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BOOTSTRAP-BASED ESTIMATION AND INFERENCE FOR MEASUREMENT
PRECISION UNDER ISO 5725

JUN-ICHI TAKESHITA'? KAZUHIRO MORITA?, AND TOMOMICHI SUZUKI?

ABSTRACT. The ISO 5725 series frames interlaboratory precision through repeatability, between-
laboratory, and reproducibility variances, yet practical guidance on deploying bootstrap methods within
this one-way random-effects setting remains limited. We study resampling strategies tailored to ISO
5725 data and extend a bias-correction idea to obtain simple adjusted point estimators and confidence
intervals for the variance components. Using extensive simulations that mirror realistic study sizes and
variance ratios, we evaluate accuracy, stability, and coverage, and we contrast the resampling-based
procedures with ANOVA-based estimators and common approximate intervals. The results yield a
clear division of labor: adjusted within-laboratory resampling provides accurate and stable point esti-
mation in small-to-moderate designs, whereas a two-stage strategy—resampling laboratories and then
resampling within each—paired with bias-corrected and accelerated intervals offers the most reliable
(near-nominal or conservative) confidence intervals. Performance degrades under extreme designs, such
as very small samples or dominant between-laboratory variation, clarifying when additional caution
is warranted. A case study from an ISO 5725-4 dataset illustrates how the recommended procedures
behave in practice and how they compare with ANOVA and approximate methods. We conclude with
concrete guidance for implementing resampling-based precision analysis in interlaboratory studies: use
adjusted within-laboratory resampling for point estimation, and adopt the two-stage strategy with
bias-corrected and accelerated intervals for interval estimation.

key words: ISO 5725; interlaboratory studies; variance components; bootstrap; one-way random

effects; repeatability; reproducibility

1. INTRODUCTION

The ISO 5725 series specifies how interlaboratory studies should be conducted and how their re-
sults should be analyzed, and defines the repeatability (within-laboratory), between-laboratory, and
reproducibility (the sum of the within-laboratory and between-laboratory variances) variances as key
precision measures. Recent revisions have strengthened computer-based methods for estimating these
measures; for example, restricted maximum likelihood (REML) has been incorporated into variance-
component estimation. However, despite the availability of several computer-based approaches, their
application to interlaboratory studies remains limited.

Previous studies have examined computer-based variance-component estimation and confidence-
interval construction in hierarchical or nested designs. For example, Wiley [10] investigated methods
for estimating variance components in two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) without replication.
Rostron et al. [7] proposed robust approaches for constructing confidence intervals in three-stage nested
experiments. In addition, resampling methods have been recognized as promising tools because they
do not require distributional assumptions and can accommodate a wide range of measurement data
types.

However, several important uncertainties remain unresolved. Because the structure of ISO 5725-
style interlaboratory data is essentially equivalent to a one-way ANOVA with replication, existing

computer-based methods for variance-component estimation cannot be directly applied. Existing
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methods were developed for experimental structures and objectives fundamentally different from those
considered in ISO 5725. In particular, the practical limitations and comparative performance of
resampling schemes have not been systematically evaluated for the repeatability, between-laboratory,
and reproducibility variances defined in ISO 5725. It remains unclear which resampling strategies
yield stable point estimators and reliable confidence intervals under realistic constraints such as small
sample sizes or large variance ratios. Consequently, a comprehensive investigation is needed to assess
preformance of resampling methods specifically within the ISO 5725 framework.

To address these gaps, this study conducts a systematic comparison of variance-component esti-
mators based on five resampling schemes and evaluates three resampling-based confidence-interval
procedures within the ISO 5725 framework. For point estimation, performance is assessed in terms of
bias and standard errors (SEs), whereas coverage probability (CP) is adopted as the primary crite-
rion for evaluating confidence intervals. We examine the reliability of these approaches across a wide
range of sample-size configurations and variance-ratio settings that reflect realistic interlaboratory
studies. Based on these results, we identify resampling strategies that yield stable point estimators
and reliable confidence intervals for ISO 5725 precision measures, and we provide practical guidance

for implementing computer-based variance-component estimation.

2. PRELIMINALIES

2.1. One-way random-effects model (quantitative measurements). In the ISO 5725 series,
the basic model for quantitative measured values to estimate the precision of a given measurement

method is described by the one-way random-effect model [5]:
}/ij:M‘FLi‘FEZ'j, 1=1,...,k, 7=1,...,n, (21)

where Yj; is the measured value of trial j in laboratory 4; u is a general mean (expectation); L; is the
laboratory component of variation (under repeatability conditions) in laboratory i, whose expectation
is assumed to be 0, and whose variance is the between-laboratory variance a%; and F;; is a residual

error (under repeatability conditions), whose expectation is also assumed to be 0, and whose variance
2

is the within-laboratory variance o7;. We assume that L; and E;; are independent, and that the

number of replicates is identical in all laboratories, denoted by n. Moreover, the within-laboratory

variance o2 is assumed to be identical across all laboratories and is denoted by the repeatability
variance 2. The reproducibility variance % is defined as 0% := 0% + 02. Noted that the definition
of reproducibility variance in the ISO 5725 series differs from that used in Gauge R&R studies [2];
the reproducibility variance in Gauge R&R corresponds to the between-laboratory variance 0% in ISO
5725, but the definition in the ISO 5725 series is the first to be defined.

Hereafter, the following notion is used:

k

I SSA
SSA = n;<Y - Y) L MSA = 2= (2.2)
k n
_ SSE
SSE:= " (v - V), MSE = T (2.3)
i=1 j=1

where ¥; = 3% Vij/n and Y =% Vi/k.
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Practically, the validation of a given measurement method is based on estimates of o2, 0%, and 0%2.

Unbiased estimators of the three variance components are as follows (see e.g., Searle et al. [§]):

62 =MSE, 67 = w, and 6% = 62 + 6%. (2.4)
Also, these SEs are given by

SE6H) =\ G 25)

SE(63) = % [(”02153)2 W _"i) | and (2.6)

SE(5%) - ¢ [SE@2)] " + [SBe3)] - ,m(f_ﬁm 2.7)

In particular, it is important to know whether there is no difference between laboratories, that is,
whether O'% = 0 or not. However, since the estimator of O'% is given by the difference between the
estimators of O‘% and o2 (Eq. (2.4)), it is difficult to derive a CI for the estimator of a% theoretically.

These shortcomings motivate the bootstrap and bias-correction strategies developed in Sections 3-5.

2.2. Bootstrap framework. Let Y = (Y1,...,Y},) be a random sample from an unknown distribu-

tion F'. By the Glivenko—Cantelli theorem, it is well-kwon that the empirical distribution F;,, which

assigns probability 1/n to each observation, is a consistent estimator of F' (see e.g., van der Vaart [9,

Chapter 19]). For a parameter § = 0(F) with an estimator § = 0(Y1,...,Y,) = 6(F,) from the

samples, the bootstrap approximates the sampling distribution of 0 by repeated resampling from F);:

(i) Draw M independent bootstrap samples y¥, = (Y5 - -, Ymm) (m = 1,..., M) by sampling
with replacement from y, a real value of Y.

