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ABSTRACT: Demand for reliable statistics at a local area (small area) level has greatly increased
in recent years. Traditional area-specific estimators based on probability samples are not adequate
because of small sample size or even zero sample size in a local area. As a result, methods based
on models linking the areas are widely used. World Bank focused on estimating poverty measures,
in particular poverty incidence and poverty gap called FGT measures, using a simulated census
method, called ELL, based on a one-fold nested error model for a suitable transformation of the
welfare variable. Modified ELL methods leading to significant gain in efficiency over ELL also
have been proposed under the one-fold model. An advantage of ELL and modified ELL methods
is that distributional assumptions on the random effects in the model are not needed. In this paper,
we extend ELL and modified ELL to two-fold nested error models to estimate poverty indicators
for areas (say a state) and subareas (say counties within a state). Our simulation results indicate that
the modified ELL estimators lead to large efficiency gains over ELL at the area level and subarea
level. Further, modified ELL method retaining both area and subarea estimated effects in the model
(called MELL?2) performs significantly better in terms of mean squared error (MSE) for sampled
subareas than the modified ELL retaining only estimated area effect in the model (called MELLT1).

Keywords and phrases: Areas and subareas, ELL and modified ELL methods, Poverty incidence
and gap, Two-fold nested error model.

1. INTRODUCTION

Data collected from probability samples can provide reliable estimates of parameters of inter-
est for domains (subpopulations) with large enough sample sizes to permit direct, domain-specific
estimators of desired precision. We call such domains as large areas. On the other hand, sample
sizes can be very small or even zero for local areas (called small areas) and direct estimators are not



adequate or feasible. Demand for reliable statistics at the level of small areas has increased greatly
and it is necessary to use model-based methods that can yield reliable estimates for small areas
by integrating information across areas through linking models. Rao and Molina (2015) provide a
comprehensive account of model-based small area estimation of means, totals, and more complex
parameters like poverty measures.

In this paper, we focus on the estimation of FGT poverty measures, proposed by Foster, Greer
and Thorbeck (1984). Poverty incidence, gap and severity belong to the family of FGT measures.
World Bank widely used a method proposed by Elbers, Lanjouw and Lanjouw (2003), called the
ELL method, to provide FGT poverty measures for specified local areas in many developing coun-
tries. The ELL method involves the following steps: (1) Simulate multiple censuses of the welfare
variable of interest based on an assumed model relating the welfare variable to auxiliary variables
obtained from a recent census. (2) Calculate the FGT measure for specified local areas from each
simulated census and then take the average over the censuses as the ELL estimator. (3) Variance of
the simulated census estimators is taken as the estimator of mean squared error (MSE) of the ELL
estimator. An advantage of the ELL method is that it is free of parametric distributional assumptions
and computationally simple. However, Molina and Rao (2010) showed that the ELL method can
lead to large MSE compared to an optimal method, called the Empirical Best (EB) method, assum-
ing a one-fold nested error linear regression model with normally distributed random effects. Diallo
and Rao (2018) developed a modification to ELL method that leads to substantial reduction in MSE
and compares favorably to the normality-based EB method. As in the ELL method, the modified
ELL method is free of parametric distributional assumptions. The proposed ELL, modified ELL and
EB methods are based on a one-fold nested error linear regression model relating a suitable function
of the welfare variable to the census variables and a random area effect. Sample survey data ob-
serving the welfare variable and the census variables, based on two-stage cluster sampling, are used
to fit the one-fold model. In the traditional ELL method, random cluster effects are included in the
model and simulated censuses are generated. From a simulated census, a desired poverty measure
is calculated for any desired small area. Note that it is not necessary to specify the areas in advance
because area effects are not included in the ELL one-fold model. Hossain et al. (2020) used a
two-stage sample of districts and household within districts to estimate a food insecurity measure at
the district level in Bangladesh. In this case, clusters are areas. In this paper, we focus on two-fold
random effect models involving area and subarea random effects. For example, an area could refer
to a state and a subarea to a county within a state. Marhuenda et al. (2017) studied EB estimation
of FGT poverty measures under the two-fold model, assuming that the random effects in the model
are normally distributed, as in the case of the one-fold model studied by Molina and Rao (2010).
In their application to Spanish survey data, areas are provinces and subareas are comarcas, and it
is of interest to obtain estimates of poverty measures at the domain as well as subdomain level.
Section 2 introduces the two-fold model and the associated FGT poverty measures for domains and
subdomains. Section 3 extends the ELL and modified ELL methods to two-fold models with no
distributional assumptions on the random effects in the model, as in the case of the one-fold model.
Section 4 presents some results of a simulation study on the performance of ELL and modified ELL
estimators. Finally, some remarks on the estimation of MSE of the estimators are given in Section
5.



