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Abstract

Missing data is common in datasets retrieved in
various areas, such as medicine, sports, and fi-
nance. In many cases, to enable proper and reli-
able 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 addi-
tion, for some critical applications, it is also often
a requirement that the logic behind the imputa-
tion is explainable, which is especially difficult
for complex methods that are for example, based
on deep learning. This motivates us to introduce
a conditional Distribution based Imputation of
Missing Values (DIMV) algorithm. This approach
works based on finding the conditional distribu-
tion of a feature with missing entries based on the
fully observed features. As will be illustrated in
the paper, DIMV (i) gives a low RMSE for the im-
puted values compared to state-of-the-art methods
under comparison; (ii) is explainable; (iii) can pro-
vide an approximated confidence region for the
missing values in a given sample; (iv) works for
both small and large scale data; (v) in many sce-
narios, does not require a huge number of param-
eters as deep learning approaches and therefore
can be used for mobile devices or web browsers;
and (vi) is robust to the normally distributed as-
sumption that its theoretical grounds rely on. In
addition to DIMV, we also introduce the DPER∗

algorithm improving the speed of DPER (Nguyen
et al., 2022) for estimating the mean and covari-
ance matrix from the data, and we confirm the
speed-up via experiments.

*Equal contribution 1Dept. of Mathematics and Computer Sci-
ence, University of Science, Ho Chi Minh city, Vietnam 2Dept. of
Holistic Systems, Simula Metropolitan, Oslo, Norway. Correspon-
dence to: Binh T. Nguyen <ngtbinh@hcmus.edu.vn>.

1. Introduction
Missing data is a frequent problem in practice. For exam-
ple, in a survey, some participants may not answer all the
questions, making some entries in the dataset missing, or
in medical records, some tests are missing for some of the
patients. As another example, sensors are often used to mea-
sure pollutant levels in the air, but when some break, some
measurements will be missing in the data stream. 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 (Yoon et al., 2018; Yoon &
Sull, (2020; Spinelli et al., 2020).

In a lot of different fields that produce large datasets, deep
learning methods are very popular, but also often have to
tackle the challenge of being explainable. For example, in
medical imaging, the doctors can use the explanations to
(re-)evaluate the results given by machines and provide a
potentially better diagnosis. These explanation methods
mainly look at the model and do not take into account if,
for example, the training data contains a lot of missing data.
This would naturally add more uncertainty to the model, but
the explanations would not be able to reflect this properly,
leading to unreliable explanations.

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) al-
gorithm, an algorithm that is able to find the conditional dis-
tribution of the features with missing values based on fully
observed features by assuming that the data follows a mul-
tivariate normal distribution. Note that by the multivariate
central limit theorem, the multivariate normal distribution
is a reliable and natural approximator to various distribu-
tions. 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
DPER∗, a significant improvement in the speed of the DPER
algorithm (Nguyen et al., 2022) for estimating the mean and
covariance matrix from the data; (ii) We introduce 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 the-
oretical grounds for our approaches; (iv) We analyze the
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number of parameters needed to be stored for DIMV to per-
form missing value prediction on test set; (v) We illustrate
the prominent performance of the proposed approaches and
the robustness of DIMV to the assumption of normal dis-
tribution via various experiments; and (vi) We analyze the
advantages and potential research directions for explainable
missing data imputation.

The remaining of this paper is organized as follows: In
section 2, we review related works. Next, we present the
DPER∗ algorithm in section 3 and the DIMV algorithm in
section 4. Then, we validate our approaches with exper-
iments in section 5. The paper ends with discussions in
section 6 and conclusions and future works in section 7.

2. Related Works
Besides simply ignoring the missing data or removing data
points that include missing data, the most common trend
identified for dealing with missing values is using some
imputation method to fill in the missing values. Through
matrix decomposition or matrix completion, as in Polyno-
mial Matrix Completion (Fan et al., (2020), ALS (Hastie
et al., 2015), and Nuclear Norm Minimization (Candès &
Recht, 2009), 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 clus-
tering such as the CBRL and CBRC (M Mostafa et al.,
2020), which rely on Bayesian Ridge Regression, multi-
ple imputations by chained equation (MICE) (Buuren &
Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2010), and cluster-based local least
square method (Keerin et al., 2013).

When dealing with large data, some deep learning impu-
tation techniques and have gained attention due to good
performance (Choudhury & Pal, 2019; Gondara & Wang,
2017; Garg et al., (2018; Leke & Marwala, (2016; Mohan
& Pearl, 2021). Note that different imputation approaches
may fill in different values for each missing entry. There-
fore, sometimes, modeling the uncertainty for each missing
entry is also of interest. In such cases, Bayesian or multiple
imputation techniques, such as Bayesian principal compo-
nent analysis-based imputation (Audigier et al., 2016) and
multiple imputations using Deep Denoising Autoencoders
(Gondara & Wang, 2017), are preferred.