(ii) For each sample, compute the replicate statistic éfn =0(yr,),

where and hereafter a superscript * denotes quantities computed from bootstrap resamples. Then, the

bootstrap estimates of the mean and variance of 6 are, respectively, as follows:

_ 1 M

o= —
M

. . 1 Mo N2
0, and Varps(0) = ——— > (e;;-e*) . (2.8)

m=1 m=1

Because the bias of 0 is estimated by ‘t:i;sBs =0 — é, the bias-corrected estimator and the bootstrap

SE are, respectively, yielded by
écor =20 —0* and gEBS =/ @BS- (2.9)

3. BOOTSTRAP STRATEGIES AND BIAS-CORRECTED ESTIMATORS

3.1. Five resampling schemes. This study deals with five types of resampling methods.

(1) Laboratory-level resampling (boot-i)
This approach involves resampling laboratories. For the measured value y;;, each i is resampled
with replacement while keeping j fixed. In this method, only the laboratories are resampled;
the measurement results within each laboratory remain unchanged. Following the symbols of

Wiley [10], this method is referred to as boot-i because the subscript i is the subject of resampling.
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(2) Single within-laboratory resampling (boot-js, where the subfix s indicates “single”)

In this method, for y;;, each ¢ is fixed and the replicate index j is resampled once with replace-
ment within each laboratory. This scheme corresponds to boot-j described by Wiley [10]; however,
we denote it as boot-js in this study to distinguish it from the next resampling scheme.

(3) Repeated within-laboratory resampling (boot-j,, where the subfiz r indicates “repeated”)

In this approach, for y;;, each i is fixed and each j is resampled with replacement for each time.
Resampling is restricted to within each laboratory, rather than across all measurements in the
original sample, to maintain the statistical meaning of each variance component estimate. This
study uses the abbreviation boot-j, to denote this method.

(4) Two-stage hierarchical resampling (boot-ij, )

This approach consists of two steps: (1) resampling laboratories with replacement, and (2)
resampling measurement results with replacement within each selected laboratory. This method
is identical to performing boot-i followed by boot-j,.. This study uses the abbreviation boot-ij, to
indicate this method.

(5) Double resampling (boot-ijs)

This method is an approach in which, for y;;, both 7 and j are resampled once with replacement.

This scheme corresponds to boot-ij described by Wiley [10]; however, we denote it as boot-ijs in

this study to distinguish it from the previous resampling scheme.

3.2. Applying the Wiley bias-correction formula. Wiley [10] proposed a theoretical correction
for bootstrap point estimators under a two-way random effects model without replication, whose basic

model can be written as

YZ]:M+A1+BJ+E;J, i=1,....k j=1,...,n. (31)

Here, 4 is the overall mean, 4; ~ N(0,0%) and B; ~ N (0, 0%) represent the random main effects, and
El’»j ~ N(0, 0124 p) is the residual error. All components are assumed to be independent and identically
distributed.

This model can be included the model . Indeed, A;, Bj, and Ezfj should be set L;, 0, and E;;,
respectively. By applying the results of Wiley [10, Figures 1-3], we define adjustment formulas for

boot-i, boot-js, and boot-ij,, respectively, as follows:

~ k — 2% ~ k — 4%k

072‘:ad = Lk — 10-7% ) o-%:ad = k— 10%; (32)
A n — 2% A A — 2% 1 — %

Oriad = n— 10-7% ) O%:ad = U% = O-% - n— 10-7% ; (33)
A k n — 2% A k — L% ]‘ — %

Orad =31 7= 103 » 0lad = p— (U% - 103 > : (3.4)

Here, 2* and 6%* stand for the bootstrap mean defined in (2.8 with 6 set to o2 and O’%, respectively.
Also, from the similarities of the methods, we use the adjustment formulas of boot-js (3.3)) and boot-ij,
(13.4) for boot-j, and boot-ijs, respectively. These adjustment formulas will be verified in the simulation
study.

4. CONFIDENCE INTERVAL OF VARIANCE COMPONENTS

4.1. Approximate confidence intervals. Since e;; ~ N(0,02), we have
k n o\ 2
SSE Yii—Y;
-y B v (a1
T s

i=1 j=1
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Therefore, a 100(1 — a)% confidence interval for o2 is

[ SSE SSE ]
XQQbE,Oé/27 XiEul_a/2 ’

(4.2)

where X,%,p denotes the p-th quantile of the chi-square distribution with v degrees of freedom.
Confidence intervals of the between-laboratory (0% ) and reproducibility (¢%) variances cannot be

obtained in explicit form, but several approximations are known. Regarding an approximation for

between-laboratory variance, Moriguchi’s formula [6], which is shown by Boardman [I] to fit best

among several candidates, gives the 100(1 — a)% confidence limits

) _MSA|1 MSE , (MSE\? (4.3)
O'L:M, lower — n FL MSA L MSA 5 .
MSA| 1 MSE MSE \ 2
2 e irenint I i e
e D VT <MSA> ’ 44
with
Fr (oaFL  ¢a—2
_ _ 4.
b, - ( 5 5 > , (4.5)
_Fu (9a—2 o@aFy
bu = %5 ( 2 2 ) ’ (4.6)

and F, = F(¢pa,00,a/2), Fy = F(¢a,00,1 —a/2) denoting the upper /2 and (1 — «/2) quantiles of
the F-distribution with ¢4 and co degrees of freedom.

For the reproducibility variance,

1
oh=ol+6] =+ (1 - E)MSE, (4.7)

a Satterthwaite approximation yields the interval

* A2 * 52
2 ¢*UR ) 2 *¢ UR :| ) (48)
X (9%, a/2)" x*(¢*, 1 —a/2)
where the effective degrees of freedom are
MSA + (n — 1)MSE]?
" [ (n — 1)MSE] (4.9)

" MSAZ/¢4 + (n — 1)2MSE? /o
4.2. Resampling-based confidence intervals. The paper applies three bootstrap procedures used
to construct two-sided 100(1 — «)% confidence intervals (Cls) for a parameter 6.
(a) Standard-normal (Wald-type) interval

Ivolking the central-limit theorem, (§ — 6)SE(4) ~ N(0,1) for large n. Replacing the unknown
stadard error by S/EBS yields

6 — 21_a/25Ens, 6 — 24 /QSAEBS} , (4.10)

where z, is the gth standard-normal quantile.

