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An approach to amputation, the process of introducing missing values to a
complete dataset, is presented. It allows to construct missingness indicators in a
flexible and principled way via copulas and Bernoulli margins and to incorporate
dependence in missingness patterns. Besides more classical missingness models
such as missing completely at random, missing at random, and missing not at
random, the approach is able to model structured missingness such as block
missingness and, via mixtures, monotone missingness, which are patterns of
missing data frequently found in real-life datasets. Properties such as joint
missingness probabilities or missingness correlation are derived mathematically.
The approach is demonstrated with mathematical examples and empirical
illustrations in terms of a well-known dataset.
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1 Introduction
Owing to the ubiquity of missing data in real-world datasets, imputation algorithms are
an important area of research; see Molenberghs et al. (2014), Little and Rubin (2020),
or Carpenter et al. (2023). The effectiveness of such algorithms is typically evaluated
with simulation studies; however, somewhat paradoxically, empirical datasets affected by
missingness are unsuitable to act as inputs for such simulations. This is because neither
the missing values’ true underlying (but unobserved) values, nor the mechanism which led
to their missingness, are known. As a result, standard practice in such studies is to take a
complete dataset with known underlying distribution and introduce missing values. We
refer to this process as amputation; see Schouten et al. (2018). Analogously to multiple
imputation, we speak of multiple amputation when constructing several amputed datasets,
which allows performance to be assessed over various types of missingness patterns.
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2 Understanding missingness, notation, and initial assumptions

In this paper, we address the question of how to create flexible stochastic (including
deterministic) missingness patterns for amputation. Our proposed approach is copula-based,
allowing multivariate dependencies to be imposed on missingness patterns in a natural
and principled way. Besides classical missingness mechanisms, and in contrast to existing
amputation methods, our suggested approach can also account for structured missingness
(SM) as found in real-world datasets, e.g., owing to non-random sampling or data linkage;
see Mitra et al. (2023) and Jackson et al. (2023). SM is an umbrella term covering a range
of missingness models, revolving around the following two notions:
(SM1) multivariate missingness, where missingness in at least one variable of a row influences

missingness in other variables of the same row;
(SM2) deterministic missingness, where data (often blocks) are almost surely missing or

not, i.e., with probability 1 or 0.
The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 provides important aspects of understanding

how missingness can be modelled probabilistically. It introduces the notation and selected
assumptions we refer to throughout the paper and also contains first thoughts on modelling
missingness. Section 3 addresses existing missingness models, as well as univariate and
scenario-based approaches to amputation, including their limitations. Our novel approach,
capable of generating flexible, proper multivariate missingness patterns under dependence,
is introduced in Section 4. Section 5 demonstrates its feasibility and capability of capturing
SM and classical missingness models in terms of the R dataset mtcars. Section 6 provides
concluding remarks. A thorough introduction to classical and new models of missingness,
proofs, and the basics of imputation are provided in Section A.

2 Understanding missingness, notation, and initial assumptions
2.1 Probabilistic setup
Consider the random matrix Y = (Yi,j)i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d ∈ Rn×d with d-dimensional rows
Yi, = (Yi,1, . . . , Yi,d), i = 1, . . . , n, and n-dimensional columns Y,j = (Y1,j , . . . , Yn,j), j =
1, . . . , d. Note, our results do not depend on the form of Y ; e.g., it could also be a single long
vector Y = (Y1, . . . , Ynd). The random matrix Y modelling n observations of dimension d
is considered complete in that its realisations produce datasets without missing values. A
realisation y of Y would ideally be the starting point of any statistical analysis. Yet, instead
of y, a statistician often only observes x ∈ Rn×d

∗ for R∗ = R ∪ {∗}, where ∗ indicates NA
(“not available”). Thus, there exists a matrix m = (1{xi,j=∗})i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d that indicates
missingness in x. In terms of realisations, this describes an entirely deterministic setup (ex
post, after realisations are obtained). To understand how missingness arises and how we
can model it, we need a stochastic setup (ex ante, before realisations); confusing the ex ante
with the ex post has led to nonsensical definitions in the missingness literature, as pointed
out by Seaman et al. (2013, Section 3).

Given Y , we imagine there is a random matrix M ∈ {0, 1}n×d, which indicates with values
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2 Understanding missingness, notation, and initial assumptions

1 the components of (the unobservable, complete) Y that will be missing. The resulting
random matrix X has components Xi,j = ∗ if Mi,j = 1 and Xi,j = Yi,j if Mi,j = 0. With
canonical operations ∗ · 0 = 0, ∗ + 0 = ∗, and ∗ · 1 = ∗, we have X = ∗ M + Y ⊙ (1 − M),
where ⊙ is the Hadamard product. M is called missingness indicator matrix ; see also Little
and Rubin (2020, pp. 8). Mealli and Rubin (2015) consider instead the response indicator
matrix or availability indicator matrix R = 1 − M = (1 − Mi,j)i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d. Rubin (1976)
and Seaman et al. (2013) consider the response/availability indicator matrix, but denote it
by M and refer to it as missingness indicator matrix.

Our main goal is to present a flexible approach for producing X with realistic miss-
ingness patterns, including classical ones as well as (SM1) and (SM2). This is achieved
by constructing conditional distributions FM |Y and, thus, realisations of M given Y ; the
probability mass function fM |Y (m | y) of M given Y = y at m corresponds to gϕ(1 − m | u)
in the notation of Rubin (1976) and Seaman et al. (2013), their ϕ being a parameter we
will denote by θ, and their u representing our y. To include the case of (subsets of) random
variables in M being 0 or 1 deterministically (with probability in {0, 1}, in line with (SM2)),
we allow distributions of entries of M to be degenerate (unit jumps).

For each i = 1, . . . , n and j = 1, . . . , d, we know that Mi,j ∼ B(1, pi,j) for pi,j ∈ [0, 1],
i.e., each entry of M is Bernoulli distributed. Associated with M is the matrix P =
(pi,j)i,j ∈ [0, 1]n×d of marginal missingness probabilities. In this context, marginal refers to
the distribution of a single entry Mi,j , e.g., the entry with index pair (i, j) has (marginal)
distribution function Fi,j(x) = (1 − pi,j)1[0,∞)(x) + pi,j1[1,∞)(x), x ∈ R, with quantile
function F −1

i,j (u) = 1(1−pi,j ,1](u), u ∈ (0, 1].
The goal of modelling M given Y is aligned with the goal of the amputer (the person

responsible for removing values), but understanding the construction principle of M given
Y is also important for the imputer (the person responsible for imputing values) in order to
understand how missingness patterns arise in case no such knowledge is available otherwise.

2.2 The treated as observed and treated as missing parts
For amputation, it is convenient to think of the components of the complete Y to be
grouped in two parts. Let Iobs

Y and Imis
Y be a partition of I = {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , d}, with

corresponding treated as observed part Y obs = (Y obs
i,j )i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d with Y obs

i,j = Yi,j if
(i, j) ∈ Iobs

Y and 0 otherwise, and treated as missing part Y mis = (Y mis
i,j )i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d with

Y mis
i,j = Yi,j if (i, j) ∈ Imis

Y and 0 otherwise. This gives the decomposition Y = Y obs + Y mis.
Based on Y obs and Y mis, the amputer constructs M , from which X results.

Also X can be divided into two parts. With Iobs
X = {(i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , d} :

Xi,j ̸= ∗} and Imis
X = {(i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , d} : Xi,j = ∗} we obtain a partition of

I and of X into the observed part Xobs = (Xobs
i,j )i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d with Xobs

i,j = Xi,j = Yi,j

if (i, j) ∈ Iobs
X and 0 otherwise, and the missing part Xmis = (Xmis

i,j )i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d with
Xmis

i,j = Xi,j = ∗ if (i, j) ∈ Imis
X and 0 otherwise; identifying 0’s from missing data rather

than non-missing Y values that are 0 in Xobs can be done with M .
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2 Understanding missingness, notation, and initial assumptions

In contrast to Y obs and Y mis, we can define Xobs and Xmis depending on M via Iobs
X =

{(i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , d} : Mi,j = 0} and Imis
X = {(i, j) ∈ {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , d} :

Mi,j = 1}. However, Y obs and Y mis do not depend on M . This is important so as to avoid
the recursive definitions that the missing data literature is plagued with; see again Seaman
et al. (2013, Section 3).

Remark 2.1 (Amputation vs. imputation)
In imputation, even though the imputer thinks of Y as complete, only a fraction of values
of Y (the non-∗ entries in X) are available. In contrast, in amputation, the amputer
has access to all of Y , via either its distribution or a realisation y of Y . Thinking of Y
as having missing entries ∗ is confusing at best. Missing components of Y would force
distributional restrictions on M which, when combined with Y to form X, may result
in X not compatible with the target missingness pattern of the amputer. For example,
thinking of Y1,1 as almost surely missing would force M1,1 = 1 almost surely, because if
P(M1,1 = 1) < 1, then P(X1,1 = ∗) < 1, which is not congruent with the target missingness
pattern P(X1,1 = ∗) = 1. Figure 1 summarises the conceptual framework for amputation
and imputation. The function C for capturing dependence between missingness indicators

Amputation: Y M X

C, P (via Y obs, Y mis) X = ∗ M + Y ⊙ (1 − M)

Imputation: ŷ m x
xobs, xmis

Figure 1 Conceptual framework for amputation and imputation.

will be introduced in Section 4.1. We use lowercase letters for the imputation framework as
one has one realisation x of X and, thus, m of M available, which typically leads to one (or
more) estimate(s) ŷ of Y by (multiple) imputation.

