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Abstract

In healthcare, the integration of multimodal data is pivotal for developing
comprehensive diagnostic and predictive models. However, managing miss-
ing data remains a significant challenge in real-world applications. We intro-
duce MARIA (Multimodal Attention Resilient to Incomplete datA), a novel
transformer-based deep learning model designed to address these challenges
through an intermediate fusion strategy. Unlike conventional approaches
that depend on imputation, MARIA utilizes a masked self-attention mech-
anism, which processes only the available data without generating synthetic
values. This approach enables it to effectively handle incomplete datasets,
enhancing robustness and minimizing biases introduced by imputation meth-
ods. We evaluated MARIA against 10 state-of-the-art machine learning and
deep learning models across 8 diagnostic and prognostic tasks. The results

demonstrate that MARIA outperforms existing methods in terms of perfor-
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mance and resilience to varying levels of data incompleteness, underscoring
its potential for critical healthcare applications.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, multimodal learning has emerged as a powerful approach
for leveraging diverse data sources to achieve a comprehensive understand-
ing of complex systems. This is particularly relevant in domains such as
healthcare, where integrating multiple data modalities, such as clinical as-
sessments, imaging, laboratory tests, and patient histories, can significantly
enhance diagnostic accuracy and treatment outcomes. The human experi-
ence itself exemplifies multimodality, as it relies on diverse sensory inputs
to form a unified perception of the environment. Similarly, deep learning
(DL) models have been developed to synthesize and analyze disparate data
sources, thereby enhancing their predictive capabilities and enabling more
informed decision-making in multifaceted domains such as healthcare.

Despite the promise of multimodal learning, integrating multiple data
sources presents unique challenges, with data incompleteness being one of the
most significant. Missing data is a common feature of real-world datasets,
arising from issues such as sensor failures, patient non-compliance, technical
limitations during data collection, or privacy restrictions. Whether the miss-
ing information relates to features within a modality or the complete absence

of a modality, such gaps can severely degrade the performance of machine



learning models unless effectively addressed. Thus, the development of mul-
timodal learning models resilient to incomplete data is critical to ensuring
reliability and robustness, especially in critical fields like healthcare.

To address these challenges, multimodal fusion strategies such as early
fusion, late fusion, and intermediate fusion have been extensively studied.
Early fusion, which combines features at the raw data level into a unified rep-
resentation, is straightforward but highly susceptible to the effects of miss-
ing data, as it requires the availability of all feature vectors. Late fusion,
which merges outputs from independently trained models, offers flexibility
when modalities are missing but often fails to capture the intricate interac-
tions across modalities. Intermediate fusion strikes a balance by integrating
modality-specific features after initial processing. This forms a shared rep-
resentation that enhances the ability to capture cross-modal dependencies,
ultimately improving performance [1|. Therefore, especially in healthcare, it
is essential to develop methods that leverage the potential of intermediate
fusion while maintaining robustness to missing data.

The MARIA (Multimodal Attention Resilient to Incomplete datA) model
introduced in this work is designed to address the challenges of incomplete
multimodal data. By employing an intermediate fusion strategy, MARIA com-
bines modality-specific encoders with a shared attention-based encoder to
effectively manage missing data. Unlike traditional methods that depend
on data imputation to fill in missing entries, MARIA focuses exclusively on
the available features, utilizing a masked self-attention mechanism to pro-
cess observed information without generating synthetic data. This approach

enhances both robustness and accuracy, while reducing biases typically in-



troduced by imputation techniques.

The manuscript is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews related work
on multimodal learning and data handling methods; Section 3 introduces
the MARIA model and its architecture; Section 4 explains the experimental
setup and evaluation methodology; Section 5 presents the obtained results,
comparing MARIA with other models under various missing data conditions;
Section 6 summarizes the key findings and suggests directions for future

research.

2. State-of-the-Art

Multimodal learning combines information from diverse data sources to
achieve a more comprehensive understanding of complex systems. This mir-
rors the inherently multimodal nature of human perception: we rely on mul-
tiple senses, e.g., sight, sound, and touch, to develop a complete understand-
ing of our environment. Similarly, DL models must be designed to inte-
grate diverse data sources to better comprehend intricate systems. This is
particularly relevant in healthcare, where clinicians utilize multimodal data,
including patient histories, imaging, laboratory results, and physical exami-
nations, to make informed decisions. By effectively integrating such diverse
information, multimodal learning models can enhance decision-making and
predictive accuracy, leading to improved diagnostic outcomes and more ef-
fective treatment plans [2].

