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Abstract

Survey data typically have missing values due to unit and item nonresponse. Sometimes,
survey organizations know the marginal distributions of certain categorical variables in the
survey. As shown in previous work, survey organizations can leverage these distributions in
multiple imputation for nonignorable unit nonresponse, generating imputations that result
in plausible completed-data estimates for the variables with known margins. However, this
prior work does not use the design weights for unit nonrespondents; rather, it relies on a
set of fabricated weights for these units. We extend this previous work to utilize the design
weights for all sampled units. We illustrate the approach using simulation studies.

Key Words: Item; Missing; Nonignorable; Unit

1 Introduction

Survey data usually suffer from both unit and item nonresponse. As a result, survey organi-

zations have to make strong assumptions about the reasons for missingness, for example, the
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data are missing at random. One way to lessen reliance on assumptions is to utilize informa-
tion in auxiliary data sources. For example, and pertinent to the setting of our work, survey
organizations may know the population percentages or totals of some categorical variables
in the survey. These could be available from recent censuses, administrative databases, or
other high quality surveys (Sadinle and Reiter, [2017). Indeed, such information is frequently
used in methods for handling survey nonresponse, such as calibration and raking.

In this short note, we consider settings where analysts seek to integrate auxiliary informa-
tion on marginal distributions in multiple imputation for nonresponse (Rubin, [1987) in com-
plex surveys. We build on the missing data with auxiliary margins, or MD-AM, framework
introduced by (Akande et al., 2021)) and extended to complex surveys by IAkande and Reiter
(2022), (Tang et all, 2024), and (Yang and Reiter, 2025). The latter three works impute
missing values in ways that ensure completed-data, survey-weighted inferences are plausible
given the known margins. However, these works make a simplifying condition on the unit
nonrespondents, namely that the analyst does not use their design weights and replaces them
with a convenient constant. However, this creates difficulties for design-based analyses, as
the resulting weights for the full sample do not correspond to the design. Further, treat-
ing all unit nonrespondents exchangeably discards information that potentially could inform
imputations.

We propose MD-AM models that allow use of the design-based weights for all sampled
units. The basic idea is as follows. We first impute all missing values due to item nonresponse
using multiple imputation by chained equations (Van Buuren, 2018; Raghunathan et all,
2001). In each partially completed dataset, we then impute the unit nonrespondents’ val-
ues of the categorical variables that have auxiliary margins. To do so, we specify initial
probabilities for imputations based on logistic regressions estimated using the completed
data. We adjust these probabilities so that, in expectation, imputations result in plausible
Horvitz and Thompson (1952) estimates in the completed data given the known margins,

using the design weights for all sampled units. Finally, for the variables without auxiliary



margins, we use random hot deck imputation proposed by [Yang and Reiten (2025).

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section Pl provides a brief review
of the hybrid missing MD-AM model (Tang et all, 2024; Yang and Reitern, [2025), which we
extend to incorporate design weights for unit nonrespondents. Section B introduces the

methodology. Section Ml illustrates the methods using simulation studies.

2 Hybrid Missingness MD-AM Modeling

In reviewing the hybrid missingness MD-AM model, we closely follow the notation inYang and Reiter
(2025). Let P be a finite population comprising N units. For i = 1,... N, let x; =

(@i1, ..., 2;p) denote the p survey variables for unit ¢; let I; = 1 if unit ¢ is selected for inclu-

sion in the survey and I; = 0 otherwise; let m; = Pr(I; = 1) represent the probability that

unit i is selected into the survey; and, let w¢ = 1/7; be its design weight. Let n = Zf\il I;

be the intended sample size of the survey. We refer to the sampled units as S.

Let U be the unit nonresponse indicator so that, for each unit + € S, U; = 1 if the unit
provides no responses to any survey questions and U; = 0 otherwise. Let R = (Ry,..., R))
be item nonresponse indicators corresponding to (X, ..., X,) so that, for any unit i with
U; = 0 and any variable X;, R;; = 1 if unit ¢ does not respond to question X; and R;; =0
otherwise. When U; =1, (R;1,. .., R;;) are undefined.

