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Abstract. Asymptotically unbiased priors, introduced by Hartigan (1965), are designed
to achieve second-order unbiasedness of Bayes estimators. This paper extends Hartigan’s
framework to non-i.i.d. models by deriving a system of partial differential equations that
characterizes asymptotically unbiased priors. Furthermore, we establish a necessary and
sufficient condition for the existence of such priors and propose a simple procedure for
constructing them.

The proposed method is applied to several examples, including the linear regression model
and the nested error regression (NER) model (also known as the random effects model).
Simulation studies evaluate the frequentist properties of the Bayes estimator under the
asymptotically unbiased prior for the NER model, highlighting its effectiveness in small-
sample settings.

1. Introduction

1.1. Background. In Bayesian inference, the choice of prior distribution is a crucial consid-
eration. When researchers have prior knowledge about the parameter of interest, they can
incorporate this information into the prior. In the absence of prior knowledge, however, it is
common to use so-called objective priors. Well-known examples of objective priors include
Jeffreys’ prior (Jeffreys, 1961) and reference priors (Bernardo, 1979; Berger and Bernardo,
1992), among others.

In addition to these objective priors, Hartigan (1965) introduced the concept of asymptot-
ically unbiased priors that are designed to achieve second-order unbiasedness of Bayes esti-
mators. It should be noted that Hartigan (1965) approached this topic within the framework
of decision theory, considering the general loss functions and Bayes estimators. Additionally,
the definition of bias in his work differs slightly from the standard one. In this paper, we
focus on the squared error loss and the posterior mean as the Bayes estimator, referring to
bias as the difference between the expected value of the estimator and the true parameter
value.1

Hartigan (1965) showed that, in general, the posterior mean has a bias of O(n−1), where
n is the sample size. He defined the asymptotically unbiased prior as one that reduces
this bias to o(n−1), achieving second-order unbiasedness. Hartigan (1965) considered i.i.d.
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1Note that for the squared error loss, the definition of bias in Hartigan (1965) corresponds to the square

of the bias in the standard (or our) definition.
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models and derived conditions that asymptotically unbiased priors should satisfy. For one-
dimensional parameter models, the asymptotically unbiased priors are proportional to the
Fisher information of the models. For multi-parameter models, such priors are characterized
as solutions to a system of partial differential equations.

The utility of asymptotically unbiased priors lies in their ability to reduce bias of the Bayes
estimator, which is particularly important when the sample size is small and bias tends to be
large. In this sense, asymptotically unbiased priors are similar to the bias reduction approach
for maximum likelihood estimators (MLE) introduced by Firth (1993).

1.2. Motivation and contributions. The results of Hartigan (1965) are significant, but
the restriction to i.i.d. models often proves too limiting in practice. For instance, in Bayesian
regression problems, it is customary to treat the response variables as random while assuming
the explanatory variables are fixed. In such cases, the data are not i.i.d. and the results of
Hartigan (1965) do not directly apply.

In this paper, we extend the findings of Hartigan (1965) to non-i.i.d. models, deriving
a system of partial differential equations that characterizes asymptotically unbiased priors.
The generalization broadens the applicability of asymptotically unbiased priors to a wider
range of models.

Moreover, we establish a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of such priors
and present a simple procedure for constructing them. These results are particularly valuable,
as it provides a unified framework for constructing asymptotically unbiased priors across
various models. We note that this condition and the construction method are also applicable
to other classes of priors π(θ) for a p-dimensional parameter θ, which are defined as solutions
to a system of partial differential equations of the form

∂

∂θr
log π(θ) = Ar(θ), r = 1, . . . , p,

such as the moment matching priors proposed by Ghosh and Liu (2011).
To demonstrate the usefulness of our construction method, we apply it to several examples,

including the linear regression model, the nested error regression (NER) model (also known
as the random effects model), and other simpler models. In the linear regression model, we
show that the asymptotically unbiased prior we derive leads to an exactly unbiased estimator
for both the regression coefficients and the error variance. For the NER model, although
an analytical form of the posterior mean with the asymptotically unbiased prior is not
available, we evaluate its performance through simulation studies. The prior we construct
for the NER model, to the best of our knowledge, has not been explored in the existing
literature. Our simulation studies highlight its effectiveness in small samples (i.e., small
number of areas/groups), particularly in terms of bias reduction.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows.

1. We derive the system of partial differential equations that asymptotically unbiased
priors should satisfy in a general setting where the model is not necessarily i.i.d. This
extends the work of Hartigan (1965) under the squared error loss.

2. We establish a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of asymptotically
unbiased priors and propose a simple procedure for constructing such priors.
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3. We propose a novel asymptotically unbiased prior for the NER/random effects model.
Simulation studies demonstrate that the proposed prior reduces bias effectively in
small samples.

1.3. Organization of the paper. The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section 2, we present the main theoretical results. In Section 3, we apply these results
to several examples, including the linear regression model and the NER model. Section 4
focuses on simulation studies to evaluate the performance of the asymptotically unbiased
prior for the NER model. In Section 5, we provide proofs of the main results.

2. Main results

In this section, we present the main theoretical results of this paper. Section 2.1 begins
with the derivation of the second-order bias of Bayes estimators under simple regularity
conditions (Corollary 2). Building on this result, with additional assumptions, we further
simplify the evaluation of bias (Corollaries 3 and 4). In Section 2.2, we establish the necessary
and sufficient condition for the existence of an asymptotically unbiased prior (Theorem 5)
and propose a practical construction method for such priors (Corollary 7). Finally, we
demonstrate that an asymptotically unbiased prior always exists for one-parameter models.

2.1. Second-order bias of Bayes estimators. Suppose (X1, . . . , Xn) has a joint density
function fn(x1, . . . , xn|θ). Here, θ is an interior point of the parameter space Θ, which is a
rectangular subspace of Rp. The log-likelihood function is denoted by

ℓn(θ) = log fn(x1, . . . , xn|θ).

To find the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) θ̂ML, we need to solve the equation

∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ)

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ̂ML

= 0. (1)

Let θ̂B denote the posterior mean, which we call the (generalized) Bayes estimator, corre-

sponding to a prior density π. θ̂B can be calculated as

θ̂B =

∫
Θ
θπ(θ)fn(x1, . . . , xn|θ)dθ∫

Θ
π(θ)fn(x1, . . . , xn|θ)dθ

=

∫
Θ
θπ(θ) exp(ℓn(θ))dθ∫

Θ
π(θ) exp(ℓn(θ))dθ

. (2)

The negative second-order derivative of the log-likelihood is denoted by

Hn(θ) = − 1

n

∂2

∂θ∂θ⊤
ℓn(θ).

We assume the following regularity conditions.

Assumption 1. Assume that the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) θ̂ML − θ = Op(n
−1/2).

(ii) ℓn(θ) = Op(n).
(iii) ℓn(θ) is three times continuously differentiable.
(iv) The prior density π(θ) is differentiable.

(v) Hn(θ) is invertible. Hn(θ̂
ML) is positive definite.
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Note that (i) and (ii) imply ∂
∂θ
ℓn(θ) = Op(n

1/2). For notational simplicity, we write

In(θ) =
1

n

(
∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ)

)(
∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ)

)⊤

,

Jn,rs,t(θ) =
1

n

(
∂2

∂θr∂θs
ℓn(θ)

)(
∂

∂θt
ℓn(θ)

)
,

Kn,rst(θ) =
1

n

∂3

∂θr∂θs∂θt
ℓn(θ).

Additionally, we denote the (r, s)-th element of any matrix M as Mrs and the (r, s)-th
element of its inverse (if it exists) as M rs.

Theorem 1. Suppose the model satisfies Assumption 1. Then, the Bayes estimator can be
decomposed as

θ̂B = θ +
1

n
H−1

n (θ)

(
∂

∂θ
(log π(θ) + 2ℓn(θ)) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs
n (θ)An,rs(θ)

)
+ op

(
1

n

)
, (3)

where An,rs(θ) for each r, s ∈ {1, . . . , p} is given by

An,rs(θ) =

Kn,1rs(θ) + 2Jn,1r,s(θ)
...

Kn,prs(θ) + 2Jn,pr,s(θ)

+

p∑
t=1

p∑
u=1

H tu
n (θ)In,su(θ)

Kn,rt1(θ)
...

Kn,rtp(θ)

 .
The proof of Theorem 1 is provided in Section 5.1.1. Assuming that the expectation of

the remainder term op(n
−1) in (3) is o(n−1), we can evaluate the bias of the Bayes estimator

as follows.

Corollary 2. Suppose the model satisfies Assumptions 1. Then, the bias of the Bayes
estimator is given by

E(θ̂B)− θ =
1

n
E

[
H−1

n (θ)

(
∂

∂θ
(log π(θ) + 2ℓn(θ)) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs
n (θ)An,rs(θ)

)]
+ o

(
1

n

)
.

(4)
If, in particular, Hn(θ) is non-stochastic (and so is Kn,rst), the bias of the Bayes estimator
can be expressed as

E(θ̂B)− θ =
1

n
H−1

n (θ)

(
∂

∂θ
log π(θ) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs
n (θ)E [An,rs(θ)]

)
+ o

(
1

n

)
.