However, one of the primary challenges in multimodal learning is handling
missing data, which frequently arises due to factors such as sensor failures,

survey non-responses, or technical issues during data collection [3]. Effec-



tively managing missing data, whether it involves incomplete features within
a modality or entirely absent modalities, is critical to ensuring the reliability
and robustness of multimodal models.

Multimodal fusion techniques play a vital role in successfully integrating
diverse data sources. These techniques are typically categorized into three
main strategies: early fusion, late fusion, and intermediate fusion (Figure 1).
Each approach has distinct characteristics, making it suitable for different
scenarios |2, 4].

Early fusion integrates features at the raw data level, combining them
into a unified representation before any significant processing. Late fusion
merges outputs from independently trained models at the decision level, of-
fering flexibility when dealing with missing modalities. Intermediate fusion
takes a balanced approach, integrating modality-specific features after initial
processing to create a shared representation. Each of these fusion strate-
gies has specific advantages and limitations in terms of performance, com-
putational complexity, and their ability to manage missing data. This is
particularly significant in healthcare, where data quality and completeness
often vary. The subsequent sections provide a detailed analysis of these fu-
sion techniques, focusing on their applications and limitations in healthcare

scenarios.

2.1. FEarly Fusion

Early fusion, as illustrated in Figure 1.a, involves integrating multiple
data modalities at the feature level. In this approach, the raw features X;
from each modality are concatenated (@ in the figure) to form a single feature

vector, which is then fed into the learning model. This method facilitates



the early combination of information from all available modalities, making
it particularly advantageous when different data sources are highly comple-
mentary. Early fusion is conceptually straightforward and often enables the
learning model to effectively exploit cross-modal correlations [2, 4].

However, early fusion presents several challenges, especially when dealing
with incomplete data. Because this approach relies on the availability of all
feature vectors, missing data from even a single modality can significantly
degrade model performance. Imputation is a common strategy for addressing
these gaps, but it introduces potential risks such as bias and information
loss [5]. Additionally, early fusion typically requires extensive preprocessing
to harmonize features from different modalities, which often vary in scale and
distribution.

In healthcare, early fusion can be particularly beneficial when modalities
are guaranteed to be complete or when missing data is minimal and can
be addressed through robust preprocessing techniques. However, given the
variability and incompleteness commonly encountered in real-world medical
datasets, early fusion may struggle to perform effectively without sophisti-

cated data-handling strategies [2, 4].

2.2. Late Fusion

Late fusion, in contrast to early fusion, integrates modalities at the deci-
sion level, as illustrated in Figure 1.c. In this approach, separate models f;
are trained for each modality X;, and their predictions y; are subsequently ag-
gregated using a predefined rule to generate the final output y. This method
is particularly advantageous when the modalities differ significantly in data

type or exhibit varying levels of reliability. By training separate models, late
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Figure 1: Overview of multimodal fusion strategies in DL: (a) Early fusion; (b) Intermedi-
ate fusion; (c) Late fusion. Xy, ..., X, represent the modalities; f(;) is a generic function
representing a module or an entire model; ry, ..., r, stand for the latent representations
of the modalities; y(;) indicates an output of a model; & represent a fusion, e.g. concate-

nation or average, of the inputs.

fusion allows each modality to be optimally utilized before combining their
outputs.

One of the primary advantages of late fusion is its flexibility in handling
missing modalities. Since each model operates independently, missing data
from one modality does not prevent predictions from being made using the
available modalities. However, late fusion has a notable limitation: it fails to
fully exploit cross-modal interactions. Because modalities are only integrated
at the decision level using a static, predefined rule, rather than a dynamically
learned process, potentially rich correlations between features from different
data sources may remain untapped. This drawback makes late fusion less
suitable for tasks that require deep integration of modality-specific features,

particularly in scenarios demanding high levels of diagnostic precision.



