Linear Unbiased Predictor (BLUP) of
i under model (1.1) is

e =1"g+m'y (1.3)

with  the Best Linear Unbiased Estimator (BLUE) of 3,

B = (xTv—lx) XV (1.4)
8



and
v=GZ'V!(y—Xp). (1.5)

This result extends to the simultaneous estimation of r > 2 linear combina-
tions, u = LB + Mv, for u = (uq,..., ;) and L and M matrices of constants.
Moreover, assuming 3 known and v and e normally distributed, (1.5) with
B = B is the best predictor (BP) of v. Without the normality assumption but
with 3 known, it remains the best among the class of linear predictors of v.

In practice, the vector & containing the variance components is unknown,
therefore the matrices G, R and V required for the calculation of the BLUP
are not available. A two stage estimator for p is developed by obtaining an
estimate & (y) and using it as a substitute for 6 in the definition of the above
mentioned matrices. The resulting estimator it (8) is called the empirical best
linear unbiased predictor (EBLUP). Kackar and Harville (1981) showed that
the EBLUP remains unbiased for u as long as three conditions are satisfied: i)
E [QH(S)} is finite; ii) the distributions of u and e are symmetric around 0; and
iii) the variance components estimators are even and translation-invariant i.e.,
8(—y) = S(y) and S(y —Xb) = S(y) for all y and b. Kackar and Harville
(1981) also showed that some of the most well known procedures to obtain
estimates of the variance components, such as Maximum Likelihood (ML), Re-
stricted (or residual) Maximum Likelihood (REML) and the method of Fitting
constants (Henderson, 1953), satisfy this property. For the sake of complete-
ness, ML and REML estimators under the assumption of normality will be

briefly introduced next.

ML and REML estimation

Under normality of v and e, ML estimates of the variance components can be
obtained iteratively using the Fisher-scoring algorithm. Denote by V ;) the first
derivative of V with respect to §; and by VU the first derivative of V™! with
respect to ;, noticing that Vi) = —v—lvmv—l. The vector of first derivatives
of the log-likelihood 1(3, 8) with respect to & has components sy, ..., sq with:

ol(B, )

— la(tviivie)) - Ly o xg) TV (y
L (v vm> S (y=XB)" VI (y—Xp). (L6)
The Fisher Information matrix has elements (j, k) given by

1 .
J]k(é) = —Etr (V(J)V(k)) . (17)
9



In iteration i + 1, a new estimate of & is calculated as

s =50 4 |9 (5(”)]_13 B(s), 80, (1.8)
with B and s defined as in equations (1.4) and (1.6). ML estimators of & do
not take into account the loss of degrees of freedom due to the estimation of
 (Harville, 1977). In order to take them into consideration, a restricted log-
likelihood function 1.(8) (see for instance Pawitan, 2013, section 17) can be
maximised to obtain REML estimates of § using a Fisher algorithm analogous
to (1.8). The new matrix of first derivatives sg has components sg,...sg a
defined as

_olg(s) 1

LT
SR; (5) = 65j = —Etr (PV(j)) + Ey PVU)Py, (1.9)

with P = VT - v IX(XTV7IX)"IX"V~l. The Fisher Information matrix of
the restricted likelihood has elements (j, k) given by

1
Irjk(8) = Str (PV(;) PV (). (1.10)

Unfortunately, both ML and REML methods can lead to solutions for which
the variance matrices G and R are not positive definite. Solutions to this is-
sue proposed for specific versions of the GLMM are discussed in Rao and
Molina (2015), section 5.2.4. Asymptotically, ML and REML estimates are

~1
equally efficient with variance covariance matrices V() = (XTV*1X> and
V(&) =13 (8) "

Mean Square Error estimation

Because of their nature of borrowing strength from data in different domains
and from auxiliary sources, indirect estimators usually exhibit less variance
than direct estimators. However, because the models they rely cannot hold
perfectly in practice, indirect estimators also suffer from bigger biases. Estima-
tion of MSE is, therefore, a topic that has received appreciable attention in the
literature of SAE.

Following Rao and Molina (2015), Sections 5.2.2-5.2.6, let u denote the target of
estimation, defined as in equation (1.2) and denote by t(8) and t(8) the BLUP
and EBLUP of u, respectively. Consider the decomposition of the error of the
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EBLUP
t(8) — = [t(8) — pl + [t(8) —(8)] . (1.11)

Under normality assumptions and provided that 8§ is translation invariant,
squaring both sides and taking the expectation of (1.11) leads to

MSE [t(8)] = MSE[t(8)] + E [(8) — (6)]”. (1.12)

The first term on the right hand side of (1.12), the MSE of the BLUP, can be
turther decomposed as the sum of two terms: g;(6), which corresponds to the
variance of the BLUP with respect to the true p when f is known, and g;(8),
which carries the variability due to the estimation of 3. For the GLMM defined

in equation 1.1, the terms g; and g; are given by
g1(8) =m'"(G-GZ'V71ZG)m

and
g2(8) =d"(XTVv1x)14,

ford" =1"—-b"Xand b' =mT'Gz'v L

The second term on the right hand side of (1.12) cannot be simplified in ge-
neral. The use of a Taylor linearisation for t(8) — t(8) ignoring the terms co-
rresponding to derivatives of the error of the BLUE of B, ( — ), leads to the
approximation E [t(8) — t(é)}z ~ g3(6), for

b’ LA
(5 ) v(5) v

where V = R+ ZGZ" and V(38) is the asymptotic covariance matrix of 8.

g3(8) =tr

Finally, an approximation of the MSE of the EBLUP is given by

MSE [t(8)] ~ 91(8) + g2(8) + g5(8). (1.13)

Studying the nested-error regression model (Battese et al., 1988), the random
regression coefficient model (Dempster et al., 1981) and the Fay-Herriot model
(Fay and Herriot, 1979), Prasad and Rao (1990) proposed the estimator

—

MSE [t(8)] = g1(8) + g2(8) +2g3(d) (1.14)
11



which is second-order unbiased under normality assumptions, provided that &
is translation-invariant. Subsequently, under the assumption of unbiasedness
for the estimator of variance components, Harville and Jeske (1992) proposed
the estimator (1.14) for the GLMM. Furthermore, Lahiri and Rao (1995) showed
the robustness of this estimator to departures from normality of the random
effects, for the Fay-Herriot model, as long as some moment conditions are sa-
tisfied.

1.3 SPREE-type estimators

The underpinning idea of SPREE-type estimators can be tracked back to De-
ming and Stephan (1940) but was first used in the context of SAE by Chambers
and Fenney (1977); Boustield (1977) (as referenced in Purcell and Kish (1980))
and Gonzalez and Hoza (1978). It is in Purcell and Kish (1980) where the con-

cept is formalized with the introduction of the SPREE estimator.

Denote by Y the population composition of interest, constituted by the counts
Yo fora=1,...A;j=1...,]. Y can be represented in the form of a saturated
log-linear model as

log Yaj = o + ol + oc)Y + oczj. (1.15)

Y LY

The quantities &, o, oc]Y and «

oj can be defined in several ways. Hereby we

will use a centred-constraints parametrisation, given by

1
oc(\)( = A_] ; )ZlogYaj,

1
x) = TZIOgYGj — o,
j

1
oc)Y = Z log Yo — ),
a

(1.16)

Y _ Y Y LY
xgj =log Yaj — g — &5 — g,

satisfying the constraints ) o = 2 oc]Y =2 4 OCZ)' =2 ocz]- =0. Expressed
as in (1.15), it is possible to decompose Y in two structures (Purcell and Kish,
1980):

1. The association structure: corresponds to the set of interaction terms oczj,

fora=1,...A;j=1...,]. It determines the relationship between rows
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and columns. In the theoretical case where both dimensions are indepen-

dent, oczj =0 for all pairs (a,j).

2. The allocation structure: it is given by the sets of terms ocg, ocg, and oc]Y
fora=1,...A;j =1...,]. It carries information about the scale of the

composition and the disparities within the sets of rows and columns.

SPREE-type estimators make use of the fact that the true row and column mar-
gins of Y may be known or sufficiently accurately estimated to assume so. In
such a case, only the association structure of the composition of interest needs
to be estimated because the corresponding allocation structure is exclusively
determined by the margins. SPREE-type estimators use a proxy composition
X (and a composition of sample estimates Y if available), to build an estimate
of the association structure of Y and then impose the known margins. Ensu-
ring that the margins of the final estimate coincide with the known margins is
desirable, not only as a way to satisfy the necessity of arithmetic consistency
between different sets of estimates (for example, two compositions addressing
the same reference population) but also as protection against model misspeci-
fication, avoiding undesired departures of the model-based estimates from the
corresponding direct estimates at levels at which the latter are considered re-
liable.

1.3.1 SPREE

Purcell and Kish (1980) addresses the problem of how to produce postcensal
estimates of frequency characteristics for local areas or domains. Denote by Y
the composition of interest, with cell counts Y,; where a indexes the Local areas
and j indexes the values of the categorical variable, fora =1,...A,j=1...].
Purcell and Kish (1980) considers several scenarios of data availability. For
illustration purposes, we will hereby simplify the problem by assuming that a
proxy composition X of the same dimension as Y can be obtained, for instance,
from a past census, and that sets of margins Yo = (Y14,...,Ya) and Y5 =
(Yi1,...,Yyy), where the symbol + substitutes the index in the summation,
can be estimated from hard data sources such as a census or administrative
data, i.e., they are accurate enough for the estimation error to be disregarded.
The aim is to produce an estimate Y of Y with the same association structure
observed in X, satisfying the allocation structure determined by the known
sets of margins. Purcell and Kish (1980) propose to obtain such an estimate

using an iterative procedure described as follows:
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1. Rescale the rows of X as:

2. Rescale the columns of ?(1 as:

=Y.
a) a (1)’
Ya+

3. Rescale the rows of Y(Z) as:

. ~2) Y4
0 _ g2 Y
) aj ?(2)
+j

Steps (2) and (3) are repeated alternately until convergence, using in each step
the estimates obtained in the previous step. This algorithm, due to Deming
and Stephan (1940), is known in the literature as Iterative Proportional Fitting
(IPF) and can be found in most textbooks about categorical data (e.g. Agresti,
2013, section 9.7.2). Because the final estimate, ?S, has the association structure
observed in the proxy composition, the implicit structural assumption of the
SPREE of Purcell and Kish (1980) is

Y _ X
‘Xaj = (Xa]'

for all a,j, (1.17)

Y

with «,; and ocﬁj defined as in equation (1.16).

When only one set of margins is available no iteration is required. The resul-

ting estimator minimises the x-squared distance

A

(Yaj - Yaj )2
Dy = Z Z Y. ’
a j 4
as well as the Kullback-Leibler discrimination information measure
Y
DKL :ZZYQjIOg?.
a j aj

When more than one set of margins is available, iteration is required. Ire-
land and Kullback (1968) showed that if Y > 0 for all a,j, the IPF algorithm

converges to the optimal solution according to the discrimination information
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measure.

Noble et al. (2002) showed that generalized linear models (GLMs) can also be
used to calculate the SPREE. In the first step, a saturated log-linear model is

fitted to the proxy composition and the matrix o

containing the interaction
terms océ]- fora=1,...,A,j=1,...,] is calculated. Then, a new composition X
is generated using the known sets of margins and assuming independence, i.e.,
)~(a]- = (Yo Y4) /Yy fora=1,...,A,j=1,...,]. Finally, the SPREE is obtained
by fitting a non-saturated log-linear model to X, with offset «*. Noble et al.
(2002) argue in favour of using a Generalized Linear Model instead of the IPF
algorithm as a way to allow for sources of auxiliary information besides the

proxy composition, including discrete and continuous covariates.

1.3.2 GSPREE

Zhang and Chambers (2004) addresses the problem of obtaining an estimate
for a population composition, 6", that contains the within-area proportions,
GZ)- =Yqj/Yay fora =1,...,A;j = 1...,], using information of a proxy com-
position 6% and a composition of direct estimates 8" Asa generalization of
the SPREE of Purcell and Kish (1980), this estimator will be hereby called Ge-
neralized SPREE (GSPREE).

The GSPREE assumes that the target and proxy compositions relate via the
Generalized Linear Structural Model (GLSM)

T = A + BT, (1.18)

with Z)-)\j =0,fora=1,...,A;j=1,...,], where

J
1
TZ)' = log 911' - T Z log 9111 (1.19)
1=1

and Téj is analogously defined. The model is fitted using the sample estimate

OY in place of 0Y. The GSPREE estimate of 6", denoted éY’G, is obtained

applying the inverse function

sy
exp Ty

Z{:l exp FAtZl
15

AY,G _
04 =



on the fitted values. Notice that equation (1.19) is generally not invertible.
However, as shown in Lemma 1 in page 19, the set of constraints 07, = 1 for

a=1,...,A ensures the existence of an inverse function in this particular case.

Because the estimation problem is formulated in the within-area proportion
scale, information regarding the margins of the target composition is not nece-
ssary. If Yqi or Y, were known, a GSPREE of the composition of counts,
denoted by \?G, could be obtained imposing the known margins on 6"° using
IPE, without altering the fitted association structure.

The GLSM is reminiscent of a GLM but receives the name structural because
equation (1.18) is supposed to hold for the finite-population composition in-
stead of for its expected value, as in the GLM setting. Assuming that 8" is an
unbiased estimator of 8" with known block diagonal covariance matrix, Zhang
and Chambers (2004) proposes to fit the GLSM using an Iterative Weighted
Least Squares (IWLS) algorithm. Alternatively, if it is assumed that Y is a re-
alization of a random composition with product multinomial distribution, the
GLSM can be considered a GLM and the IWLS leads to the ML estimate of the
proportions that parameterize that distribution (see for instance Agresti, 2013,
section 4.6).

Now we will turn to identify the structural assumption of the GSPREE. Notice
that

log GZJ- =log Yy —log Yo
— o + () —log Yai) + oc]Y + oczj
= o + &y + o + oy
where the o, o, ocJY and oczj are the corresponding terms for the table of counts
defined in (1.16). Also, note that Z{:l log 0, = J(a} + &)) given that in the
centred-constraints parametrisation Y | o = Y | a'; = 0. Hence, the link func-

tion defined in (1.19) is equivalent to

T = o + o, (1.20)
ie. TZJ- isolates the terms corresponding to the column effects and the interac-

tions of 8", Note that because these two sets of terms are the same whether the

composition is considered in the count or in the within-area proportions scale,
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the implied model for 8" also holds for Y. Replacing (1.20) in the definition of
the GLSM, equation (1.18), and adding over the areas, we obtain

of + os = Ay + P05 + o)
= Za(oc;“r ocZ]-) =AN+B Za(oc]er ocﬁj)
= of =N+ Bog. (1.21)

The last line given by the sum to zero constraints of the centred-constraints
parameterization. Moreover, the constraint } A; = 0 stated in the definition of
the model is implicit in the sum of (1.21). Substituting (1.21) and (1.20) in the
definition of the GLSM, we obtain to the structural assumption of the GSPREE:

Y X Y, LY X1 X
Tgj :7\]- + BTaj,:> oG+ Ky :}\j + B(o‘j +(xaj)
= A+ Bod + oy = Ay + B + o)

Zhang and Chambers (2004) indicates that the sets of equations (1.21) and
(1.22)fora=1,...,A,j=1...,] are equivalent to equation (1.18) to define the
GLSM. However, the only true assumption underpinning the GSPREE is (1.22)
because given {3 it is always possible to set A; = oc]Y — Boc]?( to satisfy (1.21). In
this sense, notice that the set of parameters Ay, ..., A are nuisance parameters
in the GLSM. The GSPREE assumes proportionality between the association

structures of the target and proxy compositions.

1.3.2.1 Alternatives to the GLSM

Even if a product multinomial distribution is assumed for Y, bespoke software
is necessary to estimate {3 using the procedure described in Zhang and Cham-
bers (2004) because the link function used by the GLSM is not included in
the available packages for the fitting of GLMs. Lemmas 2 and 3 in subsection
1.3.2.3 present two new equations that also induce the structural assumption
(1.22) and can be used as alternatives to the GLSM to obtain the GSPREE using
a product multinomial or a Poisson likelihood and standard software.

1.3.2.2 GSPREE with random effects

Zhang and Chambers (2004) proposed a mixed effects version of the GSPREE
with the aim of reducing the risk of bias due to model misspecification with
respect to the estimator with only fixed effects. However, because the pre-
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dicted random effects can be unstable, particularly under small sample sizes,
it is possible for this estimator to exhibit a higher MSE than its fixed-effects
counterpart. The GSPREE with random effects is defined by the Generalized
Linear Structural Mixed Model (GLSMM)

ng =\ + Bwﬁj + Vi (1.23)

where (vaz,...,va])T R N(0,Z) and vq1 = —) Vgj, fora=1,...,A; and

] j#1
j=1...,7].

Following a process analogous to the one used with the GLSM, it is possible
to show that the GLSMM is equivalent to the sets of equations:

of =N+ Bog + v (1.24)
o = By + (Vaj — V45) (1.25)
with v = (1/A)v,. Note that the term vq, is zero by construction and

therefore, also v . On the other hand, nothing ensures that v; = 0. Asymp-
totically, as the number of areas increases, it is expected that the random effects

affect only the association structure, leading to the structural assumption
oczj = Bo@:]- + Vaj;

however, formally speaking, equations (1.24) and (1.25) imply that the random
effects will affect not only the association but also the allocation structure. It
would be desirable to impose the additional constraint v; = 0 but this would
introduce correlation across areas and complicate substantially the estimation.
Instead, Zhang and Chambers (2004) suggests to perform the estimation as-
suming that the v,; are independent between areas and standardize the esti-
mates ex-post. Because such adjustment is of order O,(A~1/2), the expected

difference is small even for a moderate number of areas.

On the other hand, notice that equations (1.24) and (1.25) are sufficient to

guarantee a set of predicted interactions that satisfy the sum-zero constraints
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assumed by the centred-constraints parameterization because:

Y X -
D% =B og+ ) (Vo= Vi)
a a a
= V+j —A'V_H

-0,

given that ocifj = 0. Analogously,

D oag =B ot ) (Vo Vi)
j j j

1
= Va+ — KV++

=0,

because oX, = Vo = V4t = 0.

1.3.2.3 Complementary Material

In this section, we expand the available results for the GSPREE (Zhang and
Chambers, 2004) in two directions. First, we proof that the link function
thereby used in the formulation of the GLSM is invertible. Second, we pro-
pose two sets of equations that are equivalent to the GSPREE assumption of
proportional interactions and therefore, can be used as an alternative to the
GLSM for the estimation of the proportionality parameter.

Throughout this section, denote by 0" the target composition in the scale of
within-area proportions, GZ]- =Yqj/Yar fora=1,...,A; j=1,...,]. Denote by
oy, o, ocJY and oczj the terms of its representation according to equation (1.15).
Invertibility of the link function of the GLSM

This lemma shows the invertibility of the link function used in the formulation

of the GLSM. It is referenced in page 16.

Lemma 1. Let g be a function defined in R*J, the space of the real-valued matrices
of dimension A X ] by g : © — T, with T defined as in equation (1.19):

J
1
Tqj = log 045 — T Z log 041,
1=1
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where the constraints 044 = 1 for a = 1,..., A are satisfied. Then, g(0) = g(0) if
and only if © = 6.

Proof. The proof of 8 = @ implying g(0) = g(0) is trivial. To proof the remai-
ning implication, define y,j = log 04 and ¥4; = log 8,4; and notice that

~ 1 . 1._
g(0) =g(0) <= v4— TYaJr =%Yaqj — TYaJr,

therefore,
Yaj = f/aj + Ka, (1.26)
for kg = % (Yat+ —¥a+). On the other hand, as 0,; = exp7,j, the constraints

Ogr =1fora=1,...,Aimply

D expye =1 (1.27)
j

Substituting equation (1.26) in equation (1.27) leads to

1= Z expYaj = exp kq Z exp Yaj = exp Kq, (1.28)
j j

because equation (1.27) also holds for the set of ¥4;. The proof is complete
because, as kq = 0 for a = 1,..., A, then v, = ¥4 and hence 0y = éaj
fora=1,...,Aand j =1,...,], because of the invertibility of the logarithm

function. O]

GSPREE using a logit link
This lemma proposes equations to obtain the GSPREE using a logit link. It is
referenced in Section 1.3.2.1, page 17.

Lemma 2. Define the logit function with reference category r,
¥ =1log0y; —log 0}
paj 0g aj OgYar -

Assume analogous definitions for the proxy composition 8. The two following sets of
equations are equivalent:

o = b+ Blogy—oy), fora=1,.. A j=1..Tj#r (1.29)
Y _ X _ N
ocaj—Bocaj, fora=1,...,A; j=1,...,]. (1.30)
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Proof. Notice that

pZ}r = (oc]Y — )+ (ocZ]- — ), (1.31)

fora=1,...,A; j=1,...,]; j # r. Substitute (1.31) into (1.29) to obtain,
(o — o) + (o — oxey) = by + Bllocy — o). (1.32)
Adding (1.32) over the areas:

o) =y, (1.33)
because a, = ok, =0 for a =1,...,A. Substituting (1.33) back in (1.29):

o — o = Blocyy — Xy, (1.34)

To prove the theorem it is enough to prove the equivalence between (1.34) and
(1.30) because for any value of 3 it is possible to set ¢; = (oc)Y — ) so that
(1.33) is satisfied.

Adding (1.34) over j:

> o — (-1, =B (Z o — (J— 1Joc§r)

j#r j#T
‘Xgr = BOCL(T
because ocg 4= océf , =0fora=1,...,A. As the choice of the reference category
is arbitrary, we conclude that (1.34) — (1.30). Finally, (1.30) = (1.34) can

be easily seen by subtracting the equation for the reference category from all
the other equations in (1.30). O

GSPREE using a log link
This lemma proposes equations to obtain the GSPREE using a log link. It is
referenced in Section 1.3.2.1 in page 17.

Lemma 3. The set of equations

where CX). =log Y., is also equivalent to (1.30).
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Proof. Remember that CZ). = o + ol + oc)Y + OLZ]- defined as in equation (1.15).
Substituting this in (1.35) and summing either over rows or columns it is pos-

sible to arrive to the sets of equations:

fora=1,...,A;j=1,...,]. O

The extra set of nuisance parameters vy, represents the row scale of the table,
therefore they do not appear in the equations where the link function is stan-
dardized with respect to the row scale, such as the centred-log used by the
GLSM or the logit link.

1.3.3 Inclusion of random effects on SPREE-type estimators

Notice that none of the previously presented SPREE-type mixed effect esti-
mators consider the possibility of including area-specific or column-specific
random effects. The reason behind this is that only cell-specific random effects
would have an impact on the final estimates, given the raking procedure that
constitutes the last step of estimation for this type of estimators. For illus-

tration, consider the fixed effects GSPREE as starting point and assume that
Y
aj
effects with E(vy) = 0 and V(v,) = 0‘%,. An estimate of the interaction in cell

ol = [30@:)- + vq, where vg,a = 1,... A are independent area-specific random

a,j would have the form:
Denote by \?gj = exp(&zj) = exp(Bocéj) exp(¥q). Hence,
Yo, = Z \??1]' = exp(Va) ZeXP(B‘Xﬁj)-
j j

According to section 1.3.1, the set of estimates that satisfy the row margin Y,

)
is obtained from the equation \?(11]- = Yot Voﬂ. In this case,
a+
oy exp(Bo)exp(¥a) exp(Boc))
g — lat o A XY TN en(PaX )
exp(¥a) Zj eXP(BO‘(ﬂ) Zj eXp(BCXaL)



i.e.,, an area-specific random effect v would have no effect on the estimates
once they have been benchmarked by row. Analogously, column-specific ran-
dom effects would disappear when the benchmarking of the column margins.

