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Abstract

Missing data frequently occurs in datasets across various domains, such as medicine,
sports, and finance. In many cases, to enable proper and reliable analyses of such
data, the missing values are often imputed, and it is necessary that the method used
has a low root mean square error (RMSE) between the imputed and the true values.
In addition, for some critical applications, it is also often a requirement that the
imputation method is scalable and the logic behind the imputation is explainable,
which is especially difficult for complex methods that are, for example, based on
deep learning. Based on these considerations, we propose a new algorithm named
conditional Distribution-based Imputation of Missing Values with Regularization
(DIMV). DIMV operates by determining the conditional distribution of a feature
that has missing entries, using the information from the fully observed features
as a basis. As will be illustrated via experiments in the paper, DIMV (i) gives a
low RMSE for the imputed values compared to state-of-the-art methods; (ii) fast
and scalable; (iii) is explainable as coefficients in a regression model, allowing
reliable and trustable analysis, makes it a suitable choice for critical domains where
understanding is important such as in medical fields, finance, etc; (iv) can provide
an approximated confidence region for the missing values in a given sample; (v)
suitable for both small and large scale data; (vi) in many scenarios, does not
require a huge number of parameters as deep learning approaches; (vii) handle
multicollinearity in imputation effectively; and (viii) is robust to the normally
distributed assumption that its theoretical grounds rely on.

1 Introduction

Missing data is a frequent problem in practice. For example, in a survey, some participants may not
answer all the questions, making some entries in the dataset missing, or in medical records, some tests
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are missing for some of the patients. There have been various methods trying to tackle the problem.
Most of them are imputation methods that try to recreate and fill in the missing values [J].

The importance of explainable Al is increasingly recognized across various sectors. Taking medical
imaging as an example, where physicians rely on explainability to evaluate and potentially improve
diagnoses based on machine outputs. However, a significant challenge arises when these explanation
methods encounter missing data in the dataset, an aspect they often overlook. The occurrence of
missing data inherently introduces additional uncertainty into the model. Depending on the imputation
values used to fill the missing data, explanations and results can vary, potentially leading to inaccurate
evaluations of a patient’s health status. Such issues are not exclusive to healthcare but extend to other
domains, including banking, biology, and more.

Thus, being able to explain the imputation of missing values in the data is an important step toward
more trustworthy data analysis. This motivates us to introduce conditional Distribution based
Imputation of Missing Values (DIMV) algorithm, an algorithm that is able to find the conditional
distribution of the features with missing values based on fully observed features by assuming that the
data follows a multivariate normal distribution. The imputation step of DIMV can be interpreted as
Ridge regression, with coefficients giving direct explainability as regression coefficients. Furthermore,
note that by the multivariate central limit theorem, the multivariate normal distribution is a good
approximator to various distributions. Therefore, as will be illustrated in the experiments, our method
is robust against this assumption.

In short, our contributions are as follows: (i) We introduce the DIMV algorithm for explainable
missing data imputation that can achieve a low root mean square error (RMSE) between the imputed
values and the actual values; (iii) We provide theoretical grounds for our approach; (iv) We show the
relation between DIMV and Ridge regression and that DIMV is capable of handling multicollinear
data; (v) We show that the imputation in DIMYV is explainable in a regression coefficient like manner;
(vi) We illustrate the prominent performance of the proposed approaches and the robustness of DIMV
to the assumption of normal distribution via various experiments; and (vii) We analyze the advantages
of the proposed approaches and potential research directions.

2 Related Works

The most common way to deal with missing values is by using some imputation method to fill
in the missing values. Through matrix decomposition or matrix completion, as in Polynomial
Matrix Completion [9]], ALS [14]], and Nuclear Norm Minimization [3|], continuous data can be
made complete and then can be analyzed with regular data analysis procedures. In addition, many
methods are based on regression or clustering such as the CBRL and CBRC [21]], which rely on
Bayesian Ridge Regression, and cluster-based local least square method [[17]. When dealing with
large data, some deep learning imputation techniques have gained attention due to good performance
[4} 110, 22]. Note that different imputation approaches may fill in different values for each missing
entry. Therefore, sometimes, modeling the uncertainty for each missing entry is also of interest.
In such cases, Bayesian or multiple imputation techniques, such as Bayesian principal component
analysis-based imputation [1l] and multiple imputations using Deep Denoising Autoencoders [12],
are preferred. Moreover, some classes of tree-based techniques can naturally handle missing data by
prediction, such as missForest [32]], the DMI algorithm [29]], DIFC [27]]. In addition, some recent
methods that can handle mixed data are SICE [18]], FEMI [30], and HCMM-LD [23].

In recent years, some studies tend to focus on a specific problem or combine the imputation and the
target task into one problem or adapt the model to learn directly from missing data by. For example,
[6] integrates the imputation and clustering steps into a single process consisting of three phases:
initialization, imputation, and clustering. Another example is the work of [[11] which models the
course of diseases using an LSTM architecture that includes built-in handling of missing data in
order to account for the missing data in the input and the targets. This is achieved by using batch
gradient descent with back-propagation through a time algorithm. [20]] suggested a technique for the
bi-clustering problem that can handle missing data (the problem of partitioning rows and columns of
a rectangular data array into homogeneous subsets simultaneously). Learning directly from the data
may have advantages in speed or help reduce the storage costs of storing one model for imputation
and another one for the target task. However, the complexity of these approaches and the fact that
they are not readily available in packages, and might not generalize well across different datasets



hinder their applications [26]. Imputation, on the other hand, makes the data complete and easier to
generalize across different datasets and can be analyzed with different data analysis techniques.