Moreover, some classes of tree-based techniques can natu-
rally handle missing data by prediction, such as missForest
(Stekhoven & Bühlmann, 2012), the DMI algorithm (Rah-
man & Islam, 2013), decision trees and fuzzy clustering
with iterative learning (DIFC) (Nikfalazar et al., 2020). In
addition, some recent methods that can handle mixed data
are SICE (Khan & Hoque, 2020), FEMI (Rahman & Islam,
2016), and HCMM-LD (Murray & Reiter, 2016).

In recent years, some studies tend to focus on a specific

problem or combine the imputation and the target task into
one problem. For example, (Dinh et al., 2021) proposes a
novel framework for clustering mixed numerical and cate-
gorical data with missing values. It integrates the imputation
and clustering steps into a single process consisting of three
phases. The initialization phase splits the input dataset into
two parts based on missing values in objects and attribute
types. The imputation phase uses the decision-tree-based
method to find the set of correlated data objects. The clus-
tering phase uses the mean and kernel-based methods to
form cluster centers at numerical and categorical attributes,
respectively. However, when we have several target tasks
and when data visualization is needed, imputation may still
be more convenient since it makes the data complete.

Another emerging trend is to adapt the model to learn di-
rectly from missing data by utilizing possible correlations
between missing values’ patterns, and the target (Lipton
et al., 2016; Che et al., 2018). For example, the work of
Ghazi et al. (2018) models the course of diseases using an
LSTM architecture that includes built-in handling of miss-
ing 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.
Li et al. (2020) suggested a technique for the bi-clustering
problem that can handle missing data (the problem of parti-
tioning 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 new, not readily
available in packages, and might not generalize well across
different datasets hinder their applications (Nguyen et al.).
Imputation, on the other hand, makes the data complete and
easier to generalize across different datasets. Thus, imputa-
tion makes it easier to analyze with different data analysis
techniques.

The DIMV imputation method relies on parameter estima-
tion to find the conditional distribution of a missing entry
based on the observed ones. For this, there has been some
works on direct parameter estimation instead of using some
optimization approaches such as the EM algorithm or im-
puting missing values and then estimating the parameters.
Specifically, in (Nguyen et al., 2021), the authors 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 and provide asymptotic
properties for the estimates. Further, DPER (Nguyen et al.,
2022) 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 matri-
ces. The paper provides the estimates for when the data
from one/multiple classes with/without the assumption of
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equal covariance matrices. More recently, (Nguyen et al.)
proposed Parameter estimation for Missing data in some
Features (PMF) algorithm, a parameter estimation approach
when there are many fully observed features in the dataset.
Besides the advantage of computational speed and estima-
tion accuracy, such direct approaches also allow for deriving
the distribution of the estimates under some assumptions on
the distribution of the data. Among these, perhaps DPER is
the most general one. However, its computational costs can
still be optimized when the data is centered. This motivates
us to introduce DPER∗, an improvement in the speed of
DPER by simplifying computation for centered data (note
that it is easy and quick to invert the data back to its non-
centered version).

3. DPER∗ algorithm for estimating the mean
and covariance matrix of a centered dataset

Our DPER∗ algorithm estimates the means and covariance
matrices of a centered dataset. Specifically, in section 3.1,
we establish the theoretical grounds for the DPER∗ algo-
rithm and then present the algorithm in section 3.2.

3.1. Theoretical foundation

DPER∗ is a simplification with some slight modifications
of DPER algorithm (Nguyen et al., 2022) aimed for when
the data is assumed to be centered. Assuming the data
is centered helps simplify the computation of the DPER
algorithm and its theoretical grounds significantly. The
algorithm is based on the following theorem 3.1 and theorem
3.2, which are simplifications of theorem 4.1 and theorem
4.2 in (Nguyen et al., 2022) when the data is centered.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that we have a set of i.i.d observa-
tions from a bivariate normal distribution with mean µ and
covariance matrix

Σ =

(
σ11 σ12
σ21 σ22

)
.

and arrange the data into the following pattern

x =

(
x11 ... x1m x1m+1 ... x1n ∗ ... ∗
x21 ... x2m ∗ ... ∗ x2n+1 ... x2l

)
.

So, each column represents an observation, and xij ∈ R is
an entry, i.e., each observation has two features.