The inclusion of a set of cell-specific random effects at the interaction level is
desirable but it poses the additional difficulty of imposing on the random ef-
fects the same sum-to-zero row and column constraints satisfied by the interac-
tion terms under the centred constraints parametrisation, in order to obtain a
valid structure for the table of interest. The estimation of the model parame-
ters under such constraints can be computationally difficult, specially if a fully

parametric approach is being used.

1.3.4 Limitations of the SPREE and GSPREE estimators

The previously discussed fixed effects SPREE estimators assume at maximum
one parameter to control the relationship between the interaction structures
of the proxy and target compositions. Further reductions in the bias of the
estimator are obtained by the inclusion of random effects. However, the in-
teractions terms corresponding to different categories of a given area are re-
lated to each other because they satisfy sum zero constraints, something that is
ignored by the above mentioned SPREE-type estimators. Moreover, the same
proportionality constant is assumed for all categories, which can lead to model
misspecification if more than one constant of proportionality is required. Fi-
nally, notice that random effects cannot be accurately predicted if the sample
sizes are too small.

We will illustrate these issues considering data from the Population Censuses
2001 and 2011 in England. For each census, a composition of the population
counts disaggregated by LA and Economic Activity status (Employed, Unem-
ployed, Inactive) was obtained. Such compositions where transformed into
the log-scale and the interaction terms «; defined in equation (1.16) were cal-
culated. Figure 1.1 presents scatter plots of the corresponding pairs of those
interaction terms for each one of the categories of the labour force variable,
being those of the 2001 composition in the X axis, and those of the 2011 com-
position in the Y axis. In each plot, the continuous black line represents the
assumption made by the SPREE, i.e., that the interaction terms of both compo-

sitions are the same (Y=X). The black dashed line represents the assumption
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made by the GSPREE, i.e., that the interaction terms of the 2011 composi-
tion are proportional to those in the 2001 composition, with a proportionality
constant that, for this data, is estimated as 0.8044. Finally, the continuous red
line corresponds to an OLS fit independently for each category of the variable
and corresponds to the best possible linear fit between the interaction terms

for each category.

Figure 1.1: Interaction terms oy in the compositions of Local Authority by
Economic Activity. Population censuses 2001 and 2011 in England.
Lines: Continuous black : SPREE. Dashed black: GSPREE. Continuous red:

Category-specific OLS fit.
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As the points in figure 1.1 do not accumulate above any of the black lines, it
is possible to conclude that both SPREE and GSPREE estimators are biased.
However, because the line corresponding to the GSPREE assumption is closer
to the OLS fit for categories employed and unemployed, it is expected for the
GSPREE to present less bias than the SPREE for those categories. Furthermore,
as the slope of the OLS fit for category inactive (0.9406) is considerably diffe-
rent from the slopes for the other two categories (around 0.77), estimates for
that category will much benefit from an estimator which allows for category-

specific proportionality constants instead of imposing a common one.

Unfortunately, a natural extension based on an assumption such as ocgj = B; ocﬁj
would impose the additional constraint Zj Bjocﬁj =0fora=1,...,A, in order

to ensure valid estimates of the interaction structure. Given that in practice
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A > ], and because the column rank of the matrix that contains the interaction

terms is at most | — 1, such constraint cannot be satisfied in general.

1.4 Other estimators for population compositions

1.4.1 Multinomial models for the estimation of compositions

Multinomial GLMs have also been proposed for the estimation of population
compositions. Molina et al. (2007) addresses the issue of estimating the pro-
portions of people in three categories of labour force: unemployed; employed and
not in the labour force, in a composition disaggregated by unitary and local au-
thorities in the UK. Indicator variables of region, and age by sex groups, were
used as covariates, as well as the proportion of unemployment according to
administrative data which was included in the logarithmic scale. Molina et al.

(2007) uses the logistic mixed model:

O::

log | =25 ) =x{By +9; (1.36)
Bij3 L

where k indexes the categories, i indexes the areas and j =1...,6 indexes the

gender by age groups. The random effects ¥; are assumed independent and

normally distributed with mean zero and variance 0129.

The estimation of the parameters of the model is performed using a combina-
tion of penalized quasi-likelihood (PQL, Breslow and Clayton (1993)) for the
fixed terms of the model and the random effects, and REML for the variance
components. Mean square error estimates of the small area estimates are ob-

tained via parametric bootstrap.

Scealy (2010) extends the model proposed in Molina et al. (2007) to include
category-specific random effects. In this case, the interest is in obtaining esti-
mates for population counts according to the three categories of labour force
mentioned above, by local government areas in Australia. Scealy (2010) indi-
cates that initial analysis carried out using separate logistic mixed models for
the three categories of the labour force variable, showed evidence of different
variances in the random effects structure, which motivated the extension of
equation (1.36) to include category-specific random effects, 9y, following a bi-
variate normal distribution in each area.
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The model includes indicator variables of area, age by sex and remoteness, as
well as household type and socio-economic indexes at the area level, obtained
either from the Labour Force Survey or from the Census of Population and
Housing. Moreover, benefit payment variables obtained from administrative
sources are also included in the model. An approach analogous to the one
presented in Molina et al. (2007) is used to obtain estimates for the parameters
in the model and the random effects, as well as mean square estimates of the
small area counts. Furthermore, the properties of the estimation strategy are

also evaluated using parametric bootstrap.

Once again in the context of estimation of SAE of labour characteristics in the
UK, Saei and Taylor (2012) proposes another extension of the model conside-
red in Molina et al. (2007). Using a multinomial model with category-specific
random effects following a bivariate normal distribution, An EBLUP-type pre-
dictor is developed. Starting with Pseudo-Likelihood estimates of the com-
ponents of the model, ML is used to obtain final estimates of the fixed terms
and predicted random effects, whereas the estimation of the variance compo-
nents is performed via REML. Saei and Taylor (2012) compare two models with
category-specific random effects (uncorrelated or potentially correlated) and
the model with area-specific random effects proposed in Molina et al. (2007).
According to their analysis, the model with correlated category-specific effects
performs considerably better, in particular for the category unemployed.

Model (1.36) considered at the area level has also been used to propose exten-
sions such as the inclusion of independent category-specific or time-correlated
random effects. See Lopez-Vizcaino et al. (2013) and Loépez-Vizcaino et al.
(2015) for more details.

1.4.2 Berg and Fuller (2014)

Berg and Fuller (2014) develops a small area estimator for a two way table
containing the distribution of occupied people among categories of occupation
and provinces in Canada. Direct estimates of the within area proportions are
available from the Canadian Labour Force Survey, but due to the small sizes
in the cells, they have prohibitively large variances. Auxiliary information
is available, in the form of the same table obtained from the last population

census. Indexing the areas by k =1,...,K and the categories of Occupation by
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i=1,...,R, the model proposed is defined by the two equations:

A

Pik = Pik + eix (1.37)
Pik = Prik + Ui (1.38)

where Py is the within-province proportion of interest, Py denotes its direct
estimator and Pty is a function of the covariates, Pty = g(x{,A) such that
two conditions are satisfied: i) 0 < g(x{,A) < 1 and ii) ZL g(x{A) =1. In

particular, Berg and Fuller (2014) uses a logistic function,

ex{kA

1+Y 8, ex{kA)

PTik = g(X{ A) = (

fori = 2,...,R and PT,lk =1- ZF:Z PT,ik- The vector Xik = (Xik,lr .. /Xik,R) of
covariates is composed by R — 1 indicator variables of categories i = 2,...,R

and the interaction term corresponding to the same cell in the auxiliary table,

X
aj*

(0%
The sampling error component, ex = (ej,...,erx) has E(ex/Px) = 0 and
V(exlPx) = Zc¢exc, Where Py = (P, ..., Pry) . Finally, up = (ugy, ..., ugy)
is a random component with E(uy) = 0 and V(uy) = X k. It is assumed that
Zuux = YIp;,, where T'p, is the variance covariance matrix of a multino-
mial distribution parametrized by Pty = (Pr1x, ..., Pt rk). Besides simplifying
considerably the model, this specification has two additional advantages: i) it
ensures that V(Pi) — 0 when Pt — 0 and ii) because Z,,,, x is not full rank,

>_; W is constrained and as consequence }_; Py = 1.

Use the symbol 1) to indicate that in a vector or matrix, the first component
or the first row and column, respectively, has been removed. Assuming A,
and the unconditional variance-covariance matrix of the sampling errors X
known, Berg and Fuller (2014) shows that the BLUP of Py is given by

1) \—1,6D

eek

P =PRIl (2

1
wuk ~ P (1.39)
The predictor for the first category can be obtained by subtraction. Further-
more, the same BLUP estimates do not depend on the category being removed.
Unfortunately, the predictor in equation (1.39) may not remain in the interval
(0,1). For the cases where the predictor falls outside the parameter space, Berg
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and Fuller (2014) propose to obtain the predictor Pim that minimises

117 p) _ prlt
TS S0 B( S

eek

5(1) *(1 1
(Pk _Pk( ))T Z()

uu

subject to 8y < Pji < 1— dix, where d;y are specified positive constants.

Furthermore, assuming that V(eyjuy) = ngl dy[diag(Py) — PkPE], where ny is
the total sample size in province k and dy plays the role of an average design
effect (Rao and Scott, 1981) for that province, we obtain

Zee,k =E[V(exuy)l = nglck[diag(Ple) — PT,kP—IT—/k],

where ¢y = di(1 —y). Under this working model, the predictor in (1.39)
simplifies to:

Pk = Prix + vi(Pic — Pri), s

with v =V /(b + cny 1), Notice that for this working model, as yyx does not
depend on the category, the predicted P;, automatically belong to the interval

(0,1).

The estimators of A, Pt iy, cx and 1 are obtained iteratively, using either Ma-
ximum Likelihood or Generalized Least Squares. The estimation of the MSE
of the predictor without benchmark can be performed using a closed form ap-
proximation that is proposed in Berg and Fuller (2014). If benchmark has been
used, an adaptation from the moment-matching bootstrap approach conside-

ring the first two moments is proposed.

Discussion

Berg and Fuller (2014) presents a model for proportions in a population com-
position that is simple but very flexible. In principle, no restrictions are im-
posed on the type of covariate information that is allowed in the model because
the constrains satisfied by g(-) ensure that the synthetic estimator Pt ;. belongs
to the parameter space. In particular, the choice of g(-) and xix presented at
the beginning of this section, induce on the Pt ;i the structural assumption of
the GSPREE.

The proposed predictors for the small area proportions are built over a very
general form for the variance covariance matrix of the sampling errors and

random effects. Particular working models suggested in Berg and Fuller (2014)
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lead to substantial simplifications without compromising the efficiency of the
predictors. The proposed methods for estimating the parameters of the model

are not computationally intensive.

The inclusion of random effects at the probability scale, as in equation (1.38), is
convenient but may allow for within-province proportions of interest P;, which
are not necessarily between 0 and 1. The first predictor proposed, derived as
the BLUE for the proportions of interest, may also provide estimates outside
the parameter space. However, an alternative predictor with the desirable
property of being close to the BLUE is proposed. Furthermore, this problem
can avoided by using the working model proposed for X..y, as long as the
data supports this alternative.

1.4.3 Dostal et al. (2016)

Another estimator for population compositions was proposed by Dostal et al.
(2016) as a way to obtain coverage corrections by areas and subgroups of the
population, for the German census 2011. The proposed estimator is an exten-
sion of the SPREE of Purcell and Kish (1980), which minimises the Chi-square
distance to the proxy composition while satisfying constraints given by sets of

estimated margins.

For a given composition M with cells my;, fori=1,...,I;j =1,...,], the idea
is to obtain an estimator N with cells ny; such that the distance

(2 -’
Nyt My
a=) )
m..
i Y

is mimimal, subject to constraints on the row and column margins n;; and
n,;. When only one margin is fixed, the solution to this problem is given by
the SPREE (see Purcell and Kish, 1980, Section 4) and can be calculated using
IPE.

Using Lagrange multipliers, Dostél et al. (2016) show that when two margins

are fixed, the solution to the minimisation problem above is given by
iy = (A + py) My, (1.40)

where the vector of parameters P = (A, AL 1) is estimated as the
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solution of the linear system Al = b, for

and b' = (M1y, ..., My, Nyq,...,nyg). Because A is not full rank, a Moore-
Penrose inverse of A is used to solve the linear system. All solutions are given
by p = ATb+ (I—ATA) Z, with AT the Moore-Penrose inverse of A and Z
a free vector. The A; and ; are not identifiable, but (A; + ;) is unique.

Discussion

The estimator proposed in Dostél et al. (2016) only assumes the existence of
a proxy table M and the true sets of margins n;; and n,;. The methodology
proposed is very convenient because the estimator has a closed form. Fur-
thermore, as no particular treatment is given to the rows or columns of the
composition, no assumption of exchangeability across rows is required, there-

fore it can be use in a wide range of situations.

In order to study the structural assumption underpinning the estimator, ta-
king the logarithm on both sides of equation (1.40) notice that the counts of
the proxy composition M act as an offset in determining the association struc-
ture of the estimated composition, as in the case of the SPREE. However, be-
cause the term (A; + ;) is cell-specific, it induces an update of the association
structure which is governed by I + ] parameters. Dostal et al. (2016) report
encouraging results for the proposed estimator in a simulation study, except
for outliers respect to the association structure. However, considering that the
only estimates for the cells that are assumed to be available correspond to
the proxy composition, it seems somehow strange to use only marginal in-
formation to update the association structure rather than preserving the one
observed in the proxy composition. Further research, for instance comparing

this estimator with the estimators proposed in this document may be desirable.
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Chapter 2

MSPREE

This chapter introduces the Multivariate SPREE (MSPREE). The chapter begins
with the introduction of the structural assumption underpinning the estimator.
Then, alternatives to estimate the matrix of parameters that governs the estima-
tor are presented. Finally, an analytic estimator to approximate the variance of
the estimator, and bootstrap procedures to estimate its MSE are proposed. In
what follows, it will be assumed that the target composition Y and the proxy
composition X, both of dimension A x J with A > ], have no structural ze-
roes, i.e., it will be assumed that all cell counts (or their expectations, if Y is
assumed random) are strictly positive. Moreover, it will be assumed that the
two true sets of margins Yo, = (Y14,---,Yay) and Y 5= (Yiq,---,Yyy) are
known. Furthermore, it will be assumed that sample data about Y, in the form
of a composition of direct estimates Y or sample counts y or the corresponding

within-area proportions, is available.

Throughout this chapter, whenever a particular lemma or theorem is required
to support a given assertion, this is indicated including the corresponding theo-
rem number and page. However, in order to avoid breaking the flow of the text,
all lemmas and theorems and their respective proofs are presented as part of
the Complementary Material, in subsection 2.4.2, at the end of this chapter. To
ease the cross-referencing between lemmas and theorems and the results they
are linked to, a paragraph has been added before the enunciate of each lemma

or theorem, indicating the context and pages where they are being used.
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2.1 Multivariate SPREE (MSPREE)

The Multivariate SPREE is built upon the assumption that, for each area a, the
Y oY )T

al’ -7 "af

combination of the interactions of the same area in the auxiliary composition,

(xé = (océl, .. )T

another but are common for all areas (between area exchangeability). The

set of interactions of the target composition, &) = (« , is a linear

X
- Oy

, with coefficients that may vary from one category to

structural assumption of the MSPREE can hence be written as:

O(Zl [311 e BU (X§1

' : 2.1
o By By oy @1)
alf = B oX,

fora=1,...,A, or equivalently, as
o = PBjocar s (2.2)
1

fora=1,...,Aandj,l=1,...,]J.

Lemma 4 in page 47 shows that under equation (2.2), the set of constraints
Bi1=PBj+ =0forj,l=1,...,], are required in order to ensure a valid associa-
tion structure for Y, i.e., to ensure that the set of oczj above defined satisfies the
sum-zero constraints of the centred-constraints parametrisation. Notice that
despite 3 being a ] x ] matrix, such constraints imply that the relationship
between the two association structures is characterized by (] — 1) free para-
meters. Moreover, because the interaction terms are centred around zero and

z containing as rows the vectors o for Z € {X, Y} has a maximum

the matrix «
rank of ] — 1, as long as exchangeability between areas is assumed, (] — 1)% is
the maximum number of parameters that can characterise a linear relationship

between two compositions in the interaction scale.

The MSPREE of Y is obtained by imposing the allocation structure determined
by the margins Y., and Y, on an estimate of the association structure ob-
tained under the structural assumption (2.2), via IPF, i.e.:

Y™ — 1pF <exp & Yoy Y+j> , (2.3)
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where for each area:
&' = Bok. (2.4)

Several alternatives to obtain 3 will be proposed in section 2.2.

The MSPREE has been called Multivariate in an intention to emphasize that, in
each area, the quantity of interest is the vector of interactions of the target com-
position, in contrast with all existing estimators under the SPREE approach,
that deal with the interaction terms in an univariate fashion. Approaching the
problem in a multivariate way may lead to potential gains in efficiency derived
from the association between the sample counts or direct estimates in each
area, in an analogous way to the Multivariate Fay-Herriot model of Datta et al.
(1991). Furthermore, a multivariate approach provides a mathematically con-
venient way of generalising the structural assumptions of SPREE and GSPREE.
Those two estimators are, indeed, special cases of the proposed MSPREE. In
order to justify this claim, it is enough to prove that the structural assump-
tion stated in equation (2.2) covers the assumptions underpinning SPREE and
MSPREE as special cases because, given an estimated association structure for
the target composition, the procedure used to impose the known margins is
the same for all estimators. Such a proof is presented in Lemma 6 in page 49

and its corollary.

The definition of the MSPREE given in section 2.1 is not complete until we have
proposed a methodology to obtain an estimate of the matrix of parameters 3.
In the next section, we will discuss the issues associated with an attempt to
produce such estimates directly from equation (2.2) and, in consequence, pro-
pose a methodology based on alternative expressions of this assumption and
the use of ML or IWLS.

2.2 Estimation of 3

The formulation of a statistical model to obtain estimates of the matrix  di-

rectly from the structural assumption of the MSPREE, i.e., in the interaction

Y

scale, would require a sample estimate of the matrix «' containing the terms

A

oczj fora=1,...,Aandj =1,...,]. Anintuitive estimator is given by &' = o',

the association structure of the composition of direct estimates. However, given

that the sample sizes in the SA are assumed to be small, it is not unlikely that
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some of the sample counts in the cells are zero despite the assumption of no
zeroes in Y, a situation in which the association structure of neither Y nor y
can be calculated. Moreover, even if y and hence Y contain no zeroes, the
logarithmic transformation required to obtain o« from Y would imply bias for
the former due to non-linearity. Therefore, a methodology of estimation of the

By using either Y or y or the corresponding proportions would be preferred.

We present in this section two alternative equations for the MSPREE assump-
tion, which can be used in conjunction with suitable distributional assump-
tions in order to obtain estimates of the 3;; via ML or IWLS. The validity of
this approach relies on the equivalence between the parameters of the alterna-
tive equations and those of the structural assumption of the MSPREE, which

is proved in Theorems 7 and 8 in pages 50 and 51, at the end of this chapter.

2.2.1 Alternative equations

Log link
CZJ' = 108 Yaj =%Ya+ }\j + Z leocﬁl , (2.5)
l

fora=1,...,Aand j,1 = 1,...,] with $;; = B, = A = 0. Denoting by
vec(-) the vector operator, which transforms a matrix into a column vector by

stacking its columns, equation (2.5) can be written in matrix notation as
Y
¢ = Zlogwlog/

where ¢¥ = vec(log(Y)), Z,,4 is a design matrix of dimension AJ x (A +J(J —1))
given by:
Ziog = [ 1gx1) @ La) | T@L(axg) | T@ (oXT) } , (2.6)

with aX the A x ] matrix containing the interactions of the auxiliary composi-

tion, ® denoting the Kronecker product and T defined as

Iy
Txg-1) = [ ””” ( ])] : 27)

W)og is the column vector of parameters:

.
‘l’log:[vl coo YA Mo N1 B Biz --e By—11 By—1-1
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The constraints 3, = 4, = 0 and A, = 0 have been implicitly included in the
design matrix, by setting (j; = —Zl<] Bjv, Bn = _Zj<] Bp for j,1=1,...,]
and A\; = — > ;_jAj, respectively. Neither B, A or their estimates depend on
which subset of ] —1 categories has free parameters.

Logit link
v ) "

s = log (e_> = o] + Y Bl — o), 28)

ar £
with GZJ- =Yy/Yar fora=1,...,Aand j, 1 =1,...,],j,1 # r. Using category ]|
as reference and stacking Y by column, equation (2.8) can be written in matrix

notation as:
YJ _7) J
P J= Zlogitwlogit’

where

.
pY) = log(6Y,/6);) ... log(6},/6%;) ... log(6); 1/61;) ... log(6}; 1/0X;) | .

and ZJ

logit is a design matrix of dimension A(] —1) x (J(J —1)) given by:

leogit = [ Iy ®Lax1) LA ® (oXT) ] (2.9)

with oX and T defined as in (2.7). ‘l’llogit is the column vector of parameters:

y . r Al al 5] 5] T
‘YlogitZ[% e by Bra Bia o B 5171,]71} :

In general, the vectors of parameters corresponding to two different reference
categories differ. However, there is a one-to-one relationship between the set
of parameters B]Tl corresponding to any reference category 1, and the set of 3;;
used in the definition of the structural assumption of the MSPREE (equation
2.2). This equivalence, which is presented as part of the proof of Theorem 8
(equation (2.28), page 52), ensures that the matrix 3 in equation 2.1 is invariant
to the reference category chosen.

Further remarks

It was mentioned at the beginning of this section that the MSPREE of Y could
be obtained by imposing the known margins on an estimate of its associa-
tion structure given by exp &' = {exp &,...,exp &}(\}T where for each area,
&Z = BaX, with B obtained directly from equation (2.5), or from (2.8) using
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equation (2.28) (page 52). Notice that the same estimate would be obtained
if such margins were imposed directly on the composition of fitted counts or
within area proportions because all the parameters related to the allocation
structure would be recalculated in the IPF process. In this sense, the addi-
tional parameters v, and A;, or ¢;, depending on which of the two alternative

equations is used, can be considered nuisance parameters.

2.2.2 ML estimates

ML estimates of 3j; for j,1 =1,...,] can be obtained making suitable distribu-
tional assumptions for Yy; and using the alternative equations to formulate an
associated GLM, as follows:

e Assuming Yaj!a§ nd Poisson(gj) for a = 1,...,A, j = 1,...,]. Af-
ter substituting Y,j by 14j, equation (2.5) defines a Poisson Regression
Model.

e Assuming Yalocéf fnd Multinomial (Ya+,7tg) for a = 1,...,A. Substitu-
ting 04 by 74, equation (2.8) defines a Multinomial Logistic Regression
Model.