(b) Percentile confidence interval method (see, e.g., Efron and Tibshirani [3, Chapter 13])
Let él"]‘ denote the g-quantile of a distribution obtained by ordering the M bootstrap estimates
0%, (m=1,...,M) in ascending order. Then, the two-sided 100(1 — )% CIs given by the percentile

method are given by

[‘9?@/2)’ 01-a/2)|- (4.11)
(¢) Bias-corrected and accelerated percentile confidence interval method (BCa method) (see e.g., Efron
and Tibshirani [3, Chapter 14]))
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The upper and lower limits of 100(1 — a)% CIs based on the BCa method are given by

20 + 21-a/2 )
1 - a(ZO + Zlfoz/Z)

20 1+ 2q/2

4.12
1 —a(z0 + zq/2) ( )

Biay2) == ‘I)(Zo + > and B[1_q/9) = <I><z0 +

Here, zp and a are the bias-correction and acceleration parameters, respectively, which adjust the

location and the width and shape of the CI. These parameters can be estimated as follows:
. . M [ _\3
#{07, <0} S (0n-0)
=0 ———2 |, a= =5 | 0= 0, ]. (4.13)
M A>l< _* 2 / ].
o[z (-9

5. SIMULATION STUDY

5.1. Environmental settings. In order to validate which resampling schemes and confidence inter-
vals are suitable to estimate the precision measures, the procedure for the Monte Carlo simulation is
used in this study as described below.

First, we assume a normal distribution for the population with a general mean of ;4 = 0. For the
variance component parameters, we fixed the within-laboratory variance o2 at 1.00 and established four
scenarios with different ratios of between-laborataory variance to within-laboratory variance (0% /o2)
of 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, and 2.00. The numbers of laboratories k& and replicates n for each sample Y,
consisted of 16 combinations where k,n € {3,5,10,50}. The number of bootstrap iteratios was set to
M = 1000, and that of Monte Carlo replications was set to 1000. The confidence level was set to 95%
(significance level a@ = 0.05). Therefore, the simulation was conducted for a total of 64 conditions (4

variance ratios X 16 sample size combinations). As a non-resampling benchmark, we also computed

the ANOVA estimators (Egs. (2.4)— (2.7)) and the approximate CIs (Section [4.1)).

5.2. Results of the simulation study. The results of this simulation study are presented in the
following order: point estimation, SE, and Cls. In brief, the adjusted boot-j,. and boot-js provide the
most accurate and stable point estimates, while the adjusted boot-ij, combined with BCa delivers the

most reliable (near-nominal or conservative) Cls.

5.2.1. Point estimation. First, we evaluated the bias-corrected estimators defined in for the case
02 /o2 = 0.50. For small samples (e.g., (k,n) = (5,5)), boot-j, boot-js, boot-ij., and boot-ijs tended to
overestimate o2, whereas the boot-i yielded values closer to the true o2. For the between-laboratory
variance, all methods showed a tendency toward underestimation. This bias diminished more rapidly
as the number of replicates n increased than as number of laboratories k£ increased.

In particular, with (k,n) = (5,5) and 0% /02 = 0.5, the adjusted boot-j, and boot-js provided
G7.q ~ 1.01 and &%:adv ~ 0.50, essentially matching the true values (Table . By contrast, boot-i,
boot-ij,, and boot-ijs overestimated o2 (by about +20% to +25%) and underestimated o under the
same configuration. This advantage of boot-j, and boot-js is also observed when k or n varies with the
other fixed at 5 (Table [2) and across variance ratios with (k,n) = (5,5) (Table [3).

Next, we examined the bootstrap means in and the proposed adjusted point estimators in
(3-2)-(3.4). Three sets of comparisons were conducted: (i) k& = 5 with varying n (Table [1)), (ii)
n = 5 with varying k (Table , and (iii) (k,n) = (5,5) with varying 0% /o2 (Table . As a working
criterion, we regarded estimates as sufficiently close to the truth if they fell within +0.01 of the true
values. For k = 5, boot-i produced bootstrap means close to the true 2, whereas the other methods
tended to underestimate this variance; boot-i again showed underestimation for O’%. The other methods

overestimated O’% for small n, but the bias reversed to underestimation as n increased. Among the
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adjusted estimators, boot-j, and boot-js; most frequently delivered estimates within +0.01 of the true
values, with only a few exceptions.

Even in the relatively small configuration (k,n) = (5, 5), both boot-j, and boot-js produced estimates
very close to the true values for both 02 (62, ~ 1.01) and 0% (62, ~ 0.50). By contrast, boot-i, boot-
ijr, and boot-ijs overestimated o2 by roughly 25% and underestimated 0'% under the same setting.
Performance improved as n increased, eventually approaching that of the boot-j, estimators (e.g.,
n = 50; Table [I). In extremely small samples (e.g., (k,n) = (3,3)), the adjustment factors (such
as k/(k — 1) = 1.5) were too strong and increased estimation errors (Table [4]). Furthermore, when
the ratio U%/JE was small (Table , boot-i, boot-ij., and boot-ijs exhibited even more noticeable
underestimation of a%. Overall, boot-j, and boot-js yielded the most stable point estimates across

variations in sample size and in the ratio of the two variance components.

5.2.2. Standard error (SE). A consistent pattern was observed across methods (Tables . Relative
to the reference ANOVA SEs (Egs. 7), the within-laboratory resampling strategies (boot-j,
and boot-js) generally yielded smaller or comparable SEs, whereas the two-stage and double resampling
strategies (boot-ij, and boot-ijs) tended to yield larger SEs. The boot-i results were typically close to
the ANOVA SEs. This qualitative pattern held across changes in sample size and in the variance ratio.
Quantitatively, for o2 with (k,n) = (5,5) and 0% /o = 0.5, the ANOVA SE is 0.302, while boot-j, and
boot-js give 0.285 and 0.313, respectively; by contrast, boot-ij, and boot-ijs yield substantially larger
SEs (0.476 and 0.591) (Table [I). Similar patterns appear when varying k or n (Table [2) and across
variance ratios (Table 3]). This systematic difference in SE is reflected in the CI behavior observed in
Section [5.2.3} smaller SEs lead to narrower intervals and undercoverage, whereas larger SEs induce

more conservative coverage.

5.2.3. Confidence intervals (Cls). We primarily evaluated CI performance using the CP of 95%C1s.
When the bootstrap mean was used to construct Cls (Table[5)), cases in which CP achieved the nominal
95% level were rare, regardless of the resampling scheme. In contrast, CPs generally improved when
adjusted estimators were used (Table @, which confirms the advantage of the adjusted approach.

Using the adjusted estimators (Table @, the choice of resampling method directly affected CPs.
Methods such as boot-j, and boot-js, which tend to yield smaller SEs, produced intervals that were too
narrow and led to undercoverage (e.g., for 0% at (k,n) = (5,5) and 0% /o2 = 0.5, CP was 0.774-0.882
depending on the CI method). Conversely, boot-ij, and boot-ijs, which produce larger SEs, yielded
wider intervals and CPs at or above 95% (e.g., 0.961-0.968 for 0% under the same configuration when
paired with BCa), and indiced conservative yet reliable intervals.