However, not all of the mentioned approaches are explainable, and to our knowledge, only very few
works have been paid to the explainability of missing data imputation. For example, [13]] presents an
explainable imputation method based on the association constraints in data. Here, the explanations
for imputations come directly from the constraints used. Compared to DIMV, such a constraint-based
method require known relationships or restrictions, which may not always be available, limiting
their applicability. In addition, the paper conducts experiments on only small datasets. Hence, the
scalability of this method needed to be investigated.

The DIMV imputation method relies on parameter estimation to find the conditional distribution of a
missing entry based on the observed ones. For this, there have been some works on direct parameter
estimation instead of using some optimization approaches such as the EM algorithm or imputing
missing values and then estimating the parameters. Specifically, [24] introduced the EPEM algorithm
to estimate the MLEs for multiple class monotone missing data when the covariance matrices of all
the classes are assumed to be equal. Further, DPER [25] is meant for a more general case, where
missing data can occur in any feature by considering pairs of features to estimate the entries in
the mean and covariance matrices. Besides the advantage of computational speed and estimation
accuracy, such direct approaches also allow for deriving the distribution of the estimates under the
normally distributed assumption of the data.

3 Motivation and theoretical grounds

In this section, we present the motivation and theoretical grounds for DIMV algorithm, which will be
presented in the next section. We first have the following theorem [[15]]:

Theorem 3.1. Suppose’y ~ N,(v,%). Lety = (y¥,y}), where y; € R? and y, € RP~9,
Partition accordingly
_ M| po B B
K [’72}’ [221 Yoo

Then, the distribution of y1 conditional on ys = a follows multivariate normal distribution with
mean v = v, + X12X55" (a — v5) and covariance matrix = = %11 — 313555 To1.

Suppose that we have a vector U € RP? that follows multivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and
covariance matrix X, partition
U,
U= <Um> )

where U, € RY represents the observed part and U,,, € RP~9 represents the missing part of the
vector. Next, we partition 3 accordingly

> 22[9 Z:om (2)

Yom  Xm
Then, as a result of the theorem, the conditional distribution of U, given that Uy = u,, is normal
with mean p,,,, = 27,371, and covariance matrix. 3, = 2., — X7 32715, Therefore,

we can estimate the missing part U,,, of U with the conditional mean p,,,, i.. Uy, = ph,,, and
the variation is reflected through the covariance matrix 3,,,.

Prediction in blocks of samples. If there exists another sample u'?" = (u/!, u/l) that has the same
missing pattern as u then by the same imputation strategy, 01, = X2 3 ~1u! and the conditional
covariance matrix is also 2, — 37 3-13% . Hence, the prediction be done in blocks. Suppose
that we have a block Z, where each column is a sample with the same missing pattern as x. Partition
VA . . o

Z = ( Z:;) . Then, Z,, can be estimated by X7 37 Z,,, and the covariance matrix is ;.

The effects of conditioning on redundant features. In practice, however, while trying to predict a
missing entry in a feature f, there can be many features in the dataset that are not related to that feature.
Prediction of the missing entries in f based on these unrelated features may induce computational
error in inverse matrix computation, noises, and computational cost for larger matrix inversion. These



issues can be ameliorated by not conditioning on the features that have low correlations with f. The
following theorem illustrates the effect of conditioning on features with low correlation,

Theorem 3.2. Suppose that we have an observation X that comes from a distribution with zero mean
and covariance matrix 3. Suppose that we can partition X, 3. into

Xo Eo Eoe Eom
X=X |,X=| ¥ o0 € 3)
Xom 3o € Om

where X, € R is a feature that contains missing values, X, corresponding to the observed partition
that is highly correlated with the missing entry x € R, and x. € R is observed but has a low
correlation of € with x,,,. In addition, 3., is the partition of 3 that corresponds to the observed
features, o, o, is the variance of X, X, respectively. Also, 3., X, IS the covariance matrix
between x. and X,, X, and x,, respectively.

Let x,, = ﬁ]fmﬁ](jlxo be the imputed value based on conditioning on x,. In addition, let X,
be the imputed value of X, based on conditioning on both x, and x.. Moreover, suppose that
e # 2602;1206. Then, the difference between the two imputed values is

2A:nwi:_li:oe - zA:eoﬁ:
S — % = L 2me e ;)(2_12 - )
Oc — eo~o o€

Note that we use the subscript , instead of , . in the above statement to simplify the notations. The
proof of this statement is available in the supplementary material. The theorem shows that the extent
that a redundant feature can affect an imputed value also depends on the correlations between the
redundant feature and the observed features.

Conditioning with regularization. Recall that for an ordinary least square problem without
missing values y = X + n, where X is the design matrix (i.e., each row represents a sample
and each column represents a feature) and  ~ N(0,0%1) is the noise, we have Cov(X,y) =
Cov(X, X3 +n) = Cov(X)A. Hence, it is well known that 8 = Cov(X)~1Cov(X, y).