Both alternatives are equivalent, i.e., they lead to the same estimate of the as-
sociation structure, because a term for the margin that is assumed fixed under

the product multinomial distribution is included in (2.5) (see Birch, 1963).

The use of a Poisson or Multinomial likelihood to obtain MLE estimates of
3 is practically convenient because such models can be fitted using standard
software. An illustration using the functions glm and mlogit (packages stats
and mlogit in the software R) is included in section 2.4.3, at the end of this
chapter. However, if the sample has been obtained using a complex sampling
procedure, this approach can lead to model misspecification, as will be dis-

cussed next.

First, the use of a complex sampling procedure may result in informativeness of
the sampling design (see for instance Pfeffermann 1993, Chambers and Clark
2012, Section 1.4). This term has been used to indicate the situation where the
model which holds for the sample data is different from the model holding for
the population from which such sample has been selected. In the context of

model-based estimation, and specially in SAE, accounting for informativeness
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is of key importance in order to avoid bias in the SA predictors.

Perhaps the most common situation that induces informativeness is the use of
sampling designs with unequal selection probabilities, whenever such proba-
bilities are related to the study variable of interest. This can occur either at the
area level, if not all areas are sampled, or at a lower level, when households or
individuals are selected. For instance, sample boosts which target individuals
in a given domain, in order to produce estimates of a minimum level of accu-

racy, may result in informative sampling designs.

Regarding the use of SPREE-type estimators, notice that as long as all the infor-
mation concerning the design of the sample is available, it would be possible
to account for informativeness below the area level, by using appropriate di-
rect estimators for the cells in the composition, e.g, Horvitz-Thompson estima-
tors which weight each observation by the inverse of its inclusion probability
(Sarndal et al., 1992, Section 2.8). However, it would be difficult in that case,
to justify a fully distributional assumption for the estimators in the sample,
and therefore an IWLS approach instead of ML would be recommended. That
route of analysis will be discussed below, in section 2.2.3.

Furthermore, notice that because the row margins of the target composition are
assumed known, the use of different sampling fractions across areas would not
necessarily constitute informativeness when using SPREE-type estimators, as
long as the within-area proportions observed in the sample remain unbiased
for the corresponding population quantities. In such a case, a ML approach
using the sample composition could be used to obtain the MSPREE. Unfor-
tunately, due to the assumption of exchangeability across areas, neither the
existing nor the new estimators proposed in this document could take into ac-

count informativeness at the area level.

Second, even if informativeness is not an issue, it is still possible that the va-
riance structure assumed under a Poisson or Multinomial likelihood does not
represent appropriately the variability observed in the sampling data, e.g., due
to the selection of clusters instead of individual units, as in multi-stage sam-
pling. Model misspecification in this sense would affect the efficiency of the
estimators of {35, but would not compromise their asymptotic unbiasedness
(see Liang and Zeger, 1986). Alternative methods have been proposed in the
literature to deal with the modelling of count data with over-dispersion, for in-

37



stance, the use of Quasi-Likelihood functions (Wedderburn 1974, McCullagh
1983) or negative binomial regression (see Agresti, 2013, section 14.4). Study-
ing the efficiency of any of those approaches is considered beyond the scope

of this document.

On a final note, in accordance with what was mentioned before about the
difficulties of obtaining estimates of the (3; directly from equations (2.1) or
(2.2), notice that a MLE approach in the interaction scale would be difficult to
justify given that there is not an intuitive candidate for the joint distribution of
the ocgj. On the other hand, MLE seems a natural alternative when considering
the MSPREE assumption at the proportion or count scale via the alternative

equations.

2.2.3 IWLS estimates

The discussion above illustrates why, in some cases, a fully distributional ap-
proach could be undesirable for the purposes of obtaining the estimates of the
matrix of parameters 3. On the other hand, considering the target composi-
tion Y as fixed and assuming that the 3 that better represents the relationship
between Y and X is also the one that better represents the relationship between
the composition of direct estimates of the counts Y or proportions 8 and X,
Y and an estimate of its variance-covariance matrix are enough to obtain esti-

mates of the parameters of interest via IWLS.

For the sake of completeness, we will briefly describe the procedure here. For
a more detailed explanation, see for instance Jiang (2007), Section 1.4.3. For
this description, let us assume that Y is a random vector with n components,
such that E(Y) = p and V(Y) = V. We are interested in obtaining estimates for
Y, the vector of unknown parameters of the (possibly non-linear) model:

n=g(p) = Z¥ (2.10)

where 1 is a n x 1 vector, g is an invertible link function and Z is a design
matrix of dimension n x p. A linear approximation of g(Y) around u is given
by the expression:

fi=n+gW(Y—u (2.11)
on;
oY
Considering (2.10) and (2.11) together, it is clear than an estimate for ¥ can be
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where ¢’ is the matrix of first derivatives of g with respect to Y, i.e., g{,j =



obtained from the linear model:
N=2Z¥Y +e (2.12)
for e = ¢g’(u)(Y — ). Notice that E(e) = 0 and:

Vie)=(g'(w) V (¢'(w) =w.

In general, W™ is not proportional to the identity matrix, therefore Weighted
Least Squares (WLS) are necessary in order to fit (2.12). As both fj and W
depend on the unknown p, an iterative algorithm such as the following is

required:
1. Define an initial estimate of u, denoted by p*

2. Calculate | = g(pu*) + ¢'(u*)(y — n*), where y is a sample observation of
the random vector Y

3. Calculate W* = |(¢'(u*)) V (¢ (wNT| . If unknown, V can be replaced

by a consistent estimate
4. Obtain an estimate of the vector of parameters, ¥* = (ZTW*Z) - ZTW*ij
5. Calculate a new estimate of E(Y), u* = g~ (ZW¥*)

6. Repeat from 2 until convergence is achieved.

Under mild conditions, Jiang et al. (2007) showed that: i) the IWLS algorithm
converges with probability tending to one as the sample size increases and ii)
the limit estimator of W is consistent and as efficient as the BLUE asymptoti-
cally. In this case “sample size” refers to the number of rows, A. Furthermore,

the variance-covariance matrix of the estimated parameters can be estimated
by Vg = (ZTW1Z)"L.

Turning back to the MSPREE, direct estimators and their observed values play
the roles of the random vector Y and its sample observation y, and the fixed
composition acts as u in the above description. Notice that it is being implicitly
assumed that the direct estimators are unbiased or approximately unbiased.
An initial estimate of p can be obtained using the classic SPREE, i.e., imposing

the known margins on the auxiliary composition via IPF.
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The alternative equations presented in section 2.2.1 can be used to set up an
IWLS algorithm to obtain estimates of the matrix  as follows:

Using the Log link

In this case n = g(Y) = log(Y) and 0n,;/0Y; = (Yflj)_1 if s = a;1=j and zero
otherwise, i.e., the matrix of first derivatives is diagonal. Y* is an initial es-
timate of Y in the first iteration and is obtained as Y* = exp(Zloglillog) in the

following iterations.

Using the Logit link
Assuming category ] as the reference and considering the target and proxy
compositions stacked by column, n = g(8Y) = pY/ as defined in section 2.2.1.

The matrix of first derivatives has components:

(62].)_1—#(621)_1 if s=a;,1=j
anaj .  1—1 . . .
007, (6% if s=a 1#]j
0 if s#£a;1#j

for a,s = 1,...,A,j,1 =1,...,]—1. The matrix of first derivatives g’'(6*),
of dimension A(] —1) x A(] —1), is formed by blocks of diagonal matrices of
dimension A x A. 6 has entries 6; that correspond to initial estimates of GZJ-

in the first iteration and are defined by:

( expny .
=) for j#]J
1+ 2 expny
=) for j=]
1+ 2 expny
)

in the following iterations. In each iteration, the matrix n* is the estimated
linear predictor Z] git‘l’i" J it
IWLS with V proportional to a Multinomial covariance matrix

Direct estimates of the variances and covariances of the direct estimators can
be very unstable when the sample sizes in the different areas are small. Ge-
neralized Variance Functions (see Wolter, 2007, Chapter 7) or some type of

smoothing of the variance estimates prior to the estimation of 3 may be nece-
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ssary in order to address this issue.

Moreover, in many practical situations, an estimate of V = V(Y), may not be
available at all. Using the logit-link, a possible solution in that case is to ignore
any correlation among estimates belonging to different areas and use the co-
variance matrix of a product multinomial distribution parametrized by 8" and
Y a4, multiplied by a scalar, in place of V. This approach coincides with the
idea of using the variance estimate corresponding to a simple random sample
without replacement (SRSWOR) selected independently in each area, multi-
plied by a design effect, A. An estimate of the covariance matrix of éY in area

a would hence have entries:

A0Qg(1—0g) if =1
N n
Vol = o

_Aeajeal

2.3 MSE estimation

Five alternatives will be proposed to estimate a measure of uncertainty of the
MSPREE. In this section we will introduced three of them, assuming that equa-
tion (2.2) holds. The first proposal is an analytical approximation for the va-
riance of the estimator, using a Taylor linearisation on the first cycle of the
IPF. Such an approximation has already been used by Rao (1986) to propose
a variance approximation for the SPREE, however, that result is not extensible
to the MSPREE because only the uncertainty associated with the estimation of
the margins is taking into consideration in that case. The second proposal uses
the bootstrap to estimate

MSE(YM) = (Y™ —v)2,

with the expectation calculated both over Y and the sampling mechanism. The

third proposal, aims to estimate a Finite Population MSE defined as
FP-MSE(Y™) = E(Y" — |v),

using the bootstrap as well. The last two proposals attempt to estimate the
MSE and FP-MSE above mentioned under a more general structural equation

than (2.2) and will be presented in the next chapter, in section 3.3.
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2.3.1 Analytical approximation to V(VM)

This alternative approximates the variance of the MSPREE using an estimate of
the variance covariance matrix of 3 and a first order Taylor approximation to
the first cycle of the IPF algorithm. Because the resulting estimator is analytic
and closed-form, its calculation is simple and does not involve considerable
computational efforts, on top of the estimation of Y. However, any potential
bias resulting from model misspecification in case equation (2.2) does not hold

is ignored.

Let h; be a function defined in R**J, the space of real-valued matrices of
dimension A X J, and h; and hs be functions defined in {1R+}AX] , the subspace
of matrices A x | with only positive entries; hy, hy and h3 defined as follows:

e hy: o vwith vy = exp og;

v .
e hh:v— Y, Yélj) = (v = ) Yar
a+

(1)

2 Yo
(1)
Yﬂ-

e hy: YU s Y(2),

a

Y+ ]

where Y., = (Y14,...,Yay) and Y. = (Y4q,...,Y,y) are fixed positive vectors,
1 1
Vat = ) jVqj and Yfrj) = ZQYEU.).

It is possible to see the IPF algorithm presented in section 1.3.1 as a successive
composition of functions h, and hz until convergence is achieved. Moreover,
considering only the first iteration cycle of the IPF it is possible to approximate
the MSPREE of composition Y, previously defined in equation (2.3) as:

Y™ = 1pF <exp PR Y+.>

by Fl (&Y) = hg th Ohl (&Y)

A linear approximation to Y™ can be used to obtain an approximation of the
variance of the MSPREE, V (YM). A first order Taylor approximation of fi(-)

around the true association structure «", is given by:

M f(aY) + () (&Y — aY)
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and hence, an analytic approximation for V (VM) is given by:
. - N . T
AV (YM) —V (YM) — (h’(ch)) Vs (h’(ch)) (2.13)

where 1 is the matrix of first derivatives with terms ZWQ/)-‘ /0 &Ik, evaluated in

the set of true oczj.

The deduction of the matrix of first derivatives h’ is presented in Lemma 9
in page 53. Having stacked the compositions by column, h’ is composed by
block matrices of dimension A x A. The blocks in the main diagonal of i/ have

diagonal elements:

oM 1) 1
Mg | Y| [ Yo | |7 Ya |y (2.14)
g |y iy Voo | Vo :

4 4

and off-diagonal ones:

3 1-
oy — [V | Y] |1 Ve

M (1) (1)
e AR R 215

+

Analogously, the blocks outside the main diagonal have diagonal elements:

M (1) (1)
I RN Y PR N N MR 216
X (1) (1) a '
0&qal v vE [ Yer
and off-diagonal ones:
oM (1) (1)
Ng _ Y| |Ya | Y5 |y
o | Y0 ol |y Yo - (2.17)
s Y+j Y+j s+

An estimate for V (YM) can be obtained, substituting the unknown «Y and V4

in equation (2.13) by their corresponding estimates.

The only remaining thing to be discussed is how to obtain an estimate of V.
Because for each area, &Y = B, all the variability arises from the estimation
of the matrix of coefficients 3. If one of the alternative equations provided in
section 2.2 was used to obtain 3, the corresponding block of Vi is an estimate

of their variance-covariance matrix. Such an estimate can be easily obtained as
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the the inverse of the Hessian matrix calculated at the MLE if the ML approach
has been followed, or the inverse of (ZTW~—1Z) if IWLS was used. Denoting
this estimate by Vj, Vi can be estimated by:

Vo =ZsVgZl, (2.18)

where Z, = T ® (aXT), for T defined as in equation (2.7) and o* denoting the
A x ] matrix containing the interactions of the auxiliary composition. Remem-
ber that if the logit link function was used, the parameter estimates correspond
to the set of 3 instead of B and need to be multiplied on the left by the ma-
trix [I —(1/])1] (see the equivalence between the two sets of parameters, as
part of the proof of Theorem 8 in page 51). Hence, if the logit link was used,
Ve =[1—(1/)1V;z 1—(1/)1]".

Remark

A requirement for the proposed approximation to work is that the initial esti-
mate of Y that enters the IPF i.e., v in this case, is not substantially far from
the scale given by the known margins. Unfortunately, that is not the case of
the MSPREE defined as above, because the initial v = exp «" ignores the terms
corresponding to the allocation structure of Y. For the purposes of variance
estimation, we suggest creating an initial estimate ¥ by exponentiating the sum
of a sensible allocation structure and the estimated association structure. The
matrix of first derivatives h/(-) defined by equations 2.14 - 2.17 can then be eva-
luated on Y
point estimate or on the variance of the MSPREE, because any initial allocation
added to the estimated structure would lead to the same MSPREE after IPE.

The only aim of this procedure is to improve the quality of the approximation

= hy (D). Notice that this procedure has no impact, either on the

of one-cycle IPF to the IPF after convergence. Adding an allocation structure
can be done in several ways, for instance, by including in the initial estimate
the nuisance parameters of the equations for the estimation of 3 presented in
section 2.2.1, i.e., using the fitted values instead of only the interaction terms,
or by making an initial IPF of the estimated association structure to the mar-

gins of X.

2.3.2 Estimation of MSE(\A(M)

The MSPREE of Y and one of the GLMs associated with the alternative equa-

tions proposed in section 2.2.1 can be used to set up a parametric bootstrap to
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estimate MSE(YM) = E(YM —Y)?. As in section 2.2.2, assume that Y |0 nd

Multinomial (Ya+,7tg). Furthermore, suppose that m, = 24, the estimated
vector of within-area proportions of the MSPREE for area a, a = 1,...,A.
The bootstrap procedure consists in generating repeatedly population compo-
sitions from the above distribution, selecting a sample from each population
and calculating the MSPREE based on the bootstrap sample. If B populations
have been generated, ¥M* denotes the MSPREE for the composition of popu-
lation b, Y°, and vec(-) denotes the vector operator, the estimate of MSE(VM)

is obtained using the Monte Carlo approximation:

MSE Z vec ( — Yb> vec (Y b Yb>T .

2.3.3 Estimation of FP-MSE(Y")

Assume \A(M, the MSPREE calculated over the original sample, as the fixed
parameter of interest. By sampling repeatedly from the population defined by
that composition, it is possible to propose a bootstrap estimate of uncertainty
that only considers the variability due to the sampling procedure, having an
interpretation that is closer to the uncertainty in the design-based approach
of inference. The quantity of interest, FP-MSE(YM) = E(Y ™M YY), can be
estimated using the Monte Carlo approximation:

FP- MSE Z vec ( vy M) vec (YM’b — YM>T

with Y™ the MSPREE of the fixed V' calculated over sample b.

Notice that, because all populations for the first estimator, and all samples
for the second, have been derived on base of \A(M, neither MSE(VM), nor
FP-MSE(YM) are able to take into account any potential misspecification in

case equation (2.2) does not hold.

2.4 Complementary Material

2.4.1 Parameter interpretation

The MSPREE assumes that the interactions in the target composition are a

linear combination of the interactions in the proxy composition, with coeffi-
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cients given by a | x ] matrix denoted by B with components 3;,. Because the
scale 3 depends on the number of categories of the composition, an intuitive
interpretation of the estimated parameters By is difficult. To illustrate this,
consider that according to the corollary of Lemma 6 in page 49, SPREE is a
special case of MSPREE with B = C, for C = I —J~!1. This means that the
matrix of coefficients 3 for SPREE has diagonal components f;; = (] —1)/]
and off-diagonal ones 5 = —1/]. For instance, if ] = 5, the diagonal terms
will be 0.8 but if ] = 3, they would be approximately 0.66 even though in both
cases the interactions are assumed to remain unaltered.

On the other hand, the SPREE and GSPREE have an intuitive interpretation in
terms of the assumption of proportional interactions. Extending the GSPREE
idea to ] proportionality constants, it is possible to think of another special
case of the MSPREE with only ] free parameters and a matrix of coefficients
B = CBC where B = diag{by, by, ...bj}, that we will denote MSPREE(]). It is
straightforward to show that the structural assumption of the MSPREE(]) is

Y _ X 1 X
(Xa]' = b] (Xa]' — T Z blOCal.
l

Because the second term on the right hand side is the same for all the in-
teraction terms in a given area, its task is only to ensure that ocl[j satisfy the
constraint ) oczj = 0. Hence, the coefficients {bq, by, ...bj} can be considered
as category-specific proportionality constants, with b; only affecting the in-
teraction terms of category 1.

Paying attention to the expression 3 = CBC, notice that the multiplication on
the left and on the right by C aims to ensure that the constraints 3;; = 3, =0
for j,1 =1,...,] are satisfied. Moreover, because C is idempotent, the SPREE
and GSPREE can be written analogously in a very convenient way, with B =1
and B = BI respectively. In all those cases, the structural assumptions of
the estimator are clearly stated in the corresponding matrix B. Unfortunately,
there is an identifiability problem on the relationship between 3 and B be-
cause B = CBC = C(B +k11")C for any scalar k. However, if B is forced to
be diagonal in order to make an interpretation of the parameters in the spirit

of proportional interactions, the identifiability problem ceases.

For the MSPREE in the general case, it is always possible to write 3 = CBC but

clearly a diagonal matrix would not be able to manage the (] —1)? free com-
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ponents of 3. For parameter interpretation purposes, we propose to rescale 3
in the general case to a matrix B? with components b}’l such that the diagonal
components are free but the off-diagonal ones are forced to sum to zero, by
row and column, as is the case for the three estimators mentioned above. Such
a matrix is given by

1

T
bl = By + =2 (Bjj + Bu— Jrﬁﬁl)) : (2.19)

The details of the derivation of (2.19) are given in Lemma 10, page 54. It is
straightforward to show that B? corresponding to estimators SPREE, GSPREE
and MSPREE(]) are I, BI and diag{by, by, ...bj} respectively. Hence, the super-
script p has been added to emphasize that the parameters on that scale relate
to the proportional interactions assumption.

The suggested interpretation in terms of BP is as follows. The diagonal terms
b)P]. are an indicator of how the interactions of a given category in the tar-
get composition shrink or expand with respect to the same terms in the proxy
composition, as in the case of the GSPREE. On the other hand, the off-diagonal
terms would indicate how the interactions of the remaining categories can
be better arranged in order to compensate for the unequal proportionality
constants among columns, in order to satisfy the constraints of the centred-
constraints representation. An illustration of this interpretation using real data

will be shown in chapter 4.

2.4.2 Proofs

Constraints imposed on 3

This lemma proves that the constraints 3, = 3;, =0forj,l =1,...,], together
with the MSPREE structural assumption, ensure a well defined interaction
structure for the target composition. It is referenced in the definition of the
MSPREE in page 32.

Lemma 4. Equation (2.2) with the constraints 31 = Bj; = 0 for j,l=1,...,]
imply:
I ay, =af; =0

2. If O(Z]- = ; leoczfl = ; Bﬂocﬁl, then [3]'1 = le fOT’ j,l = 1,. . .,].
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Proof. We will start by proving item 1. In order to satisfy the constraint oci). =0
it is only necessary to ensure that the same 3 is used for all areas, given that

Y X X
oy=)_ ) Bnew=) Bji) xa=0,
a 1 1 a
since the aX| sum to zero by column. On the other hand,

Y X X
o= ) Bioa =) o) By
1 1 j

j

so the constraint o , = 0 is only satisfied if ; =0 forl =1...,]. The column
constraints ensure that equation (2.2) is well defined in the interaction scale.

Regarding item 2, notice that
D Bpog =) Buo <= ) oq(Bji—PBy) =0.
1 1 1
for j =1,...,]. The last equality is satisfied as long as 3;; — le = k;, indepen-

ijOCﬁl:O
l

given that the ocz(j sum to zero by row. This evidences an identifiability issue

dent of 1 because:

in the sense that a particular $;; and any le = ;1 — kj would lead to the same
association structure for the target composition. The constraints i = . =0
forj =1,...,] ensure identifiability because:

2 _Bi=Jk+) Bu=Jk=0
l l
implies k; = 0 and hence Bj = le forj=1,...,]. O

Matrix C

This lemma shows some properties of the matrix C that are used to proof
several lemmas and theorems across the document. Is used in the proof of
Lemma 6 (page 49), Theorem 8 (page 51), Lemma 10 (page 54), Lemma 11
(page 68), Lemma 13 (page 71), Lemma 14 (page 72) and Theorem 15 (page 73).

Lemma 5. Define the ] x | matrix C = 1 — ] 11, where 1 denotes the identity matrix
and 1 is a squared matrix with all component equal to 1. Hence,

1. C is symmetric.
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2. Cis idempotent.
3. For any matrix B of dimension | x J:

(a) The product CB sums to zero by column.
(b) The product BC sums to zero by row.
(c) The product CBC sums to zero by both row and column.
Proof. The first two properties are easily derived from the definition of C. First,

notice that C' = I" — J7117 = C because both matrices are symmetric. Second,
y

see that:
cc=cC (I —1—11> —Cc-Jlci=c-J* <I —]—11) 1=C—J! (1—]—111> .

As 11 = J1, we can conclude that C is idempotent. For a proof of item 3, notice
that any matrix A sums to zero by column if and only if, 1A = 0, the zero
matrix of the corresponding dimension. Analogously, A sums to zero by row
if and only if A1 = 0. Consider the product:

1CB =1 (I - 1—11> B —1B — J11B.

As 11 = J1, we conclude that 1CB = 0 i.e., CB sums to zero by column. For a
proof of (b), consider the product:

BC1=B (1 _ J*H) 1=B1-]'B11,

using the same argument, we conclude that BC sums to zero by row. Fi-
nally, for (c), notice that 1ICBC = (1CB) C = 0, according to (a). Analogously,
CBC1 = C(BC1) = 0 according to (b). Therefore, CBC sums to zero by both

row and column. O

SPREE and GSPREE as special cases
This lemma and its corollary show that the SPREE and GSPREE are special
cases of the MSPREE. They are referenced in pages 33 and 46.