In addition, assume that the data is centered, so that the sam-
ple mean of each feature is 0. Then, let L be the likelihood
of the data and

s11 =

m∑
j=1

x21j , s12 =

m∑
j=1

x2jx1j , s22 =

m∑
j=1

x22j . (1)

Then, the resulting estimators obtained by maximizing L

with respect to µ1, σ11, µ2, σ22, and σ12 are

µ̂ = (0, 0)T

σ̂11 =

∑n
j=1 x1j

n
, σ̂22 =

∑m
j=1 x

2
2j +

∑l
j=n+1 x

2
2j

m+ l − n
,

and σ̂12, where σ̂12 is the maximizer of

η = C − 1

2
m log

(
σ22 −

σ2
12

σ11

)
− 1

2

(
s22 − 2

σ12
σ11

s12 +
σ2
12

σ2
11

s11

)(
σ22 −

σ2
12

σ11

)−1
.

(2)

In addition, the maximizer of η can be obtained based on
the following theorem

Theorem 3.2. Solving

dη

dσ12
= 0 (3)

can be reduced to solving the following third-degree polyno-
mial

s12σ11σ22 +

(
G∑
g=1

mgσ11σ22 − s22σ11 − s11σ22

)
σ12

+s12σ
2
12 − (

G∑
g=1

mg)σ
3
12,

(4)

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

−s22σ11 + s11σ22
2
√
σ11σ22

6= s12 6=
s22σ11 + s11σ22

2
√
σ11σ22

. (5)

3.2. DPER∗ algorithm

Assume that we have a dataset of p features and that the
data is centered. Based on the theoretical grounds in the
previous section, we have the DPER∗ algorithm for directly
estimating the data as shown in algorithm 1. First, the algo-
rithm estimates µ, which is simply a vector of zeros. After
that, it estimates the diagonal elements of Σ = (σij)

p
i,j=1.

Specifically, σii is estimated by the uncorrected sample vari-
ance of all the available entries in the ith feature. Next, the
algorithm estimates the entries below the diagonal of Σ̂ by
solving equation 3. If there are two solutions maximizing
the function, choose the one closest to the estimate based
on case deletion. Then, to get the upper part of Σ̂, we as-
sign Σ̂← 1

2 (Σ̂ + Σ̂T ). However, this means that we have
doubled the diagonal elements of Σ. Therefore, we divide
the diagonal elements of Σ (Diag (Σ̂)) by two.
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Algorithm 1 DPER∗

Input: a centered dataset of p features X ∈ Rn×p,
Output: µ̂, Σ̂ = (σ̂ij)

p
i,j=1,

Procedure:
µ̂← 0
Estimate the diagonal elements of Σ̂: σ̂ii is the uncor-
rected sample variance of all the available entries in the
ith feature.
for σ̂ij entry lies below the diagonal of Σ̂ do

Compute σ̂ij based on Equation (3). If there are two
solutions maximizing the function, choose the one
closest to the estimate based on case deletion.

end for
Σ̂← 1

2 (Σ̂ + Σ̂T )

Diag (Σ̂)← Diag (Σ̂)/2

return µ̂, Σ̂

4. Imputation via conditional distribution and
DIMV algorithm

In this section, we present the ideas of using conditional
distribution for imputation and details our DIMV algorithm
for imputation. Note that centering and scaling are com-
monly 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.

4.1. Theoretical grounds

We first have the following theorem (Johnson et al., 2002):

Theorem 4.1. (conditional distribution for multivariate nor-
mal distribution) Suppose y ∼ Np(γ,Σ). Let

y =

[
y1

y2

]
with sizes

[
q × 1

(p− q)× 1

]
and we partition accordingly

γ =

[
γ1

γ2

]
,Σ =

[
Σ11 Σ12

Σ21 Σ22

]
Then, the distribution of y1 conditional on y2 = a follows
multivariate normal distribution with mean

γ̄ = γ1 + Σ12Σ
−1
22 (a− γ2)

and covariance matrix

Σ = Σ11 −Σ12Σ
−1
22 Σ21.

Suppose that we have a vector X ∈ Rp that follows mul-
tivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and covariance

matrix Σ, partition

X =

(
Xo

Xm

)
(6)

where Xo ∈ Rq,Xm ∈ Rp−q represent the observed and
missing part of the vector. Next, we partition Σ accordingly

Σ =

(
Σo Σom

ΣT
om Σm

)
(7)

Then, as a result of the theorem, the conditional distribution
of Xm given that X0 = xo is normal with mean

µm|o = ΣT
omΣ−1o xo (8)

and covariance matrix

Σm|o = Σm −ΣT
omΣ−1o Σom (9)

Therefore, we can estimate the missing part Xm of X with
the conditional mean µm|o, i.e. X̂m = µm|o, and the varia-
tion is reflected through the covariance matrix Σm|o.