Thus, the Bayes estimator is second-order unbiased if the prior satisfies

∂

∂θ
log π(θ) = ϕ(θ) := −1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs
n (θ)E [An,rs(θ)] . (5)

Note that in this case, E [An,rs(θ)] has the form of

E [An,rs(θ)] =

Kn,1rs(θ) + 2E [Jn,1r,s(θ)]
...

Kn,prs(θ) + 2E [Jn,pr,s(θ)]

+

p∑
t=1

p∑
u=1

H tu
n (θ)E [In,su(θ)]

Kn,rt1(θ)
...

Kn,rtp(θ)

 .
4



It should be noted that the prior satisfying (5) depends on the sample size n.
It seems relatively easier to find a prior that ensures second-order unbiasedness of the Bayes

estimator if Hn(θ) is non-stochastic. However, in general, Hn(θ) is a random matrix. In such
cases, we need alternative strategies to find a prior that leads a second-order unbiased Bayes
estimator. One possible approach is to consider the asymptotic properties of elements such
as Hn(θ) and Kn,rst(θ). With some additional assumptions, we can simplify the evaluation
of the bias of the Bayes estimator given in (4).

Assumption 2. Assume that the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) There exists a non-singular p× p constant matrix H(θ) that satisfies

Hn(θ) = H(θ) +Op(n
−1/2)

and consequently,

H−1
n (θ) = H−1(θ) +Op(n

−1/2).

(ii) For each r, s, t ∈ {1, . . . , p}, there exists a constant Krst(θ) that satisfies

Kn,rst(θ) = Krst(θ) + op(1).

(iii) There exists a p× p matrix I(θ) that satisfies

E [In(θ)] = I(θ) + o(1).

(iv) For each r, s, t ∈ {1, . . . , p}, there exists Jrs,t(θ) that satisfies

E [Jn,rs,t] = Jrs,t(θ) + o(1).

With Assumption 2 in place, we can now proceed to simplify the evaluation of the bias of
the Bayes estimator, taking advantage of the asymptotic behavior of the matrices involved.
Specifically, these conditions allow us to express the bias in a form that does not depend on
the sample size n.

Corollary 3. Suppose the model satisfies Assumptions 1 and 2. Then, the bias of the Bayes
estimator is given by

E(θ̂B)− θ =
1

n
H−1(θ)

(
∂

∂θ
log π(θ) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs(θ)Ars(θ)

)
+ o

(
1

n

)
,

where Ars(θ) for each r, s ∈ {1, . . . , p} is defined as

Ars(θ) =

K1rs(θ) + 2J1r,s(θ)
...

Kprs(θ) + 2Jpr,s(θ)

+

p∑
t=1

p∑
u=1

H tu(θ)Isu(θ)

Krt1(θ)
...

Krtp(θ)

 .
This implies that the Bayes estimator is asymptotically unbiased if the prior π(θ) satisfies

∂

∂θ
log π(θ) = ϕ(θ) := −1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs(θ)Ars(θ). (6)

The proof of Corollary 3 is provided in Section 5.1.2.
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Remark 1. It can be seen that when H(θ) = I(θ) holds, we have

Ars(θ) = 2

K1rs(θ) + J1r,s(θ)
...

Kprs(θ) + Jpr,s(θ)

 .
Hence, the definition of ϕ(θ) in (6) simplifies to

ϕt(θ) = −
p∑

r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs(θ)(Ktrs(θ) + Jtr,s(θ)), t = 1, . . . , p. (7)

2.1.1. Application to models with i.i.d. random variables. Suppose X1, . . . , Xn is a sequence
of i.i.d. random variables with density function fn(x1, . . . , xn|θ) =

∏n
i=1 f(xi|θ). Under

some regularity conditions, it is well known that
√
n(θ̂ML − θ) converges in distribution to

N(0, I−1(θ)), where I(θ) is the Fisher information matrix

I(θ) = E

[(
∂

∂θ
log f(X|θ)

)(
∂

∂θ
log f(X|θ)

)⊤
]
= −E

[
∂2

∂θ∂θ⊤
log f(X|θ)

]
. (8)

This means condition (i) of Assumption 1 is satisfied. We compute the limits defined in
Assumption 2 in this situation. SinceX1, . . . , Xn are i.i.d., applying the central limit theorem
yields

√
n(Hn(θ)−H(θ))

d−→ N(0,Σ),

whereH(θ) equals I(θ) and Σ is some covariance function. Thus, condition (i) of Assumption
2 is satisfied with H(θ) = I(θ). Applying the law of large numbers, we can show that
condition (ii) of Assumption 2 is also satisfied with

Krst(θ) = E
[

∂3

∂θr∂θs∂θt
log f(X|θ)

]
.

Conditions (iii) and (iv) of Assumption 2 are straightforward; we can take I(θ) in condition
(iii) as the Fisher information matrix in (8), and Jrs,t(θ) in condition (iv) as

Jrs,t(θ) = E
[(

∂2

∂θr∂θs
log f(X|θ)

)(
∂

∂θt
log f(X|θ)

)]
.

Since the matrix H(θ) is identical to the Fisher information matrix I(θ), by Remark 1, ϕ(θ)
is given by (7). Noting that the relation

∂

∂θt
Irs(θ) + Jrs,t(θ) +Krst(θ) = 0 (r, s, t ∈ {1, . . . , p}) (9)

holds in general, we conclude the following:

Corollary 4. Given the assumptions previously discussed, the bias of the Bayes estimator
is given by

E(θ̂B)− θ = n−1I−1(θ)

 ∂

∂θ
log π(θ)−

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Irs(θ)


∂
∂θs
I1r(θ)
...

∂
∂θs
Ipr(θ)


+ o(n−1),

6



where I(θ) is the Fisher information matrix defined in (8). Consequently, the Bayes estimator
is asymptotically unbiased if the prior π(θ) satisfies

∂

∂θ
log π(θ) = ϕ(θ) :=

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Irs(θ)


∂
∂θs
I1r(θ)
...

∂
∂θs
Ipr(θ)

 . (10)

Remark 2. The above result for i.i.d. models is consistent with the existing result; see
Section 7 of Hartigan (1965).

Remark 3. There is an interesting connection between the asymptotically unbiased prior
for i.i.d. models, Firth’s method (Firth, 1993), and the moment matching prior (Ghosh and
Liu, 2011). Firth’s method reduces the bias of the MLE to o(n−1) by modifying the score
equation (1) as

∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ) = −

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Irs(θ)

J1r,s(θ) + 1
2
K1rs(θ)

...
Jpr,s(θ) +

1
2
Kprs(θ)

 . (11)

In contrast, the moment matching prior πM(θ) is defined such that the posterior mean
matches the MLE up to op(n

−1). This prior satisfies the equation

∂

∂θ
log πM(θ) = −1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Irs(θ)

K1rs(θ)
...

Kprs(θ)

 . (12)

Interestingly, by considering the general relation (9), it can be found that the sum of the
right-hand sides of (11) and (12) corresponds to the right-hand side of (10). This observation
suggests that the asymptotically unbiased prior can be interpreted as a bias-reduced version
of the moment matching prior, where the bias reduction is achieved using Firth’s method.

Remark 4. Corollaries 2, 3 and 4 demonstrate a trade-off between the restrictiveness of
the assumptions and the simplicity of the derived expressions for the bias. Under minimal
regularity conditions, we obtain a general but complex result (Corollary 2), which may have
limited practical applicability. By introducing additional assumptions, or by assuming i.i.d.
observations, the results become simpler, enabling more practical application (Corollaries 3
and 4). This highlights how stronger assumptions can facilitate application of the results,
albeit at the expense of reduced generality. In Section 3, we illustrate the application of
Corollaries 3 and 4 to specific models.

2.2. Existence of asymptotically unbiased priors. An asymptotically unbiased prior,
if it exists, can be obtained by solving (5) (assuming Hn(θ) is non-stochastic), (6) (assuming
the model satisfies Assumption 2), or (10) (for i.i.d. data). However, there is no guarantee
that such priors exist for all models. To address this issue, we examine the necessary and
sufficient condition for these equations to have a solution. The following theorem applies a
classical result from the theory of partial differential equations.

7



Theorem 5. Let ϕ : Θ → Rp be a differentiable vector-valued function,2 and assume that
the order of integration and differentiation in ϕ can be interchanged, i.e.,∫ (

∂

∂θ
ϕ(θ)

)
dθ =

∂

∂θ

(∫
ϕ(θ)dθ

)
.

Then, a twice-differentiable prior density π(θ) satisfying

∂

∂θ
log π(θ) = ϕ(θ) (13)

exists if and only if the following holds:

∂

∂θu
ϕt(θ) =

∂

∂θt
ϕu(θ) for all t, u ∈ {1, . . . , p}. (14)

We refer to (14) as the integrability condition.

The proof of Theorem 5 is provided in Section 5.2.

Remark 5. It is worth noting that the asymptotically unbiased prior that is independent
of the sample size n is unique up to a constant multiple, provided it exists. Indeed, if two
priors π1(θ) and π2(θ) satisfy (13), then for any r = 1, . . . , p, we have

∂

∂θr
log

(
π1(θ)

π2(θ)

)
= 0.