Lemma 6. Equation (2.1) with 3 = B C is equivalent to the structural assumption of
the GSPREE, a; = pocy; for a=1,...,Aandj=1,...,].

Proof. C satisfies the constraints imposed on 3 in equation (2.1), B4 = 41 =0
forj,1=1,...,], given that:
1C:1<I—]—11) ~0
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because 11 = J1. As well, C1 = <1CT> = 0 because C is symmetric. As 3
multiplies the entire matrix, 3C also satisfies the constraints. Substituting 3C

in equation (2.1) leads to the set of equations:

=6 (1-7) -8 () Tt =pes 8 (7) T

1]

for j = 1,...,]. However, the last term at the right hand side vanishes given
that ok, = 0. O

Corollary 6.1. The structural assumption of the SPREE, oczj = Bocéj for a=1,...,A
andj=1,...,], is obtained for f = 1.

Equivalence between the alternative equations and the structural assump-
tion of the MSPREE

The following two theorems show the equivalence between the two alternative
equations and the structural assumption of the MMSPREE. They are referenced
in pages 34, 35, 44 and 61.

Theorem 7. Denote (Y, = logYej, for a = 1,...,A, j,1 = 1,...,]. The set of
equations (2.5):
G5 =Ya+A+ ) Buoy
1

where By = By = 0forj,1=1,...,] and Ay = 0, is equivalent to the structural
assumption of the MSPREE (equation 2.2):

Y _ Z X
(Xaj - B]lcxa[/
l

fora=1,...,A,j=1,...,].

Proof. We will start the proof by showing that equation (2.5) implies (2.2). As
CZ). =logY,j, using the centred-constraint parametrisation given in equation
(1.16), it is possible to rewrite equation (2.5) as:

Coj = o + o+ of oy =Va+ A+ ) Buogy. (2.20)
l

Given the constraints satisfied by the set of ocz]-,

l=1,...,Jand Ay =0, by summing across j in both sides of (2.20) we obtain:

and the constraints 3, = 0 for

oy + ol =va. (2.21)
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Substituting (2.21) in (2.20) and summing across a we obtain:

of =4 (2.22)

Substituting equations (2.21) and (2.22) back in equation (2.20), we obtain equa-
tion (2.2), completing the proof of the first implication. The equivalence is
proved because, as there are no constraints regarding the possible values of v,
and the only constraint for A, i.e., A, = 0 is automatically satisfied by A; = ocJY,
it is always possible to set vy, and A as in equations (2.21) and (2.22) to obtain
(2.20). O

Theorem 8. Denote by ngT the logit between category j and category v in area a, i.e.,
pZ}T =log (Yoj/Yar), fora=1,...,A; re{l,....];j,1=1,...,]; jL#r. The
set of equations (2.8):

ngr =i+ ) Bl — o)
l#£r
with ¢4 = ;. &5 = 0 is equivalent to the structural assumption of the MSPREE

(equation 2.2):
“Zj = Z Bjiocg -
l
with B;. =P =0fora=1,...,A,j=1,...,].
Proof. We will prove first the implication (2.8) = (2.2). Notice that:

pgr = log Yo —log Yar
= (o — o) + (o — o) (2.23)

j a

Substituting (2.23) in (2.8) and summing over a we obtain:

(o — o) = &5, (2.24)

given that o) 4+ = 0 under this parametrisation. Substituting (2.23) and (2.24)
back in (2.8) leads to:

(O‘Zj - O‘Zr) = Z le(o@.ﬁ — Oér), (2.25)
l#Ar

fora=1,...,A;5=1,...,],j#r.
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Consider now the sum of (2.25) over j:

2 (“Zi B “Zr> =D D Bl — o)

j#r j#r A
—Jogr = [ Do D By | — ) D By
l#£r j#T l#£r j#r

O‘Zr = % (B++06§r - Z f~3+10€§1) . (2.26)
LAr

Finally, substituting (2.26) in (2.25) we obtain:
5 15 15 -
O(Zj = Z (B)l - TB—H) 06§1 + (TB_H_ - BH‘) (Xé(r . (227)
I#r

Equations (2.26) and (2.27) are equivalent to the structural assumption of the
MSPREE (2.2), with:

jl_%BH forj#r, 1#r

—l—= T

++—Bj+ forj#r,l=r
—%BH forj=r,l1#r

B,y forj=r1l=r7

P = (2.28)

—

Equivalently, the square matrix containing the (] —1)? independent terms Bj;
forj,1=1,...,];j,1 # r can be obtained as:

[1—(1/1)1] B. (2.29)

The remaining (3;.,f.; for j = 1,...,] and B, can be obtained by substrac-
tion, due to the constraints 3;, = 1 = 0. Notice that the matrix [I — (1/])1]
above, corresponds to the first (] —1) rows and columns of matrix Cj defined

in Lemma 5.

To prove the implication (2.2) = (2.8) it is enough to prove (2.2) = (2.25) be-
cause ¢; can always be set as in (2.24) to satisfy (2.8). Subtracting equation
(2.2) for the reference category from the equation corresponding to category j
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and using the definition of 35 in (2.28) we obtain:

Y Y X
cxaj — gy = Z(Bﬂ - BTI)“al

1
= Z (le - % + %) (Xzfl + (%B++ - Bj+ - %B++) (Xér

1#£r
= Z <le“§1 - BH“ﬁr)
1#£r
= By (o —ay)
l#£r
ie. (2.2) = (2.25) completing the proof. O

Matrix of first derivatives of h(-)

This lemma shows the first derivatives of h(-). It is referenced in page 43.

Let hy be a function defined in R**J, the space of the real-valued matrices of
dimension A x | by h; : & +— v with vy = exp ag;. Let hy, hz be functions in

the subspace of R**J of matrices with only positive entries, defined by:

h:v— Y(l); Y(l.) = (vaj ) Yar

hy: YU 5 Y(2); Y2 = [ -9l Yy

+j

where Y = (Yi4,...,Yay) and Y, = (Y,q,...,Y,y) are fixed positive vectors,
Vat = ) jVqj and Yf].) = ZGYS) .

Lemma 9. The composition of the functions defined above, h = hs o hy o hy, has first

derivatives:
(2) (1) (1)
o Qe (Yag o Ve Ya | [y ymYs
) N (1) “ls=a 1) (1) st M= sLy
XKl Y+j Y+j Y+j s+

fora,s=1,...,Aandj,1=1,...,]. Ty denotes the indicator function of x = y.
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Proof. The derivatives of each one of the functions hj, hy and hj are:

0V
hll : ao(ai :Uajﬂ[s:a;l:j]/ (2.30)
S
(1)
oY . 1 o
27 g var < at =] a+Ua+ [s=a]
1 1
" Vs (Y“+]1ﬂ:il —Yflj)) Ls—q (2.31)
a
oYy Y. Y. Y.
!, a +j + Tqj
hj : aY(l) - W [s:a}_wym ﬂu:j] (2.32)
st + +H 4
Using the chain rule,
(2) (2) (1)
p My Oy OV dug (2.33)

001 B aY(.l) 0vgl 0y

sj
because all the other terms are zero. Substituting (2.30), (2.31) and (2.32) in
(2.33), and using the fact that vg /v = YS ) /Ys+, the theorem is proved. H

Matrix BP for parameter interpretation

This lemma shows how the matrix C of Lemma 5 can be used to transform £
into the alternative parameterization B. The new matrix B is used to provide
an interpretation of the coefficients of the MSPREE in terms of the assumption
of proportional interactions. It is referenced in page 47.

Lemma 10. Let B and C be | x | matrices, with C = 1 — 711 and Biy =P =0
forj,l=1...,].
1. B can be written in the form 3 = CBC with B a matrix with components b,
such that b;, = bj; and by = by forj,1=1,...,].

2. B is unique.

Proof. We will start by studying the product CBC := 3. Given the definition
of C we have
Bjt =bj—bj —b+byy

where bj; = (1/]) X bji, by = (1/]) X bjr, and by = (1/]%) X5 3 bji. Given
the constraints imposed on B, this equation can be rewritten as

by + L Te(B). (2.34)

~ 1 1
Bju=bju—<b 72

]
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Simplifying, the diagonal elements of {3 are

. 1
By = B (J(J —2)bj; + Tr(B)) . (2.35)
Let us turn now to Tr(f3). Substituting (2.35) in the definition of the trace we

obtain Tr(B) = ((J —1)/])Tr(B), from which Tr(B) = (J/(J — 1))Tr(p). Substi-
tuting this in (2.35),

~ -2 1
B =

Tr(B),

or equivalently,

] ~ 1 .
bi = —— |fii— —+Tr . 2.36
T L VTR (230
Substituting (2.36) in (2.34), it can be seen that the off-diagonal elements of 3

are

~ 1 [= ~ Tr(B)]
it = bj— =2 _Bjj + Bu— Jriﬁl)_ .
from where . )
bj = By + T—2 _6]’)’ +Pu— Jr_ﬁl (2.37)

Equation (2.37) is enough to define, for a given 3, the matrix B such that
B = CBC because for the diagonal elements (2.37) is equivalent to (2.36).
Notice that the only constraints imposed so far on B are BH = B, = 0 for
j,L=1,...,], which is derived from = CBC and Lemma 5. Hence, by taking
B = B, item 1 is proven. To prove item 2, it is enough to notice that all the
multiple solutions of B = CBC have the form M = B + k11" for some scalar
k. Because of the constraints b}”+ = b]Pj and bY, = b} for j,1 =1,...,], B is
unique. O

2.4.3 Illustration. MSPREE via ML using Poisson/Multinomial

regression in R

A <- 6 #Number of rows (areas)

J <- 4 #Number of columns (categories)
###### Data

Xtable <- matrix(c(1238, 216, 1981, 1128, 2419, 62, 1105, 581, 908, 846,
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2717, 1047, 2384, 217, 2121, 979, 1881, 258, 1561,
1142, 2215, 307, 1814, 1124),

nrow = A, ncol = J, byrow = T) #Auxiliary composition

ytable <- matrix(c(1828, 285, 1858, 946, 2265, 36, 569, 1632, 884, 748,
3603, 435, 2767, 151, 1787, 1642, 1415, 199, 2776,
905, 2659, 269, 2914, 1193),

nrow = A, ncol = J, byrow = T) #sample composition

Ya. <- c(4917, 4502, 5670, 6347, 5295, 7035) #True row margins
Y.j <- c(11818, 1688, 13507, 6753) #True column margins

###### Column id

col <- kronecker(matrix(seq(1:J),1,J),matrix(1,1,A))

###### Interaction structure of X

f.LLRep<-function(y){

A <~ nrow(y); J <- ncol(y);

Z <- log(y)

alpha0O <- mean(Z)

alphaa <- rowSums(Z)/J-alphaO

alphaj <- colSums(Z)/A-alphaO

alphaaj <- Z- matrix(alphaa,nrow=A,ncol=J,byrow=F)-
matrix(alphaj,nrow=A,ncol=J,byrow=T)-
matrix(alphaO,nrow=A, ncol=J)

alphaaj

}

alpha.Xaj <- f.LLRep(Xtable)

###### Design matrices

zg <- kronecker (matrix(1,J,1),diag(A)) #area effects

z1l <- kronecker(rbind(diag(J-1),rep(-1,J-1)) ,matrix(1,A,1)) #column effects
matrixT <- rbind(diag(J-1) ,matrix(-1,1,J-1))

#for the poisson, the beta coefficients for the last column are -sum(row)
#for the multinomial, the last column is the reference

talpha <- alpha.Xaj%*/matrixT #auxiliary structure
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z.pois <- cbind(zg,zl,kronecker (matrixT,talpha))

z.mult <- kronecker(matrix(1,J,1),talpha)

###### Poisson fitting

model.poisson <- glm(c(ytable) ~ -1+z.pois,family = "poisson")

###### Multinomial fitting

library(mlogit)

datal <- as.data.frame(cbind(factor(c(col)),c(ytable),z.mult))

data2 <- mlogit.data(datal, choice = "V1", shape="wide", alt.levels = seq(1,J))
model.multi <- mlogit(V1~1|V3+V4+V5, weights=V2, data=data2, reflevel = J)

###### Comparison of the two fitted structures

Yhat.poisson <- matrix(fitted(model.poisson),A,J,byrow=F)

struc.poisson <- f.LLRep(Yhat.poisson)

Yhat.multi<- matrix(fitted(model.multi),A,J,byrow=F)
struc.multi <- f.LLRep(Yhat.multi)

max (abs(struc.poisson - struc.multi))
par (mfrow=c(2,2))

for (i in 1:ncol(struc.poisson)){
plot(struc.poisson[,i],struc.multil[,i])
abline(0,1)

}

###### Imposition of the known column and row margins

Yhat.mspree <- loglin(outer(Ya.,Y.j)/sum(Ya.),margin=1ist(1,2),
start=Yhat.poisson, fit=TRUE, eps=1.e-08, iter=100)$fit
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Chapter 3

Mixed MSPREE

This chapter introduces the MMSPREE, a mixed effects version of the MSPREE
presented in the previous chapter, in an attempt to reduce the bias in the cases
when the sample size allows for it. The chapter is composed of four sections.
Section 3.1 starts with a motivation and then defines the structural assumption
underpinning the MMSPREE. Section 3.2, presents a proposal to obtain esti-
mates of the variance components and predictors of the random effects. Sec-
tion 3.3 contains the proposed methodology to estimate the MSE of the mixed
effects estimator. Finally, section 3.4 contains all the proofs corresponding to
this chapter.

3.1 Mixed MSPREE (MMSPREE)

The MSPREE introduced in the previous chapter is built on the structural as-

Y § X
“qj = le(xa[/
1

sumption

Y

where O and o

o; are the interaction terms corresponding to the association
structure of the target and proxy composition, respectively, for a = 1,..., A
and j = 1,...,], and Bj are unknown parameters that satisty ;; = 3,1 =0.
However, in practice, it is difficult to expect the equality to hold. Notice though
that all differences between the true association structure of Y and the one
assumed by the MSPREE can be expressed in terms of a set of unknown fixed

quantities
. Y X
Mgj = ocaj — Z leocal. (3.1)
l
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fora=1,...,Aandj = 1,...,] such that, differently from the structural as-
sumption of the MSPREE, the assumption

Y X
Xgj = E Birocqy + Mg
1

always holds. Summing both sides of (3.1) over a or over j, it is clear that the

mg; terms satisfy mgy =my;=0fora=1,...,Aandj=1,...,].

The Mixed MSPREE (MMSPREE) is an extension of the MSPREE with the
aim of reducing the risk of bias due to misspecification in the sense of (3.1).
Substituting the fixed m; in the above equation by cell-specific random effects
Ugj, and acknowledging, in principle, that the set of parameters that better
explain the relationship between « and o may differ between structural
assumptions with or without random effects, lead us to the mixed structural

assumption:
ocz]- = Z leocz(l + Ugj . (3.2)
l

In order to ensure that the constraints uq; = 0 and u,; = 0 are, not only on
expectation but always, satisfied, the random effects are defined as a linear
transformation of a set of independent cell-specific random variables 9;, with

E(¥q5) =0and V(Dy5) = sz, as

1 1 1
A0~ e+ 70 (3.3)

Arranging the set of ¥y in an (A x ]J) matrix denoted by ¥ and using vec(-)

Uqj = Dgj —

to denote the vector operator, it is possible to write equation (3.3) in matrix
notation as
u:= VeC(C(A)SC(])), (34)

where C is the matrix defined in Lemma 5 as C (k) = I} — K_ll(K) (page 48).

As it is shown in Lemma 11 (page 68), equation (3.4) induces
Ly = V(u) = (Cj) @ Ca))Zo(Cpy @ Cia)) (3.5)

with ® denoting the Kronecker product, Zy = V(vec(9)) = diag(GZ) ® 1A and
o2 =[o3,..., G%]T. For computational purposes, notice that the product on the
right hand side of equation (3.5) can also be written as (C(I)diag(az)Cm) ®
C(A).
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As in other SPREE-type estimators, the MMSPREE of Y is obtained by impos-
ing, via IPF, the known row and column margins of Y, Yq; Y, on an estimate

of its association structure, i.e.,
MM _ 1pF (exp {&Y —Hl} ; Yau s Y+)~> . (3.6)

The details behind the estimation of & and the prediction of the random effects

will be explained in detail in the next section.

3.2 Estimation of the association structure

In section 2.2.1 we proposed an equation based on a log-link that is equiva-
lent to the structural assumption of the MSPREE and can be used to obtain
estimates for the parameters of interest. In a similar way, it is possible to see
that

CZ]' = log Yoj =YVa+ 7\)' + Z B)'[O(é + ugj, (3.7)
l

is equivalent to the mixed structural assumption (3.2) that is the base of the
MMSPREE. A formal proof is analogous to the proof of Theorem 7 (page 50)
because the set of terms u; satisfy uq+ = uyj = 0 always (not only in expecta-

tion).

Hereafter, we will assume that the set of parameters le that determine the
MMSPREE is the same as the MSPREE, and hence, the fixed part of the struc-
tural assumption is the same for both estimators. This is convenient because
it allows us to see the MSPREE as the synthetic estimator derived from the
MMSPREE when ignoring the random effects. Moreover, as will be shown
next, the two sets of parameters are actually the same if normality is assumed
for the random effects. To see that, exponentiate both sides of equation (3.7) to

obtain
Yaj = exp {’T/a + 7\]' + Z leaﬁl} etai .
1

Conditioning on the proxy composition and the known margins and taking

the expectation on both sides, we have

E[YqX, Yai, Yyl = exp {Txa +A+ )Y leo@fl} Ele%ai]. (3.8)
1
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The last term on the right hand side of equation (3.8) is the moment-generating

function of u;, My, (t) = E(e'™ai) evaluated at t = 1. Under the assumption
1.2
of normality for u;, Ele"ai] = e27%aj. However, according to the corollary of

Lemma 11 (page 68),

= Viug) = 2 -2+ 2],
with 62 = J7!(02), ie, 01210), depends only on j. This means that under the
normality assumption, the introduction of random effects has a multiplicative
effect on the expected value of Y,; that it is not cell-specific. Hence, in expec-
tation, it may modify the remaining parameters of (3.7) but not the ones that
control the relationship between the ' and o, i.e., the matrix of parameters

3.

Therefore, hereby we propose to obtain estimates of the vector of variance
components o2, as well as predictions of the vector of random effects u, using
the equation

YM 4 S Y
Maj = G — 85 = Va + A + Uqj + €qj (39)

where CZ}M is the first order Taylor approximation of log Y,; around the corres-
ponding MSPREE, \?le, given by

(3.10)

&Y. is the estimated interaction for cell (a,j) obtained from the MSPREE of the

aj
o oM . . .
composition, Y ; Ugj are the random effects defined in equation (3.3) and €qj
is an error term measured in the log-scale, with known variance-covariance
matrix. Stacking all the relevant components by column and using matrix

notation, equation (3.9) can be written as
n=M_vec(&)=Z¥ +u+e, (3.11)
where Z is the design matrix of dimension (A] x (A +] —1)) defined as

Z=| 1 @ Lia) 1 T@ LA ]

. T
with T defined previously in section 2.2.1, i.e., T(jx(-1)) = [ I -1 } , and
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_ . . T
Y= [ Y1 - YA A1 oo A contains the nuisance parameters due to

the rows and columns, once the estimated interactions have been taken into
account. Furthermore, it is assumed that E[e] = 0 and V(e) = X, known, and
that Cov(u,e) = 0.

Conditioning on ™ and substituting Y by the composition of direct estimates
Y in the definition of ¢"™, equation (3.11) can be seen as a linearised version of
a particular case of the GLMM defined in section 1.2. This equation defines an
area-level model, which is different from the standard Fay-Harriot model (Fay
and Herriot, 1979) and also different from its extension including correlated
sampling errors (see Rao and Molina, 2015, section 8.2) because both matrices
2. and X, are allowed to contain non-zero correlations.

Notice that, in the definition of 1, a Taylor approximation to log(-) was pre-
ferred over a direct transformation of the response variable. In the first place,
this rules out issues associated with sample zeroes. Moreover, because a non-
linear transformation has been avoided, when conditioning on YM, the ex-

pected value of the error terms may still be assumed as zero.

The linear approximation for the logarithm can be considered good as long as
Y and \A(le are strictly positive and reasonably close. As it is shown in Lemma
12 (page 69), if Y,; and ?2? are greater than zero and

A

Yoj — V3!

<k,
Yaj

6aj =

then the absolute value of the remainder of the linear approximation, |R|, is

1/ k \?
smaller than 5 (ﬁ) . For instance, if 84 < 0.1, then [R| < 0.006.

As previously described in equations (1.4) and (1.5) in section 1.2, for known
X, and X, the BLUP of u under model (3.11) is given by

i=X,V!(n-2z9%), (3.12)

with .
W — (zTV*lz) Z'vy (3.13)

for V= (£, + Z.). Notice that &' and hence YM have been assumed fixed. In
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our set-up, it has been assumed that Z. is known but the vector of variance
components o that governs X, and hence X, are unknown. Given an estimate

62 [6%, .., 6%] of 02, the estimate

2. = (C(pdiag(6®)C(j)) ® Ca

~ " ~— -1 _
implies the estimate V = X + .. With ¥ = (va 12) Z™V 1, the EBLUP
of u is given by
a=£,V" (n-2z¥). (3.14)
Because the matrix £, is not full rank, the predicted set of random effects

using the equation above satisfies iq; = 1; = 0 automatically.

Assuming normality of both u and e, a Fisher-scoring algorithm can be used
to obtain ML or REML estimates ¥ and 1, as described in section 1.2. It is
straightforward to show that, given the structure of random effects assumed,
the matrix V ;) containing the first derivatives of V with respect to sz is given
by

(Cjy® Cia)) (@)

7 @I (Cp @ Cray),

where Ilj(jn denotes a square matrix of dimension | with zeroes in all compo-

nents except for the entry (j,j).

Without the normality assumption, the proposal is to carry out the estimation
of the variance components using a moment-type estimator that we have de-
veloped for model (3.11), in the spirit of Henderson (1953), and which will be
introduced next. Denote by &, the residual corresponding to unit (a,j) from
the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) fit of model (3.24) and let SSR; = Zé:l é‘zl
be the sum of squares of the residuals for column j. The proposed estimator is
given by the expression

o 1
5= A-DI-10 -2 (m DSk =) %SSRk_&k> -

forj =1,...,], where & = Tr [DjZe] with D; = (Cmﬂj(j])CU)> ® Ciay. Cis
the matrix defined in Lemma 5 (page 48) and ]1].(]']) was defined above. Theorem
16 (page 76), proves that 6].2 is unbiased under model (3.11). Because an OLS
rather than Weighted Least Squares (WLS) fitting has been used to develop the

estimator, no iteration is required.
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Unfortunately, ML, REML and the method proposed above, can produce ne-
gative solutions. In our experience, this is prone to happen when the variance
components are very small, particularly if the survey sizes are small as well.
A first possible solution is use truncated versions of the estimators, where ne-
gative estimates are replaced by zero but not recalculation of the remaining
estimates is performed. Clearly, for an unbiased estimator such as the one pro-
posed in equation (3.15), this would create a positive bias. Further study will
be required to determine the impact of such bias in the MSE of the MMSPREE.

