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Abstract

Most of sampling surveys have outliers and non-response missing values simultaneously. In that case,
due to the effect of outliers, the result of imputation is not good enough to meet a given precision. To
overcome this situation, outlier treatment should be conducted before imputation. In this paper in order for
reducing the effect of outlier, we study outlier imputation methods and outlier weight adjustment methods.
For the outlier detection, the method suggested by She and Owen (2011) is used. A small simulation study
is conducted and for real data analysis, Monthly Labor Statistic and Briquette Consumption Survey Data

are used.
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2.2. Hidiroglou-Berthelot 2
o] HhHe A AF AR A A ABY HIE o]&3te] o]AHE ©@AEAT. WA AN A8
t—1 A" ARE @it — 1) 2L AW AEE i(t)e T o) F AR W vy = O T
stk oo & ALY AEE fste] WEE A8Q s & vhad 2ol 73t
1-— TT#, o< r, <rm,
S; = *
v SRSV <r;
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U
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| 271402 3
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Table 5.1. Coefficients for the simulation

AP E) a b c d g
B 0 1.50 0.00 5.13 0.50
Rk 20 1.50 0.00 13.79 0.25
R 0 0.25 0.01 4.91 0.50
=3y 0 3.00 -0.01 5.60 0.50
4] ¢}
(=] (=]
+ - +
8 8
g g
+ - 4
8 &
£ 8 5 8
) s ¥

»

0 50000 100000 150000 200000 250000 0 50 100 150 200 250

0e+00  2c+05
o
Oe+00  2e+05

Previous month wage Employee

Figure 5.1. Scatter plots of wages of May and April in the left panel and wage and employee of May in the right
panel for data set 1
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111 R n 5 )
. ~ (T 2
Mean squared error : MSE = Rnb E E (yi,j -Y;)
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Figure 5.2. Scatter plots of wages of May and April in the left panel and wage and employee of May in the right
panel for data set 2
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. olol wel Atk Aoe ol AlE AN PR Al ol Ae g el 5 ok A
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FTUFS Adsto] A5E4E AAITE oA €A B O-IPOD S S8 ¢ — 199 ¢
= A5 tEY TAR U R, E 189 2YF A5V AU E AF%EI et e A ClA
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Table 5.2. Simulation results for absolute bias

Absolute Bias

X =4 ZAHSEY

1/ &N P e e M3 i G
] 6.43 6.23 6.04 6.30 6.28
400 / 10 A3 6.54 6.49 6.44 6.47 6.51
229 6.37 5.11 4.79 6.11 6.14
S B 6.66 6.61 6.61 6.64 6.67
BEE 6.43 6.20 6.01 6.30 6.31
A3 6.54 6.46 6.37 6.47 6.47

400 / 20 .
2=y 6.40 5.17 4.80 6.17 6.20
o=y 6.67 6.63 6.55 6.60 6.62
Bl 6.46 6.21 6.02 6.31 6.31
A 6.55 6.46 6.43 6.48 6.49

400 / 40 =
e 6.38 5.17 4.80 6.19 6.17
=R 6.66 6.63 6.57 6.62 6.63

Table 5.3. Simulation results for MSE results
] MSE
7VeA | AESMF ZAFH S

FeA /2SS FasE M1 M2 M3 M4 M5
Bl 7.88 7.63 7.37 7.71 7.70
Ay 8.02 7.95 7.90 7.95 7.98

400 / 10 .
2273 7.82 6.68 6.15 7.47 7.51
2=y 8.15 8.10 8.08 8.11 8.15
] 7.92 7.63 7.39 7.76 7.74
A1y 8.05 7.95 7.84 7.96 7.96

400 / 20 .
2273 7.88 6.80 6.18 7.57 7.60
R 8.21 8.15 8.06 8.12 8.14
Bl 7.97 7.66 7.40 7.77 7.76
A3 8.07 7.97 7.92 7.99 8.00

400 / 40 ~
253 7.88 6.81 6.21 7.61 7.58
R 8.21 8.16 8.09 8.16 8.17

25 ME 134 290 tisf 10, 50, 100, 200709 A& 2zt %Eéii AE A AHE A=

Z¥z} 200, 400 2212 1,0000]t}. A3}= Table 6.19] 4] Table 6.4 =3} th.

WL eF5A ASEN 23S AHEY o AEE g M2, M3, M4, M5 W BT o|4H A&
BHA] ok M1 AFHTE £ 22 & £ A o] FAA A AT 7 E UE T M3 o] 7H
%41 Ae AT 5 9ot 1 WOE o]dHR AR HT TIEAE 0 LB T F o|AHE A
o= M2 WP} o] iAo fAsE AFE S itk 2E2Ho® AA A5 EYAR oA
I F&Fo] FAl EAste ARl oldEE 483 A ¥ F-&H HAHE AMSshe Aol B
stk Z1e Eelekainh
Table 6.5¢} Table 6.6° &4 A3-& *—i‘ki’i ow AVE AFEY o] AHEE 3 M2, M3 #i o]
oA AEg sHA g2 M1 AFHT £ AL & 5 A oA
M3 "ol 7pg 938 202 et I o & o]l A
oGRS AAHE M2 Wyo %?ﬂ A3E 3 Ik 2 M4, M5 W2 o] Al & 23]
] A 237 vk 2E g & 4~ Qi
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Absolute Bias