This implies that the ratio π1(θ)/π2(θ) is a constant.

Remark 6. Meng and Zaslavsky (2002) proposed the single observation unbiased prior
(SOUP), which is a prior that ensures unbiasedness of the Bayes estimator for a single
observation. Our result is closely related to the concept of SOUP in that the SOUP is al-
ways second-order unbiased when considering repeated sampling from the same distribution.
Consequently, the necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of an asymptotically
unbiased prior also serves as a necessary condition for the existence of a SOUP. In fact, the
asymptotically unbiased priors we derived often result in Bayes estimators that are exactly
unbiased (see Examples 2, 3, and 5).

If the model is i.i.d. and the Fisher information matrix I(θ) is diagonal, a simpler sufficient
condition for (14) can be considered.

Proposition 6. Suppose the model satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 5. Suppose further
that the model is i.i.d. and has a diagonal Fisher information matrix I(θ) that is twice
continuously differentiable. Then, there exists an asymptotically unbiased prior if for any
t, u ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the ratio Itt(θ)/Iuu(θ) can be expressed as the product of the following two
functions.

(a) A twice continuously differentiable function that does not depend on θt (but may
depend on {θr : r ̸= t}).

(b) A twice continuously differentiable function that does not depend on θu (but may
depend on {θr : r ̸= u}).

2ϕ : Θ → Rp corresponds to the right-hand side of either (5), (6), or (10).
8



Proof. Fix t, u ∈ {1, . . . , p}. By assumption, the ratio Itt(θ)/Iuu(θ) can be expressed as

Itt(θ)

Iuu(θ)
= kt(θ−t)ku(θ−u)

where kt(θ−t) and ku(θ−u) satisfy conditions (a) and (b), respectively. Taking the logarithm
of both sides, we have

log Itt(θ)− log kt(θ−t) = log Iuu(θ) + log ku(θ−u).

Furthermore, differentiating both sides with respect to θt and θu, we obtain

∂2

∂θu∂θt
(log Itt(θ)− log kt(θ−t)) =

∂2

∂θt∂θu
(log Iuu(θ) + log ku(θ−u)) ,

that is,
∂

∂θu

(
1

Itt(θ)

∂

∂θt
Itt(θ)

)
=

∂

∂θt

(
1

Iuu(θ)

∂

∂θu
Iuu(θ)

)
.

Since the Fisher information is diagonal, we have Irr(θ) = 1/Irr(θ) for each r, and Irs(θ) =
Irs(θ) = 0 for r ̸= s. This implies that the above equation is equivalent to (14) with ϕ(θ)
defined as in (10). □

The following corollary offers a practical method for constructing an asymptotically un-
biased prior. This builds on the sufficiency part of the proof of Theorem 5, presented in
Section 5.2.

Corollary 7. Suppose the model satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 5. If the integrability
condition (14) holds, a prior constructed using the following procedure satisfies (13).

(i) Fix a constant (c1, . . . , cp) ∈ Θ arbitrarily.
(ii) Define

ψt(θt, . . . , θp) = ϕt(c1, . . . , ct−1, θt, . . . , θp)

and compute

π̃(θ) = exp

(
p∑

t=1

∫ θt

ct

ψt(z, θt+1, . . . , θp)dz

)
.

(iii) Take the prior as π(θ) ∝ π̃(θ).

The prior constructed using the procedure in Corollary 7 may often be improper, meaning
that its integral over the parameter space diverges to infinity. This does not invalidate the
posterior mean, as long as the posterior distribution is proper (i.e., integrable).

In the following section, we present examples of models where an asymptotically unbiased
prior can be constructed using the procedure described above.

3. Examples

In this section, we provide examples of asymptotically unbiased priors for various models.
We begin with one-parameter models, for which we demonstrate that the integrability con-
dition is always satisfied. Next, we present several simple multi-parameter models, which
often have analytical posterior distributions and enable us to verify the exact unbiasedness

9



of the Bayes estimator. Finally, we consider a more complex model, the nested error regres-
sion (NER)/random effects model, which is widely used in many fields, including small area
estimation.

3.1. One-parameter models. Suppose the model satisfies the assumptions of Theorem
5 with p = 1. In this one-parameter case, since ϕ(θ) is a scalar, the integrability condi-
tion is automatically satisfied, ensuring the existence of an asymptotically unbiased prior.
Specifically, if the model is i.i.d., ϕ(θ) defined in Corollary 4 is written as

ϕ(θ) = ϕ1(θ) = I−1(θ)I ′(θ),

where I ′(θ) is the derivative of the Fisher information. An asymptotically unbiased prior
can be constructed using the method in Corollary 7 as follows:

(i) Fix a constant c ∈ Θ arbitrarily.
(ii) Define ψ1(θ) = ϕ1(θ) = I−1(θ)I ′(θ) and compute

π̃(θ) = exp

(∫ θ

c

ψ1(z)dz

)
= exp

(
[log I(z)]z=θ

z=c

)
=
I(θ)

I(c)
.

(iii) Take the prior as
π(θ) ∝ I(θ).

Thus, when the model is i.i.d., the asymptotically unbiased prior is proportional to the Fisher
information itself.3

Example 1 (Binomial distribution). Suppose X1, . . . , Xn are i.i.d. random variables fol-
lowing a Bernoulli distribution with parameter θ ∈ (0, 1). By the previous argument, the
asymptotically unbiased prior for θ is given by

π(θ) ∝ I(θ) =
1

θ(1− θ)
.

Let X̄ = n−1
∑n

i=1Xi denote the sample mean of the n Bernoulli random variables. The
posterior density is computed as

π(θ|X1, . . . , Xn) ∝ θnX̄−1(1− θ)n(1−X̄)−1,

which is a beta distribution with parameters (nX̄, n(1 − X̄)). Thus, the posterior mean of
θ is given by

θ̂B = X̄,

which is an unbiased estimator of θ.

3.2. Simple multi-parameter models. In this section, we illustrate the construction of
asymptotically unbiased priors for multi-parameter models. We show that, in certain cases,
the priors constructed using this method result in Bayes estimators that are exactly unbiased.
Furthermore, we provide an example where an asymptotically unbiased prior does not exist.

Example 2 (Mean and variance parameters of normal distribution). Suppose X1, . . . , Xn

are i.i.d. N(µ, σ2) random variables with density function

f(x|θ) = 1√
2πσ

exp

(
−(x− µ)2

2σ2

)
,

3Recall that Jeffreys’ prior is proportional to the square root of the Fisher information.
10



where θ = (µ, σ2) is the parameter of interest. We construct an asymptotically unbiased
prior based on the result of Corollary 4. The Fisher information I(θ) is given by

I(θ) =

[
σ−2 0
0 σ−4/2

]
=

[
θ−1
2 0
0 θ−2

2 /2

]
.

Observe that the Fisher information matrix is diagonal with I11(θ)/I22(θ) = 2θ2. Thus, by
Proposition 6 and Theorem 5, the existence of an asymptotically unbiased prior is guar-
anteed. We can also compute the inverse of the Fisher information matrix and its partial
derivatives as

I−1(θ) =

[
σ2 0
0 2σ4

]
,

∂

∂θ1
I(θ) =

[
0 0
0 0

]
, and

∂

∂θ2
I(θ) =

[
−σ−4 0
0 −σ−6

]
,

respectively. According to Corollary 4, we compute ϕ1(θ) and ϕ2(θ) as

ϕ1(θ) =
2∑

r=1

2∑
s=1

Irs(θ)
∂

∂θs
I1r(θ) = 0 and ϕ2(θ) =

2∑
r=1

2∑
s=1

Irs(θ)
∂

∂θs
I2r(θ) = −2σ−2.

We follow the procedure of Corollary 7 to construct an asymptotically unbiased prior.

(i) Fix an arbitrary constant c > 0.
(ii) Define ψ1(θ1, θ2) = 0 and ψ2(θ2) = ψ2(σ

2) = −2σ−2. Compute

π̃(θ) := exp

(∫ σ2

c

ψ2(z)dz

)
= exp

(
−2[log z]z=σ2

z=c

)
=
c2

σ4
.

(iii) Take π(θ) ∝ σ−4.

Note that the obtained prior is different from Jeffreys’ prior since Jeffreys’ prior for this model
is πJ(θ) ∝ (det I(θ))1/2 ∝ σ−3. Next, we calculate the posterior mean θ̂B corresponding to
the prior π(θ) = π(µ, σ2) ∝ σ−4. Define

X̄ =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Xi and S =

(
n∑

i=1

(Xi − X̄)2

) 1
2

.

Then, the posterior density is written as

π(µ, σ2|X1, . . . , Xn) =

√
n

2π

1

Γ
(
n+1
2

) (S2

2

)n+1
2

σ−n−4 exp

(
−S

2 + n(X̄ − µ)2

2σ2

)
.

Therefore, we obtain the posterior mean θ̂B = (µ̂B, σ̂2,B) as

µ̂B =

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

−∞
µπ(µ, σ2|X1, . . . , Xn)dµdσ

2 = X̄,

σ̂2,B =

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

−∞
σ2π(µ, σ2|X1, . . . , Xn)dµdσ

2 =
S2

n− 1
.