A second alternative to this situation is to truncate all negative estimates, elimi-
nate the observations corresponding to those categories from model (3.11) and
repeat the estimation for the remaining categories. Furthermore, in cases with
more than one variance component with a negative estimate, this procedure
can be performed in a progressive way, starting with the most negative esti-
mate. This alternative, that may seem appealing in principle, has performed
poorly in initial simulation studies. The recalculation of variance estimates has
often derived in new negative estimates, sometimes up to the point where all
variance components receive a zero estimate. A possible explanation for this
behaviour arises from the use of interaction terms to model the relationship be-
tween the proxy and target compositions in SPREE-type estimators. Because a
given set of interactions depends on all categories simultaneously, considering
only a subset of them somehow seems to distort our observation of the rela-
tionships between the two compositions.

A final alternative, which has been attempted successfully in initial simula-
tion studies and has also been used in the application that will be discussed
in Chapter 5, is to perform the estimation of the variance components using
hard sources, e.g., another proxy composition, rather than survey data. Even
though the MMSPREE can lose some efficiency due to the lack of unbiasedness
in such situation, gains can still be obtained in comparison with the synthetic

version of the estimator.

So far it has been assumed that X is known. Given an estimate of the variance-
covariance matrix of the direct estimators, Xy, it is possible to approximate the
variance of the error terms on the log-scale using the Taylor approximation
(3.10), to obtain
.~ GG,
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for G = [diag(l/vec(YM))].

3.3 MSE estimation

In section 2.3 we presented alternatives to estimate two different quantities
related to the uncertainty of the MSPREE estimator. An unconditional MSE
where the expectation is taken both over Y and over the sampling mechanism,
and a Finite-Population MSE that only considers the uncertainty associated
with the selection of the sample. In an analogous way, to study the uncertainty

of the MMSPREE we will be interested in obtaining estimates for the quantities:

MSE(YM™M) = E(vM™M Zv 2,
and
FP-MSE(Y™™) = e (¥ — vv).

For each one of those targets of estimation, a bootstrap procedure will be pro-
posed. Finally, notice that these procedures can also be used to obtain esti-
mates of MSE and FP-MSE for the MSPREE that take into account possible
misspecification of the MSPREE in the sense of (3.1).

3.3.1 Estimation of MSE(?MM)

Estimation of MSE(YMM) can be performed using the parametric bootstrap
under assumption (3.2), given the estimates B and £, obtained from the origi-
nal sample, and assuming normality for the random effects 1;. The proposed

procedure follows:

Forb=1,...,B,

1. Generate independent random variables ﬁgj ~ N(0, 6].2) fora=1,...,A;
j=1,...,]. Arrange them in the (A x ]J) matrix 9°.

2. Calculate ub = Vec(C(A)GbCU)).

3. Make ocg’ :ZLleocéj—kub fora=1,...,A;j=1...,].

aj’

4. Obtain the population composition Y° = IPF (exp o Yas, Y+j>.

aj’

5. Select a sample from the population defined by the Y°.
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6. Using the data in the sample, obtain the MMSPREE of Y?, e,

The quantity of interest can be estimated using the Monte Carlo approxima-

tion: T
MSE Z vec ( — Yb> vec (YMM’b — Yb>

Furthermore, having obtained estimates of the variance components crjz for
j =1,...,], it is possible to substitute the MMSPREE by the MSPREE in step
6 above, to obtain a bootstrap estimate of MSE(?M) under a more general
structural assumption than the estimator proposed in section 2.3.2. This seems
practically appealing because it would provide protection against possible mis-
specification of the MSPREE.

3.3.2 Estimation of FP-MSE(Y" ")

The interest in this section is to obtain an estimate of the MSE where the po-
pulation of interest has been set as fixed and only the variability associated
with the sampling mechanism is taken into account. Under assumption (3.2),
the MMSPREE estimate based on the original sample, MM is a suitable com-
position to play the role of fixed population for evaluation purposes. The
procedure then is to repeatedly select samples from the population defined
by the composition VMM, and calculate in each of them the MMSPREE, ‘AR

Then, the Monte Carlo approximation
. . . T
FP- MSE Z vec ( MM b_ YMM> vec (YMM’b — YMM> ,

can be used to estimate the FP-MSE(VMM) = E(?MM —Y|Y). As with the

method proposed in section 3.3.1, this procedure can be used to obtain an
estimate of the finite population MSE of the MSPREE that takes into account
possible misspecification of the structural assumption of the MSPREE.

3.4 Proofs

Definition u and induced variance

This lemma shows how to obtain the random effects u of the MMSPREE, star-
ting with the matrix of random variables 9. Its corollary specifies the variance
of u as induced from 9. The lemma and its corollary are used in the proof
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of Theorem 15, and referenced in the definition of the MMSPREE, page 60, as
well as in page 62.

Lemma 11. Let {11, ..., D} be a set of independent random variables with E(94;) = 0
and V(Dy5) = jzfor a=1,...,A;j =1...,], arranged in a matrix of dimension
(A x J) denoted by . Thus:

1. The product C(a)9C ), with C defined as in Lemma 5, sums to zero by row and
column.

2. Let u be the column vector of dimension (A]) defined as u = vec (C(4)9Cyj)),
where vec represents the vector operator. Then

Ly=V(u) = (Cy @ Cna)Ly(CHh o Ch)

for Ty :=V(vec(9)) = diag(az) @1 and 0% = [0‘%, cee, O'%]T

Proof. The proof of the first item is a direct application of Lemma 5. Notice
that this item implies that the row and column margins of C(4)9C;) are non

random and equal to zero for any realisation of 8.

To prove the second item we will use a relationship between the vector operator
and matrix multiplication. According to Theorem 16.2.1 in Harville (1997), for
any matrices A, B and C such that the product ABC is defined,

vec(ABC) = (C'" ® A)vec(B).
An application of this result in the case of u, leads to
u= (C(I) @ C(A))VGC(G),

given that the matrix C is symmetric, as proven in Lemma 5. Moreover, since
the Kronecker product of two symmetric matrices is symmetric (see for in-
stance Harville, 1997, equation 1.15, page 336) it is possible to conclude that
(Cj) ® C(a)) is a symmetric matrix of constants. The desired expression is then
obtained using the bilinearity property of the variance. O

Corollary 11.1. The covariance assumed between components Wq; and uq defined as
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in Lemma 11 is:
—(AA_JH [(] —2)0)-2 + 62} fora=r,j=1

;\—} [(]—Z)sz+ 62} fora#r,j=1
Cov(ugj, ur) =

—_(/}\\]_1) [0].2 + O‘% — 62] fora=r1,j#1

\ Ai] [sz—irc%—'z] fora#r,j#1

with 5% = ]_1(Gi).

Remainder of the linear approximation to log Y;

This lemma presents a bound for the remainder of the linear approximation

applied to logY,; as part of the process of estimation of the MMSPREE. It is
referenced in page 63.

Lemma 12. For Yq; and \72;[ strictly positive such that

Yaj

a bound for the remainder of the Taylor approximation of order 1 to log Y y; around \?le
1/ k \°
—|—= ,0].
( 2 (1 — k) )

Proof. The first part of this proof uses the so-called Lagrange’s form of the remain-

is given by

der, which can be found in many Calculus textbooks (see for instance Stewart,
2008, page 738). For f(x) a continuous function, with derivatives of all orders,
if the n + 1 derivative of f is continuous on an open interval I that contains a,
and x is in I, then the remainder of the Taylor approximation of order n of f(x)

around a, R(x), satisfies:

f(n+1) (C)

o (x —a)™, (3.16)

R(x) =

for some number ¢ between a and x.

The linear approximation in consideration satisfies the requirements of the

formula above as long as Y; and \?2;‘ are strictly positive. Hence, under those
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conditions, there exists a number ¢ between Y and \A(le such that

1 N

R(Yaj) -
Notice that equation (3.17) corresponds to an inverted parabola with vertex in
<\?2§l, 0). Moreover, as R(Yyj) < 0, the linear approximation overestimates the
value of the function for all values of Y,;.

For each Y, the actual value of ¢ for which equation (3.17) holds is unknown.
However, it is possible to build a lower bound for R(Y,;) considering the values
of ¢ that would lead to a minimum value. For fixed Yy; and VL\;{, the minimum
of R(Yy;) is obtained when ¢ — 0. However, as c is between Y; and \A(Q;l, the
minimum is obtained when ¢ = min(Yy;, \?Q;l), i.e., for c = Yy when Y < \?le

and for ¢ = \A(Q;l when \A(Q;l < Y.

Now we will connect the lower bound of the reminder with the relative error

84j given in the enunciate of the lemma. For the case where Y; < \?2;1, we have

AN 2
1 (Yg—YM 1
0=>R(Yy)=>—= | —Y ) >—2k2% 1
(Yoj) > ( Yo 5 (3.18)
On the other hand, from the enunciate of the lemma,
Y, — M Yo — YM\ 2 N\
I (JLME> <<@§>, (3.19)
2 Yaj Vaj
for VQ? > 0. Moreover,
Y. —YM yM
k<2 Y <k & —k<1-Y <k
Yaj Yaj

Subtracting 1 in all sides of the inequality, inverting and multiplying by (—1)

it is possible to obtain
ko kY k

< Zo- S ,
k+1 ﬂg 1—%k

for k > 0; k # 1. Applying the square and taking the right hand side of the
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inequality, we arrive to the inequality

2 2
KYqj k
= — ] . 3.20
(vM) < (=) o

Finally, substituting equation (3.20) in the right hand side of (3.19) leads to
M 2
() < ()
Yo -k

Going back to the case where \A(le < Ygj, the previous equation together with

the bound for R(Y,;) obtained when ¢ = \?Q;l allows us to conclude that

& 2
1 (Yo — Vi 1/ k \?
> ) > | —= —— . .
0> R(Yy) = 2( i > 2(1 k) (3.21)

Between the two bounds proposed for R(Y,;) in equations (3.18) and (3.21), the
wider bound is then chosen. [

Unbiasedness of 67

The remaining lemmas and theorems of this chapter intend to show the un-
biasedness of the estimator for the variance components proposed in equation
(3.15) (page 64). Lemma 13 shows the specific form of the projection matrix
P=1-2(Z"Z)"'Z" under model (3.11). Lemma 14 shows the specific form of
the matrix D; induced by P. Theorem 15 uses the previous lemmas to calculate
the expected value of the sum of squares of the residuals of model (3.11), for
a given column. Finally, Theorem 16 shows the unbiasedness of the proposed

estimator. Only the latter theorem is referenced in the document, in page 64.

Lemma 13. Let Z be a design matrix of dimension (A] x (A + ] —1)) given by

Z= [ Lyxn) @ Liay 1 T@ 1A ]

. T
with T (yx(j-1)) = [ I -1 } . The projection matrix P =1—Z(Z"Z)'Z" is given
by the Kronecker product of matrices

P= C(U X C(A)/

1
with C the matrix defined in Lemma 5 (page 48), i.e., Cx)y = Lix) — El(K).
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Proof. 1t is straightforward to see that for Z defined as above,

Moreover, for a matrix M = (1 + 1) of dimension (J—1), M~ =1 — %1. Using
that argument and a lemma for the inverse of block diagonal matrices, (see for

instance Harville, 1997, sec. 8.5),

I 0
11 A Oaxg-1)
(sz> =il ER .
Og-1yxa) | & JT=1)_y
Furthermore,
1
! 7 (Laxp © 1)
(Z7Z) 27 = [

The hat matrix H = Z(Z'Z)"'Z" is in this case given by

-1 1 1
H= A—Il(AD—i—T(lm @Ip) + 5 (I ®1n)) - (3.22)
writing 1(aj) as 1(a) ® 1j), and I(ay) as [(4) ® I(j) and using the property of
the mixed product of the kronecker product (see for instance Harville, 1997,
section 16.1) we obtain,

1 1

which corresponds to the desired expression according to the definition of C.
Notice that P is symmetric. O

Lemma 14. Consider P defined as in Lemma 13 and denote A; = <]1j(1><]) ®I A),

where ﬂ%lx]) denotes a row vector of dimension | with value of 1 on the j-th component
and zero everywhere else. Then:

L )
D :=PAAP = (C1) Cp)) © Cpa,

where ]1].().1) and Il(g) represent square matrices of dimension J, with zeroes in all com-

ponents except for the one indicated by the superscript, that receives the value 1. The
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symbol o indicates all elements on the index which substitutes, e.g, oj indicates column
J.
Proof. According to the definition,

. T .
T _
ATA; = (IPM) ®IA) (]P(M) ®IA)

=1, @I, (3.23)

given the mixed product property of the Kronecker product and the identity
]l)(l) = ]l(]xl)]l(lx]) Notice that ATA = A AT Using again the mixed product
property, the definition of P and equation (3.23) we have

T
PATA = (Cy1j))) @ Cia

The desired result is obtained multiplying the equation above on the right

by P, using the mixed product property of the Kronecker product and the

idempotence of C shown in Lemma 5. Notice that as A)-TAj and P are both

symmetric, Dj is also symmetric. [

Theorem 15. Consider the model
Naj = Ya+ A+ Ugj + €gj (3.24)

fora=1,...,A;j =1,...,], with yq and A sets of unknown parameters satis-
fying Ay = 0, and where g are random effects and eq; random errors. It will be
assumed that the terms uq; are the components of the vector u defined in Lemma
11, hence E(u) = 0 and V(u) = X, unknown, determined by the vector of va-
riance components o2 = (O‘%,...,O'%). The error terms eq; are arranged as € =
[ell,ezl,...,eU,...,eAJ]T, with E(e) = 0 and V(e) = X, known. Furthermore,
it will be assumed that Cov(u,e) = 0. Denote by &, the residual correspon-
ding to unit (a,j) on the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) fit of model (3.24) and let

SSR; = Zé\zl éf-lj be the sum of squares of the residuals for column j. Then,

~ A -2+ ] + 5

E [SSR)] i

where 0'3_ = Z) O‘jz and E,] =Tr [DJZQ} with D) = (C[])HJ(JI)C(I)> & C(A) and C is

the matrix defined in Lemma 5.

Proof. Equation (3.24) can be written in matrix notation as:

n=Z¥+u+e (3.25)
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where 1, u and e are column vectors of dimension AJ, Z is the matrix defined

in Lemma 13, and ¥ is a column vector of dimension A + ] —1 given by

T
Y= Y1 .- YA 7\1 7\]_1

In order to derive an unbiased estimator for the variance components, we will
study the expectation of the sum by column of the squares of the residuals
(SSR) of an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) fit of (3.25). We will start by remem-
bering that the OLS estimator of ¥ under this model is Y =(Z2'Z)"1Z™n. The
expected value of the SSR corresponding to column j is given by

E[SSRj| =E [(nj ~Zy%)" (nj— Zj‘I’)] , (3.26)

where nj = Ajn and Z; = AjZ are the corresponding submatrices when only
the rows corresponding to the j-th column are selected, and A;j is defined as
in Lemma 14. Using matrix A; and the property of cyclic permutations of the
trace (see for instance Harville, 1997, section 5.2), equation (3.26) can be written
as

E[SSR)] =Tr [E|(n—2¥) (n—2Z¥)"| AAy],

or, by using the identity 1 — Z¥ = Pr, with P the projection matrix defined by
P=1-2(Z2"2)"'Z", as

E[SSR]] =Tr [PEmn'IP A 4] . (3.27)
Regarding E[nnT], we have

Emm'l=E [(zw+ u+e)(Z¥ +u+ e)T}
—ZYWY'ZT+ 5, + %, (3.28)

due to the assumptions of zero mean for both u and e and independence
between them. Substituting (3.28) in (3.27), we obtain

E[SSR] =Tr [PZWY'Z'PAlA| 4+ Tr [P (£, + Z)P A A
=Tr[(Zu+ Z)P AT AP
=Tr [D;Zu] + Tr [DsZe], (3.29)
with D; = P AjTAjP. The second line is obtained using the property of cyclic
permutation of the trace and the orthogonality between the projection matrix
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P and Z.

The particular form of D; under model (3.24) is given by Lemma 14,
D; = (Cyy1} Cpy) @ Ca, (3.30)
and the form of X is given by Lemma 11,
.= (C(I) &® C(A))Z{)(CU) & C[A)) (3.31)

with £y = diag(az) @1, and o? = [0‘%, ceey O‘%]T. Substituting (3.31) into D;Z,

and using the property of cyclic permutations of the trace,
Tr [DjZu] = Tr [(Cpy ® Ca))D;(Cj) © Cia))Zo] -

Using the definition of Dj given by equation (3.30), the mixed product property
of the Kronecker product and the idempotence of C, it is possible to write

(C(j) @ C(a))Dj(Cj) @ C(a)) = D,

hence,
Tr [D;Zy] = Tr [D;Zy] . (3.32)

Moreover, according to the definition of D; and X,

Tr [DyE,] = Tr | (€1}, Cp)) @ Cia ) (diag(o?) @ 1) |
—Tr :(C(])nl'(i])c(])diag(az)) ® C(A)]

=Tr | (1)} Cppdiag(e?)) | Tr[Cia)] (3.33)

The mixed product property is used to go from line 1 to 2. Line 3 is obtained
using the property: Tr(A ® B) = Tr(A)Tr(B) (Harville, 1997, chapter 16, equa-
tion 1.26).

Now we will focus on the first term on the right hand side. Using the property

of cyclic permutations of the trace we can write
3 _ ) 3 ' )

It is straightforward to see that if M is a square matrix of dimension (J), the
product ]l](JDM has as result a matrix with all components zero except for the
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j-th row, that remains as in M. Hence, Tr(]l’?]) M) = I\~/l]~j. Similarly, it is straight-

forward to see that the product M = CMC has components

Mji = Mji —Mj; — My — My .
Taking M = diag(o) we obtain

1
2
which, substituted in (3.33) and then in (3.32) leads to

Tr[(n)(l C jdiag(e?)C; )}: (J(J—z)o§+oi), (3.34)

(A—1)
Tr[Difu] == (102162 +02), (3.35)
given that Tr [C(a)] = (A —1). The proof is completed by substituting (3.35)
in (3.29). 0

Theorem 16. In the same conditions of Theorem 15, an unbiased estimator of the
variance component sz is given by

o 1 _
sz_(A—l)(I—l)(]—Z) (](] )(SSR; — %SSRK ak> (3.36)

forj=1,...,].

Proof. The proof is immediate taking the expectation on both sides of (3.36)
and using Theorem 15. O
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Chapter 4
Simulation Exercise

This chapter presents a simulation exercise that was carried out with the pur-
pose of illustrating the behaviour of the MSPREE and MMSPREE, as well as
to test the proposed methodologies for the estimation of their MSEs. In an
attempt to reflect a realistic situation, a specific estimation problem was iden-
tified, and real data was used to set up the characteristics of the simulation.

The target of estimation for this exercise is a population composition con-
formed by individuals, ages 16 and over, disaggregated according to the high-
est academic qualification they have obtained and the Local Authority (LA)
they reside in. Real versions of this composition, can be obtained from the
2001 and 2011 population censuses in England and Wales, through the website
NOMIIS provided by the ONS, https:/ /www.nomisweb.co.uk. Those two cen-
sus compositions were used to generate the target and proxy compositions for

the simulation exercise as it will be explained next.

The row and column margins of the 2011 census composition, denoted Y
and Y, fora=1,...,Aand j =1,...,], constitute the column and row mar-
gins of the target composition and are kept fixed through all the simulation
exercise. The inner cells of the target composition, on the other hand, are ge-
nerated using one out of three possible scenarios of association structure: 1)
the MSPREE structural assumption, 2) the MMSPREE structural assumption,
or 3) the association structure observed in the census 2011 composition. In
order to provide some degree of comparability across scenarios, the observed
composition of the 2001 census, denoted X, was used to generate the target
association structures for scenarios 1 and 2, and also used as proxy for the
calculation of the SPREE-type estimators for all three scenarios. Moreover, the
two census compositions were used to set the matrix of coefficients  of the
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MSPREE and MMSPREE structural assumptions, i.e., for scenarios 1 and 2.
The variance components required for scenario 2, were also motivated by the
real data.

In order to evaluate the characteristics of the point estimators as well as the
proposed methodologies for the estimation of their MSE’s, a double bootstrap
approach was implemented. In each iteration, a population composition Y was
generated, with association structure given by one of the scenarios and with
margins Yo and Y. Then, a sample composition y was selected from Y and
the SPREE-type estimators were calculated. Furthermore, bootstrap samples
were selected from each y, using the procedures described in sections 2.3 and
3.3 of this document, in order to obtain estimates of the MSEs of the MSPREE
and MMSPREE for each Y.

The simulation exercise provides point estimates of the different SPREE-type
estimators, as well as estimates of their MSEs. Point estimates are analysed to
study the existence of bias and also used to calculate Monte Carlo estimates of
the true MSEs, which are then used to compare the performance of different
SPREE-type estimators, and to study the bias of the methodologies proposed
previously in sections 2.3 and 3.3 for MSE estimation.

This chapter is divided into five sections as follows. Section 4.1 presents a brief
description of the estimation problem according to the real data provided by
the 2001 and 2011 census compositions, as well as some preliminary analysis
using SPREE-type estimators, with the aim of providing background for the
analysis of results. Section 4.2 presents in more detail the three scenarios used
to generate the association structure of the target compositions. Section 4.3
defines the criteria used to compare the different estimators and their MSE's.
Section 4.4 describes and discusses the main results of the simulation. Finally,
section 4.5 presents complementary tables and figures that may be helpful to
further understand the results of this exercise.
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4.1 The estimation problem in the 2001 and 2011

census compositions

It was previously mentioned that, in this simulation exercise, we are interested
in the estimation of a composition that disaggregates the population according
to the highest academic qualification they have obtained and the LA they re-
side in. Data regarding all academic qualifications possessed by a person is
collected for all persons living in England or Wales and aged 16-74, in ques-
tions 16 and 17 on the 2001 population census, and for all persons aged 16
or over, in question 25 on the 2011 population census. ONS makes available
data regarding the Highest Qualification attained by each individual. Despite
some differences between the questions used in the two censuses, the data
are considered broadly comparable (Office for National Statistics, 2012). The
items considered in the census questions are hereby grouped in six categories:
No qualifications (NQ), Level 1 qualifications (L1), Level 2 qualifications (L2), Level
3 qualifications (L3), Level 4 qualifications or above (L4+) and Other qualifications
(OQ). The questions used in each census to collect these data, as well as the
detail of the categorisation above mentioned, are presented at the end of this
chapter, in Section 4.5, tables 4.12 and 4.13.

Preliminary analysis

England and Wales are geographically disaggregated into 348 LAs. Two of
them, Isles of Scilly and City of London, have less than 7000 persons aged 16
and over according to the 2011 Census, and are discarded from the simulation
exercise. Table 4.1 contains descriptive statistics of the population size and the
distribution of the variable of interest for the remaining 346 LA in conside-
ration. The most noticeable differences between the two censuses lay in the
two extremes of the classification: between 2001 and 2011, there is a reduction
in the proportion of people with non or at most level 1 qualifications that is
compensated by an increase in the proportion of people with L3 and L4+ qua-

lifications.