Finally, Table|7|examines the impact of extreme combinations of (k,n) and a% /o2, At the minimum
sample size (k,n) = (3,3)—a setting in which even approximate methods become unstable—boot-ij,
maintained the most stable CP (around 90%). When o /o increased, CPs for 02 and % decreased
substantially; this tendency persisted even at (k,n) = (50,50), where the CP of boot-ij, reached
only about 92%-94%. The relative robustness of boot-ij, with BCa under extreme designs is also
evident in Table 7} at (k,n) = (3,3), it maintained the most stable coverage for 0% =~ 0.96), whereas
boot-j,-based methods showed marked undercoverage for o and 0% when o7 /o2 increased (see the
(k,n) = (50,50) cases with ratio 2.00).

5.2.4. Owerall conclustion for the results. For point estimation, the adjusted boot-j,. and boot-js are

preferred in small to moderate samples due to their low bias relative to the true values (Tables |[1H4)).
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For interval estimation, the adjusted boot-ij, with BCa is the safest and attained near-nominal or

conservative coverage across a broad range of designs (Tables [5H7)).

6. CASE STUDY

6.1. Real example. We applied the five resampling schemes (Section to a practical dataset from
ISO 5725-4 [4], namely the manganese content in iron ore interlaboratory study. For each scheme,
we estimated the three precision variances, o2, a%, and 0’%2 =0+ 0’%, using the same estimators
and notations as in the simulation-study section. The number of bootstrap replicates was fixed at
M = 1000, as matching our simulation study, and for each method we reported (i) the bootstrap
mean (Eq. (2.8))), (ii) the bias-corrected estimator (Eq. (2.9)), and (iii) the adjusted estimator based
on Eqgs. f . As a non-resampling benchmark, we also computed the ANOVA estimators (Egs.

24)- @D

6.2. Result of the example. Because the variance estimates in this dataset are numerically small,
all reported values in Tables |§| and [10| are scaled by 107 for readability.

Table[Q]reports point estimates for the practical dataset. For comparison, ANOVA estimates without
resampling are included. Since the true values are unknown, accuracy cannot be assessed; however,
these results are informative about the behavior of the estimators in practice. For bootstrap means,

boot-i for o2, and boot-j, and boot-js for o% are broadly consistent with ANOVA. For bias-corrected

s
estimators, the same schemes remain consistent with ANOVA. Using the adjusted formulas, boot-
jr and boot-js for all the variance components and boot-ij, for O‘% are broadly in agreement with
ANOVA, which is consistent with the results of the simulation study. Moreover, for boot-i for 0'% and
boot-j,. / boot-j for U%L., the bootstrap mean and the bias-corrected estimates are nearly identical, which
suggests that the bias is negligible in this setting. Estimated SEs follow the same ordering as in the
results of the simulation study: smaller for boot-j,/boot-j , intermediate for boot-i/ ANOVA, and larger
for boot-ij, /boot-ijs.

Table [L0] shows the 95% CIs. A notable feature is that the Moriguchi-type approximate upper limit
for U% reaches 128.30, whereas resampling-based upper limits are smaller; a similar pattern holds for
012%. Overall, results most similar to the approximate intervals are limited to boot-j, and boot-js for

o2; for other components, resampling intervals tend to be relatively tighter on the upper side.

7. DISCUSSION

This simulation study indicates that the preferred approach differs between point estimation and
CI construction. In brief, for point estimation, the adjusted boot-j, and boot-js estimators yielded the
most accurate and stable results across a broad range of scenarios, whereas for CI construction, the
adjusted boot-ij, estimator, particularly when coupled with BCa, most reliably achieved or exceeded
the nominal coverage level.

For point estimation, the dominant criteria are low bias and stability. Across small-sample settings
such as (k,n) = (5,5) and across heterogeneous conditions induced by varying the variance ratio
O'% /o2, the adjusted boot-j, and boot-j, estimators consistently produced estimates closest to the true
values. By contrast, boot-i, boot-ij,, and boot-ijs exhibited instability in extremely small samples, e.g.,
(k,n) = (3,3), where the adjustment tended to over-correct and degrade accuracy. These findings
suggest that, in the small-sample cases that frequently arise in practice, boot-j, and boot-js schemes

are preferable to boot-i, boot-ij,, and boot-ijs for point estimation.
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For CI construction, the critical requirement is that the CP meets the nominal level (95% in this
study), and CI construction therefore requires different considerations than point estimation. Methods
that excelled in point estimation (boot-j, and boot-js) tended to underestimate the SE, which produced
narrower intervals and sub-nominal coverage (undercoverage). Conversely, boot-ij, scheme tended to
slightly overestimate SE; although this inflates interval width, the resulting CPs were at or above
95% (conservative). For example, for 0% with (k,n) = (5,5) and o2 /o2 = 0.5, CIs based on adjusted
boot-j, / boot-js achieved CPs of 0.774-0.882, whereas adjusted boot-ij, with BCa attained 0.961-0.968
(Table @ In practice, undercoverage (not including the true value) is typically treated as a more
serious error than comparable over-conservatism. Accordingly, for CI construction, the adjusted boot-
ijr estimator with BCa is, in general, the safer and more reliable choice.

Regarding the real example, in point estimation, we observed consistency with ANOVA for boot-i
on o2 and boot-j,/boot-js on 012%; when the adjusted formulas were applied, this agreement extended
to boot-j,./boot-js for all variance components and to boot-ij, for 012%. This mirrors the simulation
finding that boot-j,/boot-js provide stable point estimates with relatively small SEs. The near-identity
between bootstrap means and bias-corrected estimates for certain components suggests negligible bias.
The SE ordering (boot-j,/boot-js < boot-i/ANOVA < boot-ij,/boot-ijs) also matches the simulations,
which implies that resampling-based CIs may be tighter (less conservative) than approximate ones
for some components. Indeed, the Moriguchi-type upper limits are substantially larger than those
from resampling, particularly for 0% and similarly for (7}22 in this dataset. Because the true values are
unknown, we refrain from judging accuracy; nevertheless, the example clarifies how methods behave in
practice and helps guide reporting: we recommend using boot-j, or boot-j, for stable point estimation,
and then selecting the CI method depending on whether a conservative or a tighter interval is desired.

Finally, the study explains under what conditions performance declines and the reasons for it,
and provides practical guidance for method selection. When the variance ratio 0% /o2 exceeded 1.0,
CPs tended to fall below the nominal level even for Cls based on adjusted boot-ij, with BCa, and
suggests that when the between-laboratory component dominates, bootstrap-based approaches become
less reliable. Moreover, when k and n were highly imbalanced, one large and the other small, CP
sometimes became overly conservative. These patterns highlight two practical implications. First, CI
performance depends not only on sample size but also on 0'% /o2. Second, imbalance between k and n
can degrade CP, even when the overall information is large.

In summary, we recommend adjusted boot-j, and boot-js for point estimation and adjusted boot-ij,
estimator with BCa for CI construction. Future work should address (i) procedures that maintain
nominal coverage when a% /o2 > 1.0, and (ii) designs or adjustments that mitigate the effect of severe

k—n imbalance on CI performance.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

During the preparation of this manuscript, the authors used Grammarly (version 1.134.1.0) and
Microsoft 365 Copilot to assist with English grammar, style, and IWTEX formatting. The authors

reviewed and edited the manuscript and take full responsibility for the content.