This estimator is an exactly unbiased estimator of θ = (µ, σ2).
11



Example 3 (Location and scale parameters of normal distribution). We consider the same
model as in Example 2 but we are interested in the estimation of θ = (µ, σ) instead of (µ, σ2).
In this case, the Fisher information I(θ) is given by

I(θ) =

[
σ−2 0
0 2σ−2

]
= θ−2

2

[
1 0
0 2

]
.

Since the Fisher information matrix is diagonal with I11(θ)/I22(θ) = 1/2, the existence of
an asymptotically unbiased prior is guaranteed by Proposition 6 and Theorem 5. Following
Corollary 7 as in the previous example, we obtain the asymptotically unbiased prior

π(θ) = π(µ, σ) ∝ σ−2.

Note that the asymptotically unbiased prior we constructed above corresponds to Jeffreys’
prior, unlike the parametrization of Example 2. The posterior density is given by

π(µ, σ|X1, . . . , Xn) =

√
2n

π

1

Γ
(
n
2

) (S2

2

)n
2

σ−n−2 exp

(
−S

2 + n(X̄ − µ)2

2σ2

)
,

and the posterior mean of θ = (µ, σ) is computed as

µ̂B =

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

−∞
µπ(µ, σ2|X1, . . . , Xn)dµdσ

2 = X̄,

σ̂B =

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

−∞
σ2π(µ, σ2|X1, . . . , Xn)dµdσ

2 =
Γ
(
n−1
2

)
√
2Γ
(
n
2

)S.
Again, these are the exact unbiased estimators of µ and σ.

Example 4 (Location and scale parameters of gamma distribution). Suppose X1, . . . , Xn

are i.i.d. Γ(θ1, θ2) random variables with density function

f(x|θ) = 1

Γ(θ1)θ
θ1
2

xθ1−1 exp

(
− x

θ2

)
,

where θ = (θ1, θ2) is the parameter of interest. We look for a prior that satisfies (10)
in Corollary 4. Let Λ denote the derivative of the digamma function, that is, Λ(θ1) =
d2

dθ21
log Γ(θ1). Then, we can write the Fisher information I(θ) as

I(θ) =

[
Λ(θ1) θ−1

2

θ−1
2 θ1θ

−2
2

]
.

The inverse of the Fisher information matrix and its partial derivatives can be computed as

I−1(θ) =
1

θ1Λ(θ1)− 1

[
θ1 −θ2
−θ2 θ22Λ(θ1)

]
,

∂

∂θ1
I(θ) =

[
d

dθ1
Λ(θ1) 0

0 θ−2
2

]
,

∂

∂θ2
I(θ) =

[
0 −θ−2

2

−θ−2
2 −2θ1θ

−3
2

]
,

12



respectively. Therefore, according to Corollary 4, we compute ϕ(θ) = (ϕ1(θ), ϕ2(θ)) as

ϕ1(θ) =
2∑

r=1

2∑
s=1

Irs(θ)
∂

∂θs
I1r(θ) = (θ1Λ(θ1)− 1)−1

(
θ1

d

dθ1
Λ(θ1)− Λ(θ1)

)
,

ϕ2(θ) =
2∑

r=1

2∑
s=1

Irs(θ)
∂

∂θs
I2r(θ) = (θ1Λ(θ1)− 1)−1(−2θ1θ

−1
2 Λ(θ1)).

While the derivative of ϕ1 with respect to θ2 is zero, the derivative of ϕ2 with respect to θ1
is not zero in general. This implies that the integrability condition is not satisfied. Hence,
an asymptotically unbiased prior independent of n does not exist for this model, according
to Theorem 5 and Remark 5.

Example 5 (Linear regression model). Consider the model

y|X ∼ N(Xβ, σ2In),

where y = [y1 . . . yn]
⊤ is an n-dimensional random vector of response variables, X =

[x1 · · · xn]⊤ is an n× p non-random matrix of explanatory variables and β ∈ Rp is the coef-
ficient vector. We consider the estimation problem of the parameter θ = (θ1, . . . , θp, θp+1) =
(β, σ2) ∈ Rp × (0,∞). Since the model is not i.i.d., we cannot apply the result of Harti-
gan (1965) given in Corollary 4. Hence, we apply Corollary 3 to obtain an asymptotically
unbiased prior.

The log-likelihood is given by

ℓn(θ) = −n
2
log σ2 − 1

2σ2
(y −Xβ)⊤(y −Xβ) + (const.).

We compute H(θ) and I(θ), that are found to be identical in this case, as

H(θ) = I(θ) =

[
σ−2 limn→∞

1
n

∑n
i=1 xix

⊤
i 0

0 σ−4/2

]
.

To obtain ϕ(θ) in Corollary 3, we first compute Jtr,s(θ). For any r, s ≤ p and t ≤ p + 1, we
get

Jrs,t(θ) = 0

and for other cases, we have

Jr(p+1),s(θ) =


−σ−4 limn→∞

1
n

∑n
i=1 xirxis, r, s ≤ p,

0, r ≤ p, s = p+ 1,

3σ−4 limn→∞
1
n

∑n
i=1 xir, r = p+ 1, s ≤ p,

−σ−6, r = s = p+ 1.

Next, we compute Krst(θ). We get

Krst(θ) = 0, r, s, t ≤ p,

Krs(p+1)(θ) = σ−4 lim
n→∞

1

n

n∑
i=1

xirxis, r, s ≤ p,

Kr(p+1)(p+1)(θ) = 0, r ≤ p,

K(p+1)(p+1)(p+1)(θ) = 2σ−6.

13



By substituting these values into the definition of ϕt given in Corollary 3, we obtain

ϕ(θ) =
[
0 · · · 0 −2σ−2

]⊤
.

It is easy to verify that ϕt(θ) is zero for all t ≤ p, and hence, the integrability condition is
satisfied. Thus, we can construct an asymptotically unbiased prior using the construction
method in Corollary 7 as

π(θ) ∝ exp

(
−
∫ σ2

c

(−2)z−1dz

)
∝ σ−4.

The corresponding posterior distribution can be described as

β|σ2, y ∼ N
(
β̂OLS, σ2(X⊤X)−1

)
,

σ2|y ∼ InverseGamma

(
n− p

2
+ 1,

1

2
y⊤(In −X(X⊤X)−1X⊤)y

)
,

where β̂OLS = (X⊤X)−1X⊤y is the ordinary least squares (OLS) estimator. We can compute
the posterior mean of β as

β̂B = β̂OLS,

and the posterior mean of σ2 as

σ̂2,B =
1

n− p

(
y⊤(In −X(X⊤X)−1X⊤)y

)
when n > p. It can be shown that (β̂B, σ̂2,B) is an unbiased estimator of θ = (β, σ2).

3.3. Nested error regression (NER) model. We now consider the NER/random effects
model, which is widely used for analyzing hierarchically structured data in many fields, such
as small area estimation. In this model, the response variable yi is expressed as a linear
function of the covariates xi, a random effect vi, and error terms ϵij for j ≤ ni. The random
effect is shared within each group i, while the error terms ϵij are independent across units j
within the same area/group. For more details and applications of the NER model in small
area estimation, please refer to, for example, Sugasawa and Kubokawa (2023) and Rao and
Molina (2015).

Example 6 (NER model). We consider the NER model

yij = x⊤ijβ + vi + ϵij, i = 1, . . . ,m, j = 1, . . . , ni,

vi ∼ N(0, τ 2), ϵij ∼ N(0, σ2), vi ⊥ ϵij,

where yij is the response variable for each unit j in area i, xij is a p-dimensional non-random
covariate vector, β ∈ Rp is the coefficient vector, vi represents the random effect for area i,
and ϵij is the error term. If we define

yi =

 yi1...
yini

 , xi =
 x⊤i1...
x⊤ini

 , ϵi =
 ϵi1...
ϵini

 ,
then we can express the model in vector form as

yi = xiβ + viιni
+ ϵi, i = 1, . . . ,m,
14



where ιni
is an ni-dimensional column vector of ones. The data are assumed to be indepen-

dent across areas i. We consider the asymptotic setting where m → ∞, with ni fixed. The
parameter of interest is

θ = (θ1, . . . , θp, θp+1, θp+2) = (β, τ 2, σ2) ∈ Θ = Rp × (0,∞)2.

If we write
Vi = Vi(θ) = τ 2ιni

ι⊤ni
+ σ2Ini

,

the likelihood function is given by

fm(y1, . . . , ym|x1, . . . , xm, θ) =
m∏
i=1

[
(2π)−

ni
2 det(Vi)

− 1
2 exp

(
−1

2
(yi − xiβ)

⊤V −1
i (yi − xiβ)

)]
.

Thus, the log-likelihood function is written as

ℓm(θ) = −1

2

m∑
i=1

[
log det(Vi) + (yi − xiβ)

⊤V −1
i (yi − xiβ)

]
+ (const.).