2. TWO-FOLD NESTED ERROR MODEL

The finite population of interest consists of D areas (domains) d = 1,..., D, and area d is
divided into M, subareas (subdomains) j = 1,...,M,;. The subdomain j within the domain
d contains Ng; elements & = 1,..., Ng;. The population data is denoted as { (Edjk,le;k),d =
1,...,D;5 = 1,...,Mg;k = 1,...,Ng;}, where Egj, is the welfare variable of interest and
le; w = (T1djk, - - - Tpajk) is a p-vector of known census variables. If an intercept term is needed,
then we set x4, = 1 for all the population units. To reduce positive skewness of the welfare
variable we make a log transformation yg;, = log(FEgjk).

A two-fold nested error population model relating the transformed variable y4;), to the census
variables x4 is given by

Yaik = XgpB+ua+vg +egr; d=1,...,D, j=1,.... Mg, k=1,....Ng, (2.1

where 3 is a px 1 vector of unknown regression parameters, v, are the area effects, v,; are the cluster
effects, and ey, are the residual errors. The three random errors w4, v4;, and egj, are independent
with E(uq) = E(vg;) = E(egjx) = 0. Parametric distributions on the two random effects and the
unit errors are not assumed.

We assume two-stage sampling in each area: a sample, sg, of my(< M) subareas is se-
lected from area d and if subarea jth is sampled then a subsample, s¢; of ng; elements is selected
from subarea j. We further assume that the population model also holds for the sample data
{(Wajrsx4jk),d=1,...,D;5 =1,...,mg;k = 1,...,ng}. Therefore, the model for sample data
is given by

Yaik = XgB +ua +vg +egr; d=1,....D, j=1,....mgq k=1,... ng. (2.2)
The FGT population measure for area d is given by

My Ngj

1
Foi(2) = 7> D Fadjh (2.3)
4~ =
7=1 k=1
where N; = Zj Nygj and
z — Egir \*
Fogjr = <ZJ> I(Eg4, < z). (2.4)

In 2.4), z is the known poverty line and I(Eg, < z) is the indicator variable taking the value 1
when Egy is smaller than z and 0 otherwise. Poverty incidence, poverty gap and poverty severity
correspond to o = 0, « = 1, and o = 2, respectively. Also, the FGT measure for subarea j within
area d is given by

Fogj(z) = — > Fuoajk- (2.5)



3. ESTIMATORS OF FGT POVERTY MEASURES

In this section, we describe how to estimate FGT poverty measures (2.3)) and (2.5) for areas and
subareas, respectively. Suppose that there is a one-to-one transformatlon Yajr = log(Eqgi) of the
welfare variables, E4;;,. Then we can express Fy,q; given as (2.4) in terms of y4;:

2z —exp(yagir) + ¢\ @
Fogjr = ( (Zyd]k) ) I(exp(yajx) — ¢ < 2) := ha(Yajk)-

3.1. ELL Method

Elbers, Lanjow and Lanjow (2003) consider a linear mixed model for a log-transformation of the
variable measuring welfare of individuals, with random effects for the sampling clusters. In small
area context, we can assume that the sampling clusters are the areas. In this case, the model becomes
the one-fold nested error model of Battese, Harter and Fuller (1988) for the log-transformation of
the welfare variables, that is, y4; = log(Fg;). The World Bank applied the ELL method extensively
to obtain poverty and inequality measures for many countries: for more details see Elbers, Lanjow
and Lanjow (2003). In this section, we extend the ELL method under the one-fold nested error
model to the two-fold nested error model (2.1)) when the model has area level random effect term,
subarea level random effect term, and subarea level error term. The ELL method consists of draw-
ing from the estimated area, cluster and unit level residuals to create a simulated census. The steps
of the ELL method can be summarized as follows:

1. Estimate 3 from the nested error model given by (2.2)), usmg the ordinary least squares (OLS)
method, and obtain unit level residuals 7gjx = Yajr — Xy leO 1g» Where ﬁo g denotes the
estimator of 3.”

2. The area effect ug4, the subarea effect vy4;, and the unit level errors ey, are estimated as

mq "dj

Z > Faji,

jlkl

ndj

Vg = E Fajr — Ud,

ng
e

and
ngj

€djk = Tdjk — Z Pdjk-
dj =
3 D 2*(0)  x(b)  x(b) #(b) 2 = ..
. Draw 8", uy 7, vy and ey, b=1,..., B from N(BoLg, Cov(BoLs)), the empirical
distribution of 4, the emplrlcal dlStI‘lbuthIl of 04, and the empirical distribution of €4y,
respectively.



4. Construct B simulated census values {yZ;Z); k=1,...,Ng,j=1,...,Mg,d=1,...,D}

*(b) _ b)

as follows: y dik d] k ﬁ —|— *(b) + v;(b) + ez(.k , using the census values of the covariates.

5. The simulated population measures F (b) + Z ZNd] Fa dj k and Fa dj = ZNdJ Fa dj k
are calculated from each simulated census b, where Fail% = ha( dj(k)) b=1,. B

6. The ELL estimators of Fi,q and Fi,4; are calculated by averaging over the B simulated mea-
sures as follows:

*(b)
O%LL BZF(

and

ELL
adj

|Mm

3.2 Modified ELL

Method 1. This modification retains 4 in constructing the predictors yZ;Z)

in the ELL method. We have the following modified ELL method:

, unlike the use of uz(b)

1. From the nested error model given by (2.2)), estimate the fixed effects 3 using OLS.

2. Estimate ugq, v4;, and eg;y; as in the traditional ELL method.

3. Draw v d( ) and e dj(b) b =1,..., B from the empirical distributions of 04 and €4, respec-
tively.

4. Construct B simulated census values {yZ}Z); k=1,...,Ng,j=1,...,My,d=1,...,D}

as follows:

b b b
yd](k) ngkﬁOLS + g + Ud]( )+ ed]( )

5. Then, the simulated population measures Fa*l(ib) and F;(i?) are calculated as in the traditional
ELL method from each simulated census b. The modified ELL estimators of F,; and F,4;,
denoted by FO%ELM and F%EL“, respectively, are as follows:

B
A 1
MELL1 _ *(b)
Fad - E Z Fad
and

MELLl Z *(b
Otd] adj *



Method 2. This modification retains 4 and 94;, for j € sg, and uses v i

*(b)

for subarea j not sampled

*(b)

from area d in constructing the predictors y dik - Then, the modification is as follows:

1.

2.

3.

From the nested error model given by (2.2)), estimate the fixed effects 3 using OLS.

Estimate u4, vqj, and egjy, as in the traditional ELL method.

Draw e d(z), b=1,..., B from the empirical distribution of €4y.