Next, note that if both X and y are centered then Cov(X) = XT X. Therefore, for Ridge regression
without missing data, 3 = (X7X 4 al)~'XTy = (Cov(X) + al)~'Cov(X, y) (Here, « is the
regularization parameter, and I € R is the identity matrix). Hence, to avoid overfitting and improve
the generalizability when predicting missing values, we can add the regularization term « for the
prediction of a sample and imputation in a block as follows

> (2, +al) u,, Z, =31 (2,+al)"'Z,. 3)

The above analysis lead to the DIMV algorithm that will be described in the next section.

4 DIMV algorithm

The DIMYV algorithm, presented in |1} requires the training and testing data to be centered. Note
that centering and scaling are commonly used techniques for preprocessing, and the means and
covariance matrix of the original data can be inverted easily from the scaled version. Therefore, even
though the input to DIMV should be centered, the data can be easily inverted back to the original,
not centered version using the fact that E(Z + a) = E(Z) + a for any random variable Z and any
constant a. DIMV also requires an indication of the initialization value, init_with_zero; when set
to True, missing values in the test set will be initialized as 0; otherwise, they will be kept as missing
values. This parameter helps to speed up the block imputation process for complex missing patterns.
When it is set to True, all the remaining samples with missing data in feature f are initialized with 0
and stacked into Z. This reduces the computational cost of stacking the data. Specifically, when the
data has randomly missing patterns, the number of missing patterns at each sample can be as high as
29, which means, in the worst case, it will cost n operations for one feature. Therefore, when dealing
with large datasets with random missing patterns, it is recommended to set the initialization value to 0
to speed up the process. The algorithm also requires a set of parameters, P, for the feature selection
process.



Algorithm 1 DIMV algorithm

Input: centered training samples X4, centered test samples X;.s; € R™*9, init_with_zero
(True/False), set of feature selection parameters P
Procedure:

1: /i, < DPER(Xyrain)

2: for index f of the feature that belongs to the set of features with missing values in X;.s; do

3:  if init_with_zero = True then

4: Xinit < input matrix Xy, with missing values initialized by 0,

5: Dy = Xinit,

6: else

7. Xinit = Xtest

8: Dy <« set of samples that have missing values in feature f,

9: endif
10:  for sample s € Dy; s € R4 do // for loop only have 1 iteration if init_with_zero = True
11: F FeatureSelection(fJ7 fis, Py F2(q\f),
12: Z < stack of samples in Dy that have similar missing pattern
13: Z,, =Z[,F|and Z; = Z], f] are the corresponding submatrices of Z,
14: 3,7 = 3[f, F] and 3,5 = 3[F, F] are the corresponding submatrices of 32,
15: Impute missing values in Z ; by Zf =LRfjoy = flsz(flof +al)tZ,,,
16: Dy =Ds\ Z,
17:  end for
18: end for

19: return imputed X¢;.

DIMV starts by estimating the covariance matrix 3 using DPER algorithm [25] from the training set
(step 1). Next, the algorithm proceeds to impute each feature in the test set by iterating through the
features with missing values. The imputation for each feature f is performed in blocks of samples,
where each block is defined for a particular feature by stacking samples with similar missing patterns,
starting with an example s, and searching for similar features with the same missing pattern for
imputation. The imputation for each feature f is carried out based on theorem [3.1] as follows:

1. First, the algorithm collects a set of features F using the FeatureSelection algorithm

presented in[2] The algorithm searches for features that are observed in sample s and have a
correlation with f larger than a threshold 7 € [0, 1), among the remaining features. If no
features meet the requirement, the top k features with the highest correlation with f are
chosen. A value of 7 = 0 indicates that no feature selection is carried out, and all remaining
observed features at s are chosen.

2. After having F, DIMV starts to impute a block of the sample (lines 12 - 15). Here, by the

samples that have the same missing patterns, which form a block, we mean the samples in
the same block should satisfy two requirements. Let M, M, denote the missing features
in sample s and ¢, respectively. Then, the first requirement is that M; C M, this ensures
that there are no potential features in M, missed when for imputing for i. Let .A; denote
the available features in sample i. The second requirement is that 7 C A;, which means F
is also observed features at 7. After imputing this block, we remove it from the Dy (line 16).

3. Finally, the algorithm uses conditional expectation regularization to compute the estimations

of Z as specified in equation(line 13 to 15), Z, ., and two submatrices X, and X, 7,
which can be filtered from the covariance matrix 3. Here, Z [, F] consists of columns for
features F in matrix Z and f][ f, F] slices matrix 3 at row f, keeping only the columns in
set F. The regularization term « can be selected by a grid search. For each alpha in the grid,
the RMSE is computed between the conditional expectation for observed positions on the
train set and the original matrix. The « value yields the smallest RMSE is chosen as the
optimal one. To tune this parameter, a subset of the train set can be utilized instead of the
entire dataset.



Algorithm 2 FeatureSelection

Input: >, f,s € R1X4) get of feature selection parameters P including:
e 7 €[0,1) : correlation threshold,

* k a predefined number of top features selected for the edge case (when there are no features
that meet the correlation threshold condition).

Procedure:

1: F, < set of features in ¢ \ f whose absolute value of correlation with f is greater than 7 and
Vj € Fr,s; # NA (NA: missing values); > s; < value in s correspond to feature j;
if if sp, is empty then
G < set of features in ¢ \ F and Vg € G, s, # NA (NA: missing values),
F G,
else
F + F,
end if
return F.

