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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]:

Yij = µ+ Li + Eij , i = 1, . . . , k, j = 1, . . . , n, (2.1)

where Yij is the measured value of trial j in laboratory i; µ is a general mean (expectation); Li 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 σ2
L; and Eij is a residual

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

is the within-laboratory variance σ2
ri. We assume that Li and Eij are independent, and that the

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

variance σ2
ri is assumed to be identical across all laboratories and is denoted by the repeatability

variance σ2
r . The reproducibility variance σ2

R is defined as σ2
R := σ2

L + σ2
r . 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 σ2
L in ISO

5725, but the definition in the ISO 5725 series is the first to be defined.

Hereafter, the following notion is used:

SSA := n

k∑
i=1

(
Ȳi − ¯̄Y

)2
, MSA =

SSA

k − 1
(2.2)

SSE :=
k∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

(
Yij − Ȳi

)2
, MSE =

SSE

k(n− 1)
, (2.3)

where Ȳi =
∑n

j=1 Yij/n and ¯̄Y =
∑k

i=1 Ȳi/k.
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Practically, the validation of a given measurement method is based on estimates of σ2
r , σ

2
L, and σ2

R.

Unbiased estimators of the three variance components are as follows (see e.g., Searle et al. [8]):

σ̂2
r = MSE, σ̂2

L =
MSA−MSE

n
, and σ̂2

R = σ̂2
r + σ̂2

L. (2.4)

Also, these SEs are given by

ŜE(σ̂2
r ) =

√
2σ̂4

r

(k(n− 1) + 2
, (2.5)

ŜE(σ̂2
L) =

√√√√ 2

n2

[(
nσ2

L + σ2
r

)2
k + 1

+
σ4
r

k(n− 1) + 2

]
, and (2.6)

ŜE(σ̂2
R) =

√[
ŜE(σ̂2

r )
]2

+
[
ŜE(σ̂2

L)
]2

− 2σ4
r

kn(n− 1) + 2
. (2.7)

In particular, it is important to know whether there is no difference between laboratories, that is,

whether σ2
L = 0 or not. However, since the estimator of σ2

L is given by the difference between the

estimators of σ2
R and σ2

r (Eq. (2.4)), it is difficult to derive a CI for the estimator of σ2
L theoretically.

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

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

tion F . By the Glivenko–Cantelli theorem, it is well-kwon that the empirical distribution Fn, 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 θ = θ(F ) with an estimator θ̂ = θ(Y1, . . . , Yn) = θ(Fn) from the

samples, the bootstrap approximates the sampling distribution of θ̂ by repeated resampling from Fn:

(i) Draw M independent bootstrap samples y∗m = (y∗1m, . . . , y∗nm) (m = 1, . . . ,M) by sampling

with replacement from y, a real value of Y .

(ii) For each sample, compute the replicate statistic θ̂∗m = θ(y∗m),

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

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

θ̄∗ =
1

M

M∑
m=1

θ̂∗m and V̂arBS(θ̂) =
1

M − 1

M∑
m=1

(
θ̂∗m − θ̄∗

)2
. (2.8)

Because the bias of θ̂ is estimated by b̂iasBS = θ̄∗ − θ̂, the bias-corrected estimator and the bootstrap

SE are, respectively, yielded by

θ̂cor = 2θ̂ − θ̄∗ and ŜEBS =

√
V̂arBS. (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 yij , 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 yij , each i 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-jr, where the subfix r indicates “repeated”)

In this approach, for yij , 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-jr to denote this method.

(4) Two-stage hierarchical resampling (boot-ijr)

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-jr. This study uses the abbreviation boot-ijr to

indicate this method.

(5) Double resampling (boot-ijs)

This method is an approach in which, for yij , both i 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

Yij = µ+Ai +Bj + E′
ij , i = 1, . . . , k, j = 1, . . . , n. (3.1)

Here, µ is the overall mean, Ai ∼ N(0, σ2
A) and Bj ∼ N(0, σ2

B) represent the random main effects, and

E′
ij ∼ N(0, σ2

AB) is the residual error. All components are assumed to be independent and identically

distributed.