2.8. Intermediate Fusion

Intermediate fusion, also known as joint or hybrid fusion, strikes a balance
between early and late fusion. This approach combines modality-specific fea-
tures at an intermediate stage of the learning process (Figure 1.b), typically
after each modality has undergone initial, independent processing. In this
setup, modality-specific modules f; generate latent representations r; for each
modality. These representations are then fused using a defined technique (de-
noted by @ in Figure 1.b) to form a shared representation rsh. Finally, this
shared representation is processed by a final module f to produce the desired
output y. This approach facilitates a richer integration of features, retain-
ing modality-specific information while capturing inter-modal relationships
during the feature extraction phase.

One of the major advantages of intermediate fusion is its ability to han-
dle incomplete data more flexibly and effectively. Various techniques are
available for fusing latent representations from different modalities, and we
recommend readers refer to the review [1| for an in-depth exploration of
these methods. However, intermediate fusion comes with certain challenges,
including increased computational complexity and training difficulty. The
model must learn both unimodal and multimodal representations simulta-
neously, requiring significant computational and data resources. These de-
mands can pose a barrier in resource-constrained environments, such as many
healthcare settings.

Despite these challenges, the dynamic nature of intermediate fusion offers
significant advantages. By allowing the model to learn how to fuse informa-

tion from different sources dynamically, it enhances robustness and adaptabil-



ity. This integration of complementary information from multiple modalities
enables the model to leverage the strengths of each data source while miti-
gating their individual weaknesses. Such adaptability is particularly valuable
in real-world healthcare scenarios, where the quality and availability of data
often vary across modalities. Intermediate fusion’s ability to handle partially
missing or noisy modalities can result in more reliable predictions. More-
over, the shared representation created through intermediate fusion fosters a
deeper understanding of correlations between different data types, which is
critical for complex tasks such as medical diagnosis and prognosis |2, 4].
Despite its resource demands, intermediate fusion represents a promising
direction for the development of DL models that are both comprehensive and
resilient. This makes it a powerful approach for enhancing decision-making

in healthcare environments [1, 2, 4].

2.4. Handling Incomplete Data

Real-world multimodal data are often imperfect due to missing features
or modalities. Therefore, there is a pressing need for multimodal models
robust in the presence of incomplete data. Missing data, whether involv-
ing individual features or entire modalities, is a common challenge across
various fields and is often caused by issues, such as human error, survey
non-responses, data corruption, or systematic loss. Traditional approaches
to address missing data typically rely on imputation techniques, which at-
tempt to fill these gaps but can introduce biases or fail to capture underlying
complexities. For instance, we employed the k-Nearest Neighbors (kNN)
imputer, which has demonstrated effectiveness in handling missing values

in tabular data |5, 6, 7|]. Additionally, we tested the Missing in Attributes
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(MIA) strategy, used by tree-based models to dynamically manage missing
features without requiring imputation.

Healthcare settings are particularly vulnerable to the problem of incom-
plete data, as patients may follow different treatment plans, discontinue care
for reasons such as transferring facilities, voluntarily ceasing treatment, or
even passing away. Moreover, privacy concerns further exacerbate data in-
completeness in these settings [6]. Many methods simply exclude patients
with missing values, which can significantly reduce data availability and com-
promise the robustness of analyses. Other approaches often involve imputing
missing information using data from available modalities for the same subject
or from other patients with similar characteristics.

Several advanced methodologies have been proposed to address the issue
of missing data in multimodal contexts:

The Contrastive Masked-Attention Model integrates a Generative Adver-
sarial Network (GAN)-based augmentation mechanism to synthesize data for
missing modalities and employs contrastive learning to enhance cross-modal
representations. Masked attention ensures that only interactions between
observed modalities are captured, thereby minimizing the introduction of
extraneous noise [8].

The Cascaded Multi-Modal Mixing Transformers implement a cascaded
cross-attention architecture to effectively integrate multiple available modal-
ities, enabling robust performance even when some modalities are missing.
This approach offers flexibility and adaptability in fusing modality-specific
information [9].

The Missing Modalities in Multimodal healthcare framework employs

10



task-guided, modality-adaptive similarity metrics to identify similar patients
and impute missing data. By leveraging auxiliary information from compa-
rable patients, this method preserves the underlying relationships in multi-
modal healthcare data [10].