4.1.1. PREDICTION IN BLOCKS OF SAMPLES

If there exists another sample x′T = (x′To ,x
′T
m ) that has

the same missing pattern as x then by the same imputation
strategy, x̂′m = ΣT

omΣ−1o x′o, and the conditional covariance
matrix is also Σm −ΣT

omΣ−1o Σom. Therefore, the predic-
tion be done in blocks, i.e., suppose that we have a block
Z, where each column is a sample with the same missing
pattern as x, then we can partition

Z =

(
Zo
Zm

)
(10)

Then, Zm can be estimated by ΣT
omΣ−1o Zo, and the covari-

ance matrix is Σm|o.

4.1.2. 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 is-
sues can be ameliorated by not conditioning on the features
that have low correlations with f . To analyze the effect of
conditioning on unrelated features, we have the following
theorem
Theorem 4.2. Suppose that we have an observation x
comes from a distribution with zero mean and covariance
matrix Σ. Suppose that we can partition x,Σ into

x =

xo
xε
xm

 , Σ =

 Σo Σoε Σom

Σεo σε ε
Σmo ε σm

 (11)
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where xo corresponding to the observed partition that is
highly correlated with the missing entry x ∈ R, and xε ∈ R
is observed but has a low correlation of ε with xm.

Let x̂m = Σ̂T
omΣ̂−1o xo be the imputed value based on con-

ditioning on xo. In addition, let x̂ε be the imputed value
of xm based on conditioning on both xo and xε. More-
over, suppose that σε 6= Σ̂εoΣ̂

−1
o Σ̂oε. Then, the difference

between the two imputed values is

x̂ε − x̂o =
(Σ̂moΣ̂

−1
o Σ̂oε − ε)(Σ̂εoΣ̂

−1
o xo − xε)

σε − Σ̂εoΣ̂
−1
o Σ̂oε

. (12)

Note that we use the subscript o instead of oF in the above
statement to simplify the notations. The proof of this state-
ment is available in Appendix C.

Note that the theorem shows that to what extend a redundant
feature can affect an imputed value also depends on the
correlations between the redundant feature and the observed
features.

The above theoretical grounds and reasoning lead to the
DIMV algorithm that will be described in the next section.

4.2. DIMV algorithm

The DIMV algorithm is presented in Algorithm 3. The
algorithm starts by estimating the covariance matrix Σ by
using the DPER∗ algorithm. Then the algorithm imputes
each feature of the test set by using DIMV1feature algorithm
(Algorithm 2).

The DIMV1feature algorithm, presented in Algorithm 2,
helps to impute a feature with missing values and requires
the centered training and testing set, a feature f with missing
entries, the already estimated covariance matrix Σ̂, and
correlation threshold α. It starts by filtering out a set F
of features whose correlation with f is greater than the
threshold α.

Next, we find a set Df of samples with entries in f missing.
For each sample in Df , we first expand set F to the top m
feature outside of F in the dataset, only in the case that the
values of the current sample at F are all missing values (or
the sF is empty). Then, we stack the samples in Df that
have the same observed and unobserved features in F into
Z. As the result, ZoF is the stack of samples in Df with
features in F that are observable. After that we estimate Ẑf
by using ZoF and two submatrices Σ̂oF and Σ̂oFf that can
be filtered from the covariance matrix Σ̂.

By iterating between samples and stacking them into Z, we
basically find the samples with the same missing pattern
considering only the features in F , and impute the missing
values in f for these samples. Finally, we remove this block
of samples Z from Df .

Algorithm 2 DIMV1feature algorithm
Input: centered training samples Xtrain, centered test
samples Xtest, feature f with missing value, correlation
threshold α, Σ̂, number of features to be selected m.
Procedure:
Finit ← set of features which correlation with f is
greater than α.
Df ← set of samples with entries in f missing,
repeat

for sample s ∈ Df do
F ← Finit
if sF is empty then
G← set of features that not in F and not have
missing value at zF ,
F∗ ← top m features in G in that have the
highest correlation with f ,

end if
F ← F ∪ F∗
Z ← stack of samples in Df that have the same
observed and unobserved features in F as s,
ZoF ← subpartition of Zo that contains only the
features in F ,
Σ̂oFf ← submatrix of Σ̂ that corresponding to the
covariances between the observed features in F
and f ,
Σ̂oF ← principle submatrix of Σ̂ that correspond-
ing to the observed features in F ,
Impute Ẑf = µ̂f |oF = Σ̂T

oFf
Σ̂−1oFZoF ,

Df = Df \Z,
end for

until Df = ∅
return Imputed column corresponding to feature f .