The survey organization has auxiliary information A on the marginal distributions of a
subset of the p survey variables. For j = 1,...,p, let A; comprise the known marginal in
P for X;, when it exists. We write X; € A whenever X; has a known margin in 4. For
convenience, we presume each 4, comprises totals; incorporating percentages is a trivial
modification. For any categorical X, taking on levels ¢ = {1,...,m;} and X; € A, let
Tj. = SN I(x;; = ¢) be the total number of units in P at level ¢. Here, I(-) = 1 when the
condition inside the parenthesis is true and I(-) = 0 otherwise.

The hybrid missingness MD-AM model specifies a joint distribution of (X, R,U). It



uses a pattern mixture model for unit nonresponse coupled with selection models for item
nonresponse. Specifically, the model presumes U ~ Bernoulli(,), where m, = Pr(U = 1) is
the marginal probability of unit nonresponse. For any j = 1,...,p, let g;(—) represent the
model for X; given Xj,..., X;_; (and possibly the weights W), and let ; and 6; be the
corresponding model parameters. For example, g;(—) could be a logistic regression of X; on
some function of X, ..., X;_;, possibly including interactions, as well as a main effect for U

when X; € A. Thus, for X|U, the hybrid missingness MD-AM model uses

X1 | U ~ gl(Ql,HlUI(Xl S A) (21)

Xj |X1,...,Xj_1,U ~ gj(Xl,...,Xj_l,Qj,erI(XjGA), fOI'jIQ,...,p. (22)

Because the distribution for any X; € A differs for unit nonrespondents and respondents
when ¢; # 0, the model encodes potentially missing not at random mechanisms for unit non-
response. The key identifying assumption is that the predictor function for any X; € A not
include interactions between U and elements of (X7, ..., X, ;). This assumption is a version
of the additive nonignorable missingness mechanism (Hirano et al.,[2001;Sadinle and Reite,
2019).

For the model for each R;, let h;(—) be some predictor function that excludes the cor-
responding X; but may include main and interaction effects involving other variables in X.

For j =1,...,p, we have

R; | X1,...,X,,U =0~ Bernoulli(ng,), logit(ng,) = h;j(X1,..., Xj—1, Xjr1, ... Xp, @5).
(2.3)
The models in (2.3)) encode itemwise conditionally independent nonresponse (ICIN) mecha-
nisms (Sadinle and Reitex, 2017), which are known to have identifiable parameters.
The estimation algorithm in [Tang et all (2024) does not use the design weights for unit

nonrespondents. Instead, they replace the weights for unit nonrespondents with a constant



that makes Zf\il w; = N, so that they base imputations and inferences on

)

N—Z. u)d

JE€ES 7j
Zjes Uj

(2.4)

w; =

For any unit ¢ € § and for all j, let x7; = z;; when (R;; = 0,U; = 0), and let z}; be
an imputed value when R;; = 1 or U; = 1. For any X; € A, |Akande and Reiter (2022),
Tang et al) (2024), and [Yang and Reiter (2025) suppose the imputations to adhere to (2.1))

— (23)), with the additional constraint that

Tp. =Y Jwil (@} = ¢) ~ N(Tje, Vo), (2.5)
i€S
Here, Vj. is set by the analyst and determines how closely TA;C matches 7). in any completed

dataset. As we also assume (2.5]), we discuss setting Vj. in Section [3

3 Methodology

We now present our modifications of the hybrid missingness MD-AM model to use the
design weights for all sampled individuals, including unit nonrespondents. For convenience,
we presume that X; € Afor j =1,...,k < p, and the remaining p — k variables do not have

auxiliary margins.

3.1 Variables with Item Nonresponse

We first create multiple imputations for all values of x;; missing due to item nonresponse
for units with U; = 0. Following Yang and Reiter (2025), we use a multiple imputation
by chained equations (MICE) algorithm (Van Buuren, 2018; Raghunathan et all, 2001) es-
timated using the units with U; = 0. The specification of the MICE algorithm does not

require any extraordinary considerations. In our simulations, we use the “mice” package in



R, following its default settings including the ordering of variables. Each conditional model
is a function of all other survey variables except X, including possibly interaction terms.
The conditional models also could include subsets of (Ry, ..., Rj_1, Rjt1,...,R,) as predic-
tors; these are fully observed for units with U; = 0. We run the MICE procedure to create

L completed datasets for the units with U; = 0.