2.3 Initial assumptions
To generate flexible distributions of M | Y = y, as amputers we frequently refer to one of
the following two assumptions (for the exact assumptions of our approach, see Section 4):
(A1) The rows M1,, . . . , Mn, of M are independent given Y .
(A2) The rows M1,, . . . , Mn, of M are independent and identically distributed (iid) given

Y .
Under (A1), we can still freely consider P ∈ [0, 1]n×d, whereas, under (A2), the rows
of P must be equal. In other words, whilst under (A1) P is flexible, under (A2) p =
(p1, . . . , pd) ∈ [0, 1]d, and each row of P is p. In the case of at least one degenerate margin
j, all M1,j , . . . , Mn,j indicate missingness (if pj = 1) or all entries indicate no missingness
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3 Existing amputation approaches

(if pj = 0); (A2), as (A1), thus allows to incorporate SM. This will later motivate the
introduction of Assumption (A3) ‘in-between’ (A1) and (A2); see Section 4.3.

We occasionally refer to the following (unstructured) assumption (U):
(U) The columns M,1, . . . , M,d of M are independent given Y .

So far, our considerations concerned the marginal distributions B(1, pi,j), i = 1, . . . , n,
j = 1, . . . , d, of M . In Section 4, we will consider dependence amongst these marginal
distributions to obtain a flexible approach for constructing missingness indicator matrices
M . We assume the reader to be familiar with the concepts of missing completely at random
(MCAR), missing at random (MAR), missing not at random (MNAR), unstructured and
structured missingness, as well as monotone missingness; see Section A.1 for a thorough
introduction.

3 Existing amputation approaches
3.1 Univariate amputation
A commonly used approach towards amputation is to introduce missing values one variable
at a time. This univariate amputation approach, see Schouten et al. (2018), is often
implemented with a logistic regression equation; see White and Carlin (2010), Hu et al.
(2013), Miao et al. (2016), or Schouten and Vink (2021).

Consider introducing missingness in the jth column of Y for some j ∈ {1, . . . , d};
missingness in multiple columns would be implemented one variable at a time, each based
on Y . For each i = 1, . . . , n, let Ii,j ⊆ {1, . . . , d} denote the set of indices of those
Yi,1, . . . , Yi,d on which pi,j , and thus Mi,j , depends. Choose βi,j = (βi,j,0, (βi,j,k)k∈Ii,j

) (see
also Section 4.5) and determine pi,j via the logistic regression equation

logit(pi,j) = βi,j,0 +
∑

k∈Ii,j

βi,j,kYi,k, (1)

where logit(u) = log(u/(1−u)), u ∈ (0, 1), is the inverse of the standard logistic distribution
function logit−1(x) = 1/(1 + e−x), x ∈ R. The amputer would use these probabilities to
obtain Bernoulli random variates, and then determine X = ∗ M + Y ⊙ (1 − M). The
intercept coefficient βi,j,0 allows to adjust the missingness probability pi,j overall, with
larger βi,j,0 leading to a larger pi,j . Similar for the other coefficients, if Yi,j is positive, larger
βi,j,k > 0 lead to larger pi,j . Increasing |βi,j,k| increases the influence of Yi,k on pi,j .

Choosing βi,j,k = 0, k ∈ Ii,j , or Ii,j = ∅, leads to MCAR since each Mi,j is independent
of Yi,1, . . . , Yi,d. For MAR, we need βi,j,j = 0 or j /∈ Ii,j , as well as βi,j,k ≠ 0 for at least
one k ∈ Ii,j (with Yi,k ̸= 0 to have an effect on pi,j). And for MNAR, we need j ∈ Ii,j and
βi,j,j ≠ 0 (with Yi,j ̸= 0 to have an effect on pi,j). Only under MNAR is Yi,j allowed to
influence the distribution of Mi,j and, thus, whether Yi,j is to be treated as missing or not.

Under MAR or MNAR, we refer to |Ii,j | as the degree. Under MNAR, a particularly
challenging setup (for imputation) is degree 1 MNAR (Yi,j influences its own demise; if
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3 Existing amputation approaches

Mi,j = 1, this is hard to detect), which we refer to as suicide MNAR. If MNAR is of
degree at least 2, we speak of group MNAR. MNAR differs from MAR only in the value of
βi,j,j (with Yi,j ̸= 0 to have an effect on pi,j), and for small βi,j,j , MAR can approximate
an MNAR mechanism fairly well. With βi,j,j = 0, MAR appears from MNAR, and with
βi,j,k = 0, k = 1, . . . , n, MCAR appears from M(N)AR. Example logistic equations for the
marginal probability of missingness pi,j are

logit(pi,j) MCAR= βi,j,0,

logit(pi,j) MAR= βi,j,0 + βi,j,1Yi,1 + . . . + βi,j,j−1Yi,j−1 + βi,j,j+1Yi,j+1 + . . . + βi,j,dYi,d,

logit(pi,j) MNAR=
degree d

βi,j,0 + βi,j,1Yi,1 + . . . + βi,j,j−1Yi,j−1 + βi,j,jYi,j + βi,j,j+1Yi,j+1 + . . . + βi,j,dYi,d,

...
logit(pi,j) MNAR=

degree 1
βi,j,0 + βi,j,jYi,j ,

where the two MNAR cases are group MNAR (degree d) and suicide MNAR (degree 1),
respectively.

As pointed out by Schouten et al. (2018), when more than one variable should have missing
values, univariate amputation is based on assumption (U) (unstructured missingness). The
stepwise nature of amputing one variable at a time typically leads to too small probabilities
of joint missingness through neglect of dependence, as well as an underrepresentation of
missingness structures encountered in real-world datasets. For example, if pi,j = p for all j
in row i, under univariate amputation, the probability of the whole row i being missing is pd,
whereas, when incorporating dependence among the entries in the ith row, this probability
can be up to p; this follows from Proposition 4.3.

3.2 Scenario-based multivariate amputation
A scenario-based approach to amputation is applicable when the range of missingness
patterns (the scenarios) is specified a priori. The scenarios could be devised by looking
at missingness patterns present in similar datasets or by expert opinion. The monotone
missingness patterns we describe at the end of Section A.1 could be viewed as scenarios. An
advantage of a scenario-based approach is that specific SM patterns can easily be generated.

Building on a method proposed by Brand (1999), Schouten et al. (2018) developed the
following amputation approach under (A2) which is implemented in the ampute() function
in the R package mice, see van Buuren and Groothuis-Oudshoorn (2011).

Algorithm 3.1 (Scenario-based amputation according to Schouten et al. (2018))
Fix the number K ∈ N of scenarios.
1) For k = 1, . . . , K, do: Specify missingness pattern mk, ∈ {0, 1}d potentially applied to

any row Y1,, . . . , Yn, of Y .
2) Partition the row numbers {1, . . . , n} into sets I1, . . . , IK ; for each k ∈ {1, . . . , K}, all

rows Yi,, i ∈ Ik, are candidates for receiving missingness pattern mk, (the size of Ik
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4 Copula-based multivariate amputation

relative to n specifies the relative frequency of rows Yi,, i ∈ Ik, potentially receiving
missingness pattern mk,).

3) Randomly permute the rows in Y .
4) For k = 1, . . . , K, do:

4.1) Specify weights wk = (wk,0, wk,1, . . . , wk,d) affecting the probability that each Yi,,
i ∈ Ik, receives missingness pattern mk, (or no missingness pattern) according to

P(Mi, = mk, | Yi,) = logit−1(wk,0 + wk,1Yi,1 + . . . + wk,dYi,d). (2)

4.2) For each i ∈ Ik, do independently: Select Yi, to receive missingness pattern mk,

according to the probability (2).

To summarise, block k of K blocks of rows of Y is assigned missingness pattern mk, ∈
{0, 1}d, and each row Yi,, i ∈ Ik, (each row of block k) receives missingness pattern mk,

(according to (2)) or remains complete. Randomly permuting the rows of Y in Step 3)
guarantees that each row has some positive chance to receive any of the K missingness
patterns. Schouten et al. (2018) provide qualitative advice on how to choose the weights.
They also demonstrate how using different variants of the logistic equation (similar to
those discussed in Section 3.1) can result in either MCAR, MAR, or MNAR; e.g., choosing
weights wk,1 = . . . = wk,d = 0 in (2) results in MCAR.

The main failing point of scenario-based approaches is that manually specifying missing-
ness patterns m1,, . . . , mK, in Algorithm 3.1 is burdensome in high-dimensional datasets
(large d), often consequently resulting in a lack of heterogeneity among missingness pat-
terns. In flexible amputation algorithms, burden on the amputer is not entirely avoidable,
but the amputer’s efforts are better spent on structural decisions (dependence, margins,
who-influences-whom under MAR and MNAR) rather than designing specific patterns.
Moreover, if multiple amputation is required, an amputer cannot construct multiple miss-
ingness matrices manually that can be viewed as realisations of the same distribution of M
given Y .