Because SPREE-type estimators are built on the assumption of a linear relation-

ship between the association structures of the target and proxy compositions,

we will study the relationship between the two sets of interaction terms, ocgj

X, defined as in equation (1.16). Figure 4.1 shows the matrix scatter
X

plot between pairs of variables oczj and o,

and «
for j,1 =1,...,6, as well as the
lines that represent the SPREE and GSPREE structural assumptions for these
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Table 4.1: Descriptive statistics for the composition of Higher Qualifications by
LA. Population censuses 2001 and 2011 in England and Wales.

Statistic | Census | LA Size Proportion of individuals

NQ L1 L2 L3 L4+ 0Q
Min. 2001 21759 0.2609 0.1891 0.2496 0.0758 0.1479  0.0767
2011 26 893 0.2028 0.1387 0.2299  0.1186  0.2697  0.0403
Q1 2001 62 145 02779  0.1802 0.2143 0.0734 0.1767  0.0775

2011 75 544 0.2198 0.142 02074 0.1231 0.261 0.0468
Median 2001 83776 02826  0.1731 0.2066  0.0774 0.188 0.0724
2011 101 634 | 0.2246  0.1357 0.1979 0.1239  0.2689 0.049
Mean 2001 108 669 | 0.2909  0.1657 0.1938  0.0827 0.1976  0.0694
2011 131469 | 02266 0.1329 0.1884  0.1235 0.2721  0.0565

Q3 2001 119 067 0.317 0.1816  0.2141 0.0101 0.2034  0.0736
2011 155873 | 02299 0.1354 0.186 0.1257  0.2677  0.0552
Max. 2001 620 059 | 0.4068 0.164 0.1795  0.0005 0.1823 0.067

2011 728 363 0.321 0.1512  0.1807 0.0109 0.2613  0.0748

data. In all plots, the Y-axis corresponds to oczj and the X-axis to oc. The
different categories of the variable of interest are indicated in the left and bot-
tom corners of the plot. The red line corresponds to an OLS fit between the
two variables in each cell of the matrix-plot. The black continuous line and
the dashed black line in the plots on the diagonal of the matrix, represent the
structural assumptions of the SPREE and GSPREE, respectively. The red line

represents the corresponding OLS fit.

According to the plots in the diagonal of Figure 4.1, there is a fairly strong
linear relationship between oczj ﬁj, for all categories except OQ. This is
the kind of relationship that is assumed by estimators SPREE and GSPREE.

Moreover, notice that the SPREE assumption, i.e., the black line, may hold rea-

and «

sonably for categories NQ, L1 and L4+, whereas it does not seem to hold for
categories L2, L3 and OQ. On the other hand, the common slope assumed by
the GSPREE for all categories, which for this dataset turns out to be = 0.74
and is represented by the dashed line, does not improve considerably the fit

for those categories.

Furthermore, notice that any relationship between pairs of interactions corres-
ponding to different categories, i.e., the off-diagonal plots in Figure 4.1, is
ignored by the SPREE and GSPREE estimators but could be taken into account
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by the new proposed estimators, MSPREE and MMSPREE, due to their multi-

variate nature.

Figure 4.1: Interaction terms in the compositions of LA by Higher Qualifica-
tions. Population censuses 2001 and 2011 in England and Wales.

Y-axis: «):. X-axis: ;. Black continuous line: SPREE structural assumption. Black dashed
line: GSPREE structural assumption. Red line: OLS fit.
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Table 4.2 presents the rescaled coefficients of the MSPREE for this dataset (ma-
trix BP according to section 2.4.1). Notice that, except for category OQ, the
diagonal elements of BP do not differ substantially from the GSPREE esti-
mated parameter. However, the coefficient estimated using the MSPREE for
category OQ seems more sensible considering the shape of the cloud in the
bottom-right corner of Figure 4.1, than the one estimated using the GSPREE.
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As it will be explained in the next section, the matrix BP presented in Table 4.2
will also be used to generate the association structures of the target composi-

tion under scenarios 1 and 2.

Table 4.2: Matrix BP of estimated coefficients for the MSPREE. Composition of
LA by Higher Qualifications. Population censuses 2001 and 2011 in England
and Wales.

Rows: Census 2011. Columns: Census 2001.

Category NQ L1 L2 L3 L4+ 0Q
NQ 07306  0.0740 -0.1978 -0.0870  -0.1407  0.3516
L1 -0.2314  0.6743  0.0180  -0.0310  0.0221 0.2223
L2 0.2284 03067  0.6305  0.0621 01774  -0.7746
L3 0.0825  0.0567  0.0632  0.7832  0.0608  -0.2633
L4+ -0.0998  -0.0517 -0.1480 -0.1644  0.8524  0.4639
0Q 0.0203  -0.3857  0.2646  0.2203  -0.1196  -1.3538

The relative differences between the observed value and each of the SPREE-
type estimates were calculated for each cell in the 2011 composition, with the
purpose of studying the degree of model misspecification of each one of the
SPREE-type estimators for the 2001 and 2011 compositions. For instance, for
the SPREE we defined, o
Rel. Diff, — ~ 89
Y

These relative differences are summarized by category, for the SPREE, GSPREE
and MSPREE, in Figure 4.2. Notice that the GSPREE does not improve subs-
tantially over the SPREE regarding the average difference by column in this
case. The MSPREE on the other hand, reduces considerably the size of the dif-
ferences in general and the average differences in absolute value, particularly
for the category OQ. Results for the MMSPREE are not presented here because,
due to the huge sample size (the 2011 population composition is being used
as sample), the MMSPREE is virtually equal to the sample estimate, i.e., fits
almost perfectly all cells.
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Figure 4.2: Relative differences between the observed composition and SPREE-
type estimates. Composition of LA by Higher Qualifications. Census 2001 and

2011 in England and Wales.

Red line: Rel. Diff. = 0. Blue diamond: Mean
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4.2 Simulation Scenarios

As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, three different scenarios are
used in this simulation exercise to generate the association structure of the
target composition:

e Scenario 1. MSPREE structural assumption.
As in equation (2.2), the association structure of the target composition
is given by oczj =2 leocﬁl, fora=1,...,Aand j,l =1,...,]. The coe-
fficients 3; correspond to the fitting of the real data and were presented
in table 4.2. The terms o

2001 composition.

correspond to the association structure of the

e Scenario 2. MMSPREE structural assumption.
As in equation (3.2), the association structure of the target composition is
given by oczj =21 leocél—kuaj, fora=1,...,Aandj, 1 =1,...,], with B
and o, as in scenario 1 and u4; denoting a set of A x ] random variables
with expectation zero, defined as in equation (3.3):
1 1 1

K19+j - Tf}a+ + A—]19++,

for 94 a set of A x ] independent random variables normally distributed

Uqj = Vgj —

with expectation zero and variance sz fixed, forj=1,...,]J.
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e Scenario 3. 2011 association structure.
The association structure of the target composition is that of the observed
census 2011 composition.

To motivate a vector of variance components 02 = (cr%,..., O'%), for scenario

2, we considered the variance of the misspecification terms in the interaction
scale, for each one of the SPREE-type estimators, when using the 2001 com-

position as proxy and the 2011 composition as sample estimate. For instance,

G _ (a46Y _ Y
aj — (ocaj (Xaj

using the GSPREE, denotes the misspecification term for that estimator and

m ), with &S).’Y the estimated interaction term for cell (a,j) when

cell.

Table 4.3 presents the observed variances of the interaction terms ocﬁj, as well
as the variances of the misspecification terms for different SPREE-type estima-
tors. For the simulations, we decided to set the variance components sz to the
values in Table 4.4, which results in the variances of the random effects u;

that are presented in the last row of Table 4.3.

Table 4.3: Variance calculations. Composition of LA by Higher Qualifications.
Population censuses 2001 and 2011 in England and Wales.

| NQ L1 12 13 L+ 0Q |
V() | 00569 00264 00104 0052 01122 00252

V(mzj) 0.0053 0.0024 0.0123 0.04 0.0077  0.1543
V(mgj) 0.0048 0.0023  0.0143 0.024 0.0061  0.1315
V(mM) 0.002 0.0016  0.0051  0.0106 0.003 0.0573

V(ug) 0.0152  0.0152 0.0152 0.0412 0.0152  0.1555

Table 4.4: Variance components for the simulation exercise. Scenario 2.

‘ NQ L1 L2 L3 L4+ oQ ‘
‘ o? ‘ 0.0100  0.0100  0.0100 0.0491 0.0100 0.2210 ‘

The target association structure under scenario 1 does not involve random
components, so it was calculated only once. Afterwards, IPF was used to ob-
tain a composition of expected values with margins Yo, and Y,; from which

tixed populations were repeatedly generated using independent multinomial
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distributions in each area. Analogously, under scenario 3, fixed populations
were generated using independent multinomial distributions in each area,
with the 2011 composition as expected value. Finally, under scenario 2, ran-
dom variables 9; and hence new target association structures, were generated
in each iteration. The simulation procedure is presented in detail at the end of
this chapter, in section 4.5.2.

Under scenarios 1 and 3, samples were selected using three possible sampling
fractions: f = ng/Yqt+ € {0.1,0.05,0.01}. In each scenario, 1000 replications
were obtained, i.e., equal number of populations and samples were selected.
Further 200 bootstrap subsamples were generated from each sample, in order
to obtain estimates for the MSE of MSPREE and MMSPREE. Under scenario 2,
a sample fraction f = 0.05 was assumed and 800 replications with 100 bootstrap

subsamples each, were selected.

4.3 Evaluation criteria

In the first simulation scenario, we generate populations that satisfy the struc-
tural assumption of the MSPREE. Hence, we are interested in verifying if there
is evidence of bias in that estimator; in comparing the relative efficiency of
the different SPREE-type estimators and in studying the potential bias of: i)
AV (\A(M), the analytical approximation to the variance of the MSPREE; and
ii) the bootstrap methodology proposed to estimate MSE(?M). Furthermore,
point estimates of the MMSPREE are also included in the evaluation, in order
to illustrate its behaviour in a situation where the population does not exhibit

unexplained heterogeneity.

In the second simulation scenario, the populations satisfy the MMSPREE struc-
tural assumption. Hence, were are interested in verifying if there is evidence of
bias for that estimator and in illustrating the behaviour of the MSPREE in the
presence of unexplained heterogeneity. Moreover, potential bias in the boot-
strap methodologies proposed for the estimation of the unconditional MSE of
the MSPREE and MMSPREE are also studied.

Finally, populations generated under the third simulation scenario do not sa-
tisty any of the previously mentioned structural assumptions. Therefore, we
are interested in studying the bias shown by the different SPREE-type estima-

tors and in comparing their relative efficiency.
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Next, we will describe the indicators that are used to summarize the results of
the simulation. For convenience, in the rest of this chapter we will denote by
\A(Ej an estimator of Y,j, with K € {D, S, G, M, MM} indicating the Direct esti-
mator, SPREE, GSPREE, MSPREE and MMSPREE respectively.

4.3.1 Bias. Point estimators.

The existence of bias, B(\A(Ej) =E [\?lf) — Ya]-] , is analysed using the Monte Carlo

estimate S

N 1 .
B(ng) -3 Z(ng's o YZJ')-
s=1

where \A(Ej’s and Yg; denote the population value and its estimate for the s-th
replication, and S is the total number of Monte Carlo replications. In order to
account for the bootstrap variation, B (\?Ej ), its standard error and a normal ap-
proximation are used to build a 95% prediction interval for B(\A(Ej). A number
of prediction intervals which do not contain zero considerably higher than 5%
can be interpreted as evidence against the unbiasedness of a given SPREE-type

estimator.

The size and direction of the bias are studied using the Relative Bias:
; B(Ve)
S Zs:l Yaj

Finally, we study the absolute size of the bias is analysed considering averages
of the absolute value of Rel. Bias(\?gj), aggregating by category, and over all
cells.

4.3.2 MSE. Point estimators.

The relative performance of different SPREE-type estimators is studied using
the Relative Square Root MSE (RSRMSE):

MSE(YX))
S
% Zs:l Y(S1]

7

RSRMSE(YE) =
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where 1\//I§E(\?§j) is a Monte Carlo estimator of the unconditional MSE of \A(Ej

given by

S
MSE(Vy;) = S Z(Yaj's —Y5)%
s=1
Moreover, the Monte Carlo variance of \72/).‘, denoted by \7(\?%{), is also calcu-

lated.

4.3.3 Variance estimators.

Several variance estimators are considered in this simulation study: i) the boot-
strap estimators MSE(\A@;{) and MSE(\A(Q/).[M) ; ii) the estimator for the analytic
approximation to the variance of the MSPREE, AV(Y ') and iii) the estimators

for the variance components 6].2 forj=1,...,]J.

For estimators in i) and ii), the bias is estimated using the deviations respect to
the corresponding Monte Carlo estimates (defined in section 4.3.2), i.e, respect
to 1\//@(%) for the estimators in i) and to the Monte Carlo variance V(\?Q/jl) for
the estimator in ii). For the variance components, results regarding bias (eva-
luated respect to the fixed values in table 4.4) as well as Monte Carlo estimates
of their MSEs, are presented.

4.4 Results

441 Scenariol

Bias. Point estimators.

Table 4.5 presents the proportion of areas for which the 95% prediction inter-
val for the bias of the point estimator, does not include the zero, aggregated by
column, for the MSPREE and MMSPREE, in all three scenarios of sample size.
The proportions are close to the coverage level, more for the MSPREE than for
the MMSPREE, suggesting that there is no strong evidence of bias for those
estimators under this scenario. Moreover, when considering the average size
of the absolute value of the relative bias, it is possible to say that any potential

bias in those two estimators is negligible.

On the other hand, there is evidence of bias of around 10% for the SPREE and

9% for the GSPREE in all three sub-scenarios of sampling fraction (see tables
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4.14 and 4.15 in section 4.5.3). Because the SPREE does not use sample infor-
mation, its behaviour is the same for all three sampling fraction sub-scenarios

under study.

Table 4.5: Summary of bias results, MSPREE and MMSPREE, by category and
sampling fraction. Scenario 1.

Proportion of areas with 0 [Relative bias|

Estimator Category not in the 95% PI Mean
f=01 =005 =001 | f=01 =005 =001
NQ 0.0318  0.0202 0.0145 | 0.0001  0.0001 0.0002
L1 0.0983  0.0838 0.0434 | 0.0002  0.0002 0.0003
L2 0.0491  0.0434 0.0145 | 0.0002  0.0002 0.0002
MSPREE L3 0.0462  0.0289 0.0058 | 0.0002  0.0002 0.0002
L4+ 0.0751  0.0549 0.0723 | 0.0001  0.0001 0.0002
0Q 0.0405  0.0231 0.0780 | 0.0003  0.0003 0.0005
Average | 0.0568  0.0424 0.0381 0.0002  0.0002 0.0003
NQ 0.0578  0.0318 0.0173 | 0.0002  0.0002 0.0002
L1 0.1012  0.0925 0.0665 | 0.0003  0.0003 0.0003
L2 0.0665  0.0723 0.0318 | 0.0002  0.0002 0.0003
MMSPREE L3 0.0434  0.0231 0.0376 0.0002 0.0002 0.0003
L4+ 0.0780  0.0549 0.0896 | 0.0002  0.0001 0.0002
0oQ 0.0809  0.0607 0.2890 | 0.0004  0.0004 0.0010
Average | 0.0713  0.0559 0.0886 | 0.0002  0.0002 0.0004

MSE. Point estimators.

The proposed estimators improve considerably over the SPREE and GSPREE
in terms of MSE, for all categories. The RSRMSE of the MSPREE is approxi-
mately 11% the RSRMSE of the SPREE, regardless of the sampling fraction.
Moreover, possibly because there is not unexplained heterogeneity under this
scenario, the RSRMSE of the MMSPREE is slightly bigger (around 15%) than
the one of the MSPREE, for all categories and sub-scenarios of sampling frac-
tion. For illustration, results for f = 0.01 are presented in Table 4.6 and Figure
4.3. Additional results and those corresponding to other sampling fractions

can be found in Figure 4.7 and Table 4.17 in section 4.5.3.
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Table 4.6: Mean RSRMSE of estimators of Y, by category. f=0.01. Scenario 1.

‘Category‘ Direct SPREE GSPREE MSPREE MMSPREE‘

NQ 0.0583 0.0396 0.0270 0.0084 0.0096
L1 0.0782 0.0469 0.0226 0.0115 0.0132
L2 0.0627 0.0509 0.0620 0.0093 0.0107
L3 0.0835 0.1160 0.0821 0.0120 0.0139

L4+ 0.0524 0.0275 0.0450 0.0075 0.0085

oQ 0.1334 0.3415 0.3014 0.0187 0.0214

Average 0.0781 0.1037 0.0900 0.0112 0.0129

Figure 4.3: RSRMSE of estimators of Y, by category. {=0.01. Scenario 1.
Estimators: D=Direct, S=SPREE, G=GSPREE, M=MSPREE, M=MMSPREE.
Red line: RSRMSE = 0.
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Variance estimators.

The main results for the variance estimators are presented in Table 4.7. Starting
with AV (YM), there is evidence of bias. Considering the process of building
this estimator, possible causes of such bias are: i) a poor approximation from
the first iteration of the IPF to the estimates after convergence; ii) a bad per-
formance of the Taylor linearisation used to derive the estimator or iii) a bad
performance of the estimator of V4. Further research would be necessary to
clarify which of these reasons could be responsible for the bias in this simula-
tion exercise.

When considering the average of the absolute values of the relative bias for
this estimator, it is observed an over/under estimation of approximately 4%
on the square root of the variance approximation for the three sub-scenarios of
sampling fraction. However, it is important to notice that the estimator is not
always conservative. Table 4.18 and Figure 4.8, in the complementary material
at the end of this chapter, suggest a more conservative behaviour when the

sample size decreases, but this evidence is not conclusive.

There is also evidence of bias for 1\//IS\E(VM). Without taking into account the
direction of the bias, the estimator exhibits an average relative bias of around
2% on the square root of the MSE, irrespective of category or sampling fraction
sub-scenario, which cannot be attributed to bootstrap variation. As with the
analytical approximation above, the MSE estimator is not always conservative.
Furthermore, its average for a given category is almost zero (see Table 4.19 and
Figure 4.9 in section 4.5.3).

4.4.2 Scenario 2

Bias. Point estimators.

Considering the proportion of cells for which zero is not contained in a 95%
prediction interval for the estimator of the bias, there is no strong evidence of
bias for the MSPREE, but there is weak evidence of bias for the MMSPREE
and there is strong evidence of bias for both SPREE and GSPREE estimators
under this scenario. However, notice that the relative size of the bias of the
MMSPREE in absolute value is, on average, less than 0.3% and smaller than
the bias of any other of the SPREE-type estimators, especially for the category
OQ, as can be seen in Table 4.8 and Figure 4.4.
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Table 4.7: Summary of bias results, AV (\A(M) and 1/ I\/ASTE(YM), by category
and sampling fraction. Scenario 1.

Proportion of areas with 0 |Relative bias|

Estimator Category | not in the 95% PI for the bias Mean
f=01 =005 =001 | f=01 f=0.05 =0.01
NQ 1.0000 1.0000 0.9971 0.0295 0.0379 0.0412
L1 1.0000 0.9971 0.9971 0.0412 0.0390 0.0455
L2 1.0000 0.9942 0.9971 0.0536 0.0316 0.0315
AV (YM ) L3 1.0000 0.9942 0.9942 0.0368 0.0304 0.0394
L4+ 1.0000 1.0000 0.9971 0.0494 0.0366 0.0432
0oQ 0.9971 0.9942 0.9942 0.0297 0.0332 0.0506
Average 0.9995 0.9966 0.9961 0.0400 0.0348 0.0419
NQ 0.9104 0.9075 0.8988 0.0201 0.0208 0.0196
L1 0.9075 0.9133 0.8873 0.0193 0.0194 0.0207
L2 0.9017 0.8931 0.8873 0.0189 0.0198 0.0195
1\//IS\E[\?M) L3 0.9104 0.8815 0.8815 0.0163 0.0162 0.0174
L4+ 0.9133 0.9075 0.9075 0.0214 0.0215 0.0200
0oQ 0.9191 0.9075 0.8757 0.0202 0.0202 0.0182
Average 0.9104 0.9017 0.8897 0.0194 0.0196 0.0192

It was argued in section 3.2 that the introduction of random effects in the
structural equation of the MSPREE, under the assumption of normality, has
a column-specific multiplicative effect on the expected value of Y. This could
affect the size of the bias of the SPREE-type estimators. However, perhaps be-
cause the estimators are benchmarked to the known column and row margins,
the bias does not seem to increase. In fact, comparing with the results obtained
under scenario 1 we can notice that the biases of the SPREE and GSPREE es-
timators under both scenarios have approximately the same relative size (see
Table 4.15 for f = 0.05 in section 4.5.3, and Table 4.8 below).

MSE. Point estimators.

Table 4.9 presents the Relative Square Root MSE of the SPREE-type estima-
tors of Y under this scenario. As expected, given that the target composition
has been generated satistying the MMSPREE structural assumption, such esti-
mator over-performs all fixed-effects SPREE-type estimators in consideration.
More interesting is to notice that, even though the random extra heterogeneity
added to the target association structure in this case does not seem to affect
the size of the bias of the fixed effects estimators, as it was mentioned above,
it does increase their RSRMSE substantially (see Tables 4.17 for f = 0.05 in
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section 4.5.3 and Table 4.9 below).

Table 4.8: Summary of bias results for estimators of Y, by category. Scenario 2.

Proportion of areas with 0 |Relative bias|
Category not in the 95% PI for B(Y) Mean
SPREE GSPREE MSPREE MMSPREE | SPREE GSPREE MSPREE MMSPREE
NQ 0.9306  0.8179 0.0578 0.1590 0.0393  0.0253 0.0027 0.0011
L1 0.9017 0.7919 0.0578 0.1098 0.0459 0.0206 0.0029 0.0012
L2 09364  0.9277 0.0434 0.1214 0.0501  0.0609 0.0028 0.0010
L3 0.9595  0.9017 0.0723 0.0838 0.1154  0.0808 0.0060 0.0015
L4+ 0.8671 0.9277 0.0607 0.0723 0.0269 0.0441 0.0027 0.0009
0Q 0.9422 0.9451 0.0751 0.1445 0.3367 0.2958 0.0140 0.0103
Average | 0.9229 0.8854 0.0612 0.1151 0.1024 0.0879 0.0052 0.0027

Figure 4.4: Relative Bias of estimators of Y, by category. Scenario 2.
Estimators: D=Direct, S=SPREE, G=GSPREE, M=MSPREE, M=MMSPREE. Red line: Relative

bias = 0.
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Considering the absolute value of the relative biases, there is evidence of an

average bias of around 2% in them square root of the bootstrap estimator of
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Table 4.9: Mean RSRMSE of estimators of Y, by category. Scenario 2.