This model can be included the model (2.1). Indeed, Ai, Bj , and E′
ij should be set Li, 0, and Eij ,

respectively. By applying the results of Wiley [10, Figures 1–3], we define adjustment formulas for

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

σ̂2
r:ad =

k

k − 1
σ̄2∗
r , σ̂2

L:ad =
k

k − 1
σ̄2∗
L ; (3.2)

σ̂2
r:ad =

n

n− 1
σ̄2∗
r , σ̂2

L:ad := σ̂2
L = σ̄2∗

L − 1

n− 1
σ̄2∗
r ; (3.3)

σ̂2
r:ad =

k

k − 1
· n

n− 1
σ̄2∗
r , σ̂2

L:ad :=
k

k − 1

(
σ̄2∗
L − 1

n− 1
σ̄2∗
r

)
. (3.4)

Here, σ̄2∗
r and σ̄2∗

L stand for the bootstrap mean defined in (2.8) with θ set to σ2
r and σ2

L, respectively.

Also, from the similarities of the methods, we use the adjustment formulas of boot-js (3.3) and boot-ijr

(3.4) for boot-jr 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 eij ∼ N(0, σ2
r ), we have

SSE

σ2
r

=
k∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

(
Yij − Ȳi

)2
σ2
r

∼ χ2(ϕE). (4.1)
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Therefore, a 100(1− α)% confidence interval for σ2
r is[

SSE

χ2
ϕE , α/2

,
SSE

χ2
ϕE , 1−α/2

]
, (4.2)

where χ2
ν,p denotes the p-th quantile of the chi-square distribution with ν degrees of freedom.

Confidence intervals of the between-laboratory (σ2
L) and reproducibility (σ2

R) 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 [1] to fit best

among several candidates, gives the 100(1− α)% confidence limits

σ2
L:M, lower =

MSA

n

[
1

FL
− MSE

MSA
− bL

(
MSE

MSA

)2
]
, (4.3)

σ2
L:M,upper =

MSA

n

[
1

FU
− MSE

MSA
+ bU

(
MSE

MSA

)2
]
, (4.4)

with

bL =
FL

ϕE

(
ϕAFL

2
− ϕA − 2

2

)
, (4.5)

bU =
FU

ϕE

(
ϕA − 2

2
− ϕAFU

2

)
, (4.6)

and FL = F (ϕA,∞, α/2), FU = F (ϕA,∞, 1−α/2) denoting the upper α/2 and (1−α/2) quantiles of

the F -distribution with ϕA and ∞ degrees of freedom.

For the reproducibility variance,

σ̂2
R = σ̂2

r + σ̂2
L =

MSA

n
+
(
1− 1

n

)
MSE, (4.7)

a Satterthwaite approximation yields the interval[
ϕ∗σ̂2

R

χ2(ϕ∗, α/2)
,

ϕ∗σ̂2
R

χ2(ϕ∗, 1− α/2)

]
, (4.8)

where the effective degrees of freedom are

ϕ∗ =

[
MSA+ (n− 1)MSE

]2
MSA2/ϕA + (n− 1)2MSE2/ϕE

. (4.9)

4.2. Resampling-based confidence intervals. The paper applies three bootstrap procedures used

to construct two-sided 100(1− α)% confidence intervals (CIs) for a parameter θ.

(a) Standard-normal (Wald-type) interval

Ivolking the central-limit theorem, (θ̂ − θ)SE(θ̂) ∼ N(0, 1) for large n. Replacing the unknown

stadard error by ŜEBS yields [
θ̂ − z1−α/2ŜEBS, θ̂ − zα/2ŜEBS

]
, (4.10)

where zq is the qth standard-normal quantile.

(b) Percentile confidence interval method (see, e.g., Efron and Tibshirani [3, Chapter 13])

Let θ̂∗q denote the q-quantile of a distribution obtained by ordering the M bootstrap estimates

θ̂∗m (m = 1, . . . ,M) in ascending order. Then, the two-sided 100(1− α)% CIs given by the percentile

method are given by [
θ̂∗(α/2), θ̂

∗
(1−α/2)

]
. (4.11)

(c) Bias-corrected and accelerated percentile confidence interval method (BCa method) (see e.g., Efron

and Tibshirani [3, Chapter 14]))



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

The upper and lower limits of 100(1− α)% CIs based on the BCa method are given by