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

2 ∗ 1 4 5 ∗
1 ∗ 4 7 ∗ ∗
3 ∗ 0 3 7 ∗
5 3 6 ∗ 9 7
∗ 1 4 7 5 2

 (13)

Here, each row corresponds to a sample, and each col-
umn corresponds to a feature. Hence, this dataset has
five samples and six features. We impute this data after
normalization. Consider the imputation of the 2nd feature
with missing values in the samples 1st, 2nd, 3rd using the
DIMV1feature algorithm. Suppose that Finit consists of
the 5th, 6th features whose correlation with f is greater than
a predefined threshold α. Then, we loop through samples
1st, 2nd, 3rd. For the 1st sample, we have sF not empty,
we then construct stack Z with the 1st and the 3rd samples,
which have the same observed and unobserved features in
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Algorithm 3 DIMV algorithm
Input: centered training samples Xtrain, centered test
samples Xtest, feature f with missing value
µ̂, Σ̂← DPER*(Xtrain)
for feature f with missing value do

the column in Xtest corresponding to f ←
DIMV1feature(Xtrain,Xtest, f, α, Σ̂)

end for
return Imputed Xtest.

F . Then we impute these samples by computing the cor-
responding Ẑf . After that, we remove this block of these
two samples from Df . We continue with the 2nd sample
similarly. But in this case, we have sF empty, so we need
to expand the set F . Suppose we pick m = 1, and the
highest correlation feature with f (that is not in set F and
does not have missing value at zF ) is the 1st feature. We
then expand our set F to the 1st feature, hence F finally
contains the 1st, 5th and 6th features. Then we compute
the corresponding Ẑf values and finish the DIMV1feature
algorithm for the 2nd.

Parallelizing DIMVf. The DIMVf algorithm can be eas-
ily sped up by parallelizing the imputation of the features.
Specifically, because the imputation with DIMV1feature
is completely independent between each feature, instead
of iterating through each feature f , we can implement
DIMV1feature parallelly on different CPU cores.

4.3. Explainability and Approximated Confident
Interval for DIMV

In this section, we will discuss the explainability and confi-
dence region (CR) for the proposed DIMV approach. We
discuss a more general setting as in section 4.1, i.e., con-
ditioning on all features (which means without any feature
selection for each feature). The explainability and CR for
DIMV are similar.

Explainability. For explainability, recall from Equation 8
and Equation 9 that the conditional distribution of Xm given
that X0 = xo is normal with mean µm|o = ΣT

omΣ−1o xo
and covariance matrix Σm|o = Σm−ΣT

omΣ−1o Σom. More-
over, DIMV estimates the missing part Xm of X with the
conditional mean µm|o. Therefore, each entry in the condi-
tional mean µm|o already explains how each feature in the
observable part affects the ones in the missing part.

Confidence region (CR). The CR for all the missing en-
tries in a given sample can be derived based on the following
lemma (Johnson et al., 2002),

Lemma 4.3. Let X be distributed as Np(0,Σ) with |Σ| >
0. Then (X− µ)

T
Σ−1 (X− µ) ∼ χ2

p, where χ2
p denotes

the chi-square distribution with p degrees of freedom. In ad-
dition, the Np(0,Σ) distribution assigns probability 1−α
to the solid ellipsoid

{
x : (x− µ)

T
Σ−1 (x− µ)

}
, where

χ2
p (α) denotes the upper (100α)th percentile of the χ2

p

distribution.

Given a vector X that can be partitioned as in equation 6,
then recall that Xo ∈ Rq,X ∈ Rp. Therefore, (Xm|X0 =
xo) ∼ Np−q(µm|o,Σm|o). By lemma 4.3,(

Xm − µm|o
)T

Σ−1m|o

(
Xm − µm|o

)
∼ χ2

p−q. (14)

Let χ2
p−q(α) be the upper (100α)th percentile of the χ2

p−q
distribution, a (1−α)% confidence region is[

x :
(
x− µm|o

)T
Σ−1m|o

(
x− µm|o

)
≤ χ2

p−q(α)

]
.