4 Copula-based multivariate amputation
4.1 Copula basics
To create flexible joint distributions for generating missingness indicator matrices M , we
utilise the theorem of Sklar (1959), which consists of a decomposition (the first) and a
composition (the second) part. By the first part, any d-dimensional distribution function F
allows for the decomposition

F (x) = C(F1(x1), . . . , Fd(xd)), x = (x1, . . . , xd) ∈ Rd, (3)

for some copula C, a d-dimensional distribution function with U(0, 1) margins; see Nelsen
(2006) for an introduction. If ran Fj = {Fj(xj) : xj ∈ R} denotes the range of Fj , C is
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4 Copula-based multivariate amputation

uniquely determined on
∏d

j=1 ran Fj . We see from (3) that C is the function that combines
the margins F1, . . . , Fd to the joint distribution function F , so it contains the information
about the dependence between the margins. By the second part, combining any copula C
with margins F1, . . . , Fd as in (3) leads to a proper multivariate distribution function F .
Starting from any copula C, we can combine it with Bernoulli margins to obtain a joint
distribution function F with such margins.

The following example lists important elementary copula constructions we need later;
see McNeil et al. (2015, Sections 7.1.2, 7.4) for several of these models. All of them can be
sampled with the R package copula of Hofert et al. (2018).

Example 4.1 (Copula examples)
The independence copula CΠ(u) =

∏d
j=1 uj is the copula of independent continuous random

variables. It has stochastic representation (U1, . . . , Ud) ∼ CΠ for U1, . . . , Ud
ind.∼ U(0, 1).

The comonotone copula CM(u) = minj=1,...,d{uj} is the copula of comonotone continuous
random variables. It has stochastic representation (U, . . . , U) ∼ CM for U ∼ U(0, 1).

For d = 2, the countermonotone copula CW(u1, u2) = max{u1 + u2 − 1, 0} is the
copula of countermonotone continuous random variables. It has stochastic representation
(U, 1 − U) ∼ CW for U ∼ U(0, 1).

The Gauss copula CGa(u) = ΦP Ga(Φ−1(u1), . . . , Φ−1(ud)) is the copula of the Nd(0, P Ga)
distribution function ΦP Ga for a correlation matrix P Ga and for Φ being the N(0, 1) distri-
bution function; the correlation matrix P Ga acts as parameter matrix of CGa. The Gauss
copula has stochastic representation (Φ(W1), . . . , Φ(Wd)) ∼ CGa for W = (W1, . . . , Wd) ∼
Nd(0, P Ga).

The survival copula of a copula C is the copula C̄(u) =
∑

i∈{0,1}d(−1)
∑d

j=1 ij C((1 −
u1)i1 , . . . , (1 − ud)id), with stochastic representation (1 − U1, . . . , 1 − Ud) ∼ C̄ for U =
(U1, . . . , Ud) ∼ C.

The convex combination C(u) = λC1(u) + (1 − λ)C2(u), u ∈ [0, 1]d, λ ∈ [0, 1], of
two d-dimensional copulas C1, C2 is again a copula. It has stochastic representation
U = 1{V ∈[0,λ]}UC1 + 1{V ∈(λ,1]}UC2 ∼ C, with V ∼ U(0, 1) and UCk ∼ Ck, k = 1, 2. One
can sample convex combinations by sampling V ∼ U(0, 1) and, independently, sample UC1

if V ≤ λ or sample UC2 if V > λ.

4.2 Specifying distributions for M with copulas
For constructing missingness indicator matrices M , we can utilise the second part of Sklar’s
theorem. The joint distribution function

F (x) = C(F1,1(x1,1), . . . , F1,d(x1,d), F2,1(x2,1), . . . , Fn,d(xn,d)), (4)

for all x = (x1,1, . . . , x1,d, x2,1, . . . , xn,d) ∈ Rnd (identified with an (n, d)-matrix) and some
nd-dimensional copula C, as well as Fi,j(xi,j) = (1 − pi,j)1[0,∞)(xi,j) + pi,j1[1,∞)(xi,j),
xi,j ∈ R, for pi,j ∈ [0, 1], describes the joint distribution function of all nd entries in M
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4 Copula-based multivariate amputation

simultaneously. A stochastic representation of F is

(F −1
1,1 (U1,1), . . . , F −1

1,d (U1,d), F −1
2,1 (U2,1), . . . , F −1

n,d(Un,d)), (5)

where U = (U1,1, . . . , U1,d, U2,1, . . . , Un,d) ∼ C and F −1
i,j (ui,j) = 1(1−pi,j ,1](ui,j), ui,j ∈ (0, 1],

i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , d. Casting these entries into M such that Mi, = (F −1
i,1 (Ui,1), . . . ,

F −1
i,d (Ui,d)), i = 1, . . . , n, leads to a stochastic representation for M which can be sampled

easily.
We now consider examples that show how C can introduce dependence between the

elements of M .

Example 4.2 (Amputation examples)
Independent homogeneous amputation. Suppose pi,j = p ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . , n, j =
1, . . . , d. If C = CΠ, then M has stochastic representation (interpreted as a matrix)
(1(1−p,1](U1,1), . . . ,1(1−p,1](U1,d),1(1−p,1](U2,1), . . . ,1(1−p,1](Un,d)) for Ui,j

ind.∼ U(0, 1), i =
1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , d. M thus consists of independent entries, each satisfying P(Mi,j = 0) =
1 − p and P(Mi,j = 1) = p. In survey statistics, this corresponds to item-nonresponse if
participants do not respond to single questions independently of other questions and other
participants.

Independent comonotone homogeneous amputation. Suppose pi,j = p ∈ (0, 1), i =
1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , d. If C(u) = CΠ(CM(u1), . . . , CM(un)) =

∏n
i=1 minj=1,...,d{ui,j}, then,

independently for all rows i, P(Mi, = (0, . . . , 0)) = 1−p = 1−P(Mi, = (1, . . . , 1)), so that M
has stochastic representation (1(1−p,1](U1), . . . ,1(1−p,1](U1),1(1−p,1](U2), . . . ,1(1−p,1](Un))
for U1, . . . , Un

ind.∼ U(0, 1), where each Ui appears d times. M thus contains independent rows,
each of which consists of 0’s (with probability 1 − p) or 1’s (with probability p). In survey
statistics, this corresponds to full unit-response or full unit-nonresponse, independently of
other participants. CΠ can also be replaced by any other copula in this construction to
model more realistic unit-response/non-response patterns.

Comonotone set homogeneous amputation. Let S ⊆ {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , d} be a set
of indices in M and pi,j = p ∈ [0, 1] for all (i, j) ∈ S. If the marginal copula of Ui,j ,
(i, j) ∈ S (the copula obtained by setting all components with indices (i, j) /∈ S to 1) is
the comonotone copula, then P(Mi,j = 0 (i, j) ∈ S) = 1 − p = 1 − P(Mi,j = 1 (i, j) ∈ S),
irrespective of those entries in M with indices (i, j) /∈ S. This is a case of (SM1). For
p ∈ {0, 1}, it is an example of (SM2). A fixed (non-mixed) monotone missingness pattern as
in Definition A.6 also falls under the latter setup and can serve as an example from survey
statistics for such missingness patterns.

Grouped comonotone set homogeneous amputation. This is a generalisation of the last
example to multiple sets S. Let S1, . . . , SK ⊆ {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , d} be disjoint sets, with
Ui,j , (i, j) ∈ Sk, being jointly distributed according to the comonotone copula. For each Sk,
let pk ∈ [0, 1] denote the corresponding homogeneous marginal probability of missingness for
all components with indices (i, j) ∈ Sk. Besides the behaviour within each set Sk described
in the last example, we can further specify the dependence between the K groups by any

9



4 Copula-based multivariate amputation

K-dimensional copula CS1,...,SK
; as before, this would still need to be compatible with the

copula C on all nd components to lead to a proper model (CS1,...,SK
would need to be the

marginal copula of C for any K components with indices belonging to distinct S1, . . . , SK);
see Section 5.2 for an illustration. An example from survey statistics arises for K = 2
with S1 = {(i, j1) : i = 1, . . . , n1} and S2 = {(i, j2) : i = n1 + 1, . . . , n} for j1 ̸= j2 and
p1 = p2 = 1, where the first n1 units are male and do not respond to question j1 about
pregnancy, and the remaining units are female and do not respond to question j2 on prostate
cancer, say.

The following proposition allows to compute the probability of joint missingness for
any collection of components of M , under any dependence and any marginal Bernoulli
distributions; see Section A.2 for its proof.

Proposition 4.3 (Joint missingness probabilities)
Let S ⊆ {1, . . . , n} × {1, . . . , d} be any set of pairs of indices. For F as in (4), we
have P(Mi,j = 1 (i, j) ∈ S) = C̄S(pS), where C̄S is the survival copula of the marginal
copula CS of C corresponding to all indices in S and pS = (pi,j)(i,j)∈S . In particular, for
S = {(i1, j1), (i2, j2)}, P(Mi1,j1 = 1, Mi2,j2 = 1) = −1 + pi1,j1 + pi2,j2 + C{(i1,j1),(i2,j2)}(1 −
pi1,j1 , 1 − pi2,j2).

The following corollary addresses a special case of Proposition 4.3.