= 5 = 2~

g a57s M1 M2 M3 M4 M5
10 5612.73 3172.92 3134.67 3183.47 3159.05
200 50 5636.90 3222.62 3180.77 3226.77 3226.70
100 5633.45 3210.61 3171.98 3216.76 3215.13
200 5630.70 3213.27 3174.52 3219.16 3217.16
10 5640.82 3235.17 3181.17 3229.81 3234.34
400 50 5615.01 3177.95 3127.71 3185.14 3189.49
100 5628.94 3203.79 3152.81 3207.75 3207.27
200 5627.99 3219.24 3171.62 3227.16 3223.35
10 5665.17 3209.80 3153.24 3205.83 3215.27
1000 50 5633.33 3213.07 3152.25 3218.24 3207.98
100 5637.27 3219.13 3163.14 3222.06 3227.24
200 5620.79 3228.82 3174.51 3237.94 3236.12

Table 6.2. Absolute bias results for data set 2
- - a0~ Absolute Bias

71 A M1 M2 M3 M4 M5
10 15235.33 7767.12 7719.10 7801.60 7804.22
200 50 15089.36 7712.15 7647.50 7734.86 7722.52
100 15123.22 7762.27 7693.60 7780.07 7776.62
200 15066.81 7737.93 7668.95 7744.69 7737.33
10 15254.60 7845.24 7753.32 7875.52 7894.70
400 50 15131.94 7795.88 7678.22 7785.12 7789.00
100 15113.80 7703.52 7600.17 7709.63 7711.23
200 15119.54 7758.20 7655.93 7777.51 T772.27
10 15156.52 7729.94 7626.89 7744.53 7739.73
1000 50 15102.26 7695.57 7582.63 7717.08 7721.01
100 15129.57 7803.69 7689.80 7827.91 7814.84
200 15059.98 7721.52 7594.25 7740.13 7734.46

Table 6.3. MSE results for data set 1
- o MSE

7HEA Sk M1 M2 M3 M4 M5
10 7367.49 4988.32 4948.47 5002.84 4971.84
200 50 AT 6143.19 6113.45 6147.53 6150.50
100 7865.29 6471.00 6440.73 6474.26 6469.78
200 7926.68 6694.40 6667.29 6702.20 6700.07
10 7476.60 5208.68 5170.43 5207.45 5214.95
400 50 7754.34 6051.93 6026.46 6059.59 6059.59
100 7855.68 6428.73 6398.96 6433.23 6429.94
200 7931.04 6741.30 6713.92 6743.53 6742.33
10 7463.44 5152.03 5093.32 5144.48 5146.73
1000 50 7745.61 6021.82 5990.44 6027.13 6019.11
100 7878.09 6452.01 6426.45 6451.54 6458.68
200 7895.72 6734.92 6714.00 6739.21 6743.82
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Table 6.4. MSE results for data set 2

= 5 = ] MSE
7He A 5 M1 M2 M3 M1 M5
10 20250.53 12464.13 12397.81 12495.74 12499.50
200 50 21158.73 14624.31 14559.88 14639.24 14642.43
100 21823.82 15666.45 15606.60 15677.96 15678.14
200 22153.14 16348.75 16302.04 16364.05 16352.12
10 20235.98 12499.31 12406.91 12519.67 12540.11
400 50 21345.80 14819.32 14735.91 14809.55 14807.24
100 21533.42 15289.86 15212.19 15288.20 15293.97
200 22266.29 16380.37 16307.81 16388.92 16385.20
10 19953.40 12184.19 12090.63 12202.90 12173.71
1000 50 21343.72 14643.56 14563.45 14651.87 14672.09
100 22113.75 16051.04 15981.66 16075.20 16061.01
200 22075.40 16413.33 16331.17 16422.25 16416.62
Table 6.5. Absolute Bias results for Briquette data
= - RN Absolute Bias
7HEA Eakl M1 M2 M3 M4 M5
10 220066.10 197727.76 194482.34 226537.02 227040.35
200 50 220674.22 198744.73 194212.30 226234.49 226579.37
100 220401.43 198796.40 193790.75 226015.31 226142.74
200 219542.68 198132.84 193031.06 225735.60 225684.07
10 219357.63 198451.42 193122.20 225821.18 226164.68
400 50 219607.63 198697.55 193444.79 225955.03 226101.99
100 219650.91 198530.21 193427.52 226050.39 225866.87
200 220099.09 198839.81 194032.84 225824.38 226007.46
10 221968.51 199459.66 195386.83 228290.41 228968.39
1000 50 220320.74 199656.53 194179.52 226776.38 226431.14
100 219877.78 198420.73 194015.78 225789.22 225877.72
200 219757.04 198200.69 192931.87 225723.31 225795.69
Table 6.6. MSE results for Briquette data
. [N MSE
4 A5 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5
10 288752.69 273407.84 268852.47 296929.42 297435.86
200 50 301232.27 286973.19 282064.86 307271.95 307961.67
100 304215.42 290963.10 285294.14 310450.96 310596.91
200 305371.51 292248.56 286475.91 311905.72 311804.90
10 286110.01 273015.73 266697.33 294382.96 294435.99
400 50 301868.66 288950.83 282889.27 308592.39 308438.35
100 302379.58 289879.31 283818.28 309394.66 309111.94
200 306776.24 294126.12 288845.29 312920.40 313147.14
10 290955.46 274958.00 269483.18 296936.10 298945.79
1000 50 300386.74 287886.38 281847.69 307800.03 307350.53
100 303366.29 290218.92 285267.99 309897.91 309794.87
200 306154.09 292977.01 287425.68 312563.10 312573.72
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Figure 6.1. Scatter plot of Briquette Consumption Survey data
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