We obtain an asymptotically unbiased prior using the result of Corollary 3. The first step
is to compute ϕ(θ). The expression for ϕ(θ) in Corollary 3 is given by

ϕt(θ) = −1

2

p+2∑
r=1

p+2∑
s=1

Hrs(θ)Arst(θ) (t = 1, . . . , p+ 2),

where Ars(θ) is defined as

Ars(θ) =

K1rs(θ) + 2J1r,s(θ)
...

Kprs(θ) + 2Jpr,s(θ)

+

p+2∑
t=1

p+2∑
u=1

H tu(θ)Isu(θ)

Krt1(θ)
...

Krtp(θ)


and H(θ), I(θ), J(θ) and K(θ) are defined such that Assumption 2 is satisfied. By a simple
calculation, we get H(θ) and I(θ) as

H(θ) = I(θ) = lim
m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

x⊤i V −1
i xi 0 0
0 2−1n2

i (σ
2 + niτ)

−2 2−1ni(σ
2 + niτ)

−2

0 2−1ni(σ
2 + niτ)

−2 2−1Tr(V −2
i )

 .
This means that the inverse of this matrix is represented as

H−1(θ) = I−1(θ) =

[(
limm→∞

1
m

∑m
i=1 x

⊤
i V

−1
i xi

)−1
0

0 W (θ)

]
,

where

W (θ) = w(θ) lim
m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

[
Tr(V −2

i ) −ni(σ
2 + niτ)

−2

−ni(σ
2 + niτ)

−2 n2
i (σ

2 + niτ)
−2

]
and

w−1(θ) = 2−1

(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

n2
i (σ

2 + niτ
2)−2

)(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

Tr(V −2
i )

)

− 2−1

(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

ni(σ
2 + niτ

2)−2

)2

.
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Since H(θ) and I(θ) are identical, by Remark 1, we have

ϕt(θ) = −
p+2∑
r=1

p+2∑
s=1

Hrs(θ)(Ktrs(θ) + Jtr,s(θ)), t = 1, . . . , p+ 2.

Furthermore, since H−1(θ) is block diagonal, we have

ϕt(θ) = −
p∑

r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs(θ)(Ktrs(θ) + Jtr,s(θ))−
p+2∑

r=p+1

p+2∑
s=p+1

Hrs(θ)(Ktrs(θ) + Jtr,s(θ)) (15)

for t = 1, . . . , p + 2. Thus, we only need to compute Krst(θ), Jtr,s(θ) for all t = 1, . . . , p + 2
and (r, s) ∈ {1, . . . , p}2, or (r, s) ∈ {p+1, p+2}2. This can be done by a simple calculation;
for r, s ≤ p, we get

Jtr,s(θ) =


0, t ≤ p,

− limm→∞
1
m

∑m
i=1(σ

2 + niτ
2)−2ι⊤ni

xi·,rx
⊤
i·,sιni

, t = p+ 1,

− limm→∞
1
m

∑m
i=1 x

⊤
i·,rV

−2
i x⊤i·,s, t = p+ 2,

and

Krst(θ) = −Jtr,s(θ),

where xi·,r is the r-th column vector of xi. For r, s ∈ {p+ 1, p+ 2}, we have

Jt(p+1),p+1(θ) =


0, t ≤ p,

− limm→∞
1
m

∑m
i=1(σ

2 + niτ
2)−3n3

i , t = p+ 1,

− limm→∞
1
m

∑m
i=1(σ

2 + niτ
2)−3n2

i , t = p+ 2,

K(p+1)(p+1)t(θ) = −2Jt(p+1),p+1(θ),

Jt(p+1),p+2(θ) =


0, t ≤ p,

− limm→∞
1
m

∑m
i=1(σ

2 + niτ
2)−3n2

i , t = p+ 1,

− limm→∞
1
m

∑m
i=1(σ

2 + niτ
2)−3ni, t = p+ 2,

K(p+1)(p+2)t(θ) = −2Jt(p+1),p+2(θ),

Jt(p+2),p+1(θ) = Jt(p+1),p+2(θ),

K(p+2)(p+1)t(θ) = K(p+1)(p+2)t(θ),

Jt(p+2),p+2(θ) =


0, t ≤ p,

− limm→∞
1
m

∑m
i=1(σ

2 + niτ
2)−3ni, t = p+ 1,

− limm→∞
1
m

∑m
i=1Tr(V

−3
i ), t = p+ 2,

K(p+2)(p+2)t(θ) = −2Jt(p+2),p+2(θ).
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Substituting these values into (15) yields ϕt(θ) = 0 for t ≤ p and

−w−1(θ)ϕp+1(θ) =

(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

Tr(V −2
i )

)(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−3n3

i

)

− 2

(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−3n2

i

)(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−2ni

)

+

(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−3ni

)(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−2n2

i

)
,

−w−1(θ)ϕp+2(θ) =

(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

Tr(V −2
i )

)(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−3n2

i

)

− 2

(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−3ni

)(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−2ni

)

+

(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

Tr(V −3
i )

)(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−2n2

i

)
.

It can be verified that ϕp+1(θ) and ϕp+2(θ) are expressed as

ϕp+1(θ) =
∂

∂τ 2
log g(τ 2, σ2) and ϕp+2(θ) =

∂

∂σ2
log(σ−4g(τ 2, σ2)),

where g(τ 2, σ2) is given by

g(τ 2, σ2) =

(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−2ni

)(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−2ni(ni − 1)

)
σ4

+ 2

(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−2n2

i

)(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−2ni(ni − 1)

)
σ2τ 2

+

(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−2n2

i

)(
lim

m→∞

1

m

m∑
i=1

(σ2 + niτ
2)−2n2

i (ni − 1)

)
τ 4.

This representation of ϕ(θ) implies that the integrability condition (14) is satisfied, and thus
an asymptotically unbiased prior exists.

Finally, we compute the asymptotically unbiased prior according to Corollary 7. For
arbitrary constants c1, c2 > 0, we define

ψp+1(θp+1) =
∂

∂τ 2
log g(τ 2, σ2), ψp+2(θp+2) =

∂

∂σ2
log(σ−4g(c1, σ

2)).

Then, the asymptotically unbiased prior is obtained as

π(θ) ∝ exp

(∫ τ2

c1

ψp+1(z)dz +

∫ σ2

c2

ψp+2(z)dz

)
∝ σ−4g(τ 2, σ2). (16)
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Example 7 (Balanced NER model). We consider the case where ni ≡ n for all i in the
previous example. In this case, the calculation of the limit terms in g(τ 2, σ2) is simplified,
and g(τ 2, σ2) reduces to

g(τ 2, σ2) =
n2(n− 1)

(σ2 + nτ 2)4
σ4 + 2

n3(n− 1)

(σ2 + nτ 2)4
σ2τ 2 +

n4(n− 1)

(σ2 + nτ 2)4
τ 2

=
n2(n− 1)

(σ2 + nτ 2)2
.

Therefore, the asymptotically unbiased prior in (16) simplifies to

π(θ) ∝ σ−4(σ2 + nτ 2)−2. (17)

The corresponding posterior distribution of θ is given by

π(θ|D) ∝ (σ2)−2− (n−1)m
2 (σ2 + nτ 2)−2−m

2 exp

(
−1

2

m∑
i=1

(yi − xiβ)
⊤V −1(yi − xiβ)

)
, (18)

where V = τ 2ιnι
⊤
n +σ

2In is the covariance matrix of yi−xiβ and D = (yi, xi)1≤i≤m represents
the data. The posterior propriety of the prior in (17) is discussed in Appendix A.

We demonstrate an MCMC algorithm to obtain samples from the posterior distribution
in (18). Instead of directly sampling from π(θ|D), we consider a transformation of θ defined
as

θ̄ = (β, ρ, σ2), ρ =
σ2

σ2 + nτ 2
∈ (0, 1).

The corresponding posterior distribution of θ̄ is given by

π̄(θ̄|D) ∝ (σ2)−3−nm
2 ρ

m
2 exp

(
−1

2

m∑
i=1

(yi − xiβ)
⊤V̄ −1(yi − xiβ)

)
, (19)

where V̄ −1 is defined as V̄ −1 = σ−2(In − (1 − ρ)ιnι
⊤
n /n). For posterior inference, we first

sample θ̄ from the distribution π̄(θ̄|D), and subsequently recover θ.
Sampling from the posterior distribution (19) is performed using a Gibbs sampler. We

can show that the full conditional distributions of β, ρ, and σ2 are given by

β|ρ, σ2,D ∼ N

( m∑
i=1

x⊤i V̄
−1xi

)−1( m∑
i=1

x⊤i V̄
−1yi

)
,

(
m∑
i=1

x⊤i V̄
−1xi

)−1
 ,

ρ|β, σ2,D ∼ Truncated Gamma

(
m

2
+ 1,

1

2nσ2

m∑
i=1

(yi − xiβ)
⊤ιnι

⊤
n (yi − xiβ)

)
truncated on (0, 1),

σ2|β, ρ,D ∼ Inverse Gamma

(
nm

2
+ 2,

1

2

m∑
i=1

(yi − xiβ)
⊤
(
In −

1− ρ

n
ιnι

⊤
n

)
(yi − xiβ)

)
.