S Properties and inference

In this section, we will discuss some properties of DIMV, especially the explainability and confidence
region (CR) for the proposed DIMV approach. We discuss what happens when conditioning on all
features (which means without any feature selection for each feature). The explainability and CR for
DIMYV are similar.

Relation to Ridge regression. From equation[5] we can see that the imputation step of DIMV can be
interpreted as Ridge regression. However, this interpretation is in connection to Ridge regression
without missing data. Meanwhile, it is important to keep in mind that the overall DIMV procedure
uses 3, which is estimated using DPER, and the overall DIMV procedure is different from Ridge
regression due to the iterative nature of DIMV across the imputation of all features with missing
values.

Therefore, the properties from Ridge regression, such as the expectation and covariance matrix
of the coefficients, cannot be translated directly into the properties of the regression coefficient in
DIMV. Though, the imputation step in DIMV is also a shrinkage estimator. Hence, similar to Ridge
regression, it reduces the variance of the estimate by introducing some bias (i.e., shrinks the estimates
towards 0).

Explainability. For explainability, recall from section [3] that the conditional distribution of U,
given that Up = u, is normal with mean ., , = »T (2, + al)~tu,. Moreover, DIMV estimates
the missing part X,,, of X with the conditional mean g, ,. As mentioned in the previous paragraph,
the imputation step in DIMV can be interpreted as Ridge regression with regression coefficient

B= (X, +al) XL . Therefore, the values of the coefficients determine the contribution of each

om:*

observed feature to the imputation. In addition, these coefficients also indicate the strength and
direction of the relationships between the observed and missing features.

Confidence region (CR). Ifa =0, i.e., when there is no regularization, the CR for the missing
entries can be derived based on lemma[3.1] [13]:

Lemma 5.1. Let V be distributed as N,(0, %) with || > 0. Then (V — )" 271 (V — p) ~ X5
where x?, denotes the chi-square distribution with p degrees of freedom. In addition, the N, (0, X)

distribution assigns probability 1 — a to the solid ellipsoid {V (v E (v — ,u,)} where
X, () denotes the upper (100c0)th percentile of the x 3, distribution.

Given a vector U that can be partitioned as in equation |1} then recall that U, € R?, U € RP.
Therefore, (Uyn|Uo = o) ~ Np—g(Hunjos Zimjo)- By lemmal5.1}

(Um - l’l’m|o)T2;l:I-O(Um - I‘l’m|o) ~ X1277q' (6)



Hence, a (1 — a)% confidence region is

[0 (= p2,0) S0, (0 Hngo) < X3 ()]

However, note that the derived CR is based on the assumption of normality. This means that for small
sample datasets, if the underlying data deviates significantly from normality, the confidence region
may not be accurate. However, thanks to the Central Limit Theorem, the above CR can be a good
approximation when the sample size is large enough.

6 Experiments

6.1 Experiment settings

We evaluated our proposed DIMV method by comparing it against several state-of-the-art methods, in-
cluding MissForest [32]], GAIN [34], softimpute [14], and ImputePCA [16], Variational Autoencoder
(VAE) [5] . Additionally, we included four traditional but remaining widely used methods, namely
Multiple Imputation by Chained Equation (MICE) [2]], K-nearest neighbor imputation (KNNI), EM
algorithm, and mean imputation.

To assess the performance of the methods on randomly missing patterns, we employed four datasets:
Thyroid (5 features, 215 samples), Yeast (8 features, 1,484 samples), Seeds (8 features, 210 samples),
and Iris (8 features, 150 samples). The missing data was randomly generated with missing rates
ranging from 10% to 80%. The missing rate represents the proportion of deleted entries compared to
the total number of entries in the input. For monotone missing patterns, we use two image datasets:
MNIST [19] and Fashion-MNIST [33]], each of which has 70,000 samples and 784 features. To
simulate the missing pattern, we randomly selected 50% of the images and deleted a section in the
right corner, varying the height and width dimensions by 40%, 50%, and 60%, respectively.

In DIMV, we employed cross-validation to select the regularization term «. We performed a grid
search over a € [0.0,0.01,0.1,1.0,10.0,100.0] and set the feature selection threshold 7 to its default
value of 0. The initialization value, init_with_zero, was set to False. In order to conduct a fair
comparison with other techniques, we combined the training and testing sets. We assessed the
methods based on their root mean squared error (RMSE) between the imputed values and the actual
values in the original dataset. Additionally, we considered the running time as a crucial factor in
evaluating the methods for large datasets. For DIMV, we included the cross-validation time in
the overall time measurement to account for the computational cost of parameter selection. The
experiment was conducted on an Apple M1 Pro chip with 16GB of RAM and 8 CPU cores. The
source code is available on |github.