Construct B simulated census values y;;z) for the units in the sampled subareas as

b > A b
y;;k) = le;'kBOLS + ug + vgj + efék)

*(b)

and for subareas that are not sampled y ik are generated from

b b
ydj(k) = Xd]kﬁOLS + g + Udj( )+ €d]( :
where v;](b), b=1,...,B, are drawn from the empirical distribution 9.

. Then, the simulated population measures Fa*l(jb) and F C(l ) are calculated as in the traditional

ELL method from each simulated census b, and the second modified ELL estimators of F,, 4
and Fi4j, denoted by FO%ELLQ and FO%ELM, respectively, are as follows:

B
A 1
MELL2 _ *(b)
Fad - E Z Fad
and

FMELL2 _ Z *(b
ad] adj *

4. SIMULATION STUDY

A simulation study is undertaken to examine the performance of the two modified ELL methods
under the two-fold nested error linear regression model (2.1)). Marhuenda et al. (2017) conducted
a simulation study on the performance of EB estimators of FGT measures for areas and subareas
under a two-fold nested error model assuming w4, v4; and eg;), are normally distributed. We follow
their simulation set-up but also consider skew normal scenarios: (1) (ug, vdj) normal (N) and ey,
skew normal (SN). (2) u4 normal and (vg;, eq;,;) skew normal. Section 4.1 reports results for case
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1 and results for case 2 are given in section 4.2. We also include the case of (ug, Vdj s edjk) normal
(N) studied by Marheunda et al. (2017).

We generated I = 1000 populations each of size N = 20, 000 composed of D = 40 areas each
containing My = 10 subareas each containing Ng; = 50 units. We first generated the covariate
vector Xgi, = (1, T1gjk, $2djk) for each population unit, based on 145, ~ B(1, p1gj) and zogjs, ~
B(1, pag;) with probabilities p1q; = 0.2+ Oéd + 37 2 4] and pog; = 0.2, j =1,...,10,d =1,...,40.
The generated population covariate values are held ﬁxed and used to generate the dependent Variable
Yyaqjk from the two-fold model using 3 = (3,0.03, —0.04)/ and specified distributions for w4, vgj,
and eg;; with mean zero and standard deviations o, = 0.5, 0, = 0.25 and 0. = 0.50, respectively.
Incase 1, ug ~ N(0,02), v4; ~ N(0,02) and egj, ~ SN(1z, 02, \) with u and o chosen to make the
mean and standard deviation of egj;, equal to zero and o, and A = A\, = 3 which leads to moderate
skewness. Note that the two- fold model is applied to yg4j, = log(Edjk) which reduces the skewness
in the welfare variable Eg;. As a result, moderate skewness in the errors ey, is realistic. In case 2,
ug ~ N(0,02) and (vgj, e4ji;) skew normal with mean zero and standard deviations o, = 0.25 and
oe = 0.50 respectively, and A, = 1 and A\, = 3, respectively. The above process was repeated to
generate / = 1000 population values {ygjx,% = 1,...,1000}.

We calculated the FGT measures FCE d) for each area and FCE d) for each subarea from each of the
simulated populations ¢ = 1,...,1000. We focus on poverty 1n01dence (a = 0) and poverty gap
(o =1) . Following Marheunda et al. (2017), we took the poverty line as z = 0.6med(Ey;j;;) for a
population generated as above, where Egj;, = exp(yajk)-

We considered two cases for generating a sample of units. In case I, all subareas are sampled
(mq = My = 10) by selecting ng; = 10 units from each subarea by simple random sampling. In
case II, a simple random sample of mgy = 5 subareas is selected from each area and then a simple
random sample of n4; = 20 units is drawn from each sampled subarea. In both cases, the over all
sample size within each area is equal to 100.