Corollary 4.4 (Joint missingness probabilities under radial symmetry)
If CS is radially symmetric (C̄S = CS), then P(Mi,j = 1 (i, j) ∈ S) = CS(pS).

Corollary 4.4 applies to the independence copula, the comonotone copula, the coun-
termonotone copula, the Gauss copula, and convex combinations of radially symmetric
copulas.

Another quantity of interest is the correlation between two entries in M , addressed in
the following proposition; see Section A.2 for its proof.

Proposition 4.5 (Pairwise correlations)
For any Mi1,j1 , Mi2,j2 , we have

ρ(i1,j1),(i2,j2) = cor(Mi1,j1 , Mi2,j2) =
C̄{(i1,j1),(i2,j2)}(pi1,j1 , pi2,j2) − pi1,j1pi2,j2√

pi1,j1(1 − pi1,j1)pi2,j2(1 − pi2,j2)
.

In particular, ρ(i1,j1),(i2,j2) ∈ [ρmin
(i1,j1),(i2,j2), ρmax

(i1,j1),(i2,j2)] for

ρmin
(i1,j1),(i2,j2) = CW(pi1,j1 , pi2,j2) − pi1,j1pi2,j2√

pi1,j1(1 − pi1,j1)pi2,j2(1 − pi2,j2)
,

ρmax
(i1,j1),(i2,j2) = CM(pi1,j1 , pi2,j2) − pi1,j1pi2,j2√

pi1,j1(1 − pi1,j1)pi2,j2(1 − pi2,j2)
.

10



4 Copula-based multivariate amputation

The correlation coefficient reaches its extreme values {−1, 1} if and only if the two
underlying random variables are linearly dependent; see Embrechts et al. (2002). If they
are not linearly dependent, the range of possible pairwise missingness correlations is the
compact interval [ρmin

(i1,j1),(i2,j2), ρmax
(i1,j1),(i2,j2)] of Proposition 4.5; this limited range is a known

deficiency of the correlation coefficient as a measure of only linear dependence.

4.3 Assumptions on the dependence and margins
Under (A1), the distribution function F of M is F (x) =

∏n
i=1 Ci(Fi,1(xi,1), . . . , Fi,d(xi,d)),

with stochastic representation as in (5) for independent Ui, = (Ui,1, . . . , Ui,d) ∼ Ci, i =
1, . . . , n, where Ci denotes the copula of Mi,, i.e., a copula of the ith row of M ; the
meaning of “a copula” in comparison to “the copula” will become clear in Section 4.4.
Proposition 4.3 implies that P(Mi,j = 1 (i, j) ∈ S) splits into a product of probabilities
of the form as C̄S(pS) across different rows. In particular, for all i1 ̸= i2, we have
P(Mi1,j1 = 1, Mi2,j2 = 1) = pi1,j1pi2,j2 for all j1, j2 ∈ {1, . . . , d}, and for all j1 ̸= j2, we have
P(Mi,j1 = 1, Mi,j2 = 1) = C̄i(pi,j1 , pi,j2) for all i = 1, . . . , n.

Under (A2), we can model F as F (x) =
∏n

i=1 C(F1(xi,1), . . . , Fd(xi,d)), where F1,j = . . . =
Fn,j = Fj denotes the (equal) jth marginal distribution and C is a d-dimensional copula for
each of M ’s rows. As such, a stochastic representation for M consists of iid rows, each of
which has stochastic representation (F −1

1 (U1), . . . , F −1
d (Ud)) for (U1, . . . , Ud) ∼ C. Similarly

as under (A1), under (A2) Proposition 4.3 implies that P(Mi,j = 1 (i, j) ∈ S) splits into
a product of probabilities. In particular, for all i1 ̸= i2, P(Mi1,j1 = 1, Mi2,j2 = 1) = pj1pj2

for all j1, j2 ∈ {1, . . . , d}, and for all j1 ̸= j2, P(Mi,j1 = 1, Mi,j2 = 1) = C̄(pj1 , pj2) for all
i = 1, . . . , n.

In what follows, we mostly work under the following assumption.
(A3) The rows M1,, . . . , Mn, of M are independent given Y , with equal copulas C1 = . . . =

Cn = C.
This assumption lies between (A1) and (A2) in the sense that (A2) implies (A3) and (A3)
implies (A1). Under (A3), F (x) =

∏n
i=1 C(Fi,1(xi,1), . . . , Fi,d(xi,d)), and M has stochastic

representation M = (F −1
i,j (Ui,j))i,j for Ui, = (Ui,1, . . . , Ui,d) ind.∼ C, i = 1, . . . , n. In contrast

to (A2), assumption (A3) can incorporate (SM2) in terms of block SM beyond the limitation
of full columns being missing almost surely. Another advantage of (A3) will become clear
in Section 4.4. Similarly as under (A1) and (A2), under (A3) Proposition 4.3 implies that
P(Mi,j = 1 (i, j) ∈ S) splits into a product of probabilities of the form as C̄S(pS) across
different rows, now all based on the same (row) copula C. In particular, for all i1 ̸= i2, we
have P(Mi1,j1 = 1, Mi2,j2 = 1) = pi1,j1pi2,j2 for all j1, j2 ∈ {1, . . . , d}, and for all j1 ̸= j2, we
have P(Mi,j1 = 1, Mi,j2 = 1) = C̄(pi,j1 , pi,j2) for all i = 1, . . . , n.

For simplicity, when covariates enter multivariate distributions (e.g., in multivariate time
series or regression models), a common assumption is that the covariates only affect the
marginal distributions, not the underlying copula. In Sections 4.5 and 5, we also make this
simplifying assumption, which is:

11



4 Copula-based multivariate amputation

(S) C does not depend on Y .
In other words, for the construction of M under (S), Y only enters P , not C.

4.4 Uniqueness and influence of margins and dependence
As mentioned in Section 2.1, the margins Fi,j of M are always Bernoulli distributed. In
particular, ran Fi,j = {0, 1 − pi,j , 1}. According to the first part of Sklar’s theorem, the fact
that the margins are discrete implies non-uniqueness of the copula C. This does not play a
role in the second part of Sklar’s theorem. However, the non-uniqueness of C does play a
role when we ask which copulas C actually lead to different F and, thus, have an effect
on generating different M . This section sheds light on the non-uniqueness of C, which is
useful information for the amputer in terms of choosing C.

A rather extreme case of the influence of discrete margins are degenerate margins. If all
marginal missingness probabilities are 0 (1), then M = (0)i,j (M = (1)i,j) almost surely,
irrespective of the underlying copula. This is a good example for a situation in which C has
no influence on M at all. It is in line with the first part of Sklar’s theorem, by which the
copula is only uniquely determined on the product of the ranges of the margins, i.e., {0, 1}nd.
As all copulas share the same values on the boundary of [0, 1]nd, there is no restriction on
the underlying copula, all copulas provide valid models for this setup and lead to the same
degenerate distribution of M .

Under (A2) with margin Fj being B(1, pj), pj ∈ (0, 1), Sklar’s theorem implies that C is
only uniquely defined on

∏d
j=1 ran Fj , where ran Fj = {0, 1 − pj , 1}. As all copulas share

the same values on the boundary of [0, 1]d, the only point where C is uniquely defined
under (A2) is p̄ = (1−p1, . . . , 1−pd). In other words, two different copulas influence F (and
therefore M) only if they differ in p̄. Thus, we can generate the set of all possible F (and
therefore M) by choosing any copula family which reaches all p̄. By the Fréchet–Hoeffding
bounds theorem, see Fréchet (1951), CΠ(p̄) ≤ C(p̄) ≤ CM(p̄) for all positive lower orthant
dependent (PLOD) copulas C (i.e., C(u) ≥ CΠ(u) for all u ∈ [0, 1]d). As such, all possible
joint distributions F in (3) with B(1, pj) margins and PLOD copula C can be obtained
by considering the convex combination C(u) = λCM(u) + (1 − λ)CΠ(u) of Example 4.1.
Equally well, one can consider a homogeneous Gauss copula CGa

ρ , i.e., a Gauss copula CGa

with homogeneous parameter matrix P Ga
ρ = ρJ + (1 − ρ)I, where J = (1) ∈ Rd×d, I is the

identity matrix in Rd×d, and ρ ∈ [0, 1] (with ρ = 0 leading to CGa = CΠ, and ρ = 1 leading
to CGa = CM).

An advantage of (A3) over (A2) is that the d-dimensional copula C of each row of M is
uniquely defined on

∏d
j=1{0, 1 − p1,j , . . . , 1 − pn,j , 1} and not just in p̄ = (1 − p1, . . . , 1 − pd)

as under (A2). Under (A3), the more unique missingness probabilities p1,j , . . . , pn,j the jth
column of P contains, the more points there are at which C is uniquely determined, and so
the stronger the influence of the choice of C on the distribution F of M .

The following algorithm summarises our copula-based Bernoulli amputation approach for
generating M under (A3).
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4 Copula-based multivariate amputation

Algorithm 4.6 (Bernoulli amputation under (A3))
Fix the copula C and its parameters, e.g., a Gauss copula CGa with correlation pa-
rameter matrix P Ga as in Example 4.1. Fix the marginal missingness probabilities
P = (pi,j)i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d.
1) Generate U1,, . . . , Un,

ind.∼ C and let U = (U1,, . . . , Un,) ∈ [0, 1]n×d.