6.2 Results and Analysis

DIMY for randomly missing data. Figure[I|shows the results of tabular datasets. From the figure,
we can see that DIMYV is consistently among the top methods for all datasets. For the Iris dataset,
DIMYV demonstrated competitive performance, closely approaching the results of imputePCA, which
have the best result for the Iris dataset. For Thyroid datasets, MissForest, and ImputePCA, displayed
the best performance from a missing rate of 0.1 to 0.6, while KNNI and DIMYV yielded slightly
higher RMSE at these missing rates. However, KNN and DIMV were more stable at the high missing
rate 0.7 — 0.8. For Seeds, the top algorithms, including MissForest, DIMV, Mice, and Impute PCA
have closely aligned results. The small gaps of RMSE results observed between the top-performing
algorithm in the figure indicating the competitiveness of ImputingPCA, MissForest, Mice and DIMV.
Based on this result, we can see that DIMV demonstrates competitive performance and robustness
among widely used methods for small datasets.

Performance under multicollinearity. Note that the 6" and 7** columns of the Yeast datasets are
columns of constants. Therefore, we can consider this as a dataset with multicollinearity. From figure
[I] we see that DIMV has the best performance of all methods under comparison for missing rate
0.3 — 0.8, and is also among the bests ones for missing rate 0.1 — 0.2. Interestingly, mean imputation
surpasses various state-of-the-art methods in such a multicollinear scenario. The experiment on this
dataset illustrate the capability to handle multicollinear data compared to other techniques.

DIMYV for monotone missing data. In various scenarios, the data is not missing randomly for
all features but rather in the monotone pattern. For example, a specific corner of the image is
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Figure 1: RMSE results on imputed tabular data

missing. To investigate and gain insight into the performance of different imputation methods, we
conduct an experiment using MNIST and fashion-MNIST datasets. In this experiment, we assess the
performance of the DIMV algorithm with GAIN and VAE, EM algorithm, KNNI, softlmpute, and
mean imputation).

The results are reported in table[I] KNN shows the second-best result in the RMSE evaluation and
demonstrates excellent results for the imputed plot. However, there is a massive trade-off in terms of
computational time for KNN; it took more than 2,5 hours to complete a missing rate, while other
methods, including DIMV, EM, GAIN, Mean, softimpute, VAE, only require 1/5 th of the time.
Therefore, for large datasets, KNN is a computational expensive option.

Comparing methods that are suitable for a large dataset in this experiment, including DIMV, EM,
GAIN, softImpute, and VAE, we can see DIMV displayed the best performance in terms of RMSE
results, VAE also has a closed aligns result in terms of computational time for high missing rate.
From tables[I} we can see that DIMV delivers a consistent and remarkable performance compared
to the other methods, significantly when the missing rate is increased. Specifically, at 40% missing
rates for the MNIST dataset, the RMSE for DIMYV is 38.7, while the second-best result is closely
behind, which is 39.5 from VAE; but for missing rate 60%, the best result from DIMV is 59.8 while
the second-best from VAE has a more significant gap which is 68.5.

Moreover, the visualization of imputed data in figure [6.2} DIMV shows notably distinguishable
better-imputed digits compared to the other scalable approaches under comparison.

Table 1: RMSE under different missing rates. The methods that cannot deliver results in 5 hours are
removed from the table.

DATASET MISSING RATE DIMV EM GAIN KNN MEAN SOFTIMPUTE VAE
FASHIONMNIST 0.4 349 485 68.1 37.8 77.7 43.0 38.6
0.5 38.3 53.2 958 40.6 79.6 48.7 43.0
0.6 42.1 58.0 130.0 42.8 79.9 59.2 46.1
MNIST 0.4 38.7 82.1 745 422 579 44.1 39.5
0.5 52.5 100.9 86.4 554 71.2 60.6 59.8
0.6 59.8 108.1 101.5 62.3 76.3 70.0 68.5

7 Discussion

For a matrix decomposition technique such as ALS [14], predicting missing entries for a sample
requires stacking that sample to the training data and conducting matrix decomposition again. The
proposed DIMYV algorithm, however, can predict sample by sample. Further, if the data is centered
during the missing value prediction phase, our method only requires the storage of a covariance
matrix of size p X p parameters and «. This may be tiny compared to a deep learning model for
missing value imputation. Hence, it is light-weighted and can be used for Internet of Things devices,
mobile devices, and web browsers.



Table 2: Running time (in seconds) under different missing rates. The methods that cannot deliver
results in 5 hours are removed from the table.

DATASET MISSING RATE DIMV EM GAIN KNN MEAN SOFTIMPUTE VAE
FASHIONMNIST 40 1326 1310 619 8281 2 398 1478
50 1278 2413 594 10870 2 893 1181
60 1628 4013 510 13137 2 1062 1106
MNIST 40 826 1209 456 9029 1 567 1665
50 1167 2211 433 9387 1 789 1071
60 1617 2979 1208 10540 2 921 1629
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Figure 2: Plotted imputed results for monotone missing datasets

Note that DIMV relies on DPER for estimating parameters and DPER is for randomly missing
data. In addition, the conditional Gaussian formula and multivariate Gaussian distribution is a good
approximations of data distribution when the sample size is large enough. Therefore, DIMV is
suitable for randomly missing data when the sample size is reasonably large compared to the number
of features. If the data is skew, however, a potential solution is to transform the data (e.g., log
transform).

Regarding the threshold for DIMV, note that features that have a lower correlation with the features
to impute can be useful. So, the purpose of using a threshold is to remove redundant features such as
constant features or the features that are noises. The larger the number of features, the higher the
potential for redundant features. Another noteworthy thing is that during the imputation process,
prior knowledge of the features that affect the current feature to be imputed or the features that are
collinear could also be used in choosing the features to condition upon, rather than using only the
correlation as a selection criterion. In addition, if collinearity exists during the imputation process,
then « should not be set to 0, as L, norm is a common tool for dealing with collinearity.