We used a model-based set up by conditioning on the selected sample of units and extracting the
corresponding sample data (yc(l;.)k, Xgjk) from each simulated population ¢. Using the sample data,
we then obtained the desired estimates for areas and subareas from the assumed two-fold model.
Denoting the estimators for areas and subareas for any given method by Fad and Fadj respectively,
we computed empirical biases of the estimators for areas and subareas as

o1 ( (4) _ =1 ( i
=1 ZFl Fod): B(Fog) =17 Z% g

where }A?’O(é ) and F( ) denote the estimators for the simulated population 7. Similarly, we computed
empirical MSEs of the estimators for areas and subareas as

I I
MSE(Foq) = VS (B - FO)2, MSE(F,y) = 173 (B — F))2.
i=1 i=1



4.1. ey, skew normal

Figure 1| presents box plots of bias (%) for ELL, modified ELL1 (MELL1), modified ELL2
(MELL?2), and EBtwo estimators of FGT poverty incidence and poverty gap for areas and subareas
under scenario 1 with skew normal errors eg;,. Here EBtwo denotes empirical best estimator of
Marheunda et al. (2017) assuming (ug, vg;, €4;) normal.

;%é£ ="B g%EE} %%;3

EBwo  MELL  MEUZ e EBwo  MELT  MELZ e EBwo  MEW  MEW

Poveryincidence () and povery g3p (rGht) Povertyncdence () and poverty gap (1ght)

(a) Case 1, areas (b) Case 1, subareas

EBwo  MELLT  MELZ e EBwo  MELLY
Poveryincdence et ) and poverty gap (i) 0

(c) Case 2, non-sampled subareas

Figure 1: Boxplots of biases (x100) over simulated populations of EBtwo, MELL1, MELL2, and
ELL estimators of the poverty incidence (left side) and the poverty gap (right side) for the area and
subareas in Case 1 are presented in (a) and (b) and for non-sampled subareas of Case 2 is presented
in (c) (egj is SN).

Box plots in Figure[T]show that ELL performs significantly worse than the other methods, lead-
ing to substantial underestimation in all cases, particularly for poverty incidence. Overall, MELL2



and EBtwo perform better than MELL1 although EBtwo leads to slight overestimation for poverty
gap.

Table [T] reports results on average MSE for the areas, sampled subareas and non-sampled sub-
areas. Table (]| shows that ELL leads to very large average MSE in all cases compared to the other
methods. For areas, MELL2 and MELL1 are comparable and slightly better than EBtwo in terms of
average MSE. For the case where all subareas are sampled (case 1), MELL?2 is significantly better
than MELL1. This is to be expected because MELL1 does not use subarea specific method unlike
MELL?2. Also, EBtwo seems to be somewhat better than MELL2 in terms of average MSE: 8.81
for EBtwo vs. 11.39 for MELL2 in the case of poverty gap.

Table 1: Average of MSEs (x10%). Case 1 when all subareas are sampled and case 2 is when all
subareas are not sampled (eg;y is SN).

Poverty Estimation method

indicator EBtwo MELLI1 MELL2 ELL
Area inc 8.70 7.88 7.28 557.44

gap 1.28 1.30 1.17 95.33
Case 1 Subarea inc 56.09 187.69 6935 737.22
gap 8.81 33.52 11.39 127.53
Area inc 24.15 23.69 23.11  562.45

gap 4.22 4.27 4.17 96.46
Sampled- inc 27.55 167.68 3449 74250
Case 2 subarea gap 3.97 29.81 5.02 128.94
Nonsampled- inc 233.85 236.05 236.59 738.95
subarea gap 41.77 42.39 4243  127.65

Turning to case 2 where not all subareas are sampled, results for sampled subareas are similar
those for case 1 where all subareas are sampled. Note that the average MSE is significantly de-
creased for sampled subareas because the sample size in those subareas is doubled relative to case
1. On the other hand, for areas the average MSE is significantly increased in case 2 compared to
case 1 because the number of sampled subareas is reduced by half compared to case 1.