Shared-Specific Feature Modeling disentangles shared features from modality-
specific ones, enabling efficient handling of missing data during both training
and inference. By learning shared features across all available modalities, this
approach ensures the retention of essential representations while maintaining
model performance [11].

The Severely Missing Modality model uses a Bayesian meta-learning frame-
work to approximate latent representations for missing modalities. This
method is designed to handle incomplete data during both training and test-
ing, offering robust generalization capabilities even when data availability is
severely limited [3].

These methodologies highlight diverse strategies for compensating for
missing information, including identifying shared latent representations, gen-
erating synthetic data, and leveraging auxiliary patient information. By
reducing dependence on complete multimodal datasets, these approaches
improve the practicality of multimodal models in real-world clinical and
resource-constrained settings. However, both traditional and DL-based ap-
proaches share a common limitation: they rely on artificially filling data gaps,
which can introduce bias and compromise task accuracy.

To address this limitation, we propose a model that exclusively utilizes
the available features and modalities, avoiding the generation of synthetic

data. By focusing solely on effectively leveraging observed information, our
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approach aims to enhance robustness and reliability, even in scenarios with

severely missing data.

3. Methods

In this work, we propose MARIA (Multimodal Attention Resilient to
Incomplete datA), a multimodal model specifically designed to address the
challenges of incomplete features and modalities in multimodal healthcare
data. The model effectively integrates data modalities that may be incom-
plete or entirely absent, offering a robust solution for predictive analysis
without relying on traditional data imputation techniques or synthetic data
generation.

This section first provides an overview of the MARIA model design. We
then focus on the architecture of the modality-specific encoders, the strate-
gies employed for handling missing data, and the regularization techniques
implemented during training to enhance generalizability under incomplete

input conditions.

3.1. Model

MARIA is specifically designed to be resilient to incomplete data and
modalities without relying on imputation. It employs intermediate fusion,
using modality-specific encoders and a shared encoder with a masked self-
attention mechanism to combine latent representations while effectively man-
aging missing data. The architecture incorporates multiple modality-specific
encoders for each data modality. In this work, we focus on multimodal prob-
lems where the modalities represent tabular data describing various aspects

of a patient’s condition. Thus, MARIA utilizes separate NAIM [7] modules
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Figure 2: MARIA architecture. Each modality-specific encoder F; takes the modality X;
as input to generate the latent representation r;. Then, the shared encoder Ej elaborates
the concatenation of the latent representations 7, to get the final output y. In the figure,

a gray square represents a missing feature or its respective element in the masking matrix.

as modality-specific encoders (Figure 2). These encoders integrate a masked
multi-head attention mechanism that selectively focuses on available features
within each modality while ignoring missing ones. This mechanism ensures
robustness by excluding absent features from attention computations.

Each tabular modality X;, where¢ = 1,...,n, is encoded into embeddings
using look-up tables |7], which represent missing entries with a specific non-
trainable embedding. The modality embeddings are then processed by their
corresponding encoders FE;, which compute query, key, and value matrices,

denoted as );, K;, and V;, using linear transformations:
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Qi=X; W/ d" = d°/h
Ki=X; WK W@ WK wY e R&=" (1)
Vi=X; WY Qi, K, V; € R
where W, WX and W) are learnable weight matrices. These transforma-
tions reduce dimensionality to d", determined by the token dimensions d® and

the number of heads h in the model. Next, a modified masked self-attention

mechanism is applied:

KT
MSA(Qi, Ki, Vi) = ReLU <softmax (QZA + MZ> + Mf) Vv (2)
vy

where the masking matrix M; ensures that missing features do not influence

the latent representation ;. The elements of M; are defined as follows:

0 -co ... O 0
. 0 -co ... O 0
i —oo if X7 is missing
M = M= | i o (3)
0 otherwise
0 -co ... O 0
0 -co ... O 0

This operation effectively zeroes out weights associated with missing features
after applying softmazr and ReLU. Each modality-specific encoder F; gener-
ates a latent representation r;, of dimensions | X;| x d°, where | X;| represents
the number of tokens in the modality, e.g., the number of features in the :—th
modality. These latent representations are then concatenated to form a joint
representation r,, composed only of available information, with null vec-
tors representing missing features. This multimodal representation is passed

to the shared encoder Fj,, which computes its own query, key, and value
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matrices, denoted as Q.n, K, and Vi, as follows:

Qu=ra WS WELWE WY € R
Ksh = Tsh* WSIZ Qsha sh» sh S RZ X (4>
Vh T'sh - W

where Wsh, WE and W) are weights matrices learned during training. As
with the modality-specific encoders, dimensionality is reduced to dj;, through
linear transformations.