3.2 Variables with Margins for Unit Nonrespondents

After imputing values for item nonresponse, in each completed dataset we impute the unit
nonrespondents’ values for all X; € A. The analyst orders these variables based on ease of
modeling. For notational convenience, we suppose that X; is imputed first, X, is imputed
second, and so on sequentially until we impute all X; € A.

To begin, for each unit ¢ with U; = 1 and in each of the L completed datasets, the ana-
lyst sets an initial probability distribution for imputing z;;. For example, in each completed
dataset, the analyst estimates a (multinomial) logistic regression of X; on some function of
W, such as a spline (Chen et al), 2010), and uses the predicted probabilities derived from
the estimated model. Alternatively, the analyst could regress X; on an intercept only or
compute marginal probabilities of X; using survey-weighted ratio estimators. For these two
alternatives, the initial probabilities are identical for all unit nonrespondents. This approach
may be especially appropriate when the analyst does not have strong reason to expect associ-
ations between the weights and the missing values of X for unit nonrespondents. Regardless
of how it is derived, we refer to the initial distribution for imputing x;; as the working dis-
tribution, notated as {p;i. : ¢ = 1,...,my;U; = 1;i € S}. Because of imputation for item
nonresponse, the working distributions for each completed dataset may differ; however, for
convenience, we forego notation designating the completed dataset. The analysts performs
the computations of this section for each of the L completed datasets.

Imputing each missing z;; using its working distribution does not utilize the information

in A;. Thus, the resulting imputations could generate completed-dataHorvitz and Thompson



(1952) estimates that are far from the known totals for some levels of X;. We therefore modify
{pi1c} so that the resulting imputations result in reasonable completed-data point estimates
of these totals.

To do so, we first simulate plausible values of T}, for each level ¢ by appealing to large-
sample central limit theorems. For ¢ =1,...,(m; — 1), we sample T, from N(Ty., Vie) and
set Tlm1 =N->"r "71.. We then find modified probabilities {p;1. : c=1,...,my;U; =
1;i € S} so that, for each ¢ = 1,...,my, the expectation of each completed-data estimator
T . from (2.5) over imputations for unit nonresponse approximately equals Ti.. Put another

way, recognizing that

E (Z wil (= ¢)I(U; = 1)) = Y wil(z}; =o)I(U; = 0)+ B _wl(z}; = )I(U; = 1))

€S €S €S
= Y wil(zl = )I(U; = 0)+ > wipad(U;=1),  (3.1)
€S i€S

we want

Zwiﬁﬂc[(Ui =1) = T~ sz xf =c)I(U; =0). (3.2)

€S €S

To keep the imputation probabilities tied to the working distribution, forc =1,...,m; —

1, we set ;1. = fiePite, where each constant fi. > 0 is given by

T c i z—[ 1= ; UZ =0
flc — 1 ZZES w (xll i ) . (33)
Y ics Pirewil (U; = 1)

We impute z}; for each unit with U; = 1 using a random draw from the adjusted probability
mass function, {Pi1.: c=1,...,m1}, where pjp, =1—> 11" ! frepite. IED M flcpzlc > 1,

we compute [B3) for ¢ =1,...,my and set pi1e = fiePite/ Yoney fiePite-

When each p;i. equals some common value p;. for all units with U; = 1, each p;;. =



fiepie = Pie is given conveniently by

Tlc — ZieS wil (z = ¢,U; = 0)

ﬁlc = Zies 'LUZI(UZ — 1) (34)

We now turn to imputing X5 € A for unit nonrespondents. We follow a similar strategy:
in each completed dataset, set each unit nonrespondent’s working probabilities for imputation

A

of z}, given z;, then adjust them to make (73,,. .. ,T;mz) approximately match a sampled
value of (Tgl, e ,Tgmz).