In the simulation studies presented in Section 4, we utilize the inverse transform sampler to
draw samples of ρ from the truncated gamma distribution.
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Figure 1. Bias of the posterior mean when the true parameter is β1 = β2 =
τ 2 = σ2 = 1.

4. Simulation studies on the NER model

Most of the examples presented in Section 3 yield analytical posterior distributions and
exactly unbiased Bayes estimators. However, for the NER model, deriving an analytical
posterior distribution is not feasible, and consequently, the properties of the Bayes estimator
remain unknown. To address this issue, we conduct simulation studies to evaluate the bias of
the Bayes estimator under the asymptotically unbiased prior we developed. This evaluation
is particularly critical when the sample size (that is, the number of areas/groups) is small,
which is a common scenario in practical applications of small area estimation. We compare
the proposed prior with several alternative priors and assess whether the proposed prior
results in smaller bias when the sample size is limited. All simulation codes are available at
https://github.com/manasakai/second-order-unbiased-NER.

We consider the balanced NER model described in Example 7. For simplicity, we as-
sume that β is two-dimensional. The true parameter values are set under the following two
scenarios:

• β1 = β2 = τ 2 = σ2 = 1.
• β1 = β2 = 1, τ 2 = 0.5, σ2 = 4.

As will be demonstrated, the simulation results depend on the true parameter settings.
Further details on the simulation settings are provided in Appendix B.

We compare the following three priors.

• [AU] The asymptotically unbiased prior:

π(θ) ∝ [σ2(σ2 + nτ 2)]−2.
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Figure 2. Bias of the posterior mean when the true parameter is β1 = β2 =
1, τ 2 = 0.5, σ2 = 4.

• [JF] Jeffreys’ prior for the variance components with a flat prior for the regression
coefficients:4

π(θ) ∝ [σ2(σ2 + nτ 2)]−1.

• [DG] Inverse-gamma priors for the variance components with a flat prior for the
regression coefficients:5

π(β) ∝ 1, τ 2 ∼ IG(aτ , bτ ), σ2 ∼ IG(aσ, bσ).

Here, we set aτ = bτ = aσ = bσ = 5.

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the computed absolute bias of the posterior mean under the two
parameter settings. As shown in these figures, the bias of β remains relatively small and
stable across priors and sample sizes. However, for τ 2 and σ2, the bias is highly sensitive to
the choice of prior, particularly when the sample size is small (m = 10, 32). For instance, the
proposed prior [AU] exhibits smaller bias for τ 2 under both parameter settings, while [JF]
shows an advantage in estimating σ2 in the second setting (τ 2 = 0.5, σ2 = 4). These findings
suggest that while the [AU] prior provides robust performance for variance components in
general, alternative priors, such as [JF], may excel in specific parameter settings.

4A similar composition of prior is employed in Tiao and Tan (1965), where the random effects model of
the form yij = µ + αi + ϵij is considered. In their approach, a flat prior is used for µ, while Jeffreys’ prior
was used for the variance components.

5This prior was proposed by Datta and Ghosh (1991).
20



The evaluation of the mean squared error (MSE) and the coverage probability can be found
in Appendix B. These additional metrics provide further insights into the performance of
the proposed prior and its comparisons.

5. Proofs

In this section, we present the remaining proofs of the results we introduced in Section 2.

5.1. Proofs of Theorem 1 and Corollary 3.

5.1.1. Proof of Theorem 1. The proof strategy is to evaluate θ̂B−θ̂ML and θ̂ML−θ separately,
and combine them to obtain the decomposition (3).

We sometimes include ‘dots’ instead of indices r, s, t ∈ {1, . . . , p} to denote a vector or a
matrix composed of Kn,rst. For example, we write

Kn,r·t(θ) =

Kn,r1t(θ)
...

Kn,rpt(θ)

 and Kn,r··(θ) =

Kn,r11(θ) · · · Kn,r1p(θ)
...

. . .
...

Kn,rp1(θ) · · · Kn,rpp(θ)

 .
We first evaluate θ̂B − θ̂ML using Laplace’s method.

Lemma 8. Suppose the model satisfies Assumption 1. Then, we can decompose the difference
between the Bayes estimator and the MLE as

θ̂B − θ̂ML =
1

n
H−1

n (θ)

(
∂

∂θ
log π(θ) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs
n (θ)Kn,·rs(θ)

)
+ op

(
1

n

)
. (20)

Proof. Noting that π(θ) is null if θ /∈ Θ, we can write the Bayes estimator given in (2) as

θ̂B =

∫
Rp θπ(θ) exp(ℓn(θ))dθ∫
Rp π(θ) exp(ℓn(θ))dθ

.

Here, we can expand π(θ) around θ̂ML as

π(θ) = π(θ̂ML) + π̇(θ̂ML)⊤(θ − θ̂ML) +Op(n
−1),

where π̇(θ̂ML) = ∂
∂θ
π(θ)

∣∣∣
θ=θ̂ML

is the first order derivative of π(θ) at θ̂ML. Similarly, we can

expand ℓn(θ) around θ̂
ML as

ℓn(θ) = ℓn(θ̂
ML)−n

2
(θ−θ̂ML)⊤Hn(θ̂

ML)(θ−θ̂ML)+
1

6

(
p∑

r=1

(θr − θ̃r)
∂

∂θr

)3

ℓn(θ)

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ̃

+Op

(
1

n

)
,

where we used (1) to eliminate the first order term. By the positive definiteness of Ĥn :=

Hn(θ̂
ML), there exists a symmetric and positive definite matrix Ĝn := Gn(θ̂

ML) that satisfies

nĤn = Ĝ2
n. Define η = Ĝn(θ − θ̂ML), and for simplicity, we write π(θ̂ML) as π̂. Then, we

can evaluate the Bayes estimator as

θ̂B − θ̂ML

= Ĝ−1
n

∫
Rp η

(
π̂ + π̇(θ̂ML)⊤Ĝ−1

n η +Op(n
−1)
)
exp

(
−1

2
η⊤η + g(η) +Op(n

−1)
)
dη∫

Rp

(
π̂ + π̇(θ̂ML)⊤Ĝ−1

n η +Op(n−1)
)
exp

(
−1

2
η⊤η + g(η) +Op(n−1)

)
dη

, (21)
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where we defined g(η) = 1
6

(∑p
r=1

∑p
s=1 Ĝ

rs
n ηs

∂
∂θr

)3
ℓn(θ)

∣∣∣
θ=θ̂ML

. Noting that expanding

exp (g(η) +Op(n
−1)) yields

exp
(
g(η) +Op(n

−1)
)
= 1 + g(η) +Op(n

−1),

we have (
π̂ + π̇(θ̂ML)⊤Ĝ−1

n η +Op(n
−1)
)
exp

(
g(η) +Op(n

−1)
)

= π̂ + π̇(θ̂ML)⊤Ĝ−1
n η + π̂g(η) +Op(n

−1).

Thus, (21) can be written as

θ̂B − θ̂ML

= Ĝ−1
n

∫
Rp η exp

(
−1

2
η⊤η

) (
π̇(θ̂ML)⊤Ĝ−1

n η + π̂g(η) +Op(n
−1)
)
dη

(2π)p/2π̂ +Op(n−1)

=
Ĝ−1

n

π̂

∫
Rp

η exp
(
−1

2
η⊤η

)
(2π)p/2

(
π̇(θ̂ML)⊤Ĝ−1

n η + π̂g(η) +Op(n
−1)
)
dη + op

(
1

n

)
=
Ĝ−1

n

π̂

(∫
Rp

ηη⊤ exp
(
−1

2
η⊤η

)
(2π)p/2

dη

)
Ĝ−1

n π̇(θ̂ML)

+ Ĝ−1
n

∫
Rp

η exp
(
−1

2
η⊤η

)
(2π)p/2

g(η)dη + op

(
1

n

)
=

1

n
Ĥ−1

n

∂

∂θ
log π(θ)

∣∣∣∣
θ=θ̂ML

+ Ĝ−1
n

∫
Rp

η exp
(
−1

2
η⊤η

)
(2π)p/2

g(η)dη + op

(
1

n

)
. (22)

The third equality follows from the symmetry of Ĝ−1
n , and the last equality follows from∫

Rp(2π)
−p/2ηη⊤ exp

(
−1

2
η⊤η

)
dη being the identity matrix. The integral in the second term

of (22) is calculated as

1

2
Ĝ−1

n

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Ĥrs
n Kn,·rs(θ̂

ML)

by the definition of g(η). Thus, we obtain

θ̂B − θ̂ML =
1

n
Ĥ−1

n

(
∂

∂θ
log π(θ) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Ĥrs
n Kn,·rs(θ̂

ML)

)
+ op

(
1

n

)
. (23)

By conditions (i) and (ii) of Assumption 1, Ĥn can be approximated as

Ĥn = Hn(θ) +Op(n
−1/2)

and consequently by condition (ii) of Assumption 1, we have

Ĥ−1
n = H−1

n (θ) +Op(n
−1/2).

Similarly, by conditions (i) and (ii) of Assumption 1, we can approximate Kn,·rs(θ̂
ML) as

Kn,·rs(θ̂
ML) = Kn,·rs(θ) +Op(n

−1/2).