For nonsampled subareas (case 2), MELL1, MELL2 and EBtwo are comparable in terms of
average MSE. This is expected because for non-sampled subareas MELL1 and MELL?2 are sim-
ilar. Note that the average MSE is significantly increased for nonsampled subareas compared to
corresponding values for sampled subareas. Figure [2] presents box plots of MSE for areas, sampled
subareas and non-sampled subareas. Conclusions from those plots are like those arrived from the
values of average MSE.

4.2.  (vgj,eqjk) sSkew normal

We also considered the case where both vg; and ey, are skew normal and u4 normal. Average
MSE and Box plots of MSE for areas, sampled subareas and nonsampled subareas, reported in Table
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(a) Case 1, MSE:s of all areas (b) Case 1, MSEs of all subareas

(c) Case 2, MSEs of all non-sampled sub-
areas

Figure 2: Boxplots of MSEs ( x 10%) over simulated populations of EBtwo, MELL1, MELL2, and
ELL estimators of the poverty incidence (left side) and the poverty gap (right side) for the area and
subareas in Case 1 are presented in (a) and (b) and for non-sampled subareas of Case 2 is presented
in (c) (egjk is SN).

|Z| and Figure |§| respectively, are very similar to those reported for the case where only ey is SN.
Therefore, our conclusions for the two cases are similar.

4.3. (ud, Udjs edjk) Normal

We also considered the case where ug, vg; and egjy are normally distributed. Marheunda et
al. (2017) studied this case in the context of EBtwo estimators. Again our results on MSE for
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Table 2: Average of MSEs (x10%). Case 1 when all subareas are sampled and case 2 is when all
subareas are not sampled (vg; and egj, are SN).

Poverty Estimation method

indicator EBtwo MELL1 MELL2 ELL
Area inc 8.89 7.92 7.36 564.12

gap 1.32 1.31 1.19 95.71
Case 1 Subarea inc 55.79 182.97 69.11  739.27
gap 8.74 32.29 11.43  126.68
Area inc 23.76 23.48 2276 561.67

gap 4.13 4.23 4.09 96.70
Sampled- inc 27.28 164.16 34.18  739.02
Case 2 subarea gap 391 28.82 5.00 128.50
Nonsampled- inc 230.19 232.75 23249  734.29
subarea gap 40.69 41.35 41.27  126.62

areas, sampled subareas and non-sampled subareas indicate similarity with the results in sections
4.1 and 4.2 corresponding to eg;x, skew normal and (vdj, edjk) skew normal. We report results only
on average MSE in Table[3] We note that EBtwo leads to substantial reduction in average MSE over
MELL?2 for subareas in case 1 where all subareas are sampled: 49.77 vs. 64.30 for incidence and
8.84 vs. 11.38 for gap. This is to be expected because EBtwo is optimal under normality.

Table 3: Average of MSEs (x10%). Case 1 when all subareas are sampled and case 2 is when all
subareas are not sampled (ug4, v4; and eg;y all N).

Poverty Estimation method

indicator EBtwo MELL1 MELL2 ELL
Area inc 5.87 6.82 6.42 508.88

gap 1.07 1.23 1.14 93.07
Case 1 Subarea inc 49.77 168.60 64.30 670.71
gap 8.84 32.14 11.38  123.98
Area inc 19.92 21.73 2132 514.96

gap 3.81 4.11 4.03 94.63
Sampled- inc 24.62 151.31 31.31  677.23
Case 2 subarea gap 4.11 29.04 4.83 126.31
Nonsampled- inc 209.02 214.87 215.08 675.51
subarea gap 40.22 41.28 41.32  125.06

44. Comparison with one-fold model

In this section, we study the effect of ignoring the area effect and use a one-fold model con-
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(a) Case 1, MSE:s of all areas (b) Case 1, MSEs of all subareas