2) Set U = 1 − U (so that U becomes a sample from the survival copula C̄ of C); for
radially symmetric copulas such as CGa, this step is not necessary.

3) Compute and return M with Mi,j = 1{Ui,j≤pi,j}, i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , d.

4.5 Generating MCAR, MAR, and MNAR missingness indicator matrices
We are now in the position to model how Y enters M . If the missingness probabilities pi,j

do not depend on values in Y , Algorithm 4.6 simulates M under MCAR. By letting pi,j

depend on values in Y , we can generate M that exhibit MAR and MNAR missingness.
We follow Section 3.1 and assume each pi,j to depend only on Yi, = (Yi,1, . . . , Yi,d), i.e., on
variables in the same row of Y , which is in line with (A1), (A2), and (A3). Furthermore,
we assume Y does not enter C, so we work under (S). For all i = 1, . . . , n and j = 1, . . . , d,
let Ii,j ⊆ {1, . . . , d} denote the set of indices of those Yi,1, . . . , Yi,d on which pi,j and, thus,
Mi,j depend, and make pi,j dependent on Yi,k, k ∈ Ii,j , via (1). As explained in Section 3.1,
MCAR, MAR, and MNAR arise from this setup.

A non-trivial decision that the amputer has to make is choosing appropriate βi,j =
(βi,j,0, (βi,j,k)k∈Ii,j

), i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , d. We now present possible assumptions to
simplify this process.

One could assume that I1,j = . . . = In,j = Ij for each j = 1, . . . , d, so that each row i has
the same variables (Yi,k)k∈Ij

that influence pi,j . In this case the amputer has to specify
β1,j = . . . = βn,j = βj , j = 1, . . . , d, and so up to d(d + 1) coefficients. Under MNAR, one
could further assume that β1 = . . . = βd = β. This is not possible under MAR, though,
because whatever β is, there exists at least one component j ∈ {1, . . . , d} such that β puts
weight on Yi,j , which is not allowed under MAR.

A generalisation of this approach would be to consider K groups of rows and to use
the same coefficients for all rows in each group, similar to Algorithm 3.1. This would
lead to coefficients βk,j , k = 1, . . . , K, j = 1, . . . , d, and so up to Kd(d + 1) coefficients.
With expert-specified probabilities, one could even estimate, per group k ∈ {1, . . . , K}, the
coefficients βk,j , j = 1, . . . , d.

A different assumption could be that for each row i, |Ii,j | = 1 (degree 1), so that pi,j only
depends on one variable. In this case, the amputer has to specify n coefficients. Under
MAR, this would need to be Yi,k for k ̸= j (for each i, Ii,j = {ki} ⊆ {1, . . . , d} for some
ki ≠ j). Under MNAR, pi,j would need to only depend on Yi,j (for each i, Ii,j = {j};
this is suicide MNAR). In the MNAR case, (1) reads logit(pi,j) = βi,j,0 + βi,j,jYi,j for
all i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , d. Combining this with the aforementioned assumption of
using the same coefficients per row gives logit(pi,j) = βj,0 + βj,jYi,j for all i = 1, . . . , n,
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5 Empirical illustration

j = 1, . . . , d. If all variables Yi,j are distributed similarly, then choosing the same coefficients
per variable would lead to having to choose just two coefficients (β1,0 = . . . = βd,0 = β0,
and β1,1 = . . . = βd,d = β1).

The following lemma can be helpful for choosing the coefficients in terms of the range of
the resulting marginal missingness probabilities; see Section A.2 for its proof and Section 5
for the effect.

Lemma 4.7 (Probability-implied coefficients)
For a fixed column j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, row i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, and constants cmin < cmax, suppose
Yi,k ∈ [cmin, cmax] almost surely for all k ∈ Ii,j for some Ii,j ⊆ {1, . . . , d}. If p ∈ (0, 1) is a
target probability of missingness for pi,j , ε > 0 such that [p − ε, p + ε] ⊆ (0, 1) and βi,j,k > 0,
k ∈ Ii,j , then

∑
k∈Ii,j

βi,j,k = logit(p + ε) − logit(p − ε)
cmax − cmin

, βi,j,0 = logit(p − ε) − cmin
∑

k∈Ii,j

βi,j,k

implies that pi,j ∈ [p − ε, p + ε]. In particular, if βi,j,k are equal for all k ∈ Ii,j , then each
βi,j,k can be chosen as (logit(p + ε) − logit(p − ε))/(|Ii,j |(cmax − cmin)) to guarantee that
pi,j ∈ [p − ε, p + ε].

Lemma 4.7 can help avoiding pitfalls in the sense of ending up in extreme cases addressed
in Section 4.4. An amputer may unintentionally choose too extreme a coefficient, leading
to pi,j ≈ 0 or pi,j ≈ 1 and, thus, to (non-)missing blocks (SM), even though this may not
be desired for the amputation task at hand. Or an amputer may choose all |βi,j,k| too
small, resulting in pi,j ≈ 1/2 and thus MCAR-like behaviour. The amputer should also
keep Section 4.4 in mind on the impact of the choice of marginal missingness probabilities
pi,j on the uniqueness of C and its influence on M . As depicted in Figure 1, a probabilistic
model for M is always the result of a suitable choice of C and P combined.

5 Empirical illustration
5.1 Dataset mtcars01

The dataset mtcars from the base R package datasets contains n = 32 observations
(automobiles; the rows) of d = 11 variables (aspects of automobile design and performance;
the columns). To illustrate and better understand Bernoulli amputation, we range-transform
the d columns and sort all rows according to increasing miles per gallon (mpg; the first
column). We refer to this new dataset with columns in [0, 1] as mtcars01. Figure 2 shows
this dataset colour-coded (darker colours correspond to larger values in [0, 1]), with short
explanations of all variables.

5.2 Structured missingness
Our first example demonstrates the ability of Bernoulli amputation to create SM.
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Measured variable
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Marginally range−transformed, mpg−sorted mtcars dataset

Variable Meaning (range or values)

mpg Miles per gallon (10.4–33.9)
cyl Number of cylinders (4, 6, 8)
disp Displacement in in3 (71.1–472.0)
hp Gross horse power (52–335)
drat Rear axle ratio (2.76–4.93)
wt Weight in lb/1000 (1.513–5.424)
qsec 1/4 mile time in seconds (14.5–22.9)
vs Cyl. config (0 = V-shaped, 1 = straight)
am Transmission (0 = autom., 1 = manual)
gear Number of forward gears (3, 4, 5)
carb Number of carburetors (1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8)

Figure 2 Marginally (per variable) range-transformed mtcars sorted according to the first
variable mpg (left), and explanation (right) of the variables in mtcars.

The top row of Figure 3 shows three colour-coded realisations of the amputed X. Cells in
red indicate missing values. The missingness pattern shows a smiley, which, furthermore, is
blushing (red on both cheeks) with probability 1/2. This example of SM falls under the setup
of Example 4.2, with K = 3 groups. The set S1 contains all indices related to the eyes and
mouth, with corresponding homogeneous marginal probability p1 = 1 (always missing). The
set S2 contains all indices related to the blush, with corresponding homogeneous marginal
probability p2 = 1/2 (appearing only in the first and third realisation shown). The remaining
set S3 with p3 = 0 contains the indices of all remaining entries (never missing). Any copula
with marginal copula corresponding to the indices in S2 being the comonotone copula (both
cheeks either blush or not) can serve as copula C here; see Section 4.4. In particular, the
dependence between all components that are always missing and all components that are
never missing is irrelevant (as p1, p3 ∈ {0, 1} for all such components), so we can take
C = CM (in this case, CS1,S2,S3(u1, u2, u3) = min{u1, u2, u3}) or, equally well, C being a
product of CM and CΠ where the former contains all components with indices in S2 and
the latter contains all remaining components (in this case, CS1,S2,S3(u1, u2, u3) = u1u2u3).

The bottom row of Figure 3 is also based on Example 4.2. M is now constructed based
on four groups, namely the facial structure S1 with p1 = 1 (always missing), the left
cheek S2 with p2 = 1/2, the right cheek S3 with p3 = 1/2, and all other components S4
with p4 = 0 (never missing). In this case, one can choose CS1,S2,S3,S4(u1, u2, u3, u4) =
W (M(u1, u2), M(u3, u4)), which implies that the two cheeks S2, S3 are countermonotone,
i.e., precisely one cheek shows a blush, and each side appears with probability p2 = p3 = 1/2.
Again, several other models can be used to achieve the same effect. For example, roughly
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SM with countermonotone copula

Figure 3 Realisations of SM amputed mtcars01. The entries for eyes and mouth of the
smiley are always missing (pi,j = 1), those for the blush (red cheeks) are comono-
tone (top row) or countermonotone (bottom row), and all other entries are always
observed (pi,j = 0). Each of the possible two outcomes of the blush (top row,
both or none; bottom row, precisely one) is chosen to appear with probability
pi,j = 1/2.
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dividing the underlying (32, 11)-matrix of standard uniforms in a left and right half, with
the left (containing the left cheek) being comonotone, the right (containing the right cheek)
being comonotone, and both together being countermonotone, leads to the same distribution
of M when combined with the respective margins for each of the four parts S1, . . . , S4.