Substituting these approximations into (23), we obtain (20). □
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Next, we evaluate θ̂ML − θ.

Lemma 9. Under Assumption 1, the difference between the MLE and the true parameter
can be approximated as

θ̂ML − θ =
1

n
H−1

n (θ)

(
2
∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs
n (θ)Bn,rs(θ)

)
+ op

(
1

n

)
,

where Bn,rs(θ) is defined as

Bn,rs(θ) = 2

Jn,1r,s(θ)...
Jn,pr,s(θ)

+

p∑
t=1

p∑
u=1

H tu
n (θ)Isu(θ)Kn,r·t(θ).

Proof. By expanding (1) around the true parameter, we obtain

0 =
∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ)− n

(
Hn(θ)−

1

2

p∑
r=1

(θ̂ML
r − θr)Kn,r··(θ)

)
(θ̂ML − θ) + op(1), (24)

or equivalently,

θ̂ML − θ =
1

n

(
Hn(θ)−

1

2

p∑
r=1

(θ̂ML
r − θr)Kn,r··(θ)

)−1(
∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ) + op(1)

)
. (25)

Note that by conditions (i) and (ii) of Assumption 1, we have

Hn(θ)

(
Hn(θ)−

1

2

p∑
r=1

(θ̂ML
r − θr)Kn,r··(θ)

)−1

=

(
Ip −

1

2

p∑
r=1

(θ̂ML
r − θr)Kn,r··(θ)H

−1
n (θ)

)−1

= Ip +
1

2

p∑
r=1

(θ̂ML
r − θr)Kn,r··(θ)H

−1
n (θ) +Op

(
1

n

)

= 2Ip −Hn(θ)H
−1
n (θ) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

(θ̂ML
r − θr)Kn,r··(θ)H

−1
n (θ) +Op

(
1

n

)
. (26)

Furthermore, conditions (i) and (ii) of Assumption 1 and (24) imply

0 =
∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ)− nHn(θ)(θ̂

ML − θ) +Op(1).

This can be rewritten as

θ̂ML − θ =
1

n
H−1

n (θ)
∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ) +Op

(
1

n

)
,

or equivalently, for each r ∈ {1, . . . , p},

θ̂ML
r − θr =

1

n

p∑
s=1

Hrs
n (θ)

∂

∂θs
ℓn(θ) +Op

(
1

n

)
. (27)

23



Combining (27) with (25) and (26), we have

nHn(θ)(θ̂
ML − θ) = 2

∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs
n (θ)Bn,rs(θ) + op(1).

This completes the proof. □

5.1.2. Proof of Corollary 3. By applying Assumption 2 to Lemma 8, we can straightforwardly
evaluate the difference between the Bayes estimator and the MLE as

θ̂B − θ̂ML =
1

n
H−1(θ)

(
∂

∂θ
log π(θ) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs(θ)K·rs(θ)

)
+ op

(
1

n

)
.

It remains to evaluate the difference between the MLE and the true parameter. First, we
replace (26) with a slightly different expression, which is

H(θ)

(
Hn(θ)−

1

2

p∑
r=1

(θ̂ML
r − θr)Kn,r··(θ)

)−1

=

(
Ip − (H(θ)−Hn(θ))H

−1(θ)− 1

2

p∑
r=1

(θ̂ML
r − θr)Kn,r··(θ)H

−1(θ)

)−1

= Ip + (H(θ)−Hn(θ))H
−1(θ) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

(θ̂ML
r − θr)Kn,r··(θ)H

−1(θ) +Op

(
1

n

)

= 2Ip −Hn(θ)H
−1(θ) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

(θ̂ML
r − θr)Kn,r··(θ)H

−1(θ) +Op

(
1

n

)
.

This equation, combined with (25) and (27), gives us

nHn(θ)(θ̂
ML − θ)

= 2
∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ) +

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs(θ)

Jn,1r,s(θ)...
Jn,pr,s(θ)


+

1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs
n (θ)

p∑
t=1

p∑
u=1

H tuKn,r·t(θ)In,su(θ) + op(1)

= 2
∂

∂θ
ℓn(θ) +

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs(θ)

Jn,1r,s(θ)...
Jn,pr,s(θ)

+
1

2

p∑
t=1

p∑
u=1

H tu(θ)Kr·t(θ)In,su(θ)

+ op(1).

Thus, we have

θ̂B − θ =
1

n
H−1(θ)

(
∂

∂θ
(log π(θ) + 2ℓn(θ)) +

1

2

p∑
r=1

p∑
s=1

Hrs(θ)Ān,rs(θ)

)
+ op

(
1

n

)
24



where

Ān,rs(θ) =

K1rs(θ) + 2Jn,1r,s(θ)
...

Kprs(θ) + 2Jn,pr,s(θ)

+
1

2

p∑
t=1

p∑
u=1

H tu(θ)Kr·t(θ)In,su(θ)

Taking the expectation of the above equation, we obtain the desired result. □

5.2. Proof of Theorem 5. We prove the following general result.

Lemma 10. Suppose Θ is a rectangular subspace of Rp. Let ϕ : Θ → Rp be a vector-valued
function that is first-order differentiable. We refer to the r-th component of ϕ(θ) as ϕr(θ).
Consider a system of partial differential equations

∂

∂θ
ξ(θ) = ϕ(θ) for all inner points θ ∈ Θ (28)

for some function ξ : Θ → R. Suppose we can interchange the order of integration and
differentiation of ϕ, i.e., ∫ (

∂

∂θ
ϕ(θ)

)
dθ =

∂

∂θ

(∫
ϕ(θ)dθ

)
.

Then, (28) has a twice continuously differentiable solution ξ : θ → R if and only if

∂

∂θs
ϕr(θ) =

∂

∂θr
ϕs(θ) (29)

holds for all r, s = 1, . . . , p.

Proof. (=⇒): Differentiating both sides of (28) with respect to θ, we have

∂

∂θ∂θ⊤
ξ(θ) =

∂

∂θ
ϕ(θ).

Observe that the left-hand side of the above equation is a symmetric matrix since ξ is twice
continuously differentiable. Therefore, the condition (29) holds.

(⇐=): Fix an arbitrary constant vector (c1, . . . , cp) ∈ Θ. For each r = 1, . . . , p, define a
function ψr : Rp−r+1 → R by

ψr(θr, . . . , θp) = ϕr(c1, . . . , cr−1, θr, . . . , θp).

Then, for an arbitrary constant C, the function

ξ(θ) =

p∑
r=1

∫ θr

cr

ψr(z, θr+1, . . . , θp)dz + C (30)

is a solution to (28). Indeed, by (29), for s > r, we have

∂

∂θs
ψr(θr, . . . , θp) =

∂

∂θs
ϕr(θ)

∣∣∣∣
(θ1,...,θr−1)=(c1,...,cr−1)

=
∂

∂θr
ϕs(θ)

∣∣∣∣
(θ1,...,θr−1)=(c1,...,cr−1)

. (31)
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Thus, for s = 1, . . . , p, we obtain

∂

∂θs

(
p∑

r=1

∫ θr

cr

ψr(z, θr+1, . . . , θp)dz + C

)

=
s−1∑
r=1

∫ θr

cr

(
∂

∂θs
ψr(z, θr+1, . . . , θp)

)
dz + ψs(θs, . . . , θp)

=
s−1∑
r=1

∫ θr

cr

(
∂

∂z
ϕs(θ1, . . . , θr−1, z, θr+1, . . . , θp)

∣∣∣∣
(θ1,...,θr−1)=(c1,...,cr−1)

)
dz + ψs(θs, . . . , θp)

=
s−1∑
r=1

(ϕs(c1, . . . , cr−1, θr, . . . , θp)− ϕs(c1, . . . , cr, θr+1, . . . , θp)) + ϕs(c1, . . . , cs−1, θs, . . . , θp)

= ϕs(θ1, . . . , θp),

where the second equality follows from (31) and the third equality follows from the funda-
mental theorem of calculus. Hence, (30) is a solution to (28). □
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Appendix A. Posterior propriety of the asymptotically unbiased prior for
the balanced NER model

In this section, we prove that the posterior distribution corresponding to the prior given
in (17) is proper.

As discussed earlier in Example 7, we introduce a transformation of the parameters θ =
(β, τ 2, σ2) given by

θ̄ = (β, ρ, σ2) ∈ Θ̄ = Rp × (0, 1)× (0,∞), ρ =
σ2

σ2 + nτ 2
.

The posterior distribution in terms of θ̄, as shown in (19), is expressed as

π̄(θ̄|D) ∝ (σ2)−3−nm
2 ρ

m
2 exp

(
−1

2

m∑
i=1

(yi − xiβ)
⊤V̄ −1(yi − xiβ)

)
=: π̄(θ̄|D),

where V̄ −1 is defined as V̄ −1 = σ−2(In − (1− ρ)ιnι
⊤
n /n). To establish posterior propriety, we

need to show that the integral of π̄(θ̄|D) over Θ̄ is finite.