5. Experiments
5.1. Experiment settings

We compared our proposed DIMV method with four state-
of-the-art methods: GINN (Spinelli et al., 2020), GAIN
(Yoon et al., 2018), ALS (Hastie et al., 2015), ImputePCA
(Josse & Husson, 2012), and two traditional but widely used
methods: Multiple Imputation by Chained Equation (MICE)
(Buuren & Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2010), K-nearest neigh-
bor imputation (KNNI). The parameter for threshold α in
DIMV is 0.1 for all experiments. The details of the datasets
used are available in table 1. Unless otherwise stated, for
each experiment, we first randomly generate missing data
with missing rates 10%-50% and then normalize the data.
Here, the missing rates are the ratios between the number of
deleted entries and the total number of entries in the input.

For evaluation, we used 5 folds cross-validation. After
imputing data by the mentioned approaches, we applied an
SVM with Radius Kernel classifier. We report the cross-
validation mean and standard deviation of the the root mean
square error (RMSE) between the rescaled imputed data
and the original data, and classification accuracy. Due to
space constraints, we report the classification accuracy in
the Appendix. The experiments were conducted on a 16
GB RAM machine with 8 processors. The source code and
experimental scripts will be released upon the acceptance
of the paper.

5.2. Results and Analysis

5.2.1. RUNNING TIME OF DPER∗ AND DPER

In this experiment, we want to illustrate that DPER∗ is far
superior to DPER in terms of speed. Note that DPER∗ is
a simplified version of DPER when the data is centered.
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Table 1. Description of datasets used in the experiment

DATASET #CLASS #FEATURES #SAMPLE

IRIS 3 4 150
THYROID 3 5 215
YEAST 10 8 1484
MNIST 10 784 70000
FASHION-MNIST 10 784 70000

Figure 1. Running time of DPER and DPER∗ on Fashion MNIST.

Therefore, the resulting estimates for the two approaches
are identical. Hence, in these experiments, we only compare
the speed of DPER∗ compared to DPER on the widely-used,
and open available Fashion MNIST dataset (Xiao et al.,
2017). We used the training set, which consists of 60, 000
images of size 28 × 28. In addition, we generate missing
values with missing rates from 0.1 to 0.5, normalize the
data, and record the running time of both algorithms.

From figure 1, we can see that DPER∗ is significantly faster
than DPER, especially at lower missing rates. Another inter-
esting point that can be observed from the graph is that the
running time decreases as the missing rate increases. This is
possibly due to more missing values leading to faster com-
putation of the sum terms such as s11, s12, s22. In addition,
as the missing rate increases, the running time of DPER∗

and DPER come closer together. This is possibly because
the time costs for calculating the summation and product
terms decrease, while the cost for solving equations to find
the maximum likelihood remains similar.

5.2.2. DIMV FOR RANDOMLY MISSING DATA

From table 2 and table 4 showing the results for tabular
datasets, we can observe that DIMV achieves, for most of
the experiments, the lowest RMSE compared to the other
methods, including the state-of-the-art techniques such as
GAIN/GINN. For example, for the Iris dataset, at 40% miss-
ing rate, the accuracy obtained by using DIMV as the impu-

tation scheme is 91.33%, while the next best result is 88.67
% (MICE). Moreover, even when DIMV does not achieve
the best results, the better ones are usually only slightly
better than DIMV, as we can see in the result on the Thyriod
dataset.

5.2.3. DIMV FOR MONOTONE MISSING DATA

In various scenarios, the data is not missing randomly for
all features but rather in a monotone pattern. For example,
an image can have a corner being cut out. Therefore, we
investigate the performance of DIMV compared to its peers
in such a setting by using the MNIST (LeCun, 1998) and
Fashion MNIST (Xiao et al., 2017) datasets. We delete the
lower right corner of 50% of the images for the train and
test sets. Since many pixels at the corners of the images in
MNIST are black pixels, instead of using lower missing rates
such as 10% or 20%, we delete both the height and the width
with the same high missing rates of 40%/50%/60% and then
normalize the data. Since many pixels at the corners of the
images are black, some features have zero variance, and
the missing values in those features with variance equal to
zero are imputed as 0. We also terminate an experiment if
a result cannot be obtained within 5 hours. Note that not
only MICE, ImputePCA but also the graph neural network
approach GINN cannot deliver the results within 5 hours of
running and therefore are not included in the result tables.

From table 3 and 5, we can see that DIMV delivers a con-
sistent and remarkable performance compared to the other
methods. Specifically, at 40% missing rates for the Fash-
ion MNIST dataset, the RMSE for DIMV is only 25.32,
while the next best result is 41.77 from ALS. Moreover,
the visualization of imputed data in figure 2 shows notably
distinguishable better imputed digits compared to the other
approaches under comparison.