‘ Category ‘ SPREE GSPREE MSPREE MMSPREE ‘

NQ 0.1045  0.0989 0.0932 0.0290
L1 0.1172  0.1063 0.1029 0.0361
L2 0.1125  0.1206 0.0965 0.0307
L3 0.2408  0.2237 0.2005 0.0464

L4+ 0.0947  0.1027 0.0885 0.0271
0oQ 0.5999  0.5730 0.4585 0.2552

Average | 0.2116  0.2042 0.1734 0.0708

MSE(YM), and around 8% in the bootstrap estimator of MSE(YMM), as can be
seen in Table 4.21 in section 4.5.4. However, when including the direction of
the bias it can be seen that if the areas are averaged for a given column, the
bias is close to zero for all columns, except OQ for the MSPREE, see Figure 4.5
below and Table 4.22 in section 4.5.4.

Figure 4.5: Relative Bias of estimators of {/MSE(Y), by category. Scenario 2.
Left: MSPREE. Right: MMSPREE. Red line: Relative bias = 0.
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Finally, we will turn to the estimator of the variance components. The main
results for this estimator are presented in Table 4.10. There is no evidence of
bias in the estimator of the variance components, except for the category OQ
which shows an overestimation of around 5%. Given that only 800 replications
were used in this scenario, additional simulations might be required before
making a conclusion in this matter. Notice that for all categories, the RSRMSE
is quite high considering the sampling fraction of 0.05 used under this scenario.

However, notice that despite the variability of the estimation of the variance
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components, the MMSPREE still over performs all other estimators in terms of
their RSRMSE.

Table 4.10: Summary of results, estimation of the variance components. Sce-
nario 2.

Category
NQ L1 L2 L3 L4+  OQ
0].2 0.0100 0.0100 0.0100 0.0491 0.0100 0.2210
E[fr]-z] 0.0099 0.0100 0.0100 0.0490 0.0099 0.2326
Rel. Bias (6j2) -0.0072 0.0034 -0.0026 -0.0009 -0.0065 0.0529

Lim. Inf. | 0.0098 0.0099 0.0099 0.0487 0.0098 0.2309
Lim. Sup.| 0.0100 0.0102 0.0101 0.0494 0.0101 0.2344
Lim. Inf. | 0.0067 0.0067 0.0066 0.0395 0.0067 0.1780
Lim. Sup.| 0.0131 0.0134 0.0133 0.0586 0.0132 0.2873
MSE((ATJ.Z) 0.0016 0.0017 0.0017 0.0049 0.0017 0.0279

RSRMSE(&%) 0.1634 0.1712 0.1700 0.0996 0.1674 0.1261

95% CI(63) (Var)

95% CI(6?) (MSE)

4.4.3 Scenario 3

Bias and MSE. Point estimators.

Remember that under this scenario, the target composition has the association
structure observed in the census 2011 composition, i.e., does not satisfy the
structural assumption of any of the SPREE-type estimates. To illustrate the
results obtained under Scenario 3, the main findings for f = 0.01 are presented
in Table 4.11. Results for other sampling fractions are very similar.

All SPREE-type estimators are biased under this scenario, and such bias cannot
be attributed to Monte Carlo variation. Considering the average of the absolute
value of the relative biases, thee GSPREE represents a modest improvement
over the SPREE, whereas the proposed estimators, MSPREE and MMSPREE,
have a substantially smaller bias. Moreover, comparing only the latter two, it
can be observed that the bias of the MMSPREE is about the same size or smaller
for all categories and the improvement is considerably for OQ. Regarding the
RSRMSE, similar conclusions could be drawn for all fixed-effects SPREE-type
estimators. On the other hand, the MMSPREE, despite having a smaller bias,
presents a higher variance. Both things combined result in an RSRMSE that is
almost comparable to the one of the MSPREE accross all categories, except for
OQ, category for which the mixed effects estimator still performs substantially
better.
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Table 4.11: Summary of bias results, estimators of Y, by category. f = 0.01.
Scenario 3.

‘Category‘ Direct SPREE GSPREE MSPREE MMSPREE‘

NQ 0.0017  0.0467  0.0352  0.0242 0.0221

L1 0.0024  0.0547  0.0369  0.0319 0.0325

L2 0.0018  0.0554  0.0651  0.0367 0.0179

[Relative Bias| L3 0.0021 0.1322  0.1024 0.0654 0.0241
L4+ 0.0012  0.0365  0.0561  0.0279 0.0219

0Q 0.0033 03916 03620 02175 0.0383

Average | 0.0021 0.1195  0.1096  0.0673 0.0261

NQ 0.0582  0.0475  0.0363  0.0267 0.0279

L1 0.0784  0.0559  0.0384  0.0352 0.0379

L2 0.0627  0.0564  0.0660  0.0389 0.0342

RSRMSE L3 0.0835 0.1329  0.1034  0.0676 0.0561
L4+ 0.0525  0.0375  0.0568  0.0299 0.0285

0Q 01368 03922 03627  0.2196 0.1175

Average | 0.0787 01204  0.1195  0.0697 0.0504
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4.5 Complementary Material

4.5.1 Qualifications data on the 2001 and 2011 population cen-

suses in England and Wales

Table 4.12: Qualifications on the 2001 and 2011 population censuses in England

and Wales
| Census 2001 | Census 2011
16. Which of these qualifications do you have? 25. Which of these qualifications do you have?

v all the qualifications that apply or, if not specified, the | o Tick every box that applies if you have any of the qua-
nearest equivalent. lifications listed

00 1 + O levels/CSEs/GCSEs (any grades)

@ If your UK qualification is not listed, tick the box that
contains its nearest equivalent

0 5 + O levels, 5 + CSEs (grade 1), 5+ GCSEs @ If you have qualifications gained outside the UK, tick
(grades A-C), School Certificate ’ the ’Foreign qualifications’ box and the nearest UK

[0 1+ A levels/AS levels

0 2 + A levels, 4 + AS levels, Higher School
Certificate

[ First Degree (eg BA, BSc)

[0 Higher Degree (eg MA, PhD, PGCE, post-
graduate certificates/diplomas)

0 NVQ Level 1, Foundation GNVQ
0 NVQ Level 2, Intermediate GNVQ
[0 NVQ Level 3, Advanced GNVQ

[0 NVQ Levels 4-5, HNC, HND

[0 Other Qualifications (eg City and Guilds,
RSA/OCR, BTEC/Edexcel)

J No Qualifications

17. Do you have any of the following professional
qualifications?

] No Professional Qualifications

0 Qualified Teacher Status (for schools)

[J Qualified Medical Doctor

J Qualified Dentist

(] Qualified Nurse, Midwife, Health Visitor

(] Other Professional Qualifications

equivalents (if known)

[J 1-4 O levels/CSEs/GCSEs (any grades), En-
try Level, Foundation Diploma

[0 NVQ Level 1, Foundation GNVQ, Basic Skills

0 5 + O levels (passes)/CSEs (grade 1)/GCSEs
(grades A*-C), School Certificate, 1 A level /2-
3 levels/VCEs, Higher Diploma, Welsh Bac-
calaureate Intermediate Diploma (Wales)

0 NVQ Level 2, Intermediate GNVQ, City and
Guilds Craft, BTEC First/General Diploma,
RSA Diploma

[J Apprenticeship

02 + A levels/VCEs, 4 + AS levels, Higher
School Certificate, Progression/Advanced
Diploma(England), Welsh Baccalaureate Ad-
vanced Diploma (Wales)

[0 NVQ Level 3, Advanced GNVQ, City and
Guilds Advanced Craft, ONC, OND, BTEC
National, RSA Advanced Diploma

[0 Degree (for example BA, BSc), Higher degree
(for example MA, PhD, PGCE)

0 NVQ Level 4-5, HNC, HND, RSA Higher
Diploma, BTEC Higher Level

[J Professional qualifications (for example
teaching, nursing, accountancy)

[] Other vocational /work-related qualifications
[J Foreign qualifications

[J No qualifications
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Table 4.13: Categories of Highest Qualifications for the 2011 population census
in England and Wales

Category ‘ Items

No qualifications (NQ) No qualifications.

1-4 O levels/CSEs/GCSEs (any grades), Entry Level, Foundation Diploma.
NVQ Level 1, Foundation GNVQ, Basic Skills.

5 + O levels (passes)/CSEs (grade 1)/GCSEs (grades A*-C), School Cer-
Level 2 (L2) tificate, 1 A level/2-3 levels/VCEs, Higher Diploma, Welsh Baccalaureate
Intermediate Diploma (Wales).

NVQ Level 2, Intermediate GNVQ, City and Guilds Craft, BTEC
First/General Diploma, RSA Diploma.

Apprenticeship.

2 + A levels/VCEs, 4 + AS levels, Higher School Certificate, Pro-
gression/Advanced Diploma(England), Welsh Baccalaureate Advanced
Diploma (Wales).

NVQ Level 3, Advanced GNVQ, City and Guilds Advanced Craft, ONC,
OND, BTEC National, RSA Advanced Diploma.

Degree (for example BA, BSc), Higher degree (for example MA, PhD,
Level 4 and above (L4+) PGCE).

NVQ Level 4-5, HNC, HND, RSA Higher Diploma, BTEC Higher Level.

Professional qualifications (for example teaching, nursing, accountancy).

Level 1 (L1)

Level 3 (L3)

Other Qualifications (OQ) Other vocational /work-related qualifications.

Foreign qualifications (If the level is unknown).

4.5.2 Procedures for the double-bootstrap simulation
4.5.2.1 Scenario 1

The simulation under scenario 1 starts by generating the assumed association

structure of the target composition
o =) By
l
a composition of expected values
u = IPF (exp {ocY} ; Yar s Y+)~> ,

and calculating the probabilities g = ng/Yas-
Fors=1,...,S:

1. Generate a population composition Y*, by sampling independently in
each area a using a multinomial distribution with vector of probabilities

7, and sample size Yq4. For each area a, calculate 05 = Y /Yq4.

2. Generate a sample composition y*, by sampling independently in each
area a using a multinomial distribution with vector of probabilities 0}
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and sample size Yot = Yo+ X f; with f € {0.1,0.05,0.01}.

3. Calculate ¥°, ¥&° ¥™° and Y™™* the SPREE, GSPREE, MSPREE and

MMSPREE of Y* based on y®. For each area a, calculate éz/l’s =M /Yat-

4. Calculate the estimator of the variance of the MSPREE, AV (YM’S> de-
fined in section 2.3.1.

5. Forb=1,...,B:

5.1. Generate a population composition Y*?, by sampling independently
in each area a using a multinomial distribution with vector of prob-
abilities éz/l’s and sample size Yq. For each area a, calculate
eﬁfb = YS’b/YaJr-

5.2. Generate a sample composition y*°, by sampling independently in

each area a using a multinomial distribution with vector of proba-

bilities 85" and sample size yq .

5.3. Calculate YM’S'b, the MSPREE of Y*° based on y*°.
6. Use the bootstrap estimates VM’S'b for b =1,...,B, to calculate the esti-
mate of MSE(YM'S) proposed in section 2.3.2.
4.5.2.2 Scenario 2
Fors=1,...,S:

1. For j = 1,...,], generate A independent realisations of a normally dis-
tributed random variable with mean zero and variance sz. Denote them
1 1 1
by SZJ-, fora=1,...,A. Calculate qu = Sflj — K‘(}ij — TSZJF + A—]f}fH.

2. Set the association structure of the target composition
ocl%S = Bjogy +ul;
l
calculate the composition of expected values
u® = IPF (exp {O(Y’S} ; Yar; Y+]~> ,

and the probabilities 7tg = pug /Yo

3. Generate a population composition Y*, by sampling independently in
each area a using a multinomial distribution with vector of probabilities

7ti and sample size Yq4. For each area a, calculate 03 = Y /Yq4-
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4. Generate a sample composition y*, by sampling independently in each
area a using a multinomial distribution with vector of probabilities 03

and sample size Yq.

5. Calculate ¥°, ¥&°, ¥™* and Y™™ the SPREE, GSPREE, MSPREE and

MMSPREE of Y5. Denote by 6° the estimator of the vector of variance
components based on y°. Denote by B’ the estimated matrix of
parameters of the MSPREE based on y°. For each area a, calculate

8 = V"™ /v,

6. Forb=1,...,B:

6.1. For j = 1,...,], generate A independent realisations of a normally
distributed random variable with mean zero and variance 6%°. De-
note them by Sa]b ,fora =1,...,A. Calculate ua’j = BZ’jb — K%i’? —

}‘95+ + A]Si?r

6.2. Calculate

YS b Z B JruaJ ,

calculate
YS® = IPF (exp {ch'S'b} ; Yau; Y+j> ,
and 0%° = Yb /Y, .

6.3. Generate a sample composition y*°, by sampling independently in
each area a using a multinomial distribution with vector of proba-
bilities 8%° and sample size Yq.

6.4. Calculate V'"*° and V"™** the MSPREE and MMSPREE of Y?

based on y*P

7. Use the bootstrap estimates YM’S' nd YMMSb forb=1,...,B, to cal-

culate the estimates of MSE(YM’S) and MSE(YMM’S) proposed in section
3.3.1.

4.5.2.3 Scenario 3

The simulation under scenario 3 uses as target association structure the one
observed in the Census 2011 composition. The procedure is analogous to the
one followed for Scenario 1, replacing the composition of expected values pu by
the 2011 composition. Only point estimates are calculated under this scenario.
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4.5.3 Additional results. Scenario 1.

Table 4.14: Proportion of cells for which zero is not included in a 95% predic-

A

tion interval for B(Y), by category. Scenario 1.

f Estimator Category Average
NQ L1 L2 L3 L4+ 0oQ

Direct 0.0694 0.1127 0.1098 0.0578 0.0665 0.0751 | 0.0819
01 SPREE 0.9913 1.0000 0.9971 1.0000 0.9855 1.0000 | 0.9957
GSPREE | 09913 09971 0.9942 09942 0.9971 1.0000 | 0.9957
MSPREE | 0.0318 0.0983 0.0491 0.0462 0.0751 0.0405 | 0.0568
MMSPREE | 0.0578 0.1012 0.0665 0.0434 0.078 0.0809 | 0.0713
Direct 0.0665 0.1358 0.1156 0.0549 0.0751 0.0462 | 0.0824
0.05 SPREE 0.9913 1.0000 0.9971 1.0000 0.9855 1.0000 | 0.9957
GSPREE | 0.9913 0.9971 0.9942 0.9942 0.9971 1.0000 | 0.9957
MSPREE | 0.0202 0.0838 0.0434 0.0289 0.0549 0.0231 | 0.0424
MMSPREE | 0.0318 0.0925 0.0723 0.0231 0.0549 0.0607 | 0.0559
Direct 0.0318 0.1098 0.0925 0.0751 0.0289 0.0318 | 0.0617
0.01 SPREE 09913 1.0000 0.9971 1.0000 0.9855 1.0000 | 0.9957
GSPREE | 0.9913 0.9971 0.9942 0.9942 0.9971 1.0000 | 0.9957
MSPREE | 0.0145 0.0434 0.0145 0.0058 0.0723 0.0780 | 0.0381
MMSPREE | 0.0173 0.0665 0.0318 0.0376 0.0896 0.2890 | 0.0886

Table 4.15: Mean of the Relative Bias, in absolute value, of estimators of Y, by
category and sampling fraction. Scenario 1.
f Estimator Category Average
NQ L1 L2 L3 L4+  0OQ
Direct 0.0006 0.0008 0.0006 0.0007 0.0005 0.0011 | 0.0007
01 SPREE | 0.0387 0.0455 0.0501 0.1154 0.0264 0.3407 | 0.1028
GSPREE | 0.0256 0.0202 0.0612 0.0811 0.0442 0.3008 | 0.0888
MSPREE | 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0001 0.0003 | 0.0002
MMSPREE | 0.0002 0.0003 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0004 | 0.0002
Direct | 0.0008 0.0013 0.0009 0.0010 0.0006 0.0014 | 0.0010
005 | SPREE | 00387 00455 00501 0.1154 00264 03407 | 0.1028
GSPREE 0.0256 0.0202 0.0612 0.0811 0.0442 0.3008 | 0.0888
MSPREE | 0.0001 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0001 0.0003 | 0.0002
MMSPREE | 0.0002 0.0003 0.0002 0.0002 0.0001 0.0004 | 0.0002
Direct | 0.0017 0.0023 0.0018 0.0020 0.0013 0.0033 | 0.0021
0.01 SPREE 0.0387 0.0455 0.0501 0.1154 0.0264 0.3407 | 0.1028
GSPREE 0.0256 0.0203 0.0612 0.0811 0.0442 0.3007 | 0.0888
MSPREE | 0.0002 0.0003 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0005 | 0.0003
MMSPREE | 0.0002 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0002 0.0010 | 0.0004
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Figure 4.6: Relative Bias of estimators of Y, by category and sampling fraction. Scenario 1.

=0.1.
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Figure 4.7: RSRMSE of estimators of Y, by category and sampling fraction. Scenario 1.
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4.5.4 Additional results. Scenario 2.

Table 4.20: Relative Bias and RSRMSE of estimators of Y, by category. Scenario
2.

Category | Statistic Relative Bias RSRMSE
SPREE GSPREE MSPREE MMSPREE | SPREE GSPREE MSPREE MMSPREE
Q1 -0.0443 -0.0212 -0.0023 -0.0010 0.0924 0.0913 0.0882 0.0251
NO Median |-0.0143 -0.0034 -0.0001 -0.0002 0.0984 0.0948 0.0927 0.0289
Mean |[-0.0151 0.0032 -0.0001 0.0000 0.1045 0.0989  0.0932 0.0290
Q3 0.0200 0.0193 0.0022 0.0007 0.1096 0.1004 0.0983 0.0329
Q1 -0.0250 -0.0141 -0.0023 -0.0012 0.1047 0.1019 0.1000 0.0317
L1 Median | 0.0133  0.0023 0.0001 -0.0002 0.1089 0.1048 0.1021 0.0365
Mean | 0.0036 0.0043  0.0001 -0.0001 |0.1172 0.1063  0.1029 0.0361
Q3 0.0448 0.0232  0.0025 0.0007 |0.1203 0.1093  0.1049 0.0404
Q1 -0.0456 -0.0592  -0.0024 -0.0009 0.0987  0.0994 0.0928 0.0271
L2 Median |-0.0025 -0.0175  0.0000 -0.0002 0.1064 0.1104 0.0953 0.0310
Mean | 0.0028 0.0008  0.0000 -0.0001 |0.1125 0.1206  0.0965 0.0307
Q3 0.0466 0.0431  0.0023 0.0005 0.1227 0.1234  0.0989 0.034
Q1 |-0.1280 -0.0879  -0.0047 -0.0013 | 0.2084 0.2048  0.1963 0.0420
L3 Median | -0.0581 -0.0396  0.0005 -0.0002 0.2265 0.2144 0.2013 0.0466
Mean |[-0.0269 -0.0143  0.0001 -0.0001 | 0.2408 0.2237  0.2005 0.0464
Q3 0.0538 0.0311  0.0049 0.0010 0.2557 0.2279  0.2049 0.0507
Q1 |-0.0309 -0.0315 -0.0022 -0.0008 | 0.0867 0.0906  0.0836 0.0232
Ld+ Median |-0.0176  0.0079  -0.0001 -0.0002 0.0933  0.0959 0.0894 0.0271
Mean |-0.0136 0.0101 0.0000 -0.0001 0.0947 0.1027 0.0885 0.0271
Q3 0.0001 0.0437  0.0022 0.0006 0.0993 0.1072  0.0937 0.0304
Q1 |-0.0602 -0.0452 -0.0113 -0.0031 | 0.4838 0.4777  0.4483 0.2062
0Q Median | 0.1848 0.1691 0.0002 0.0042 0.5478 0.5322 0.4583 0.2463
Mean | 0.1699 0.1530 0.0002 0.0045 0.5999 0.5730 0.4585 0.2552
Q3 0.4202 0.3704  0.0108 0.0120 0.6667 0.6259  0.4716 0.2984

Table 4.21: Summary of Bias results for \/1\//18\EW)) by category. Scenario 2.

Proportion of areas with 0 |Relative bias|
Category not in the 95% PI Mean
MSPREE ~ MMSPREE | MSPREE MMSPREE
NQ 0.7746 0.8468 0.0192 0.0614
L1 0.7688 0.8468 0.0201 0.0438
L2 0.8121 0.8353 0.0200 0.0523
L3 0.7919 0.8671 0.0214 0.0427
L4+ 0.8410 0.8642 0.0213 0.0704
oQ 0.8728 0.8613 0.0442 0.2450
Average | 0.8319 0.8319 0.0244 0.0860
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Table 4.22: Relative Bias of \/MSE(Y)), by category. Scenario 2.

Category MSPREE MMSPREE
Q1 Median  Mean Q3 Q1 Median Mean Q3

NQ -0.0158  0.0005  0.0006 0.0168 | -0.0038  0.0403  0.0357 0.0796
L1 -0.0150  -0.0008  0.0003 0.0177 | -0.0113  0.0194  0.0223 0.0579
L2 -0.0167  0.0003  0.0006 0.0161 | -0.0044 0.0335 0.0305 0.0687
L3 -0.0179  -0.0013  0.0001 0.0171 | -0.0169  0.0159  0.0141 0.0493
L4+ -0.0191  -0.0007 -0.0002 0.0156 | -0.0013  0.0405 0.0445 0.0924
0Q 0.0073  0.0374 0.0343 0.0618 | 0.0022 0.1635 0.1891 0.3653

Average | -0.0147 0.0028  0.0060 0.0233 | -0.0087  0.0353  0.0560 0.0840

Figure 4.10: Estimates of the variance components 6).2, by category. Scenario 2.

Blue diamond: Mean. Red dot: True 0]2
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Chapter 5

Application. Estimation of the
distribution of ethnic group by
Local Authority in England

This chapter describes an application of the proposed methodology that is
ongoing joint work with the Small Area Estimation team at the Office for Na-
tional Statistics (ONS). Most of the material presented in sections 5.1 and 5.2
as well as some of the material at the beginning of section 5.3 has already
been published as part of Luna et al. (2015). However, the scope of the ana-
lysis presented here exceeds what is covered in that paper, and results for the
MSPREE and MMSPREE estimators are shown here for the first time. The
main contributions of the co-authors in Luna et al. (2015) were the access to
the datasets and excerpts in the description of the data sources (section 5.2).
The data analysis is solely the responsibility of the author of this thesis.

5.1 Motivation

Estimates of demographic characteristics are among the main outputs of Na-
tional Statistical Institutes. In addition to national and regional estimates, for
topics such as Labour Force, Household composition or Ethnicity, periodic es-
timates at lower levels of geographic aggregation are in high demand both for
public policy and research purposes. In census years, given the availability of
data for almost all individuals in the population, reliable estimates for small
geographic domains can be produced in a simply way. During the inter-censal
period, updated socio-demographic data can only be obtained via sample sur-

veys or administrative systems. It is generally difficult to obtain reliable direct
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estimates for small geographic domains from sample surveys due to the small
sample sizes. Data from administrative systems do not have this problem but
in contrast, may not cover the topics of interest. Moreover, definitions of the
variables and domains in administrative sources respond to different purposes
than those of the statistical interest. This can result in comparability issues with

tigures obtained from population censuses or household surveys.

Despite the suitability of SAE methods to address this type of problem, few
official figures in the region are being produced using this approach. In the UK
case, the ONS currently disseminates periodically small area estimates regard-
ing three main topics: population estimates, combining data from the Patient
Register and other sources; households in poverty, using the Family Resources
Survey (FRS) and administrative data maintained by the Department for Work
and Pensions; and unemployment, making use of the Annual Population Survey

and the administrative register of jobseekers allowance.