8 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced DIMV, an imputation technique that finds the conditional distribution of
a feature with missing entries based on fully observed features. As illustrated, our algorithm achieved
a low RMSE compared to state-of-the-art imputation techniques, and it is robust to the assumption
of multivariate normal, and does not require any label information. Hence, it can be used for both
supervised and unsupervised learning. We have showed the relation of DIMV to Ridge regression and
how DIMV can explain the contribution of each feature to the imputation of a feature with missing
value in a regression coefficient like manner. In addition, the technique is robust to multicollinearity
due to Ly norm regularization. However, the limitations of DIMYV is that it relies on the assumption of



normal distribution and, therefore, can only be used for continuous data, and the data, if too skewed,
may need to be transformed before using DIMV.

For future work, we are planning to extend DIMV to mixed data. Further, different parameter
estimation techniques, such as DPER, EPEM [24]], and PMF [26], are worth exploring in relation
to the type of data and the missing mechanism. Also, many datasets have label information readily
available. Therefore, it is worth exploring a way to incorporate the label information to improve the
imputation quality in a supervised setting. Moreover, when dealing with small sample sizes, exploring
non-Gaussian distributions can be interesting. We also intend to investigate parallelizing DIMV to
increase its speed and scalability. Lastly, the examination of DIMV’s performance on datasets with
collinearity, given its use of Lo norm regularization, is worth exploring even more throughout, in the
future. Last but not least, the confidence region, when the regularization parameter « is not set to 0,
is also an important topic for doing research.
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A DPER algorithm for parameter estimation

In this section, we present the one-class DPER algorithm for the estimation of the mean and
covariance matrix for a dataset that consists of a single class. The algorithm is based on theorems 4.1
and 4.2 by Nguyen et al. [25].

Theorem A.1. Assume that we have a set of i.i.d observations from a bivariate normal distribution

. . . o1 o .
with mean p = (uy, u2)’ and covariance matrix ¥ = 011 012) . Arrange the data into the
21 022
following pattern
o 11 T1im L1im+1 Tin * * (7)
21 T2m * * T2n+1 Zal '

So, each column represents an observation, and x;; € R is an entry, i.e., each observation has two
features, there are m samples that have both features observed, n samples that have the first feature
observed, and m + | — n samples that have the second feature observed.

Let L be the likelihood of the data and

m m m

s11 = Z(fﬁj —1)?, 512 = Z(«T2j — f2)(z15 — 1), S22 = Z(!L“Qj — f1n)?. (8

Jj=1 Jj=1 Jj=1

Then, the resulting estimators obtained by maximizing L w.r.t (11,011, fio, 022, and o1 are:

1
o= L zn:x oA Z;ﬂzl T2 + D j—n1 72
H1 nj:1 15, M2 mil—-n ,
A~ ~ l ~
R i@y —m)? o (@ay = f2)? 4 30 (w25 — fi2)?
011 = y022 = )
n m+l—n

and G192, where 612 is a solution of
2 3
512011022 + (MO11022 — S22011 — $11022)012 + S12075 — MOT,, 9

that maximizes

1 oty 1 o12 o1 o3\
n= C - fmlog 029 — — | — = | S92 — 27812 + 7511 099 — —— . (10)
2 o11 2 011 011 011

Theorem A.2. Solving

dn
= 11
do1 (11)
can be reduced to solving the following equation
812011092 + (MO11092 — 822011 — $11022)012 + S12075 — MO, (12)

which has at least one real root. In addition, the global maximum is a real solution to that equation,
provided that

$22011 + 811022 £ 519 £ $22011 + 811022 (13)
N ——— 12 R ———

201102 2\/01102

Next, the DPER algorithm for single-class randomly missing data is presented in Algorithm 3] Since
the input to DIMV is centered, we simplify the equations in Theorem 1.1 using the fact that for
centered data, j1; = po = 0.

Recall that in the case deletion method, the sample that has one or more missing values is deleted.
In this setting, during the estimation of &;;, we delete any (3, 4)t" pair that has at least one missing
entry.
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Algorithm 3 DPER algorithm for single-class randomly missing data

Input: A data set of p features.
Qutput: £ and 3.
Procedure:
1: Estimate p: fi; is the sample mean of all the available entries in the i*" feature.

2: for1 <i<pdo
3:  Compute 6;;: the uncorrected sample variance of all the available entries in the i** feature.
4. forl1 <j<ido
5: Compute 6;; based on Equation .
6: if There are two solutions maximizing the function then
7: Choose the one closest to the estimate based on case deletion method.
8: end if
9:  end for
10: end for
11: ¥ = (O—ij)ijl

12: return fi, 3.

B Proof of theorem 3.2

Suppose that we have an observation x that comes from a distribution with zero mean and covariance
matrix 3. Suppose that we can partition X, 3. into

Xo 20 Eoe z:om
X=X |, X=| ¥ep O € (14)
X’Vﬂ Z:’H'L() € O-’"L

where X, € R is a feature that contains missing values, X, corresponding to the observed partition
that is highly correlated with the missing entry x € R, and x. € R is observed but has a low
correlation of € with x,,,. In addition, 3., is the partition of 3 that corresponds to the observed
features, o, 0., € Ris the variance of X, X, respectively. Also, X.,, X, is the covariance matrix
between x. and X,, X, and X, respectively.