Although Figure 3 seems to mix deterministic missingness and probabilistic missingness,
by construction, both concepts can be handled by our approach under one umbrella.
Deterministic missingness appears as a special case with degenerate Bernoulli margins, i.e.,
for pi,j = 0 (never missing) or pi,j = 1 (always missing).

Another form of SM is monotone missingness, shown in Figure 4. In both rows we
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Figure 4 Realisations of monotone-SM amputed mtcars01 via M = (1{j>Ji})i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d

for Ji = d with probability 2/3 (no missingness) and Ji = ⌈dF −1
Beta(α,β)(Ui)⌉ − 1 ∈

{0, . . . , d − 1} with probability 1/3 (missingess), where the parameters of the
Beta(α, β) distribution are α = β = 1 (the U(0, 1) distribution; left), α = 1, β = 4
(decreasing density; center), and α = 4, β = 1 (increasing density; right). In the
top row, U1, . . . , Un

ind.∼ U(0, 1) and in the bottom row (U1, . . . , Un) ∼ CGa
ρ with

ρ = 0 (independence copula; left), ρ = 0.7181 (center), and ρ = 1 (comonotone
copula; right).
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5 Empirical illustration

consider realisations of M = (1{j>Ji})i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d for Ji = d with probability 2/3
(leading to no missingness in such rows i) and Ji = ⌈dF −1

Beta(α,β)(Ui)⌉ − 1 ∈ {0, . . . , d − 1}
with probability 1/3 (leading to missingess in such rows i), where the parameters of the
Beta(α, β) distribution are α = β = 1 (left), α = 1, β = 4 (center), and α = 4, β = 1 (right).
The three beta distributions have a flat density (standard uniform), decreasing density, and
increasing density, respectively, which is reflected in the random (left), early (center), and
late (right) starting point of the monotone missingness pattern in each row. In the top row,
U1, . . . , Un

ind.∼ U(0, 1) (independent rows), whereas in the bottom row, (U1, . . . , Un) ∼ CGa
ρ

with ρ = 0 (independence copula; left), ρ = 0.7181 (center), and ρ = 1 (comonotone copula;
right); the value ρ = 0.7181 was chosen for comparability with later results. Note that both
plots in the left column are realisations of the same model. We see that the dependence
between the rows controls how scattered the starting points of the monontone missingness
pattern in each row are across the columns. In the top row and the bottom left plot, the
monotone missingness patterns start independently of each other across rows, whilst in the
bottom center they tend to be closer together across different rows (starting early due to
the decreasing density of the Beta(1, 4) distribution). In the bottom right they start rather
late due to the increasing density of the Beta(4, 1) distribution, and in the same column
due to the comonotonicity of (U1, . . . , Un).

5.3 Missingness models MCAR, MAR, and MNAR
We now provide a visual illustration of Algorithm 4.6, showing how the parameter ρ of the
underlying homogeneous Gauss copula CGa

ρ can be used to produce different strengths of
multivariate missingness in mtcars01.

The plots in Figure 5 show MCAR missingness patterns when amputing values for ρ = 0
(left), ρ = 0.7181 (center; chosen for it implies, by Proposition 4.5, a correlation of about
0.5 between the entries in M), and ρ = 1 (right) for the same (homogeneous) marginal
missingness probability of p = 1/3 (top) and p = 1/5 (bottom). Comparing the two rows of
plots, the influence of p on the overall level of missingness is clearly visible. Furthermore,
as ρ increases, there is more structure to the missingness pattern. When ρ = 0 (C = CΠ),
missing values occur randomly across the dataset, whilst for ρ = 1 (C = CM), rows of the
amputed dataset are necessarily entirely missing or entirely complete. Under ρ = 1, the
probability of joint missingness of a whole row is about 1/3 in the top right plot and about
1/5 in the bottom right plot, but for ρ = 0 (in the two plots of the left column), these
probabilities are only about 1/311 ≈ 5.65/106 and 1/511 ≈ 2.048/108, respectively.

The plots in Figure 6 show MAR missingness patterns for the same ρ values as in Figure 5.
To easily see the influence of MAR missingness, the marginal missingness probabilities pi,j

are chosen as pi,1 = 0 (no missingness) and, for j = 2, . . . , 11, pi,j ∈ [1/3 − 0.05, 1/3 + 0.05]
(top row) and pi,j ∈ [0.001, 0.999] (bottom row). Each pi,j depends on Yi,1 via (1) for
equal βi,j,0 and equal βi,j,1 (only two coefficients), determined by Lemma 4.7. In this case,
the sets Ii,j in (1) are Ii,1 = ∅ and Ii,2 = . . . = Ii,11 = {1} for all i = 1, . . . , 32. In the
top row, we see how the dependence changes in terms of ρ, but the effect of MAR is not
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Figure 5 MCAR amputed mtcars01 dataset according to Algorithm 4.6 with different
strengths ρ of dependence of the underlying Gauss copula CGa

ρ , implying pairwise
correlations of 0 (independence copula; left), 0.5 (center), and 1 (comonotone
copula; right) between the entries in M . The homogeneous marginal missingness
probabilities are p = 1/3 (top) and p = 1/5 (bottom).
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Figure 6 MAR amputed mtcars01 according to Algorithm 4.6 with different strengths ρ of
dependence of the underlying Gauss copula CGa

ρ (left, center, right) as in Figure 5.
For all i = 1, . . . , 32, the marginal missingness probabilities pi,j are pi,1 = 0 (no
missingness) and, for j = 2, . . . , 11, pi,j ∈ [1/3 − 0.05, 1/3 + 0.05] (top row) and
pi,j ∈ [0.001, 0.999] (bottom row), where pi,j , j = 2, . . . , 11, depends on Yi,1 via (1)
for equal βi,j,0 and equal βi,j,1, determined by Lemma 4.7.
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5 Empirical illustration

particularly strong. Although Y20,1 = 1 is large, M20,j = 1 only for few j. In the bottom
row, where pi,j ∈ [0.001, 0.999] (with larger values indicating larger missingness probabilities
pi,j ∈ [0.001, 0.999]), we can clearly see that missingness patterns for variables Yi,2, . . . , Yi,11
appear more often if Yi,1 is large.

We also see the effect on the implied dependence the probabilities pi,2, . . . , pi,11 have.
Large Yi,1 lead to large pi,2, . . . , pi,11 and a high probability that multiple Yi,2, . . . , Yi,11 are
amputed, thus creating a missingness dependence pattern across columns 2 to 11 even in
the case of ρ = 0; see Proposition 4.3 where we addressed this effect of simultaneously large
missingness probabilities (including the extreme cases pi,j ∈ {0, 1}).

Similarly, the plots in Figure 7 show MNAR missingness patterns for the same ρ values as
before and with pi,j ∈ [1/3 − 0.05, 1/3 + 0.05] (top and middle row) and pi,j ∈ [0.001, 0.999]
(bottom row). The top row shows group MNAR missingness, where each Yi,1, . . . , Yi,11
contributes equally to pi,j via (1). As before, we chose equal βi,j,0 and equal βi,j,1 (only
two coefficients), determined by Lemma 4.7; in this case, the sets Ii,j in (1) are Ii,1 =
. . . = Ii,11 = {1, . . . , 11} for all i = 1, . . . , 32. The middle and bottom row show suicide
MNAR missingness, again with equal βi,j,0 and equal βi,j,1; in this case, Ii,j = {j} for all
i = 1, . . . , 32, j = 1, . . . , 11. Owing to the requirement pi,j ∈ [1/3 − 0.05, 1/3 + 0.05] in the
top and middle row, the suicide vs. group MNAR effect is not very pronounced. Similarly,
as in the MAR case, the bottom row allows for pi,j ∈ [0.001, 0.999], and we immediately see
the suicide MNAR effect. Most dark cells are set to missing now, at the expense of the
influence of the dependence (parameter ρ); see Section 4.4.

5.4 Empirical simulation comparing the effect of MCAR, MAR, and MNAR
We demonstrate by simulation that Bernoulli amputation does indeed produce the behaviour
we would expect from MCAR, MAR, and MNAR missingnesss. To this end, we repeatedly
ampute mtcars01 200 times and estimate the bias when calculating the mean of the
range-transformed variable qsec (1/4 mile time in seconds).

We first consider estimated biases under a complete-case analysis. The top row of
Figure 8 shows the corresponding boxplots. For i = 1, . . . , 32, j = 1, . . . , 11, the marginal
missingness probabilities for MCAR are taken as pi,j = 1/3. Those for MAR and MNAR
are pi,j ∈ [1/3 − 0.05, 1/3 + 0.05] (left-hand side in the second and third plot) and pi,j ∈
[0.001, 0.999] (right-hand side in the second and third plot). Similar to MAR in Figure 6,
pi,j , j = 2, . . . , 11, depends on Yi,1 via (1) for equal βi,j,0 and equal βi,j,1, determined by
Lemma 4.7. Similar to MNAR in Figure 7, pi,j depends on Yi,j (suicide MNAR) via (1)
for equal βi,j,0 and equal βi,j,1, determined by Lemma 4.7. MCAR amputation leads to
unbiased complete-case analysis results; see also Kleinke et al. (2020, Section 3.2.1). For
MAR and MNAR, in line with our observation in Section 5.3 that missingness patterns
depend on the range of the marginal missingness probabilities, we see the that switching
from pi,j ∈ [1/3 − 0.05, 1/3 + 0.05] to pi,j ∈ [0.001, 0.999] leads to pronounced bias which is
larger in MNAR than in MAR.