β[α/2] := Φ

(
z0 +

z0 + zα/2

1− a(z0 + zα/2)

)
and β[1−α/2] := Φ

(
z0 +

z0 + z1−α/2

1− a(z0 + z1−α/2)

)
. (4.12)

Here, z0 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:

ẑ0 = Φ−1

#
{
θ̂∗m ≤ θ̂

}
M

, â =

∑M
m=1

(
θ̂∗m − θ̄∗

)3
6

[∑M
m=1

(
θ̂∗j − θ̄∗

)2]3/2
(
θ̄∗ :=

1

M

M∑
m=1

θ̂∗m

)
. (4.13)

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 µ = 0. For the

variance component parameters, we fixed the within-laboratory variance σ2
r at 1.00 and established four

scenarios with different ratios of between-laborataory variance to within-laboratory variance (σ2
L/σ

2
r )

of 0.25, 0.50, 1.00, and 2.00. The numbers of laboratories k and replicates n for each sample Ym

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 α = 0.05). Therefore, the simulation was conducted for a total of 64 conditions (4

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

the ANOVA estimators (Eqs. (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 CIs. In brief, the adjusted boot-jr and boot-js provide the

most accurate and stable point estimates, while the adjusted boot-ijr combined with BCa delivers the

most reliable (near-nominal or conservative) CIs.

5.2.1. Point estimation. First, we evaluated the bias-corrected estimators defined in (2.9) for the case

σ2
L/σ

2
r = 0.50. For small samples (e.g., (k, n) = (5, 5)), boot-jr, boot-js, boot-ijr, and boot-ijs tended to

overestimate σ2
L, whereas the boot-i yielded values closer to the true σ2

r . 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 σ2
L/σ

2
r = 0.5, the adjusted boot-jr and boot-js provided

σ̂2
r:ad ≈ 1.01 and σ̂2

L:adv ≈ 0.50, essentially matching the true values (Table 1). By contrast, boot-i,

boot-ijr, and boot-ijs overestimated σ2
r (by about +20% to +25%) and underestimated σ2

L under the

same configuration. This advantage of boot-jr 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 (2.8) 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 2), and (iii) (k, n) = (5, 5) with varying σ2
L/σ

2
r (Table 3). 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 σ2
r , whereas the other methods

tended to underestimate this variance; boot-i again showed underestimation for σ2
L. The other methods

overestimated σ2
L for small n, but the bias reversed to underestimation as n increased. Among the
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adjusted estimators, boot-jr 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-jr and boot-js produced estimates

very close to the true values for both σ2
r (σ̂2

r:ad ≈ 1.01) and σ2
L (σ̂2

L:ad ≈ 0.50). By contrast, boot-i, boot-

ijr, and boot-ijs overestimated σ2
r by roughly 25% and underestimated σ2

L under the same setting.

Performance improved as n increased, eventually approaching that of the boot-jr estimators (e.g.,

n = 50; Table 1). 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 σ2
L/σ

2
r was small (Table 3), boot-i, boot-ijr, and boot-ijs exhibited even more noticeable

underestimation of σ2
L. Overall, boot-jr 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 1–3). Relative

to the reference ANOVA SEs (Eqs. (2.5)–(2.7)), the within-laboratory resampling strategies (boot-jr

and boot-js) generally yielded smaller or comparable SEs, whereas the two-stage and double resampling

strategies (boot-ijr 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 σ2
r with (k, n) = (5, 5) and σ2

L/σ
2
r = 0.5, the ANOVA SE is 0.302, while boot-jr and

boot-js give 0.285 and 0.313, respectively; by contrast, boot-ijr and boot-ijs yield substantially larger

SEs (0.476 and 0.591) (Table 1). 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 (CIs). We primarily evaluated CI performance using the CP of 95%CIs.

When the bootstrap mean was used to construct CIs (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 6), which confirms the advantage of the adjusted approach.

Using the adjusted estimators (Table 6), the choice of resampling method directly affected CPs.