Assumption 3. Assume that the following conditions are satisfied:

(i) There exists i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} such that xi has full column rank.
(ii) There exists i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} such that [yi xi] has full column rank.
(iii) There exists i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} such that the sample variance covariance matrix

1

n

n∑
j=1

(
xij −

1

n

n∑
j=1

xij

)(
xij −

1

n

n∑
j=1

xij

)⊤

is positive semidefinite.
(iv) There exists i ∈ {1, . . . ,m} such that the sample variance covariance matrix

1

n

n∑
j=1

([
yij
xij

]
− 1

n

n∑
j=1

[
yij
xij

])([
yij
xij

]
− 1

n

n∑
j=1

[
yij
xij

])⊤

is positive semidefinite.

Proposition 11. If Assumption 3 is satisfied, we have∫
Θ̄

π̄(θ̄|D)dθ̄ <∞.

Proof. For notational simplicity, we define

y =

y1...
ym

 , X =

x1...
xm

 .
Using this notation, the posterior distribution π̄(θ̄|D) can expressed as

π̄(θ̄|D) = (σ2)−3−nm
2 ρ

m
2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2
(y −Xβ)⊤Q̄(ρ)(y −Xβ)

)
,
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where Q̄(ρ) is a block diagonal matrix with m blocks, each given by

In −
1− ρ

n
ιnι

⊤
n .

Since X⊤Q̄(ρ)X is positive definite for ρ ∈ [0, 1] by Lemmas 12 and 13, we can integrate out
β as∫

Rp

exp

(
− 1

2σ2
(y −Xβ)⊤Q̄(ρ)(y −Xβ)

)
dβ

= (2πσ2)p/2 det(X⊤Q̄(ρ)X)−1/2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2
y⊤Q̄(ρ)y − y⊤Q̄(ρ)X(X⊤Q̄(ρ)X)−1X⊤Q̄(ρ)y

)

= (2πσ2)p/2 det(X⊤Q̄(ρ)X)−1/2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2
h(ρ)

)
,

where h(ρ) is given by

h(ρ) = det(X⊤Q̄(ρ)X)−1 det

([
y⊤

X⊤

]
Q̄(ρ)

[
y X

])
.

Since Lemma 12 also implies

det(X⊤Q̄(ρ)X) > 0 and det

([
y⊤

X⊤

]
Q̄(ρ)

[
y X

])
> 0,

we can express the integral as∫
Θ̄

π̄(θ̄|D)dθ̄

= (2π)p/2
∫ 1

0

∫ ∞

0

(σ2)−3−nm−p
2 ρ

m
2 det(X⊤Q̄(ρ)X)−1/2 exp

(
− 1

2σ2
h(ρ)

)
dσ2dρ

= (2π)p/222+
nm−p

2 Γ

(
2 +

nm− p

2

)∫ 1

0

ρ
m
2 det(X⊤Q̄(ρ)X)−1/2h(ρ)−(2+

nm−p
2 )dρ.

Since the integrand is continuous and the domain of integration is bounded in the last
equation, the integral is finite. Therefore, we can conclude that the posterior distribution is
proper. □

Lemma 12. Suppose conditions (i) and (ii) of Assumption 3 hold. Then, for any ρ > 0, we
have

X⊤Q̄(ρ)X > 0 and

[
y⊤

X⊤

]
Q̄(ρ)

[
y X

]
> 0.

Proof. We first show the positive definiteness of In− 1−ρ
n
ιnι

⊤
n . Indeed, for any non-zero vector

b ∈ Rn \ {0}, by the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality, we have

b⊤
(
In −

1− ρ

n
ιnι

⊤
n

)
b = ∥b∥2 − 1− ρ

n
(ι⊤n b)

2 ≥ ∥b∥2 − 1− ρ

n
∥ιn∥2∥b∥2 = ρ∥b∥2 > 0.
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Next, we note that the matrices X⊤Q̄(ρ)X and [y X]⊤Q̄(ρ)[y X] can be expressed as

X⊤Q̄(ρ)X =
m∑
i=1

x⊤i

(
In −

1− ρ

n
ιnι

⊤
n

)
xi,[

y⊤

X⊤

]
Q̄(ρ)

[
y X

]
=

m∑
i=1

[
y⊤i
x⊤i

](
In −

1− ρ

n
ιnι

⊤
n

)[
yi xi

]
.

Observe that x⊤i
(
In − 1−ρ

n
ιnι

⊤
n

)
xi and [yi xi]

⊤ (In − 1−ρ
n
ιnι

⊤
n

)
[yi xi] are positive semidefinite

for each i. Furthermore, by conditions (i) and (ii) of Assumption 3, there exists i, i′ such
that

x⊤i

(
In −

1− ρ

n
ιnι

⊤
n

)
xi > 0 and

[
y⊤i′
x⊤i′

](
In −

1− ρ

n
ιnι

⊤
n

)[
yi′ xi′

]
> 0

hold. Therefore, we conclude that both X⊤Q̄(ρ)X and [y X]⊤Q̄(ρ)[y X] are positive definite.
□

Lemma 13. Suppose Assumption 3 holds. Then for ρ = 0, we have

X⊤Q̄(0)X > 0 and

[
y⊤

X⊤

]
Q̄(0)

[
y X

]
> 0.

Proof. By the same argument as in the previous lemma, we can show that In − 1
n
ιnιn is

positive semidefinite. Thus, x⊤i
(
In − 1

n
ιnι

⊤
n

)
xi ≥ 0 and [yi xi]

⊤ (In − 1
n
ιnι

⊤
n

)
[yi xi] ≥ 0 hold

for each i. Furthermore, by condition (iii) of Assumption 3, there exists i that satisfies

x⊤i

(
In −

1

n
ιnι

⊤
n

)
xi =

n∑
j=1

(
xij −

1

n

n∑
j=1

xij

)(
xij −

1

n

n∑
j=1

xij

)⊤

> 0.

Therefore, we have

X⊤Q̄(0)X =
m∑
i=1

x⊤i

(
In −

1

n
ιnι

⊤
n

)
xi > 0.

By a similar argument, we also obtain[
y⊤

X⊤

]
Q̄(0)

[
y X

]
=

m∑
i=1

[
y⊤i
x⊤i

](
In −

1

n
ιnι

⊤
n

)[
yi xi

]
> 0

as required. □

Appendix B. Simulation details

In this section, we provide the details of the simulation studies in Section 4.
For each area i, the number of units is set to n = 5, and the sample size is varied across

m ∈ {10, 32, 100, 316, 1000}. The covariates are generated as xij ∼ N(µ,Σ), where

µ =

[
1
2

]
, Σ =

[
4 1
1 1

]
.

For [AU] and [JF], the MCMC sample size is set to N = 2000 with a warm-up size of
warmup = 100, while for [DG], N = 20000 with warmup = 1000. For [DG], a larger
sample size was chosen due to the higher autocorrelation of the chain compared to the
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other priors. All generated chains have at least 300 effective sample sizes, indicating good
convergence and reliable posterior inference.

To examine the frequentist properties of Bayes estimators, we simulate 10000 independent
datasets of D = (yi, xi)1≤i≤m for each sample size m. For each dataset, we compute the

posterior mean θ̂B, the bias, the mean squared error (MSE), and the coverage probability of
the 95% credible interval for each parameter.

For each prior, Gibbs sampler is applied to sample from the posterior distribution. Sam-
pling from the posterior distribution corresponding to [AU] is explained in Example 7, and
a similar transformation of the parameter is used for [JF]. For [DG], we treat the model as
a hierarchical model and sample β, τ 2, σ2, {vi : i ≤ m} by Gibbs sampler.
Figures 3 and 4 show the log-MSE of the posterior mean under the two parameter settings.

Figures 5 and 6 show the coverage probability of the 95% credible interval, each corresponding
to the two parameter settings. From these results, it can be observed that [AU] and [JF]
exhibit comparable performance in terms of MSE and coverage probability. In contrast,
the performance of [DG] is more sensitive to the true parameter settings, which might be
attributed to the choice of hyperparameters in the prior.
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Figure 3. Log-MSE of the posterior mean when the true parameter is β1 =
β2 = τ 2 = σ2 = 1.
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Figure 4. Log-MSE of the posterior mean when the true parameter is β1 =
β2 = 1, τ 2 = 0.5, σ2 = 4.

1 1.5 2 2.5 3
0.94

0.95

0.96

0.97

0.98

1 1.5 2 2.5 3

0.92

0.94

0.96

1 1.5 2 2.5 3

0.92

0.94

0.96

0.98

1

1 1.5 2 2.5 3

0.94

0.96

0.98

Prior
AU

JF

DG

C
ov

er
ag

e 
pr

ob
ab

ili
ty

C
ov

er
ag

e 
pr

ob
ab

ili
ty

C
ov

er
ag

e 
pr

ob
ab

ili
ty

C
ov

er
ag

e 
pr

ob
ab

ili
ty

Figure 5. Coverage probability of the posterior mean when the true param-
eter is β1 = β2 = τ 2 = σ2 = 1.
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Figure 6. Coverage probability of the posterior mean when the true param-
eter is β1 = β2 = 1, τ 2 = 0.5, σ2 = 4.
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