Let pio. = Pr(X;o = c|zf; = d, w;) be the working probability of X, = ¢ for unit i, given
its imputed z}; = d and w;. Following the MD-AM model in (2.2]), we determine these
from a (multinomial) logistic regression of X3 on X; and possibly some function of W, with
coefficients estimated from the completed data for units with U; = 0. If we disregard W,
Pize = Pr(Xy = ¢/ Xy = d) for ¢ = 1,...,my and d = 1,...,my; that is, the conditional
probability is the same for all units with a common value of x}, = d.

For c=1,...,my — 1, we sample a plausible value of The by drawing from a N (75, Va.),

setting the estimated total for the final level as Thy,, = N — 3272 ' Th.. Akin to (33), we

then find suitable constants fo. > 0 to adjust each p;o.. We have

T c ] Z[ 2 = ) Uz =0
f2c — 2 ZZES w (%’22 i ) ' (35)
> ies Pizcwil (U = 1)

We impute each zj, given z; for units with U; = 1 using a random draw from the adjusted
probability mass function {pys. : ¢ = 1,...,ma}, where pjo. = focpioe forc=1,... ms—1 and
Digmy, = 1 — Z:fl_l focpize. If 22'21_1 focDioe > 1, we compute ([BH) for ¢ =1,...,my and set
Dize = facPize/ 221:21 faepize. This process ensures the completed-data Horvitz and Thompson
(1952) estimators approximately match the sampled (Tgl, e ,T om, ) 1N expectation, while also
incorporating relationships between X, and (X3, W) implied in the working probabilities.
We independently repeat the estimation and imputation process in each completed dataset.

When {pjo.} derives from a logistic regression of Xy on X; (and possibly W), using



{Di2c} is equivalent to adjusting the intercept in that estimated regression, leaving other
coefficients alone. Essentially, this implies a model where the log-odds for X, are the same
for unit respondents and nonrespondents, per the hybrid missingness MD-AM assumption
in (2.2) of no interaction between U and Xo.

When disregarding W in the logistic regression for X, on X;—so that within any com-
pleted dataset, py. = Pr(Xs = ¢|zy = d,U = 1) for all unit nonrespondents with =}, = d in
that dataset—we can find {ps.} by solving a system of equations implied by (2.2]). Specifi-
cally, we encode the constant log-odds assumption as a set of (m; — 1)(ms — 1) equations.

Forc=2,....my—1landd=2,...,m; — 1, we have

Pr(Xo=c|X1=d,U=1) Pr(Xo=c|X1=d,U=1)
log (Pr(X§=1|X1:d,U=1)) — log (Pr(Xz:c|X1:1,U:1))

o Pr(Xo=c|X1=d,U=0) Pr(Xo=c|X1=d,U=0)
= log (Pr(Xj:HXi:d,U:O)) — log (Pr(Xz:c|X1:1,U:O)) (3.6)

We can estimate the conditional probabilities for units with U; = 0 via survey-weighted ratio

estimators using the completed data; for example,

ZieSwi](l’;{l = d7 x;'k2 =, UZ = 0)

Pr(X, =clX: =d.U =0) = 3.7
X =dXi=d ) S eswil (zh = d, U; = 0) (3.7)
We also encode the condition (Z35) on (7%, ..., T;mQ) as a set of my equations. We have

N Pr(Xy =Xy =d,U =Vl (z}y = ca}y =d, U =1) = Toe—»_wil(z}y = c¢,U; = 0).
d=1 i€S i€S

(3.8)
In total, we have m;(msq — 1) equations to solve for the m;(my — 1) conditional probabilities,

{Pr(Xo=¢c|X; =d,U=1):¢c=2,...,mg;d=1,...my}, which we use for imputation.
We now describe the computations for ([B.6) and (B.8)) for binary X, and X;. We first



compute

Yoeswil(zh =125 =1,U; =0)
PriXo=1X,=1,U=0) = S ! ! 3.9
r(X X5 ’ ) > ieswil (27 = 1,U; = 0) (3.9)
> eswil (v = 0,25, =1,U; = 0)
Pr(Xo=1X;=0,U=0) = S ! ! . 3.10
r(Xs X ’ ) Sieswil (x5, =0,U; = 0) ( )