Methods such as boot-jr and boot-js, which tend to yield smaller SEs, produced intervals that were too

narrow and led to undercoverage (e.g., for σ2
R at (k, n) = (5, 5) and σ2

L/σ
2
r = 0.5, CP was 0.774–0.882

depending on the CI method). Conversely, boot-ijr and boot-ijs, which produce larger SEs, yielded

wider intervals and CPs at or above 95% (e.g., 0.961–0.968 for σ2
R 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 σ2
L/σ

2
r . At the minimum

sample size (k, n) = (3, 3)—a setting in which even approximate methods become unstable—boot-ijr

maintained the most stable CP (around 90%). When σ2
L/σ

2
r increased, CPs for σ2

L and σ2
R decreased

substantially; this tendency persisted even at (k, n) = (50, 50), where the CP of boot-ijr reached

only about 92%–94%. The relative robustness of boot-ijr with BCa under extreme designs is also

evident in Table 7: at (k, n) = (3, 3), it maintained the most stable coverage for σ2
R ≈ 0.96), whereas

boot-jr-based methods showed marked undercoverage for σ2
L and σ2

R when σ2
L/σ

2
r increased (see the

(k, n) = (50, 50) cases with ratio 2.00).

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

preferred in small to moderate samples due to their low bias relative to the true values (Tables 1–4).
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For interval estimation, the adjusted boot-ijr with BCa is the safest and attained near-nominal or

conservative coverage across a broad range of designs (Tables 5–7).

6. Case study

6.1. Real example. We applied the five resampling schemes (Section 3.1) 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, σ2
r , σ

2
L, and σ2

R = σ2
r + σ2

L, 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 Eqs. (3.2)– (3.4). As a non-resampling benchmark, we also computed the ANOVA estimators (Eqs.

(2.4)– (2.7).

6.2. Result of the example. Because the variance estimates in this dataset are numerically small,

all reported values in Tables 9 and 10 are scaled by 107 for readability.

Table 9 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 σ2
r , and boot-jr and boot-js for σ2

R are broadly consistent with ANOVA. For bias-corrected

estimators, the same schemes remain consistent with ANOVA. Using the adjusted formulas, boot-

jr and boot-js for all the variance components and boot-ijr for σ2
R are broadly in agreement with

ANOVA, which is consistent with the results of the simulation study. Moreover, for boot-i for σ2
L and

boot-jr/boot-j for σ2
R, 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-jr/boot-j , intermediate for boot-i/ANOVA, and larger

for boot-ijr/boot-ijs.

Table 10 shows the 95% CIs. A notable feature is that the Moriguchi-type approximate upper limit

for σ2
L reaches 128.30, whereas resampling-based upper limits are smaller; a similar pattern holds for

σ2
R. Overall, results most similar to the approximate intervals are limited to boot-jr and boot-js for

σ2
r ; 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-jr and boot-js estimators yielded the

most accurate and stable results across a broad range of scenarios, whereas for CI construction, the

adjusted boot-ijr 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

σ2
L/σ

2
r , the adjusted boot-jr and boot-js estimators consistently produced estimates closest to the true

values. By contrast, boot-i, boot-ijr, 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-jr and boot-js schemes

are preferable to boot-i, boot-ijr, 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-jr and boot-js) tended to underestimate the SE, which produced

narrower intervals and sub-nominal coverage (undercoverage). Conversely, boot-ijr scheme tended to

slightly overestimate SE; although this inflates interval width, the resulting CPs were at or above

95% (conservative). For example, for σ2
R with (k, n) = (5, 5) and σ2

L/σ
2
r = 0.5, CIs based on adjusted

boot-jr/boot-js achieved CPs of 0.774–0.882, whereas adjusted boot-ijr with BCa attained 0.961–0.968

(Table 6). 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 σ2
r and boot-jr/boot-js on σ2

R; when the adjusted formulas were applied, this agreement extended

to boot-jr/boot-js for all variance components and to boot-ijr for σ2
R. This mirrors the simulation

finding that boot-jr/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-jr/boot-js < boot-i/ANOVA < boot-ijr/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 σ2
L and similarly for σ2

R 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-jr or boot-js 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 σ2
L/σ

2
r exceeded 1.0,

CPs tended to fall below the nominal level even for CIs based on adjusted boot-ijr 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 σ2
L/σ

2
r . Second, imbalance between k and n

can degrade CP, even when the overall information is large.