Next, we investigate the same setup, but with imputed data. For each amputed dataset (so
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Figure 7 MNAR amputed mtcars01 according to Algorithm 4.6 with different strengths ρ of
dependence of the underlying Gauss copula CGa

ρ (left, center, right) as in Figure 5.
For all i = 1, . . . , 32 and j = 1, . . . , 11, the marginal missingness probabilities pi,j

are pi,j ∈ [1/3 − 0.05, 1/3 + 0.05] (top and middle row) and pi,j ∈ [0.001, 0.999]
(bottom row), where pi,j depends on Yi,1, . . . , Yi,11 (group MNAR; top row) or Yi,j

(suicide MNAR; middle and bottom row) via (1) for equal βi,j,0 and equal βi,j,1,
determined by Lemma 4.7.
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Figure 8 Boxplots of 200 bias estimates of the mean (range-transformed) 1/4 mile time
in seconds (variable qsec) after MCAR, MAR, and MNAR amputation based
on complete cases only (top) and based on MICE imputed cases (bottom). For
i = 1, . . . , 32, j = 1, . . . , 11, the marginal missingness probabilities for MCAR
are pi,j = 1/3, for MAR and MNAR they are pi,j ∈ [1/3 − 0.05, 1/3 + 0.05] and
pi,j ∈ [0.001, 0.999] as indicated. Similar to MAR in Figure 6, pi,j , j = 2, . . . , 11,
depends on Yi,1 via (1) for equal βi,j,0 and equal βi,j,1, determined by Lemma 4.7.
And similar to MNAR in the middle and bottom rows of Figure 7, pi,j depends
on Yi,j (suicide MNAR) via (1) for equal βi,j,0 and equal βi,j,1, determined by
Lemma 4.7.
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6 Conclusion

for each method, set of marginal missingness probabilities, correlations, and 200 replications),
we create multiple imputed datasets and average the resulting estimated means of qsec;
see Rubin (1987, Section 1.5). For imputation, we use Multivariate Imputation via Chained
Equations (MICE) in its implementation in the function mice() of the R package mice;
see Section A.3. Using the default settings of 5 imputed datasets and 5 iterations of
the underlying Gibbs sampler (similar results with 30 datasets and 50 iterations), the
results shown in the bottom row of Figure 8 indicate that MICE performs like complete-case
analysis if the marginal probabilities are confined to a narrow range, and is able to minimally
reduce bias in the MAR and, to a lesser extent, in the MNAR case. The increased SM that
our method imposes can not be compensated with the FCS algorithm, as observed earlier,
see Jackson et al. (2023, Section 6).

6 Conclusion
We presented Bernoulli amputation, a copula-based approach with Bernoulli margins to the
problem of amputation for generating multivariate missingness in complete datasets. At its
core, Bernoulli amputation allows to construct a dependent missingness indicator matrix
M ∈ {0, 1}n×d via copulas and Bernoulli B(1, pi,j) distributed (i, j)th margins, i = 1, . . . , n,
j = 1, . . . , d. Besides its ability to capture MCAR, MAR, and MNAR missingness patterns,
the main advantage is to allow for structured missingness in a principled manner, and,
thus, to create flexible, tailor-made missingness indicator matrices M . Random monotone
missingness patterns are covered by mixtures. Bernoulli amputation can be particularly
useful to apply in simulation studies to evaluate and assess imputation methods’ effectiveness
in relation to a range of different missingness patterns. It is also straightforward to implement
with already existing software. Quantities such as joint missingness probabilities of any
collection of entries in M , as well as their correlation, can be derived mathematically.
We demonstrated Bernoulli amputation in terms of mathematical examples and empirical
illustrations based on the mtcars dataset.

Exploring different methods under MAR and MNAR to incorporate the information of
the complete data Y into the marginal probabilities of missingness pi,j or into the copula C
underlying M remains future work.

A Appendix
A.1 Missingness models
According to Rubin (1976), Seaman et al. (2013), Mealli and Rubin (2015), and Little and
Rubin (2020, Section 1.3), missingness models are often categorised as missing completely
at random (MCAR), missing at random (MAR), and missing not at random (MNAR).
Analytically, based on the conditional probability mass function fM |Y (m | y; θ) = P(M =
m | Y = y; θ) of M given Y = y and depending on a parameter vector θ ∈ Θ ⊆ Rr, the
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A Appendix

following definitions of the missingness models MCAR, MAR, and MNAR capture the
nature of the relationship between Y and M , leading to X via X = ∗ M + Y ⊙ (1 − M).

Definition A.1 (MCAR missingness)
The missingness model is missing completely at random (MCAR) if fM |Y (m | y; θ) =
fM |Y (m | y′; θ) for all m, θ, y, y′.

By Definition A.1, MCAR assumes that the distribution of M | Y = y remains invariant
under the choice of realisation y of Y , so the distribution of M does not depend on Y .

Definition A.2 (MAR missingness)
The missingness model is missing at random (MAR) if fM |Y (m | y; θ) = fM |Y (m | y′; θ) for
all m, θ, y, y′ such that xobs = x′ obs.

MAR assumes that the distribution of M | Y = y remains invariant under the choice of
realisation y of Y as long as the observed part xobs remains the same, so the distribution of
M | Y = y does not depend on the missing part xmis (but can, and typically does, depend
on the observed part xobs).

Adapted to our notation, the definition of MAR in Little and Rubin (2002, Equation (1.2))
involved the equation fM |Y (m | y; θ) = fM |Y (m | yobs; θ), which was mentioned by Seaman
et al. (2013) for its recursive nature since M itself is influenced by Y obs; the definition was
later changed in Little and Rubin (2020, Equation (1.2)).

Definition A.3 (MNAR missingness)
The missingness model is missing not at random (MNAR) if there exist m, θ, y, y′ with
xobs = x′ obs such that fM |Y (m | y; θ) ̸= fM |Y (m | y′; θ).

MNAR assumes that the distribution of M | Y = y depends on the choice of realisation y
of Y , in particular also on the missing part xmis.

Remark A.4 (“everywhere” vs. “realised”)
The literature contains different ways to state Definitions A.1, A.2, and A.3. Our MCAR
definition coincides with the “everywhere MCAR” definition of Seaman et al. (2013, Defini-
tion 5) and the “missing always completely at random (MACAR)” definition of Mealli and
Rubin (2015, Definition 4) or Little (2021, Equation 18). The classic definition of MCAR
of Rubin (1976) or Little (2021, Equation 17), named “realised MCAR” in Seaman et al.
(2013, Definition 4), is that for fixed m (instead of all m), fM |Y (m | y; θ) = fM |Y (m | y′; θ)
for all θ, y, y′. Little and Rubin (2020, Equation 1.1) also follow this definition of MCAR
but only define it under (A1) and omit explicitly stating that the equality has to hold for
all θ.

Similarly, our MAR definition coincides with the “everywhere MAR” definition of Seaman
et al. (2013, Definition 2), and the “missing always at random (MAAR)” definition of Mealli
and Rubin (2015, Definition 2) or Little (2021, Equation 9). The classical definition of
MAR of Rubin (1976) or Little (2021, Equation 3), named “realised MAR” in Seaman et al.
(2013, Definition 1), is that for fixed m and y′ (instead of all m and y′), fM |Y (m | y; θ) =
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fM |Y (m | y′; θ) for all θ, y such that xobs = x′ obs; Mealli and Rubin (2015, Definition 1)
and Little (2021, Equation 3) also follow this definition of MAR.

Neither Seaman et al. (2013) nor Little (2021) provide an explicit definition of MNAR,
understanding it as “not MAR”. In terms of Definition A.3, MNAR is the logical negation
of Definition A.2. Similarly, Mealli and Rubin (2015, Definition 5), translated to our
notation, define MNAR as there exist θ, y, y′ with xmis ̸= x′ mis such that fM |Y (m | y; θ) ̸=
fM |Y (m | y′; θ), which is equivalent to ours.

As the “realised” versions are more conducive to imputation (fixed M = m), we work
with the “everywhere” concept, having multiple realisations of M in mind; Seaman et al.
(2013) also mention that “Many other authors [...] have used ‘MCAR’ to mean everywhere
MCAR.”

Little (2021) uses the terms unit MCAR, unit MAR, and unit MNAR to refer to MCAR,
MAR, and MNAR under (A1), in which case the defining equalities of conditional probability
mass functions have to hold for every row i = 1, . . . , n. In general, this assumption is not
necessary.

Assumption (U) leads to Definition A.5 of unstructured and structured missingness
concepts related to MCAR, MAR, and MNAR; see also Jackson et al. (2023). “Unstructured”
used in the main part of the paper is rather a misnomer, though, as M , and thus X, can
show a lot of structure (also block missingness) if the respective (block of) pi,j ’s are all 1,
irrespective of whether (U) is satisfied or not; see Section 4.4.