As previously mentioned, the application hereby presented is the result of an
ongoing joint work with the Small Area Estimation team at ONS. It addresses
the problem of how to obtain estimates of the distribution of the population by
ethnic group, in each LA of England, using proxy and survey data. Studying
the feasibility of producing such estimates during the inter-censal period is a
topic of interest for ONS. Moreover, because population censuses are experi-
encing transformations in many European countries, with increasing emphasis
being given to alternative operations based on demographic systems that use
information from administrative sources alone or combined with survey data,
the potential impact of this type of methodology is expected to grow conside-

rably in future.

5.2 Data sources

Data for this application was obtained from four different sources of the Office
for National Statistics. Because some of these are subject to disclosure control,
it was necessary to perform all the data analysis in a Safe Room of the Virtual
Microdata Laboratory (VML) of ONS. All the calculations hereby presented

are the sole responsibility of the author of this thesis.
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5.2.1 Proxy Information

A proxy of the composition of interest was obtained from the 2011 Population
Census in England, which counts the persons and households considered as
usual residents of England and Wales on the 27th March. The 2011 census has
an initial estimated coverage rate for persons of 93% and the observed counts

are adjusted by over and undercount.

5.2.2 Survey estimates

For this application, we used direct estimates obtained from the Annual Popu-
lation Survey (APS) for the period July 2012-June 2013, with reference point the
315 of December 2012, for all LAs in England, excluding Isles of Scilly and City
of London. With quarterly periodicity and a total sample size of approximately
250,000 individuals per year, the APS has the biggest sample size among all
periodic demographic surveys conducted by ONS.

For any given year, the APS consists of waves 1 and 5 of four successive quar-
ters from the Labour Force Survey (LFS), plus the Annual Local Area LFS
(ALA LFS) boost. Notice that because only households in the waves 1 and 5 of
the LFS are included in the quarterly APS, each respondent appears only once
in any given yearly dataset. Both LFS and the ALA LFS boost cover mainly
private households, therefore communal establishments, armed forces accom-
modation etc., are not included in the APS. An implicit sampling fraction for
the APS was calculated dividing the observed sample size of the period July
2012-June 2013 by the corresponding projected population total in each LA.
Such fraction varies between 0.05% and 2.5% across LA, with an average of
0.8%.

5.2.3 Benchmark totals

Estimates of the LA population sizes can be obtained from the official mid-
year population estimates. These estimates are produced by ONS using the
cohort component method, which uses information on components of popu-
lation change to update the most recent census population. The 2012 and
2013 mid-year population estimates at LA level were used to calculate the row
marginal. As the reference date of such estimates is 30th of June of the corres-

ponding year, an average of the mid-year population estimates for 2012 and
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2013 would provide an estimate of the population close to the 31%' of Decem-
ber 2012, consistent with the reference period chosen for the APS.

Direct estimates of the total population size by category of ethnicity, obtained
from the APS at the national level, were rescaled to agree with the row marginal
above described, and then used as benchmarks for the columns in this appli-

cation.

5.2.4 Categories of the variable

The variable Ethnic group is collected in England in a very detailed way. The

APS collects information regarding 15 subcategories of Ethnicity, grouped in 7

main categories: White, Mixed /multiple ethnic groups, Asian/Asian British,

Black/ African/Caribbean/Black British, Chinese, Arab and Other ethnic group.
The Census 2011, on the other hand, uses 18 subcategories grouped in 5 main

categories, with Chinese included within Asian and Arab within Other. To use

a classification that is fully harmonisable with both sources, the following six

categories were chosen for this application: White; Mixed/multiple ethnic groups;

Asian/Asian British; Black/African/Caribbean/Black British; Chinese and Other.

5.3 Main results

Census estimates

According to Census 2011 data, the variable ethnicity presents a very un-
equal distribution in this population. Aggregating over the areas in consi-
deration, the category White is dominant with 85.42% of individuals, followed
by Asian (7.10%), Black (3.48%), Mixed (2.25%), Other (1.03%) and finally Chi-
nese (0.72%). How different LA deviate from that global distribution can be
observed in Figure 5.1. Notice that for categories Asian and Black it is pos-
sible to find some areas with proportions considerable higher than the global
proportion. Moreover, notice that in such areas, non-white individuals are pre-
dominantly from one of the two above mentioned categories instead of evenly
distributed. Meanwhile, for the categories Mixed, Chinese and Other, the pro-

portions are uniformly low in all LA.
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Figure 5.1: Distribution of Ethnicity by LA. Population Census 2011 in
England.

Left: Boxplot proportions in each category by LA. Red diamond: mean.

Right: Detail of the more frequent categories. Lines: White: continuous grey. Asian: dotted
black. Black: continuous black. After sorting the LAs according to the proportion of White,
one of each three was included in the plot.
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Figure 5.2: Interaction terms of the composition LA by Ethnicity. Population
censuses 2001 and 2011 in England.
Line: Y=X.
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To illustrate the linear relationship between pairs of interaction terms for the
composition of ehtnicity by LA, Figure 5.2 shows the corresponding terms in
the compositions of Census 2001 and Census 2011. Notice how, except for the
category Other, interaction terms from the same composition 10 years before
can still work fairly well as linear predictors. Given that the time lapse that is
of our interest is considerably shorter, we expect then for interaction terms of

the census 2011 composition to be good predictors in this case.
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APS estimates

A characterisation of the distribution of ethnicity by LA using direct estimates
is less straightforward due to the small sample sizes of the APS in some areas
and the low frequency of some ethnic groups. Table 5.1 presents the distribu-
tion of LA according to the number of cells with zero estimates. Despite of the
absence of structural zeroes in the proxy composition, 55.2% of the LA have at
least one zero estimate according to the survey data. Moreover, for 4% of the
LA only one ethnic group was observed in the APS.

Table 5.1: LA by number of cells with a direct estimate equal to zero. APS
2012-2013.

Number of cells with Frequency %
a zero estimate

None 155 44.80
One 61 17.63
Two 55 15.90

Three 34 9.83
Four 27 7.80
Five 14 4.04
Total 346 100.00

Given the unequal distribution of the variable ethnicity that was previously
mentioned, it is expected that some categories present a higher number of zero
estimates than others. According to Table 5.2, which shows the number of LA
with zero estimates by ethnic group, this problem is particularly accentuated
for the category Chinese, with a zero estimate for more than 40% of the LA

and, in a lesser degree, for Black and Other which are missing from around
26% of the LA.

Table 5.2: LA with a direct estimate equal to zero by Ethnic group. APS 2012-
2013.

‘ Category ‘ Frequency ‘ % ‘

White 0 0.00
Mixed 58 15.93
Asian 43 11.81
Chinese 156 42.86
Black 96 26.37
Other 98 26.92

For the cells with a positive estimate, an Approximated Standard Error (ASE)
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was obtained as

0q(1—0

ASE(8) = a) o DEFT;

Na+

where 0 is the estimate of the within LA proportion corresponding to cate-
gory j in LA a; ngy is the observed sample size on that LA; and DEFTj is a
category-specific design factor included to take into account, at least partially;,
the complexity of the sampling design. Because, up to our knowledge, design
factors for the variable ethnicity in the APS are not available, we used a set of
factors provided by ONS for the LFS (Office for National Statistics, 2011, page
146). Those design factors, which correspond to the LFS sample of the last
quarter of 2010, for people aged 16 or more, are presented in Table 5.3. Par-
ticularly for the ethnic groups with lower frequencies, they can be considered
conservative in the context of the LFS (see discussion in Office for National
Statistics, 2011, Section 8.8).

Table 5.3: Design Factors for population aged 16 or more by ethnicity. LFS
October-December 2010.

White | Mixed | Asian | Chinese | Black | Other
1.5441|1.2903 |1.7351 | 1.6557 |1.5809 | 1.6394

Using the ASE(éaj) as numerator, an approximated Coefficient of Variation
(CV) was calculated for each cell with positive estimate. Some descriptive
statistics of these CVs are presented in Table 5.4 and a summary is provided in
Figure 5.3. Considering an arbitrary threshold of CV of 0.2 or higher, only for
category White the direct estimates could be considered accurate enough as to
be useful. All other categories show a prohibitive high CV in most LA. How-
ever, in the evaluation of the accuracy of the direct estimates it is important
to keep in mind that the information provided by the CV in this case can be
irrelevant given the small sizes of the estimates of the proportions for most ca-
tegories. Alternative measures of accuracy, such as the length of a confidence
interval, might be required in this case in order to provide a more complete

picture.

Before proceeding with the calculation of the SPREE-type estimators, it would
be of interest to study the relationship between the association structures of
the Census 2011 and APS compositions, in a similar way as it was done for the
2001 and 2011 censuses (see Figure 5.2). Unfortunately, this is infeasible due

to the high number or cells with zero estimates obtained in the APS.
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Table 5.4: Descriptive statistics. Approximated CVs for the estimators of the
distribution of Ethnicity by LA. APS 2012-2013.

Category
White Mixed Asian Chinese Black Other

Q1 ]0.0087 0.2944 0.2418 0.5708 0.2965 0.3857
Median | 0.0157 0.4702 0.4769 0.8228 0.6153 0.6797
Mean |0.0192 0.5675 0.6369 0.9219 0.6966 0.7850

Q3 10.0259 0.7399 0.8769 1.1947 0.9584 1.0828

Statistic

Figure 5.3: Approximated CVs for the estimators of the distribution of Ethnic-
ity by LA. APS 2012-2013.

Blue diamond: Mean.
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An estimate of the variance-covariance matrix of the APS estimates of the fre-
quencies was obtained using the ASE(éaj) previously defined, assuming in-
dependence between LAs and known total LA size, Y,4+. Such estimate and
an IWLS algorithm were used to obtain estimates for the parameters of the
GSPREE and MSPREE. The estimated coefficient of the GSPREE is 0.9976, i.e.,
basically coincides with the SPREE in this application. Therefore, only the
GSPREE and MSPREE will considered in the following discussion.

Table 5.5 presents the estimated parameters of the MSPREE. Each row repre-
sents the coefficients of a predictor of an interaction, i.e., &Z). =) [ASjlocﬁl. The
coefficients have been rescaled for an interpretation in terms of the propor-
tional interactions, i.e., the diagonal elements are free and the sum of non-
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diagonal elements is zero by row and column (see Section 2.4.1). Notice that
the free coefficients for categories White, Asian and Black are very close to 1
(SPREE, GSPREE), therefore, they may benefit less from the additional flexibi-
lity offered by the MSPREE than the remaining categories.

Table 5.5: Estimated coefficients of the MSPREE estimator. Matrix B.

White Mixed Asian Chinese Black Other

White 1.0338 0.0876 0.0804 -0.0743 0.1705 -0.2641
Mixed 0.0042 0.8121 -0.2256 -0.0353 -0.1989 0.4555
Asian -0.0333 -0.0453 0.9946 0.1423 -0.0165 -0.0471
Chinese -0.0015 -0.0320 0.0046 1.3014 -0.0062 0.0350
Black 0.0391 0.0454 0.1266 -0.0318 1.0383 -0.1793
Other -0.0085 -0.0557 0.0140 -0.0009 0.0511 0.7272

Figure 5.4 compares Direct and MSPREE estimates. In general, there is no
evidence of systematic departure of the MSPREE respect to the APS estimates,
even though some over-shrinking is observed for categories Mixed and Chi-
nese. As it can be seen in Figure 5.5, there are not big differences between
GSPREE and MSPREE estimates for categories White, Asian and Black, even
though some differences, principally for the larger proportions, are observed
among the remaining categories. This behaviour was expected according to
the estimated matrix of MSPREE discussed before.

MMSPREE

Initial estimates of the variance components required for the calculation of the
MMSPREE were obtained using the estimator proposed in equation (3.15) in
section 3.2, and the Census 2011 and APS compositions. Such estimates, de-
noted 6]-2,1, are presented in the first block of Table 5.6. Notice that negative
estimates, afterwards truncated to zero, were obtained for categories White
and Asian. Moreover, the estimated variance component for category Other
is abnormally high and results in a set of predicted random effects which va-
riance is, as large, as the variance of the corresponding synthetic estimates of
the interaction terms (last column, rows 2 and 5 of Table 5.6). This is unex-
pected because, given that the synthetic estimates of the oczj and the predicted
random effects are both centred around zero, variances of similar size for these
two sets of terms would indicate that the relevance of the survey and synthetic
estimates in the construction of the MMSPREE is also similar. This may be

reasonable in a situation with big survey sample sizes, but certainly it does not
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seem to be the case of the APS.

Figure 5.4: Comparison Direct vs MSPREE estimators of the distribution of
Ethnicity by LA.
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Figure 5.5: Comparison GSPREE vs MSPREE estimators of the distribution of
Ethnicity by LA.
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Due to the instability exhibited by the estimates 6j21, an alternative set of esti-

mates was obtained using the two census compositions (2001 and 2011). These

120



estimates are denoted by 6).2’2 and presented in the second block of Table 5.6.
Notice that such estimates do not show evidence of the issues discussed above,
which may be caused by the small sample sizes of the APS. Unfortunately, they

are not expected to be unbiased in this case.

Table 5.6: Results estimation of the variance components.

Category
White Mixed Asian Chinese Black Other
6].2,1 0.0000 0.0525 0.0000 0.0163 0.0335 0.9039
var(ilg1) |0.0126 0.0275 0.0126 0.0213 0.0278 0.1323
61-2,2 0.0243 0.0095 0.0454 0.0449 0.141 0.1357
var(ilg2) | 0.0509 0.0051 0.0203 0.0111 0.0396 0.0325
var(&g;) |0.8403 0.0709 0.3624 0.1905 0.3885 0.1569

Results corresponding to the MMSPREE calculated using the variance compo-
nents 6].2,1 are presented in figures 5.6 and 5.7, and with the variance compo-
nents 6)-2/2, in figures 5.8 and 5.9. As expected, there is less evidence of over-
shrinking with the MMSPREE than with the synthetic MSPREE, particularly
with the second set of variance components, which also seems to improve over
the MSPREE.

Figure 5.6: Comparison Direct vs MMSPREE((A)‘]?J) estimators of the distribu-
tion of Ethnicity by LA.

Continuous line: Y = X

White Mixed Asian

0.06

004
L

MMSPREE
6

MMSPREE

MMSPREE

002

00 01 02 03 04 05

2
0.00

Chinese Black Other

MMSPREE
015 020

MMSPREE
MMSPREE
010

005

000 005 010 015 020 025

000 001 002 003 004 005

0.00

121



Figure 5.7: Comparison MSPREE vs MMSPREE(@'].ZJ) estimators of the
bution of Ethnicity by LA.
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Figure 5.8: Comparison Direct vs MMSPREE((%J-ZQ) estimators of the distribu-
tion of Ethnicity by LA.
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Figure 5.9: Comparison MSPREE vs MMSPREE(@')Z,Z) estimators of the distri-
bution of Ethnicity by LA.
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Finally, given the multivariate nature of the MMSPREE and the sum to zero
constraints satisfied by the predicted random effects, it is not straightforward
to provide results regarding the so-called shrinking factors, or in general, the
relative sizes of the residual terms respect to the predicted random effects.

Remember that according to equation (3.12),

a=5V"(n-2%)

i.e, the predicted random effects are linear combinations of the residual terms
é = n— Z¥, with coefficients given by the product of matrices £,V '. Even
if the sampling design used to obtain the survey data induces independence
across areas, i.e., if Vis sparse, the sum to zero constraints imposed on i in-
troduce non-zero entries in all the cells of £,,. In practice, this means that all
residual terms may have a coefficient different from zero in the equation used
to predict any random effect. Clearly, it seems natural that residual terms
corresponding to the same area or category have a higher weight than other
terms. Here, we propose to study the absolute value of the coefficient of &,
when predicting i, denoted by ¥, qj, for a,7=1,...,A;and j,s =1,...,].

Tables 5.7 and 5.8 present the averages of ¥, j obtained when using the esti-
mates 6521 and 6).22 respectively. In each table, the first block of rows correspond
to residual terms in the same area and the last row averages all terms in diffe-
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rent areas.

Table 5.7: Average of v;sqj when estimated from 6}%1. Rows: a,j. Columns:
T,S.

Category
White Mixed Asian Chinese Black Other
White |0.8794 0.034 0.1043 0.0255 0.0366 0.0313
Mixed |0.5429 0.318 0.0654 0.1347 0.118 0.2062
Asian |0.8794 0.034 0.1043 0.0255 0.0366 0.0313

e Chinese | 0.315 0.0433 0.0278 0.4594 0.0391 0.0684
Black |0.3708 0.0614 0.0435 0.0678 0.3916 0.1176
Other |1.9025 0.211 0.1745 0.2352 0.2358 0.4021
r#a 0.0005 0.0028 0.0005 0.003 0.0056 0.0047

Table 5.8: Average of v;sqj when estimated from 6].2,2. Rows: a,j. Columns:

T,S.

Category
White Mixed Asian Chinese Black Other
White |1.0014 0.0252 0.0353 0.017 0.0247 0.0226
Mixed |0.1243 0.246 0.032 0.0384 0.0726 0.0692
Asian |0.1701 0.0658 0.3395 0.1342 0.143 0.141

e Chinese | 0.1242 0.0308 0.0775 0.4823 0.0965 0.0902
Black [0.3858 0.0792 0.1138 0.1543 0.4749 0.1441
Other |0.4196 0.0955 0.145 0.171 0.1767 0.4326
T#a 0.0006 0.0006 0.0029 0.0019 0.0024 0.002

The results for the variance components estimated from the two census com-
positions 67,, presented in Table 5.8 show the expected behaviour. For re-
sidual terms in the same area, the diagonal terms, i.e., those corresponding
to the same category, are dominant. Nevertheless, White, the category with
the biggest sample size, plays an important role in the prediction of all other
random effects, even though having a smaller average coefficient than the dia-
gonal term. Moreover, residual terms in other areas have little effect on the

prediction of a given random effect.

On the other hand, the results for the variance components estimated from the
APS, 6j21, presented in Table 5.7 behave in an unexpected way: White has a
big coefficient in the prediction of all random effects in the same area, even

considerably higher than the corresponding diagonal term, as it is the case for
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categories Mixed, Asian and Other. This behaviour is a further indication of

issues with that set of estimates of the variance components.

5.4 Discussion

Four different SPREE-type estimators were applied in this application: SPREE,
GSPREE, MSPREE and MMSPREE. An evaluation of the performance of all
them would necessary involve an study of the point estimates, as well as their
estimated MSE. Unfortunately, due to time constraints it was not possible to
obtain MSE estimates, hence we will focus on the behaviour of the point esti-

mates.

As the estimated coefficient of the GSPREE was very close to 1, i.e., the GSPREE
was practically equivalent to the SPREE. We decided to drop one of them from
all analysis in order to avoid repetitions. The matrix of coefficients of the
MSPREE, rescaled in order to be interpreted in terms of the proportional in-
teractions assumption, shown coefficients far from 1 in absolute value for the
categories Mixed, Chinese and Other, indicating that those columns are likely
to benefit from the extra flexibility provided by the additional parameters of
the MSPREE. Indeed, particularly for category Chinese, the MSPREE seems to

present less over-shrinking even though any improvement is modest.

On the other hand, MMSPREE estimates were obtained using two different
sets of variance component estimates: 6)-1,2, obtained from the APS and Census
2011 data and 6)-2,2, obtained using data from censuses 2001 and 2011. This ap-
proach was adopted because the estimates obtained using APS data exhibited
instability. Such behaviour could be attributed to the small sample sizes of
the APS, therefore, a second set of estimates was calculated using only census
information. Unfortunately, because those estimates correspond to a different
reference period, it is not possible to assume unbiasedness unless the popula-

tion variance components are stable across time.

The main improvements observed for the MMSPREE respect to the MSPREE
in this application were: i) an estimate that is closer to the unbiased direct es-
timator for the cells with biggest sample size, as category White or the highest
proportions of Asian and Black; and ii) a reduction in the over-shrinking for

the remaining categories.
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Chapter 6

Summary and Outline for Future

Research

This document proposes the MSPREE, a SPREE-type estimator for small area
compositions that generalizes the SPREE of Purcell and Kish (1980) and the
GSPREE of Zhang and Chambers (2004). The behaviour of the estimator is
illustrated via simulation in chapter 4, where it exhibited a better performance
than the other two estimators above mentioned in terms of Bias and MSE, in all
scenarios in consideration. Proposing a more flexible fixed effects estimator is
an important contribution because the usual approach of reducing the bias of
a synthetic estimator via the inclusion of random effects is not always feasible,
and can lead to estimates with high MSE if the sample sizes are very small.
Considering the current context of transformation of the population censuses
being undertaken by many NSIs, the proposed estimator emerges as a simple

an flexible alternative with big potential of applicability.

An extension of the MSPREE including cell specific random effects is also pro-
posed, in order to reduce the bias of the MSPREE if the sample size allows
for the prediction of random effects. The proposed mixed effects estimator,
MMSPREE, goes one step ahead of the GSPREE with mixed effects, because it
imposes sum-to-zero row and column constraints in the set of predicted ran-
dom efects, in order to ensure a well defined model on the interactions scale.
Furthermore, such constraints are imposed without increasing considerably

the computational requirements of the estimation process.

An unbiased estimator for the variance components of the random effects for
the MMSPREE is also proposed as part of this thesis. Such an estimator makes

no assumptions regarding the structure of the variance covariance matrix of
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the sampling errors, and can be used to derive predicted random effects that
satisfy the required constraints.

Potential areas of future development for the proposed estimators have already
been identified, particularly from the experience of fitting real data that was
discussed in Chapter 5. They can be summarized under the name of working
with proxy or sample compositions that are somehow different from the target compo-

sition. Examples of this situation are:

e Compositions which refer to a slightly different set of areas. The in-
teraction terms o,; which are the pivot for building SPREE-type esti-
mators are defined relatively to the set of areas and categories that are
included in the composition. In that sense, for a given area, a different
set of interaction terms &y, would be obtained depending on the subset
of areas that is taken into consideration. It would be of interest to un-
derstand the impact of small changes in the geographical classification,

or the case where not all areas are included in the sample.

e Availability of more than one source of proxy data. So far, the proposed
estimators have assumed the existence of only one source of proxy data.
In practice, several sources, perhaps covering different subgroups of the
population, may be available. How to better combine different sources in
order to produce an estimate for small area compositions, is of practical

relevance.

e Availability of more than one source of survey data. In analogous way,
it is possible in some cases to obtain more than one survey estimate of
the composition of interest. More commonly, series of sample estimates
for different periods of time might be obtained from periodic surveys.
Borrowing strength from several sources or across time may have a big
impact in the performance of the estimators. An interesting extension of
the proposed estimators could use some time-dependent structure, either
on the fixed or the random part of the model, in order to take advantage

of the additional information.

e Use of auxiliary information not in the form of a composition. SPREE
type estimators seem somewhat restrictive when compared with other
estimators for small area compositions as those introduced in section 1.4
because auxiliary information not in the form of a proxy composition

cannot, in principle, be included in the estimation process. Developing

128



an extension of the MSPREE to handle other type of information would
increase considerably the range of applicability of this estimator.
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