To ease notation, define

Brops = logit(Pr(X, = 1]X; = 1,U = 0)) — logit(Pr(X, = 1|X; = 0,U = 0)) (3.11)

Boops = logit(Pr(Xy =1|X1 = 1,U = 0)) — Brobs (3.12)

Define the unobserved quantities Blmms and BO,miss for the unit nonrespondents analo-
gously, replacing U; = 0 with U; = 1 in (811 and BI12).

We set the log odds ratios equal for the unit respondents and nonrespondents, that is, we
set Bl,miss = Bl,obs~ To determine BQW-SS, we numerically solve the system of nonlinear equa-
tions using the modified Powell method implemented in the package described by [Hasselman

(2018). We have

cswil(xh =1,U;=1 eswil(xy =0,U;=1) .
ZZESw (i”zl . ) i Zzesw () _ ) :Tz—zwil(ﬁg — 1,0, = 0).
1 + exp(_(ﬁ(],miss + ﬁl,miss)) 1 + eXp(_BO,miss) ieS

The imputation probabilities are then

1
Pr(X, =125, =1,U;=1) = (3.13)

1+ eXp[_(BO,miss + Bl,miss)]

Pr(X, = 1z}, =0,U; =0) =

1
R— (3.14)
1 + eXp(_BO,mis)

When k > 2, we can apply the process used in (3.0 to each X; € A. For example, if

X3 € A, the analyst specifies a set of working probabilities, p;. = Pr(X;s = clafy, 2k, w;)

for c =1,...,m3 via a (multinomial) logistic regression of X3 on (X, Xy) and possibly W.
The analyst samples values of (Tgl, e ,Tgms) and finds the values of f3. using expressions

10



analogous to (B.3]), replacing quantities based on X, with those based on X3. When the
working probabilities are identical across nonresponding units, analysts can solve a system

of equations akin to those in (3.6) and (B.8).

3.3 Variables Without Margins for Unit Nonrespondents

After creating L partially completed datasets using Section B.I] and 3.2 we impute values
x7; for unit nonrespondents for X; ¢ A. We use the random hot deck imputation procedure
developed by [Yang and Reiter (2025). Here we briefly summarize the procedure, closely
following their presentation.

For any unit ¢ € S with U; = 0, in any completed dataset, let ' = {z;; : X; € A;j =
1,...,p;U; = 0} be the values of the (possibly imputed) survey variables in the completed
data for those X; € A. Similarly, for any unit i/ € S with Uy = 1, let zi* = {z3, + X; €
A;j5=1,...,p;U; = 1}. For each unit i’ with Uy = 1, in each completed dataset we construct
its donor set, Dy = {(wi1,...,Tsp) : i = w;ﬁ‘*, Ui = 0,i € §}. We randomly sample one
record i from D; and append its values of {(z;1,...,zy) : X; ¢ A} to z7* to make the full
imputation a, for unit i. We repeat this process for all units in & with Uy = 1, resulting in
a completed dataset with values for all n units in S. We repeat this process in each of the

L datasets.

4 Simulation Studies

To demonstrate the methodology, we mimic the simulation study used by Yang and Reiter
(2025). They found that, by leveraging auxiliary margins, multiple imputation via the hybrid
missingness MD-AM model can offer more accurate inferences than multiple imputation that
does not utilize A. However, they presume design weights are unused or unavailable for unit
nonrespondents, whereas we use them in the imputation procedure.

We generate a population P comprising N = 3,373,378 units. This is the number of

11



individuals in the 2022 American Community Survey data used by [Yang and Reiten (2025).
We make one of the variables in this file a size variable Z = (z1, ..., zy); this is observed
for all N individuals. To generate a S, we sample each record from P independently with
m; = 1/10z;, where ¢ = 1,..., N. This Poisson sampling design results in approximately
n = 6000 units in any S, although the precise number varies. Let W = 10Z be the survey
weights.