6. Discussion
It is important to mention that ALS is a matrix decomposi-
tion technique. Thus, to predict missing entries for a sample,
one needs to stack that sample to the training data and con-
duct matrix decomposition again. The proposed DIMV
algorithm, however, can predict sample by sample. There-
fore, DIMV can be used for online prediction with missing
values. Also, upon estimating the mean and covariance
matrix, this information can be used to predict the missing
entries on a test sample directly, along with the confidence
region for the imputed values.

If the data is centered during the missing value prediction
phase, our method only requires storage of a covariance ma-
trix of size p× p parameters. 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
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Table 2. RMSE results of imputed data

DATASET MISSING RATE DIMV IMPUTEPCA KNNI MICE ALS GAIN GINN

10% 0.3±0.07 0.59±0.15 0.73±0.45 0.43±0.09 0.46±0.05 0.64±0.28 0.81±0.26
20% 0.35±0.05 0.65±0.06 0.72±0.23 0.5±0.14 0.48±0.09 0.69±0.13 1.0±0.06

IRIS 30% 0.5±0.14 0.57±0.07 0.73±0.14 0.62±0.16 0.71±0.43 0.64±0.14 0.88±0.08
40% 0.48±0.14 0.76±0.11 0.94±0.28 0.75±0.19 1.17±1.0 0.79±0.22 0.95±0.1
50% 0.63±0.11 0.83±0.06 1.09±0.15 0.8±0.14 0.72±0.12 1.03±0.28 0.97±0.1

10% 5.88±2.51 6.0±2.85 7.27±2.49 6.02±3.07 16.22±14.71 7.19±2.79 6.15±2.92
20% 7.63±1.3 7.67±1.64 9.89±1.96 9.37±1.79 13.22±4.25 8.8±2.24 8.46±1.5

THYROID 30% 7.81±1.25 7.84±1.08 9.1±1.5 8.98±1.19 13.77±5.3 8.52±2.07 7.6±1.21
40% 6.74±1.21 6.6±1.1 7.66±2.06 8.22±1.8 12.32±3.77 8.76±1.41 6.63±0.81
50% 10.09±6.46 6.88±0.77 8.22±1.13 8.89±0.49 14.99±4.47 10.46±2.25 6.78±0.68

10% 0.087±0.009 0.091±0.008 0.121±0.014 0.129±0.009 0.145±0.044 0.098±0.01 0.092±0.008
20% 0.099±0.004 0.1±0.005 0.127±0.008 0.142±0.005 0.191±0.073 0.12±0.008 0.102±0.004

YEAST 30% 0.095±0.002 0.097±0.001 0.126±0.001 0.132±0.006 0.209±0.012 0.109±0.005 0.1±0.001
40% 0.099±0.006 0.103±0.005 0.131±0.004 0.138±0.004 0.206±0.062 0.112±0.005 0.104±0.005
50% 0.094±0.003 0.097±0.003 0.127±0.005 0.136±0.004 0.211±0.023 0.12±0.006 0.1±0.004

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Figure 2. Imputed images on the some digits: (a) Original image,
(b) images with missing values (at 50% of height and 50% of
weight), (c) imputation with ALS, (d) imputation with GAIN, (e)
imputation with kNN Imputation, (f) imputation with DIMV (ours)
with correlation threshold 10%.

devices, mobile devices and web browsers.

7. Conclusion
In this paper, we introduced DIMV, an imputation technique
that finds the conditional distribution of a feature with miss-
ing entries based on fully observed features. As illustrated,
the algorithm achieved low RMSE compared to the state-
of-the-art imputation techniques under comparision, and is

Table 3. RMSE under different missing rates. The methods that
cannot deliver results in 5 hours are removed from the table.

DATASET MISSING RATES GAIN KNNI ALS DIMV

40% 110.57 53.64 55.93 39.36
MNIST 50% 122.88 72.50 70.55 54.20

60% 110.89 80.49 74.73 60.99

40% 124.54 80.07 41.77 25.32
FASHION-MNIST 50% 130.07 86.64 61.90 39.03

60% 133.70 90.92 63.79 42.13

robust to the assumption of multivariate normal. Our DIMV
imputation technique does not require any label information.
Hence, it can be used for both supervised and unsupervised
learning. However, many datasets have label information
readily available. Therefore, in the future, it is worth explor-
ing a way to incorporate the label information to improve
the imputation quality in a supervised setting. In addition,
DIMV relies on the assumption of normal distribution and,
therefore can only be used for continuous data. In the future,
we want to investigate how to extend DIMV to mixed data.