10

1]

2]

[5]

[6]

[9]

[10]

J. TAKESHITA, K. MORITA, AND T. SUZUKI

REFERENCES

T. J. BOARDMAN, Confidence intervals for variance components — a comparative monte carlo study, Biometrics, 30
(1974), pp. 251-262.

R. K. Burpick, C. M. BORROR, AND D. C. MONTGOMERY, Design and Analysis of Gauge RER Studies: Making
Decisions with Confidence Intervals in Random and Mized ANOVA Models, ASA-SIAM Series on Statistics and
Applied Probability, Society for Industrial Applied Mathematics ; American Statistical Association, Philadelphia,
Pa. : Alexandria, Va, 2005.

B. EFRON AND R. TIBSHIRANI, An Introduction to the Bootstrap, Chapman and Hall/CRC, NY, 1st ed., 1994.
ISO, ISO 5725-4:2025 Accuracy (trueness and precision) of measurement methods and results — Part 4: Basic
methods for the determination of the trueness of a standard measurement method, 2020.

———, ISO 5725-2:2025 Accuracy (trueness and precision) of measurement methods and results — Part 2: Basic
method for the determination of repeatability and reproducibility of a standard measurement method, 2025.

S. MoricuTl, Confidence limits for a variance component, Reports of Statistical Applications in Research, JUSE,
3 (1954), pp. 7-19.

P. D. RosTrON, T. FEARN, AND M. H. RAMSEY, Confidence intervals for robust estimates of measurement uncer-
tainty, Accreditation and Quality Assurance, 25 (2020), pp. 107-119.

S. R. SEARLE, G. CASELLA, AND C. E. McCuLLOCH, Variance components, Wiley series in probability and math-
ematical statistics, Wiley-Interscience, Hoboken, NJ, 2006.

A. W. VAART, Asymptotic statistics, no. 3 in Cambridge series on statistical and probabilistic mathematics, Cam-
bridge University Press, Cambridge, first paperback edition, 8th printing ed., 2007.

E. W. WILEY, Bootstrap strategies for variance component estimation: Theoretical and empirical results, June 2001.



11

BOOTSTRAP-BASED ESTIMATION AND INFERENCE FOR MEASUREMENT PRECISION UNDER ISO 5725

GLE0 0SL°'T 0c¢€0 L6770 6L1°0 €G¢'T | 00€°0 007'T 99¢0 8170 710 ¢86°0 *(1-3009
ave 0 ovL'T c0€0 6870 6710 16C'T | 92270 ¢6E'T  T¥C0 1170 LTT°0 186°0 “l1-100q
6210 ¢SV'T  G60°0 g8¥°0 880°0 8660 | 6¢1°0 ¢8¥V'T 7600 G0s0 280°0 8L6°0 (-100q
0€1°0 967°'T 9600 L6770 680°0 866°0 | 0ET°0 967'T G600 LTG0 28070 8L6°0 “(-300q
9¢T°0 SvL T 1200 G00'0— BET0 0624°T | 60T°0 96¢'T L10°0 ¥00'0— OIT°0 007'T [-300q
61¢°0 667'T 66¢°0 66770 060°0 T100°T | VAONV 09§ ¢
0,60 889'T 970 TE€V°0 207°0 LGC°T | 967°0 06T €9¢0 Svy0 €6¢°0 G06°0 *(1-100q
¥2s0 IvL'T ¢eV0 6,70 9¢¢°0 ¢9¢'T | 617°0 ¢6E'T  Cre0 7870 cre 0 806°0 “L1-100q
1.C°0 ¢8¥'T  ¢ec’0 6870 661°0 ¥66°0 | TLZO ¢87'T  8¢c0 8860 6L1°0 ¥768°0 *[-009
8L¢0 €0G6'T €€¢°0 €060 96170 666°0 | 8L2°0 €0S'T 0€¢0 €090 LLT°0 668°0 *(-300q
107°0 qeL' T 9¢€0 VL0 61¢°0 09¢'T | 1¢€°0 88¢'T T9¢0 6,€°0 GLT0 800°T 1-3009
207°0 967'T  ¥¥E0 €670 202°0 €00'T | VAONV 0T ¢
9120 169°'T T.9°0 6070 16G°0 I¥¢'T | €L9°0 02T 7090 9250 8LE°0 6.0 “(1-100q
0790 €89'T 18S90 LVV0 9.7°0 9€¢’T | ¢1G°0 IweT TIPO0 Gea'o G0€0 16.°0 “L1-p00q
96¢°0 €I1G'T 88E0 ¢c0%°0 €1¢°0 TT0°'T | 99€°0 CIG'T 09€0 0.0 162¢°0 608°0 *[-009
0L£°0 €IS’ T €9¢°0 G0g0 g8¢'0 800°T | 0LE°0 €IG'T G¥€0 20L°0 8¢¢0 908°0 “l-300q
LL7°0 00L°T 88€0 7870 ¢1e0 97¢’T | 18¢°0 09¢'T TI€0 €9¢°0 67¢ 0 L66°0 1-100q
1670 667'T <CI¥0 6670 c0g0 000'T | VAONYV ¢ ¢
Ggc8'0 €6G°T G00'T 87¢°0 688°0 Sve'T | 099°0 v.¢'T ¢lL90 019°0 V.Lv0 ¥99°0 “(1-300q
€92°0 €L9°T Gg80 cero G990 Ivc'T | 019°0 66¢°'T €890 22970 gge o ¢99°0 “[1-300q
107°0 8T4G'T 0€9°0 706°0 1€6°0 ¥10°T | T07°0 8TG'T G090 ¢80 ¥6€°0 929°0 (-100q
AR 067'T 6250 670 ¢c0v°0 866°0 | LTV°0 067'T 9G7°0 Ggz80 89¢°0 G99°0 “{-300q
96¢°0 T169'T QLV°0 96¢°0 ver 0 ¥6¢'T | S¥VP°0 1¢e'T  ¢8¢'0 LTE0 LvE0 ¥00°T 1-100q
6950 €0S'T V190 L67°0 117°0 900'T | VAONY ¢ 9
091 06°0 00T | onfea omdf,
(iojas e (Mlo)as " (io)as Vo | (Vho)as Vo (PR)as Ot (Vi)as (0 u

“u Surdrea yum GO0 = 70/ wb puR ¢ = ¥ I0J SIOLID PIRPURIS IO} pur ‘siojewurise jutod pajsnlpe ‘surowr deijsjooq T ATV ],