Following [Yang and Reiter (2025), for each unit ¢ = 1,..., N, we generate four binary
variables (x;1, T, T3, T4) and two continuous variables (z;5, 7). We make X; depend on

W to ensure associations between the weights and the survey variables. The data generation

model is displayed in (@T])—(Z5]).

U ~ Bernoulli(my) logit(my) = vy (4.1)
X;|U ~ Bernoulli(m,,) logit(my,) = wio + wniW + 6,U (4.2)
X3|X1,U ~ Bernoulli(m,,) logit(m,,) = wag + w1 X1 + U (4.3)
j—1
Xj|X1,..., X;21,U ~ Bernoulli(r,,) logit(m,,) = wjo + »_ wpXy for j =34 (4.4)
k=1
j—1
X1 X1, ..., X;-1,U ~ Normal(w;o + ijka, o?) for j =5,6. (4.5)
k=1
We set g = —1.2 for a unit nonresponse rate around 23%. We consider 6; € {—2,—0.5}.

The marginal distribution of X; for unit respondents and nonrespondents is substantially
different when 6; = —2 and modestly different when #; = —0.5. We use 6, = —2, which
ensures the unit respondents and nonrespondents have different marginal distributions of
X,. The remaining parameter values are available in Appendix [Al

We independently sample 500 datasets using Poisson sampling. For each sample S, we
generate the unit nonrespondents by sampling Bernoulli random draws of U;, where i € S,
from the distribution of U| X7, X5 implied by (41)-(4.3). We make x; completely missing for

any unit in § where the drawn U; = 1. For item nonresponse, we use the ICIN mechanisms

12



defined in (4.6) for X; where j € {2,3,4,6}, and we let X; and X5 be fully observed.

R;j| X1, Xy, X3, Xy, X5, X, U = 0 ~ Bernoulli(rg, ), logit(mr,) = ¢jo + Z O Xk (4.6)
k#j
We blank every x;; for which the sampled R;; = 1. We set the parameters in (4.6]) so that
approximately 25% of each eligible survey variable is missing for units with U; = 0. Specific
parameter values are available in Appendix [Al

We presume that T} = Zf\il z;1 and Ty = Zf\il Z;o are known and use them as A. We
use a bespoke implementation of the “mice” package in R (Van Buuren, 2018) to generate
L = 10 completed data sets for item nonresponse. As values for V; and V5, we use MICE to
make one completed dataset for all of S and compute the expressions for the usual design-
based estimators of the variances of TI and Tg under Poisson sampling. We create donor
pools for the hot deck per Section B.3] by matching on (X;, Xs).

After generating L = 10 completed datasets, we use the inferential methods in [Rubin
(1987) for the estimands in[Yang and Reiter (2025), including marginal totals for (X7, ..., Xg)
and several probabilities involving multiple categorical variables. In each completed dataset,
we compute [Horvitz and Thompson (1952) point and variance estimators for a Poisson sam-
pling design based on the design weights for all sampled records. The results will be forth-

coming in a revised version of this manuscript.

A Simulation Study Parameters

This section presents the parameter values used in the simulation studies of Section [
which are identical to those in [Yang and Reitern (2025). We set v, = —1.2; (wi,w11) =
(0.06,—0.0002) and 6, € (—2,—0.5); (w9, ws1) = (0.2,0.4) and Oy = —2; (w30, w31, wss) =
(0.2,0.3,0.1); (w0, - - -, wa3) = (0.2,0.4,0.4,0.1); (wso, - .., ws4) = (0.4,1.2,—-0.9,0.1,0.2) and
o5 = 0.5; (wep,...,wes) = (0.4,1.2,-0.9,0.1,-0.1,0.1) and o6 = 0.5; (¢jo,...,P;5) =
(—1.4,0.1,0.1,0.1,0.1,0) for j € {2,3,4},; and, (¢0, . . ., Pg5)= (—1.4,0.1,0.1,0.1,0.1,0.1).

13
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