(c) Case 2, MSEs of all non-sampled sub-
areas

Figure 3: Boxplots of MSEs (x10*) over simulated populations of ELL, MELL1, MELL2, and
EBtwo estimators of the poverty incidence (left side) and the poverty gap (right side) for the area
and subareas in Case 1 are presented in (a) and (b) and for non-sampled subareas of Case 2 is
presented in (¢) (vgj and egj), is SN).

taining only subarea random effects. In particular, we are interested in the performance of MSE for
non-sampled subareas when the true model is the two-fold model. Denoting the subareas by a single
index ¢, the one-fold model may be written as y;;, = X;kﬁ + uy + ey, like the model studied by Di-
allo and Rao (2017). We can then use their results to get ELL estimators for non-sampled subareas.
They have also studied modified ELL under the one-fold model, but for non-sample subareas it is
essentially the same as ELL. For sampled subareas, modified ELL was shown to be more efficient
than ELL under the one-fold model.

We used the case 2 set up of our simulation study and fitted the one-fold model to the sample
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Poveryincdence 1) and povery gap (rght)

Figure 4: Boxplots of MSEs (x10%) over simulated populations of two fold and one fold estimators
of the poverty incidence (left side) and the poverty gap (right side) for each non-sampled subarea of
Case 2 ( egjj, is SN).

observations and obtained ELL estimators for nonsampled subareas for each simulated sample.
Resulting box plots of MSE of ELL based on one-fold model, denoted ELL1, and ELL, MELL1 and
MELL 2 based on two-fold model for the nonsampled subareas are reported in Figure ] Average
MSE values are reported in Table

It is clear from the box plots and average MSE values that MELL1 and MELL?2 behave similarly
in terms of MSE and lead to large reduction in MSE relative to ELL1 and ELL. We also note that
ELL based on the two-fold model and ELL1 based on the one-fold model give similar results in
terms of MSE.

Table 4: Average of MSEs (x10%) of all non-sampled subareas (egjr 1s SN)

Poverty Estimation method
indicator ~ ELL MELLI1 MELL2 ELLI1
Nonsampled- inc 738.95 236.05 236.59 740.31
subarea gap 127.65 42.39 4243  127.94

5. MSE ESTIMATION

In the ELL method for the one-fold model, the variability of the simulated census measures
is taken as the estimator of MSE of the ELL estimator. Similarly, under the two-fold model the
corresponding MSE estimators of ELL for areas and subareas are given by
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B

MSE(FEFY) = BN (B2 — BEFLY? (5.1)
=1
and
b b
MSE(FEEY) = B S (FLD) — FEER?2, (5.2)
i=1

MSE estimators similar to (5.1)) and (5.2) are applicable to MELL1 and MELL?2, using simulated
census measures. The proposed MSE estimators are simple, but they can lead to significant under-
estimation of the true MSE because the model parameters and the random effects in the model are

()

not re-estimated in each replicate from the replicated sample data (y;jz s Xdjk)-

Marheuda et al. (2017) proposed a proper parametric bootstrap MSE estimator for EBtwo
estimators, based on re-estimating model parameters and random effects in the two-fold model
under normality. A similar procedure may be developed for ELL and MELL using a distribution
free bootstrap, like the ELL method.

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS

We considered the estimation of FGT poverty measures under a two-fold nested error model.
We developed extensions of the ELL method and the modified ELL. method of Diallo and Rao
(2017) to two-fold models. The methods are free of parametric distributional assumptions on the
random effects in the two-fold model. Our simulation results indicate that the proposed modified
ELL methods lead to large efficiency gains over the ELL for both areas and subareas. Further,
MELL? leads to significant reduction in MSE over MELL1 for sampled subareas, and it is compa-
rable to the EBtwo method of Marheuda et al. (2017) under normality assumption. An advantage of
MELL?2 is that it is applicable to more complex parameters, not necessarily additive in the individual
values like FGT measures, unlike EBtwo. Bootstrap MSE estimation for MELL methods, along the
lines of Marheuda et al. (2017) but without normality assumption, needs a detailed investigation.
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