J. TAKESHITA, K. MORITA, AND T. SUZUKI

12

Gce0 TTG'T 0920 167°0 0€¢°0 610°T | 0¢c0 I8V'T  T€C0 189°0 08T0 66L°0 | °l1-700q
961°0 €C8'T 6410 ¢09°0 8ET0 1¢0°T | €61°0 ¢67'T  0LT°0 ¢69°0 80T°0 008°0 | “l2-p00q
20T°0 067'T 061°0 ¢67'0 1810 866°0 | L0T°0 067'T ¢91°0 ¢69°0 G¥1°0 86.°0 *(-100q
€Iro ¥6v'1T 0110 967°0 760°0 666°0 | €TT0 v6v'T 7010 969°0 G100 66.°0 *-100q
6S1°0 91¢'T 8ET0 7670 66070 ¢c0'T | GST°0 G87'T  GET0 ¥87°0 L6070 100°T 1-300q
091°0 667'T 0710 8670 00T°0 000'T | VAONV & 0¢
967°0 09¢'T 6470 9¥77'0 8I¥°0 VIT'T | 9970 yOovr'T G070 ¢09°0 T0€°0 g08'0 | “lr-p00q
8ET°0 6.8°T G6€°0 697°0 1¢€0 TTT°T | ¥6€°0 1ev'T  ¢ve0 ¢c9'0 1€2°0 008°0 | 17009
9¢¢’0 ¢8V'T ¥8¢0 ¢67°0 8¥C0 0660 | 9€2°0 ¢8V'T 9620 069°0 86T°0 ¢6L°0 *l-300q
€6¢0 687'T 8¥¢'0 0060 €0¢0 686°0 | €6¢°0 687'T GE€C0 8690 €9T°0 16,70 *-100q
8€€0 88¢'T 98¢0 G.7°'0 0¢c0 EIT'T | G0€°0 6¢v'T  LSC0 8¢r'0 8610 00T 1-300q
0s€°0 16¥'T 00€°0 ¥67°'0 8120 1660 | VAONV ¢ 0T
9120 199'T 1290 607°'0 1690 we'T | €L9°0 0ce'T 7090 9¢G'0 8L€°0 v6L'0 | 17009
079°0 €89°'T 1890 LvV'0 9.7°0 9€C’'T | ¢19°0 IeT VIO Gag'0 g0g0 16L°0 | “l1-100q
96¢0 €IS T 88E0 ¢09°0 €1€0 TT0°T | 99€°0 €IS T 09€°0 ¥0L°0 190 608°0 *[-1009
0L€°0 €IS T €9¢°0 G060 98¢0 800°T | 0L€°0 €IS’ T G7E0 L0L°0 8¢c'0 9080 “[-100q
LL7°0 00L°T 88€0 ver'0 ¢1€0 9¥¢’T | 18€°0 09¢€'T TI€0 €9¢°0 6¥¢0 L66°0 1-300q
167°0 6671 <¢Iv'0 667°0 <0€0 000T | VAONV & &
610°T 8I8'T 6260 0G€°0 T1¢80 897'T | 61970 ¢I¢’T 0890 6¢7°0 SEVO €8L°0 | °l1-900q
¥€6°0 €88'T G780 8170 L1970 G971 | 6290 GGc'T  LES0 Y70 T9€°0 18L°0 | “l1-p00q
L97°0 G0S'T 1870 L67°0 TLEO 600°T | L97°0 G0G'T ¢S7'0 6690 L6¢0 L08°0 *[-300q
§67°0 GIS'T 1670 ¢06°0 89€0 €10°T | G670 GIG'T 897°0 G0L°0 98¢0 0180 *[-100q
679°0 G68°T 8670 GLE0 GCv0 0cS'T | €€7°0 €9¢'T ¢E€0 06¢°0 ¥8¢0 €101 1-300q9
290 009'T <190 ¢09°0 LL6°0 8660 | VAONV ¢ €
0G'T1 0S¢0 00°T | on[eA STLLT,

("o)as Mo

("Fo)us PTEo

("ioas "a

"y Surdres ypm GO0 = 0/ mb pue ¢ = U I0J SIOLIS pIepueRls IRY] pue ‘siojewr)se jurod pejsnlpe ‘sueowr deijsjooq ‘g 414V,



13

BOOTSTRAP-BASED ESTIMATION AND INFERENCE FOR MEASUREMENT PRECISION UNDER ISO 5725

8061 6L1°¢ 167’1 9¢6'T 7690 Vac'1T | L0C'T €rec VLTI vL T 08€°0 ¢08°0 *[1-00q
Jr4A! 961°€ ¢6¢'T €96'T 8970 GEC'T | LET'T 966'¢c €0T'T 89L°T 66¢°0 68L°0 | “l1-j00q
0960 GT0'€ 18S°0 €00¢c VIE0 ¢TI0'T | 0960 GT0'€ 1990 90¢'¢ 19¢°0 018°0 *[-100q
0850 ¥66°'Cc  LLG0 €66'T €8¢°0 TO0'T | 0860 ¥66'¢c 9990 V61'¢c LCc'0 108°0 “[-100q
c0g'T EVIe 6911 906'T ¢I€0 LECT | T96°0 GIgc Lc60 Gcg'T 67c0 686°0 1-300q
€0¢'T 066'¢c 89C'T ¢66°'T  T0€°0 1660 | VAONV 00
€960 GET'¢ 6260 168°0  009°0 Ve T | TLL0 80LT LTIL0 ¢I6'0 ¥8¢°0 96L°0 | °l1-p00q
9880 691°¢ 6€8°0 ¥c6'0 LLVO §¥¢'T | 6040 GEL'T 9990 8¢6°'0 G0¢0 L6L°0 | 17009
9¢v°0 ¢86'T ¢S50 I76°0 TI€0 ¢IO0'T | 9€7°0 ¢S6'T  0€V0 EVT'T 67C0 6080 *[-300q
8€1°0 L86°T 9€7°0 696°0 18¢°0 866°0 | 8E€V0 LG6°T 0cv0 8GT'T G¢c0 86.°0 *(-100q
0¢L0 ¢L1T'e 0890 8¢6'0 ¢I€0 €E€C'T | 92670 LEL'T 0290 164°0 0%¢°0 186°0 1-300q
€VL°0 9.6'T 9890 186°0 00€°0 G66'0 | VAONV 00T
9120 199°'T 1,90 607°'0 1690 I7¢'T | €L9°0 0ce'T 7090 9¢G'0 8LE0 ¥6L°0 | °l1-700q
0790 €89'T 18S90 V70 9L7°0 9€¢’T | ¢1S°0 IeT VIO Gag'0 <0g0 16L°0 “l1-100q
9¢€0 €19T 88E0 ¢09°0 €1€0 TTO'T | 96€°0 €1GT 09€°0 y0L0 1620 608°0 *[-300q
0L€°0 €IS T €9¢°0 G0S'0 98¢0 800°T | 02£°0 €IG'T SG7E0 L0L°0 8¢c'0 908°0 “[-100q
LLV0 00L°T 88€0 ¥ar'0 ¢1€0 9¥¢’T | 18€°0 09€'T TI€0 €9¢°'0 6720 1660 1-300q
167°0 667’1 <¢Iv'0 667'0 <¢0€0 000'T | VAONV 0S°0
964°0 VIv'T 0790 I6T°0 €090 €9C'T | LLV0 IET'T T16€°0 €20 98¢0 8080 *[1-00q
Gca0 9¢v'T ¥S1°0 G61°0 G8¥°0 19¢'T | 0¢7°0 99T°T  LEEO 8GE0 TI€0 2080 “l1-300q
G0€°0 06c'T 9€€°0 €v¢’0 ¢1€0 900°T | G0€°0 0S¢'T G0€0 §¥7'0 6¥¢0 G080 *[-700q
LT1€°0 65¢'T TI€0 92’0 L8c0 ¥00°T | LT€0 69¢'T 68C°0 GG7'0  6¢¢0 €08°0 “[-100q
8L€°0 ¥l v6e0 ¢0¢’0 Tce0 ¢re'T | 2060 GGT'T €020 ¢IT'0 LG20 €660 1-1009
€L€°0 GGe'T ¢Le0 6¥¢’0 €0€°0 900'T | VAONV gco
't Gc'0 00°T | onpeA onuf,
("do)ms Mo (Mlojas Mo (Mojas Mo | (Ve)as Ve (Vie)us Ol (Vie)as Ui to/10