Definition A.5 (Unstructured and structured missingness)
The missingness model is missing completely at random unstructured (MCAR-U) if it is
MCAR and satisfies (U), otherwise it is missing completely at random structured (MCAR-S).
The missingness model is missing at random unstructured (MAR-U) if it is MAR and
satisfies (U), otherwise it is missing at random structured (MAR-S). The missingness model
is missing not at random unstructured (MNAR-U) if it is MNAR and satisfies (U), otherwise
it is missing not at random structured (MNAR-S).

Drop-outs in longitudinal studies produce monotone missingness in the following sense;
see Li et al. (2014) and van Buuren (2018, Section 4.1.1).

Definition A.6 (Monotone missingness)
Monotone missingness patterns are of the form M = (1{j>ji})i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d, where ji ∈
{0, 1, . . . , d}.

We included the case ji = 0 to allow for completely missing rows in the resulting X; see
Figure 4. The concept of monotone missingness could be extended to locally monotone
missingness, where there are ji,1 < ji,2 such that Mi,ji,1 = . . . = Mi,ji,2 = 1 almost surely,
which includes eventually monotone missingness where ji,2 = d. Monotone missingness
is SM and falls under (SM1). With pi,j = 1{j>ji}, i = 1, . . . , n, j = 1, . . . , d, monotone
missingness also falls under (SM2), and we obtain that M does not depend on the underlying
dependence structure; see also Section 4.4. However, this P only provides one deterministic
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monotone missingness pattern.
Suppose an amputer wants to simulate random monotone missingness patterns M ∈

{0, 1}n×d where, in each row i, ji ∈ {0, 1, . . . , d} is chosen randomly and independently of
the other rows. We can set up a mixture over (a subset of or all) monotone missingness
patterns to model M . This allows for the straightforward and easy-to-simulate stochastic
representation M = (1{j>⌈(d+1)Ui⌉−1})i=1,...,n, j=1,...,d for U1, . . . , Un

ind.∼ U(0, 1). As in many
areas of statistics, mixtures can make a model more flexible; here in the context of monotone
missingness patterns. The assignment of probability 1/(d + 1) to each of the d + 1 row
monotone missingness patterns can be generalised to any discrete distribution on {0, 1, . . . , d}
(see Section 5.2 for an example), potentially even depending on Y , being dependent on the
row number i or being dependent across different rows (see Section 4).

A.2 Proofs
Proof of Proposition 4.3. Since F −1

i,j (u) = 1(1−pi,j ,1](u), we have

P(Mi,j = 1 (i, j) ∈ S) = P(F −1
i,j (Ui,j) = 1 (i, j) ∈ S)

= P(Ui,j > 1 − pi,j (i, j) ∈ S)
= P(1 − Ui,j ≤ pi,j (i, j) ∈ S) = C̄S(pS).

In particular, for S = {(i1, j1), (i2, j2)},

P(Mi1,j1 = 1, Mi2,j2 = 1) = C̄{(i1,j1),(i2,j2)}(pi1,j1 , pi2,j2)
= −1 + pi1,j1 + pi2,j2 + C{(i1,j1),(i2,j2)}(1 − pi1,j1 , 1 − pi2,j2).

Proof of Proposition 4.5. With stochastic representations

Mi1,j1 = 1(1−pi1,j1 ,1](Ui1,j1), Mi2,j2 = 1(1−pi2,j2 ,1](Ui2,j2)

for (Ui1,j1 , Ui2,j2) ∼ C{(i1,j1),(i2,j2)}, we obtain

E(Mi1,j1Mi2,j2) = P(Ui1,j1 > 1 − pi1,j1 , Ui2,j2 > 1 − pi2,j2)
= P(1 − Ui1,j1 ≤ pi1,j1 , 1 − Ui2,j2 ≤ pi2,j2) = C̄{(i1,j1),(i2,j2)}(pi1,j1 , pi2,j2).

With E(Mik,jk
) = pik,jk

and var(Mik,jk
) = pik,jk

(1 − pik,jk
), k = 1, 2, the result follows as

stated. The second statement follows by the Fréchet–Hoeffding bounds theorem, see Fréchet
(1951), by which, pointwise, CW ≤ C̄{(i1,j1),(i2,j2)} ≤ CM, and the bounds are attained for
the provided copulas CW and CM, respectively.
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Proof of Lemma 4.7. By (1), logit(pi,j) = βi,j,0 +
∑

k∈Ii,j
βi,j,kYi,k which is, for positive

βi,j,k, k ∈ Ii,j , almost surely contained in [βi,j,0 +cmin
∑

k∈Ii,j
βi,j,k, βi,j,0 +cmax

∑
k∈Ii,j

βi,j,k].
Therefore,

pi,j ∈
[
logit−1

(
βi,j,0 + cmin

∑
k∈Ii,j

βi,j,k

)
, logit−1

(
βi,j,0 + cmax

∑
k∈Ii,j

βi,j,k

)]
.

This equals [p − ε, p + ε] if and only if βi,j,0 and
∑

k∈Ii,j
βi,j,k take the values as stated,

which proves the first statement. The remaining statement follows from the special case of
equal βi,j,k, k ∈ Ii,j .

A.3 On imputation, predictive mean matching, and MICE
For non-monotone missingness in multivariate data, typically considered under the assump-
tion of Y having iid rows Y ∼ FY , there are two general approaches to imputation, joint
modelling (JM) and fully conditional specification (FCS), both with the goal of computing
certain conditional distributions in order to sample from them for imputing missing values.

JM models the joint distribution FY by some hypothesised distribution and aims at
sampling FY mis|Y obs for imputing, independently across rows, all missing values in a row
given the observed values in that row; so independently for all i, FY mis

i, |Y obs
i,

(· | xobs
i, ) is

sampled to jointly impute xmis
i, . A multivariate normal distribution is a popular choice for

FY as all conditional distributions of the form FY mis|Y obs are (lower-dimensional) normal
distributions; see Schafer (1997, Section 5.2.4) or McNeil et al. (2015, Section 6.1.3).

In FCS, for each variable Yj affected by missingness, univariate distributions FYj |Y−j

are estimated (usually modelled by a regression), based on all other variables Y−j =
(Y1, . . . , Yj−1, Yj+1, . . . , Yd), one at a time. Missing values in Yj are imputed by sampling
from FYj |Y−j

. To handle the fact that other variables than the jth in the same row may also
have missing values, FCS proceeds as follows. After a first fill-in with random draws from
the jth column of Y , one iterates over the columns j of Y (variables Yj) with at least one
missing value, and samples from FYj |Y−j

to impute ŷi,j = xmis
i,j in all rows i of column j that

have missing values. Thus, conditioning is done on Yi,−j = (Yi,1, . . . , Yi,j−1, Yi,j+1, . . . , Yi,d),
with values plugged in consisting of both observed values xobs

i, and already imputed values
ŷi, of the same row i.

This procedure, known as Gibbs sampling, is of great usefulness in higher dimensions and
allows for efficient estimation of marginal conditional distributions even though the latter
are not necessarily sufficient for the existence of a joint distribution; see Casella and George
(1992) and the discussion in van Buuren (2018, Section 4.5.3). Strongly correlated variables
allow to reverse the process described in Section 3.1, and any group MNAR mechanism
with sufficient high influence of variables other than the one under consideration can behave
like MAR. This can explain FCS’s excellent performance, even in situations suspicious of
MNAR (according to van Buuren and Groothuis-Oudshoorn (2011, p. 7), the “algorithm
possesses a touch of magic”).
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Due to the complexity of the conditional distributions, “sampling” in above descriptions
of JM and FCS is typically replaced by “approximate sampling”. A fairly robust and
overall well-performing method, applying also to discrete data, is known as predictive mean
matching (PMM); see Little (1988) and van Buuren (2018, Algorithm 3.3). PMM iterates
over all columns of Y with at least one missing value. For a column j with missing values,
a regression model of variable Yj on Y−j = (Y1, . . . , Yj−1, Yj+1, . . . , Yd) is fitted based on
complete rows in Y . To preserve the randomness amongst the imputed values under multiple
imputation, the fitted coefficients are randomised (typically by a draw from a multivariate
normal centred at the fitted coefficients). Predicted values Ŷi,j of Yi,j for all i = 1, . . . , n
are computed, regardless of whether entries Yi,j , i = 1, . . . , n, are missing. For each missing
value Yi,j in column j, find (in some metric) rows ik, k = 1, . . . , K, with available values
xobs

ik,j , k = 1, . . . , K, such that their predicted values Ŷik,j , k = 1, . . . , K, are close to the
predicted value Ŷi,j of Yi,j . Amongst the K observed values xobs

ik,j , k = 1, . . . , K, randomly
choose one to impute the missing xi,j , so ŷi,j = xobs

i⌈KU⌉,j for U ∼ U(0, 1).
This is the default imputation method implemented in the R package mice for Multivariate

Imputation via Chained Equations (MICE), where “Chained Equations” refers to FCS;
see van Buuren and Groothuis-Oudshoorn (2011). Its main function mice() also allows
to specify, for each column j with missing values, a set Ij ⊆ {1, . . . , d}\{j} of indices and
regresses variable Yj on YIj , with default Ij = {1, . . . , d}\{j} corresponding to FCS as
described above. Its argument maxit allows to choose the number of (Gibbs sampling)
iterations over all columns. If inference or an assessment of variability is required, this
imputation procedure is repeated m times, for multiple imputation; see Rubin (1987) for a
thorough introduction.
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