Let x,, = Efmﬁzglxo be the imputed value based on conditioning on X,. In addition, let X
be the imputed value of x,, based on conditioning on both x, and x.. Moreover, suppose that

oc # ﬁ)eoﬁ];lﬁ)os. Then, the difference between the two imputed values is

(B2 20 — (B X5 1%, — x,)

(15)

Xe — Xy = -

oe — B35
Proof.
Let o
Y =0 — 2602;1206.
Then 7 # 0 (since we assume that o, # 250251205).

Recall that X,,, = 327 $-1x, = 3,,,3-1x, be the imputed value based on conditioning on x,. In
addition, by using the Woodbury Matrix Identity for block matrix inversion, we have the imputed
value of x,, based on conditioning on both x, and x. is

— (BB + BB BB - BB = BBy Bl + ) (1)

= 2moz_lxo + Emozo_lﬁzoegeoig_lxo/’y - 62602;1)(0/7 - gmoﬁg_lﬁoexe/v + GXE/’Y

o
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Therefore,

1 - . . A A
Xe — Xy = ;(Emozglzoezeozglxo - Ezsozglxo - 2:mozz(jlz:oexe + Exe)
1 - A ~ A oA A . .
= *[(Emozglzoe - 6)ZJEOZJJIXO - (Emozglzoexe E)Xe]
y
1o .
= ;[(zmozo e — €) (XX, %0 — %)

C An example illustrating the computation process of DIMV

In this section, we present an example illustrating the computation process of DIMV. Firstly, The
covariance matrix is computed using the DPER Algorithm on the missing data. If the train-test split
provided, the covariance matrix will be computed using the train set only.

Suppose that we have a dataset with missing entries as follows.

2

(16)

* U ¥
— W ¥ ¥ ¥
= OO =
= ¥ W~
CL©O ~J % *
[NCREN B

In this dataset, each row represents a sample and each column represents a feature. Hence, this dataset
has five samples and six features. We impute this data after normalization. For the FeatureSelection
algorithm, we have the parameters 7 and set k to 2. Let us consider the imputation of the feature f as
the 2"¢ features with the samples of the 1¢, 27¢, and 3"¢ row using the DIMYV algorithm.

If init_with_zeros = False:

» Finding the set F: We start by looking at the 1°¢ value of the 2"? feature. Let’s say the 5"
and 6'" features have a correlation with this value that is greater than a predefined threshold
7. However, the values in these features are missing for the considered sample, we then
select the top k = 2 features that have the highest correlation with the 2"? feature. In this
case, let’s say the 37 and 4*" features have the highest correlation, so we form the set F
with these features.

+ Stacking values to Z: We iterate through the missing values in the 2"? feature. For each
missing value, we consider the corresponding sample (let’s call it s) and loop through other
samples with missing values in the 2"¢ feature (the 2" and 37¢ rows). If these samples
have a similar missing pattern with s (they have common missing values in the 5" and 6"
features) and share commonly observed features in set F (the 37 and 4" features), we
stack these rows together. We then stack 2"¢ sample with s. The 3"¢ sample, however, only
has a missing value in the 64" feature (not the 547 feature), it is not stacked to Z.

* Imputing Z: Once we have the stacked matrix Z, we proceed with imputing the missing

values. This is done by computing the estimated values Zf as specified in lines 13 to 15 of
the DIMV algorithm.

+ Continuing the imputation: After completing the imputation for the 2"¢ sample, we move
on to the 37 sample and repeat the same process as the three steps above.

If init_with_zeros = True:

» Finding the set F: We also start by looking at the 1°¢ value of the 2" feature. All missing
values are initially set to 0. We add the 5" and 6" features into F that have a correlation
with this value greater than the predefined threshold 7.

* Stacking values to Z: Next, we proceed to stack all the remaining samples in the feature f
into Z.

* Imputing Z: We compute the estimated values Z  as specified in lines 13 to 15 for each
position in f. These estimated values are used as the imputed values for the missing data.
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D Accuracy results on imputed tabular data

The accuracy results on imputed tabular data are presented in figure[3] where DIMV is presented in
red. The figure shows the competitive performance of DIMV for small datasets, especially the ability
to handle multicollinear data (Thyroid datasets).
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Figure 3: Accuracy on imputed tabular data.

E Accuracy results on imputed monotone data

The accuracy results on imputed monotone data are presented in table[3] The results show that DIMV
achieves the best performance in terms of accuracy in almost all cases.

Table 3: Classification accuracies under various missing rates. The methods that cannot deliver results
in 5 hours are removed from the table.

DATASET MISSING RATE DIMV EM GAIN KNN MEAN SOFTIMPUTE VAE
FASHIONMNIST 40 84.1 83.9 83.8 84.0 84.0 84.0 73.5
50 84.1 84.0 83.8 84.1 83.9 84.1 72.5
60 84.3 84.0 83.9 84.2 83.8 84.0 72.8
MNIST 40 92.0 91.7 92.0 91.9 91.8 91.9 90.6
50 91.9 91.1 91.6 919 91.4 91.7 90.4
60 91.4 89.5 91.2 91.6 90.9 91.3 89.0

F Experiment details

In this section, we further detail the settings for the experiments.