In summary, we recommend adjusted boot-jr and boot-js for point estimation and adjusted boot-ijr

estimator with BCa for CI construction. Future work should address (i) procedures that maintain

nominal coverage when σ2
L/σ

2
r > 1.0, and (ii) designs or adjustments that mitigate the effect of severe

k–n imbalance on CI performance.
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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 σ2
L/σ

2
r = 0.05.

σ2
r:(·) σ2

L:(·) σ2
R:(·)

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 2.237 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-ijr 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 1.483 0.874 −0.462 1.514 1.976 0.951 0.197 2.443 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-ijr 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 1.129 0.666 0.642 2.075 1.434 0.744

boot-jr 0.388 1.272 0.884 0.720 0.244 1.755 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-ijr 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 2.401 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 σ2
L/σ

2
r = 0.05.

σ2
r:ad σ2

L:ad σ2
R:ad

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-jr 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 1.229 0.896 −0.258 1.262 1.520 0.849 0.815 2.211 1.396 0.760

boot-ijr 0.302 2.169 1.867 0.976 −0.692 1.586 2.278 0.930 0.429 2.936 2.507 0.957

boot-ijs 0.083 2.400 2.317 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 1.189 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-ijr 0.460 2.278 1.818 0.970 −0.472 1.733 2.205 0.961 0.631 3.049 2.419 0.963

boot-ijs 0.263 2.529 2.266 0.989 −0.617 1.960 2.577 0.982 0.481 3.222 2.742 0.967

boot-i B 0.712 1.959 1.248 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 2.404 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-ijr 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 2.547 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

1 0.0249 0.0259 0.0249 0.0246

2 0.0316 0.0313 0.0308 0.0315

3 0.0222 0.0224 0.0271 0.0273

4 0.0271 0.0290 0.0288 0.0276

5 0.0271 0.0271 0.0271 0.0271

6 0.0244 0.0267 0.0251 0.0252

7 0.0269 0.0283 0.0270 0.0260

8 0.0272 0.0263 0.0279 0.0265

9 0.0268 0.0272 0.0274 0.0275

10 0.0293 0.0304 0.0292 0.0301

11 0.0311 0.0306 0.0304 0.0294

12 0.0259 0.0263 0.0250 0.0257
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Table 9. Point estimates for the practical example (unit: 10−7%2). From top to

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

tor. Values are scaled by 10−7. “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.

σ̂2
r:(·) ŜE

(
σ̂2
r:(·)

)
σ̂2
L:(·) ŜE

(
σ̂2
L:(·)

)
σ̂2
R:(·) ŜE

(
σ̂2
R:(·)

)
ANOVA 10.77 2.47 42.73 17.83 53.51 17.91

Bootstrap mean σ̂2
r:(·) ŜE

(
σ̂2
r:(·)

)
σ̂2
L:(·) ŜE

(
σ̂2
L:(·)

)
σ̂2
R:(·) ŜE

(
σ̂2
R:(·)

)
boot-i 10.77 5.96 39.18 13.41 49.94 14.82

boot-jr 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-ijr 8.12 5.22 40.85 15.57 48.96 16.45

boot-ijs 8.06 5.69 41.83 15.93 49.89 17.18

Bias-corrected estimator σ̂2
r:cor σ̂2

L:cor σ̂2
R:cor

boot-i 10.78 46.29 57.07

boot-jr 13.50 39.85 53.35

boot-js 13.38 39.90 53.28

boot-ijr 13.43 44.62 58.05

boot-ijs 13.49 43.64 57.12

Adjusted estimator σ̂2
r:ad ŜE

(
σ̂2
r:ad

)
σ̂2
L:ad ŜE

(
σ̂2
L:ad

)
σ̂2
R:ad ŜE

(
σ̂2
R:ad

)
boot-i 11.75 6.50 42.74 14.63 54.48 16.17

boot-jr 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-ijr 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

1Research Institute of Science for Safety and Sustainability, National Institute of Advanced Indus-

trial Science and Technology (AIST), Tsukuba, Japan

Email address: jun-takeshita@aist.go.jp

2Department of Industrial and System Engineering, Faculty of Science and Technology, Tokyo Uni-

versity of Science, Noda, Japan
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