A similar modified masked self-attention mechanism is then applied:

sn KD
MSA(Qshy KSh? ‘/sh) = ReLU <softmax (Q}—\/ﬂ + Msh) + Mg];) ‘/sh (5>
where the masking matrix Mg, ensures that missing modalities do not impact
the final shared representation. This matrix operates in the same manner as

M;, zeroing out weights associated with missing modalities. The elements of

the masking matrix are defined as follows:

0 -0 0 0

. 0 -o0 0 0
i —oo if rJ, is missing
0 otherwise

0 -0 .. 0 0

0 -0 .. 0 0

My, sums the —oo values to weights that need to be ignored, effectively
zeroing them after applying the softmax and ReLU operations.

Finally, the joint representation is passed through a fully connected layer,
which predicts the output y. The training process minimizes prediction error,
updating the weights of both the modality-specific encoders (E;) and the
shared encoder (Fsh) via end-to-end backpropagation.
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This architecture qualifies MARIA as an intermediate fusion model, per-
forming fusion at the latent representation level. By dynamically optimizing
all encoders, MARIA balances the contributions of different modalities and
adapts to maximize their utility during training and inference. The use of
a masked multi-head attention mechanism ensures the model focuses adap-
tively on informative parts of the input, ignoring missing data. This approach
allows each modality to contribute based on its completeness, resulting in ac-

curate and reliable multimodal representations.

3.2. Regularization Technique for Missing Data

To enhance the model’s generalizability under incomplete input condi-
tions, we employ regularization strategies during training that improve its
resilience to varying degrees of data incompleteness. These strategies ensure
that even when some modalities or features are unavailable, the model can
still generate accurate and meaningful outputs [7, 9]. During training, we
simulate a relaxed missing data setting where each modality or feature is
treated as potentially missing, while maintaining at least one available data
point per patient. This approach allows the model to learn how to handle
different levels of missingness effectively, making it particularly well-suited
to the variability typically found in clinical datasets. By encouraging the
model to extract meaningful representations from each available modality,
these masking strategies promote robustness against incomplete information

during both training and inference.

Modality Dropout. During training, the model uses a stochastic masking

procedure to simulate incomplete data scenarios. Given a sample X =
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{Xi,...,X,}, where n represents the number of modalities, let v,, < n
denote the number of non-missing modalities in the sample (where v, = n
for fully populated data or v, < n for partially missing data). A binary
decision variable determines whether masking will be applied to the sample
X. If the sample is selected for masking, a random count ¢,, of modalities
to mask is chosen uniformly from the set {1,2,... v, — 1}, ensuring that
at least one modality remains unmasked. Finally, ¢,, non-missing modalities
are randomly selected, and their values are set to missing, producing the

augmented sample.

Feature Dropout. Similarly, when a tabular modality X; is set as present, a
similar stochastic masking procedure is applied at the feature level. A binary
decision variable determines whether masking will be applied to the features
of the modality X;. If masking is applied, a random count ¢; of features
to mask is chosen uniformly from the set {1,2,...,v; — 1}, where v; is the
number of non-missing features of the modality X;. This ensures that at least
one feature remains unmasked. Finally, ¢; non-missing features within X; are

randomly chosen and set to missing, resulting in the augmented modality.

4. Experimental Configuration

In this section, we first describe the datasets used in the experiments and
the preprocessing applied (Section 4.1). We then outline the combinations
of models and imputers employed as competitors (Section 4.2). Finally, we

present the metrics used for evaluation (Section 4.5).
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4.1. Data

We evaluated MARIA and its competitor models on two publicly available
datasets across eight diagnostic and prognostic tasks (details in Table 1).
These datasets represent real-world scenarios where patient data is often
incomplete, highlighting the need for methods that are resilient to missing
information.