20/ To Sutdrea yym (g‘g) = (¥ ‘u) 10y sI0110 prepue)s IPY) pue ‘siojeuryse jutod pejsnlpe ‘sueowr deijsjooq ‘¢ A1V,



J. TAKESHITA, K. MORITA, AND T. SUZUKI

14

7070 720’ 0070 €007 0900 120°'T | 96€°0 €96'C  T6E0 €86'T ST00 186°0 | *(1-000q
6€°0 800°¢  €£6£0 986'T  TF0'0 0T | L8E0 LV6'C  G8€°0 996'T  6£0°0 1860 | “{1-j00q
£90°0 €66'C LS00 €66'T 8200 000'T | £90°0 €66'C 1500 €107 8200 086'0 | *(-#00q
€900 866'C LS00 866'T 8200 000'T | £90°0 866'C 1500 8T0'C 8200 086'0 | (-p00q
96€°0 T€0°E  G6E0 1102 6200 120°T | 88€°0 1L6'C LSE0 0L6'T 8200 0007 |  #00q
0070 L66'C  66€°0 966'T 6200 1007 | VAONV ~ 00G 09 06
LL0°0 992'T 0900 9¥z’0 0500 020°'T | 9200 ¢T 6500 192°0 8700 086°0 | °(1-1009
6900 692'T 9500 6720 TV00 020'T | 890°0 PPET  GG0°0 792°0  6£0°0 086'0 | “L1-009
7€0°0 6VC'T 1200 0S2°0 8200 666°0 | 7£0°0 6VC'T 1200 0L2°0 8200 6L6°0 | l-p00q
700 1661 1200 1620 8200 000'T | 7£0°0 1661 1200 1L2°0 8200 086°0 | “L-p00q
090°0 0L8T 2S00 0S2°0 6200 020°'T | 650°0 SFCT TG00 GFC'0 8200 000'T | 4009
0900 6VC'T €500 6720 6200 0007 | VAONV  S20 0S¢ 09
92T'T €CT'E GLET LILT  6LTT 90G'T | €871 6VT'C SLV'T 6LV'T $250 699'0 | “L1-p009
681°C €68°¢  99TC 988'T 1960 L0G°T | 6S7T 29T SEVT 265 T FTV0 0L9°0 | “{1-9009
1780 €50°¢ G660 90T 9550 L1670 | LF80 €50°¢  F06'0 20vT TLE0 169°0 | “-j009
7280 846 FL60 8L6'T  8ST0 086°0 | 7280 856 8060 G0€T  GTE0 £69°0 | “f-p00q
LVLT 80€'€ 7891 GZ8'T €950 PSVT | GOT'T 902C TCT'T 91z'T 69£°0 686°0 | 009
oL €00°€  989'T ¥10C V670 6860 | VAONV 00T €& €
£76°0 SPFT 8OT'T LE0°0— OLT'T 8T | 829°0 €96'0 9190 G060 0290 659°0 | “L1-009
988°0 6VST  G00'T 0S0°0  ¥€6°0 6671 | T650 €e0'T TS0 99€°0 STF0 999'0 | “{1-1009
070 PGTT 1290 1820 6750 L96°0 | 0470 PSTT  6VG0 019'0 99€°0 G0 | L1009
€090 98C'T FF90 V.20 €090 10T | €090 98T  09G°0 119°0 GEE0 GL9°0 | (009
7090 GEGT  €LV0 9200  L¥S0 6571 | €070 €20'T  9T€°0 1600 F9€0 TL6'0 | 17100
9FC0 0Ve'T GLY0 1620 G670 6860 | VAONV  S¢0 € ¢
6’1 az'0 00'T | onyea onag,
(e "o (Tieas e (Mpe)as "o | (Tde)as O (Vf)as O (VfeJas Ui o/to 3

.Mb / wb pue ‘Y ‘U JO SON[RA QUWIDIJXS IOPUN SIOLID PIRPURIS 1Y) pur ‘siojeunrise jutod pajsnlpe ‘sueswr derjsjooqg “§ @14V,



BOOTSTRAP-BASED ESTIMATION AND INFERENCE FOR MEASUREMENT PRECISION UNDER ISO 5725 15
TABLE 5. Lower limits, upper limits, interval ranges, and coverage probabilities of
confidence intervals constructed using the standard normal (N), percentile (P), and
BCa (B) methods based on the bootstrap means, for (n, k) = (5,5) and 0% /o2 = 0.05.