Aside from DIMV, we have also introduced DPER∗, a sig-
nificant improvement in terms of speed over the DPER al-
gorithm (Nguyen et al., 2022). Since data can be missing in
a monotone pattern or can be missing in just some features,
it is worth to investigate if assuming the data is centered
can also speed up the computation of EPEM (Nguyen et al.,
2021) and PMF (Nguyen et al.). Moreover, it is worth to
investigate the potential of using conditional distribution to
impute the data based on these estimates for the explainabil-
ity and uncertainty modeling of missing data imputation.
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A. Accuracy results on imputed tabular data

Table 4. Accuracy results on imputed data

DATASET MISSING RATE DIMV IMPUTEPCA KNNI MICE ALS GAIN GINN

10% 95.33±2.61 92.67±3.2 93.33±2.07 96.0±3.2 95.33±1.6 92.0±2.61 94.67±3.33
20% 92.67±2.44 92.0±1.6 88.67±4.43 89.33±5.62 94.0±2.44 89.33±6.98 90.67±3.2

IRIS 30% 93.33±6.2 93.33±4.13 88.0±6.06 92.0±3.33 90.0±10.12 92.67±5.23 95.33±2.61
40% 91.33±3.33 84.0±7.28 78.0±5.7 88.67±3.33 82.0±9.82 84.67±5.31 86.67±9.91
50% 84.0±5.23 68.0±7.04 80.0±9.24 78.67±5.31 86.0±5.62 79.33±4.8 80.0±5.47

10% 93.49±2.66 92.09±3.09 92.09±2.32 93.49±3.02 88.84±4.87 93.49±3.02 92.09±3.09
20% 90.23±1.71 91.63±2.32 86.05±2.04 88.37±4.32 84.65±3.41 87.44±5.32 91.16±3.65

THYROID 30% 89.3±4.23 89.77±3.97 84.19±3.35 85.12±4.47 79.53±6.18 86.51±6.35 89.77±3.7
40% 88.84±3.35 86.51±2.66 82.79±3.7 83.26±2.23 80.47±5.32 87.91±4.42 88.84±5.08
50% 84.65±4.23 85.12±2.73 79.53±0.91 78.14±4.91 72.09±5.2 69.77±3.81 86.51±4.87

10% 56.6±2.16 57.34±2.0 55.66±1.2 55.19±1.85 55.32±1.87 56.0±2.14 56.81±2.07
20% 53.44±2.74 53.71±3.41 52.23±2.55 50.14±1.49 49.46±1.29 48.86±1.02 52.83±1.63

YEAST 30% 51.01±2.0 50.81±3.33 48.78±4.08 46.56±2.51 46.02±2.91 45.82±2.82 50.27±1.49
40% 47.24±4.64 46.23±3.44 41.51±3.22 42.18±3.16 39.42±3.38 45.56±4.03 46.97±3.47
50% 41.85±2.03 41.58±1.87 38.42±3.18 37.53±1.79 36.32±2.1 34.91±2.55 41.38±2.04

B. Accuracy results on imputed monotone data

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

DATASET MISSING RATES GAIN KNNI ALS DIMV

40% 97.13 97.65 97.51 97.79
MNIST 50% 95.54 97.23 96.36 97.11

60% 86.35 95.08 94.33 95.78

40% 88.93 89.45 89.28 88.99
FASHION-MNIST 50% 87.42 88.78 88.82 88.92

60% 85.97 88.94 88.74 88.57

C. Proof of theorem 4.2
Let

m = σε − Σ̂εoΣ̂
−1
o Σ̂oε.

Then m 6= 0 (since we assume that σε 6= Σ̂εoΣ̂
−1
o Σ̂oε).

Then, the imputed value of xm based on conditioning on both xo and xε is

x̂ε = (Σ̂mo ε)

(
Σ̂o Σ̂oε

Σ̂εo σε

)−1(
xo
xε

)
= (Σ̂mo ε)

(
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−1
o /m −Σ̂−1o Σ̂oε/m

−Σ̂εoΣ̂
−1
o /m 1/m

)(
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)
= (Σ̂moΣ̂

−1
o + Σ̂moΣ̂

−1
o Σ̂oεΣ̂εoΣ̂

−1
o /m− εΣ̂εoΣ̂

−1
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−1
o Σ̂oε/m+ ε/m)

(
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)
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o Σ̂oεΣ̂εoΣ̂
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Therefore,

x̂ε − x̂o =
1

m
(Σ̂moΣ̂

−1
o Σ̂oεΣ̂εoΣ̂

−1
o xo − εΣ̂εoΣ̂

−1
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