For all experiments, we use a machine with 16 GB RAM, 8 cores (6 performance and 2 efficiency),
Apple M1 Pro Chip, and SSD hard disk.

Details of the settings for the techniques used in the comparison:

* Mean: Mean Imputation was implemented by using|SimpleImputer module from scikit-learn
[28]] package.

¢ KNNI: KNNI was implemented by using the KNNImputer module from scikit-learn [28]
package with k£ = 5 for randomly missing experiment and k£ = 2 for monotone missing
experiment.

* Mice: MICE was implemented using the Iterative Imputer package from scikit-learn[28]].

* softlmpute: we use implementation of softlmpute from package "fancyimpute" [31]].For
the randomly missing experiment, we applied the *BiScaler’ preprocessing technique from
the ’fancyimpute’ package before applying the ’.transform’ function of the ’SoftImpute’
method. We further used the “inverse_transform’ function to revert the imputed data back
to its original scales, as it resulted in better RMSE values, and the maximum number of
iterations (max_iter) was set to 1000. For the monotone missing experiment, we did not
use the *BiScaler’ preprocessing technique, as it led to significantly higher RMSE values
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(greater than 10,000) for the MNIST and Fashion-MNIST datasets, the maximum number
of iterations (max_iter) was set to 100.

» missForest: The missForest method was implemented using the missingpy package in
Python. The maximum number of iterations (max_iter) was set to 100, and the criterion for
imputation was set to ’squared_error’.

* GAIN: The GAIN method was implemented based on the GAIN repository [34], which
corresponds to the original paper. For the randomly missing data experiment, we set the
parameters as follows: batch_size: 10, hint_rate: 0.9, alpha: 100, and iterations: 1000. For
the monotone missing experiment, we used a batch size of 64, hint_rate: 0.9, alpha: 100,
and 20000 iterations.

* Variational Autoencoder (VAE): For the VAE method, the following parameters were
used for the MNIST and Fashion MNIST datasets: latent space dimension (z_dim): 50,
likelihood: " BERNOULLI’, number of mixture components: 1, and number of epochs: 100.

* EM: was implemented using the “impute_EM" function in the missMethods package in
R with default configuration. For randomly missing experiment, the maximum number of
iterations (max_iter) was set to 1000. For the monotone missing experiment, the maximum
number of iterations (max_iter) was set to 10.

* imputePCA:was implemented using “impute_PCA" from package missMDA in R, we use
maximum number of iterations (maxits) as 200.

Classifier: We used a Logistics Regression| classifier with the implementation from scikit-learn [28]].
The model was trained using a grid search approach with 5 folds cross - validation to determine the
optimal values for the regularization parameter C, with values of [0.01, 0.1, 1, 10, 100] and penalty
value in [’11°, ’12°]. For our experimental setup, we create a train-test split for randomly missing
cases and used the provided train/tests in MNIST and fashion-MNIST datasets. We conducted the
grid search process seperately for each datasets, on non-missing data of the train set.

After selecting the set of optimal hyperparameters, we trained logistic regression models on the
imputation train set for each imputation method. We then use test set of non-missing data check
performance of each imputation model for classification task.

G Testing multivariate normal assumption

To check if DIMYV is robust to the multivariate Gaussian assumption, we test if the datasets used
follow multivariate Gaussian distribution. Specifically, we ran Royston test for Multivariate Normality
against five uncorrupted datasets to check our normality assumption. For Iris, Yeast, and Thyroid,
we ran the test on the entire dataset. For MNIST [19] and FASHION-MNIST [33]], due to the limited
number of samples allowed for the test in the package function, we ran the test against 1000 samples
for each dataset. None of the datasets met the multivariate normal assumption with a very stringent
p-value. The result of the test is summarised in table [

Table 4: RMSE results of imputed data

DATASET SCORE P-VALUE
IRIS 50.37 3.13e-11
YEAST 1241.63 0
THYROID 315.82 0
SEEDS 64.13 6.04-14
MNIST 96125.75 0
FASHION-MNIST 53914.19 0

H Importance of DPER for estimating parameters

In this section, we experiment to compare the performance of DIMV when using DPER and complete-
case analysis on the Thyroid[7] data set. Here, we set the regularization parameter o = 0. The results
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are shown in figure[d] The figure shows that the performance of DIMV, when using DPER to estimate
parameters, is significantly better than using the parameters estimated from complete-case analysis.

This confirms the importance of using DPER for DIMV.

RMSE
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RMSE on Thyroid Dataset: DPER vs. Complete Case
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Figure 4: RMSE comparison when using Complete-case versus DPER for estimating the covariance

matrix.

18



	Introduction
	Related Works
	Motivation and theoretical grounds
	DIMV algorithm
	Properties and inference
	Experiments
	Experiment settings
	Results and Analysis

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	DPER algorithm for parameter estimation
	Proof of theorem 3.2
	An example illustrating the computation process of DIMV
	Accuracy results on imputed tabular data
	Accuracy results on imputed monotone data
	Experiment details
	Testing multivariate normal assumption
	Importance of DPER for estimating parameters