77 L) TR
Estimator CI Method | Lower Upper Range CP Lower Upper Range CP | Lower Upper Range CP
Approxi. — 0.585 2.086 1.500 0.952 | —0.028 5.571  5.599 0.952 | 0.800  3.993  3.193 0.950
boot-i N 0.508 1.486 0.978 0.802 | —0.246 0.972 1.217 0.676 | 0.613 2.107 1.494 0.753
boot-jr 0.358 1.254 0.895 0.714 | 0.031 1.382 1.351 0.848 | 0.788 2237  1.449 0.774
boot-js 0.317 1.301 0.983 0.761 | —0.001  1.409 1.410 0.859 | 0.815 2.211 1.396 0.760
boot-ijy 0.193 1.388 1.195 0.793 | —0.315  1.426 1.741 0.939 | 0.343  2.349  2.006 0.856
boot-ijs 0.053 1.536 1483 0.874 | —0.462 1.514 1.976 0.951 | 0.197 2443 2.246 0.872
boot-i P 0.552  1.504 0.951 0.796 | —0.179  0.951 1.131 0.665 | 0.649 2.072 1.423 0.744
boot-jr 0.373 1.244 0.871 0.707 | 0.173 1.493 1.320 0.827 | 0.855 2.287 1.432 0.774
boot-js 0.296 1.219 0.923 0.697 | 0.212 1.558 1.345 0.807 | 0.877 2.241 1.365 0.755
boot-ijy 0.294 1.458 1.164 0.821 | —0.099 1.556 1.656 0.971 | 0.504 2.439  1.935 0.880
boot-ijs 0.169 1.619 1.450 0.894 | —0.173 1.716 1.889 0.982 | 0.385 2.578 2.193 0.891
boot-i B 0.569 1.567 0.998 0.806 | —0.182  0.947 1.1290 0.666 | 0.642 2.075 1.434 0.744
boot-j 0.388 1.272 0.884 0.720 | 0.244 1755 1.512 0.797 | 0.913  2.404 1.491 0.795
boot-js 0.269 1.220 0.951 0.694 | 0.278 1.980 1.702 0.776 | 0.921  2.346  1.424 0.748
boot-ijy 0.338  1.615 1.277 0.855 | —0.037 1.870 1.906 0.987 | 0.576  2.650  2.075 0.909
boot-ijs 0.218 1.848 1.630 0.907 | —0.089  2.312 2401 0.994 | 0.465 2.886 2.421 0.913
TABLE 6. Lower limits, upper limits, interval ranges, and coverage probabilities of con-
fidence intervals constructed using the standard normal, percentile, and BCa methods
based on the adjusted formula, for (n,k) = (5,5) and o2 /o2 = 0.05.
T2 ad 07 cad 0 Riad
Estimator CI method | Lower Upper Range CP Lower Upper Range CP | Lower Upper Range CP
Approxi. — 0.585 2.086 1.500 0.952 | —0.028 5.571  5.599 0.952 | 0.800 3.993  3.193 0.950
boot-i N 0.635 1.857 1.222 0.819 | —0.307 1.215 1.522 0.733 | 0.766 2.634 1.868 0.871
boot-ji 0.448 1.567 1.119 0.882 | —0.206 1.217 1.423 0.814 | 0.788 2.237 1.449 0.774
boot-js 0.397 1.626 1229 0.896 | —0.258 1.262 1.520 0.849 | 0.815 2.211  1.396 0.760
boot-ijy 0.302 2.169 1.867 0.976 | —0.692 1.586 2.278 0.930 | 0.429 2.936 2507 0.957
boot-ijs 0.083 2400 2317 0.990 | —0.906 1.725 2.631 0.955 | 0.247 3.054 2.808 0.952
boot-i P 0.690 1.879 1.189 0.798 | —0.224 1189  1.413 0.726 | 0.812 2.590 1.778 0.875
boot-jr 0.466  1.555 1.089 0.876 | —0.064 1.329 1.393 0.847 | 0.855 2.287 1.432 0.774
boot-js 0.369 1.524 1.154 0.863 | —0.027 1.420 1.447 0.854 | 0.877 2.241  1.365 0.755
boot-ijy 0.460 2.278 1.818 0.970 | —0.472 1733  2.205 0.961 | 0.631 3.049 2.419 0.963
boot-ijs 0.263  2.529 2266 0.989 | —0.617 1.960 2.577 0.982 | 0.481  3.222 2742 0.967
boot-i B 0.712 1959 1248 0.789 | —0.228 1.184 1.411 0.726 | 0.802 2.594 1.792 0.867
boot-jr 0.485 1.590 1.105 0.881 | 0.014 1.599 1.585 0.853 | 0.913 2404 1.491 0.795
boot-js 0.337 1.525 1.188 0.861 | 0.045 1.875 1.829 0.861 | 0.921 2.346 1.424 0.748
boot-ijy 0.528 2.524 1.996 0.963 | —0.368 2.097 2.465 0.973 | 0.719 3.313  2.593 0.961
boot-ijs 0.340 2.887 2547 0.991 | —0.463 2.651 3.114 0.986 | 0.581 3.608 3.027 0.968
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TABLE 8. Interlaboratory study results for manganese content in iron ore (ISO 5725-4)

Replicate
Laboratory 1 2 3 4
0.0249 | 0.0259 | 0.0249 | 0.0246
0.0316 | 0.0313 | 0.0308 | 0.0315
0.0222 | 0.0224 | 0.0271 | 0.0273
0.0271 | 0.0290 | 0.0288 | 0.0276
0.0271 | 0.0271 | 0.0271 | 0.0271
0.0244 | 0.0267 | 0.0251 | 0.0252
0.0269 | 0.0283 | 0.0270 | 0.0260
0.0272 | 0.0263 | 0.0279 | 0.0265
0.0268 | 0.0272 | 0.0274 | 0.0275
0.0293 | 0.0304 | 0.0292 | 0.0301
0.0311 | 0.0306 | 0.0304 | 0.0294
0.0259 | 0.0263 | 0.0250 | 0.0257

© 00 N O O = W N
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TABLE 9. Point estimates for the practical example (unit: 1077 %2).

From top to

bottom: bootstrap mean, bootstrap bias-corrected estimator, and adjusted estima-

tor. Values are scaled by 1077. “cor” denotes the bootstrap bias-corrected estimator;

“ad” denotes the adjusted estimator based on the bias-adjustment formulas. For the

bias-corrected block, the SE equals that of the corresponding bootstrap mean and is

therefore omitted.

%) SAE(&f:(o) 1) @(&i:u) TR STE(‘A’?%M)
ANOVA 10.77 247 | 42.73 17.83 | 53.51 17.91
Bootstrap mean c}f:(‘) S/I\E(&f:(,)) &i:(.) S/E(&i:(,)) 5’12%:(,) S/E(&]%b:(_))
boot-i 10.77 5.96 | 39.18 13.41 | 49.94 14.82
boot-j, 8.04 2.24 | 45.62 7.16 | 53.66 6.68
boot-js 8.16 2.36 | 45.57 6.86 | 53.73 6.68
boot-ij, 8.12 5.22 | 40.85 15.57 | 48.96 16.45
boot-ij 8.06 5.69 | 41.83 15.93 | 49.89 17.18
Bias-corrected estimator | 62, 62 or 6% or
boot-i 10.78 46.29 57.07
boot-j, 13.50 39.85 53.35
boot-js 13.38 39.90 53.28
boot-ij, 13.43 44.62 58.05
boot-ijs 13.49 43.64 57.12
Adjusted estimator 6200 SE(62%u4) | 0%ua SE(6%aa) | 0%aa  SE(6%a)
boot-i 11.75 6.50 | 42.74 14.63 | 54.48 16.17
boot-j, 10.72 2.98 | 42.93 7.47 | 53.66 6.68
boot-js 10.88 3.15 | 42.85 7.09 | 53.73 6.68
boot-ij, 11.81 7.59 | 41.61 17.08 | 53.42 17.95
boot-ijs 11.73 8.28 | 42.70 17.41 | 54.43 18.74
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APPENDIX A. DERIVATION OF THE ADJUSTMENT FORMULAS FOR BOOTSTRAP SCHEMES
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