The first dataset was obtained from the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimag-
ing Initiative (ADNI) database (adni.loni.usc.edu) [12]. The ADNI was
launched in 2003 as a public-private partnership, led by Principal Inves-
tigator Michael W. Weiner, MD. The primary goal of ADNI has been to
test whether serial magnetic resonance imaging, positron emission tomogra-
phy, other biological markers, and clinical and neuropsychological assessment
can be combined to measure the progression of mild cognitive impairment
(MCI) and early Alzheimer’s disease (AD), with respect to the Cognitively
Normal (CN) group. For our study, we used four baseline data modalities:
Assessment (cognitive and neuropsychological scores), Biospecimen (CSF,
ApoE genotyping, and lab data), Image analysis (MRI and PET neuroimag-
ing biomarkers), and Subject Characteristics (family history, demographics).
We analyzed data from ADNI 1, GO, 2, and 3 phases. Diagnostic tasks
included binary classification (CN vs. AD) and ternary classification (CN
vs. AD vs. MCI), reflecting real clinical differentiation scenarios. Addi-
tionally, prognostic tasks aimed to predict whether treatment intervention
might be necessary at specific future points (12, 24, 36, and 48 months post-
recruitment). These tasks classified patients into CN, MCI, and Dementia

categories. Table 1 provides details on patient distributions for both baseline
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. Modalities Info
Dataset Task # of samples Class distribution
(% of missing features and modalities)
Assessment: 37 (f: 35% - m: 0%)
Diagnosis Biospecimen: 47 (f: 57% - m: 5%)
953 CN: 542 AD: 411
Binary Image Analysis: 14 (f: 38% - m: 1%)
Subject Characteristics: 17 (f: 37% - m: 0%)
Assessment: 37 (f: 32% - m: 0%)
Diagnosis 2066 CN: 542 EMCI: 423 Biospecimen: 47 (f: 56% - m: 7%)
Multiclass LMCI: 690 AD: 411 Tmage Analysis: 14 (f: 36% - m: 1%)
Subject Characteristics: 17 (f: 38% - m: 0%)
Assessment: 126 (f: 33% - m: 0%)
Prognosis CN: 427 Biospecimen: 51 (f: 47% - m: 0%)
1340 Dementia: 116 :
12 months MCI: 797 Image Analysis: 18 (f: 27% - m: 0%)
Subject Characteristics: 21 (f: 29% - m: 0%)
ADNI [12]
Assessment: 126 (f: 34% - m: 0%)
Prognosis CN: 428 . Biospecimen: 51 (f: 46% - m: 0%)
1159 Dementia: 196
24 months MCI: 535 Image Analysis: 18 (f: 27% - m: 0%)
Subject Characteristics: 21 (f: 28% - m: 0%)
Assessment: 126 (f: 27% - m: 0%)
Prognosis CN: 239 . Biospecimen: 51 (f: 37% - m: 0%)
856 Dementia: 197
36 months MCI: 420 Image Analysis: 18 (f: 27% - m: 0%)
Subject Characteristics: 21 (f: 23% - m: 0%)
Assessment: 126 (f: 36% - m: 0%)
Prognosis CN: 269 . Biospecimen: 51 (f: 47% - m: 0%)
693 Dementia: 144
48 months MCI: 280 Image Analysis: 18 (f: 28% - m: 0%)
Subject Characteristics: 21 (f: 30% - m: 0%)
Mild/Severe 1585 Mild: 839 Severe: 746 Blood Analysis: 14 (f: 31% - m: 1%)
Clinical History: 13 (f: 24% - m: 9%)
ATforCOVID [13]
Death 1585 Censored: 1336 Uncensored: 249 Personal Info: 2 (f: 0% - m: 0%)
Admission State: 5 (f: 8% - m: 0%)

Table 1: Datasets’ details consisting of: dataset name and reference, the task name, the
number of samples, the classes’ distribution, and the different tabular modalities, with the
corresponding number of features and the respective rates of original missing features (f)

and modalities (m).

and follow-up classifications.
The second dataset, AlforCOVID [13], contains clinical data from six
Italian hospitals, collected during the first wave of the COVID-19 pandemic

(March—June 2020). Data was recorded at the time of hospitalization of
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symptomatic patients and subsequently anonymized and reviewed. All pa-
tients tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 via RT-PCR, with 5% confirmed only
after a second test. Each patient was classified as either mild (discharged or
hospitalized without ventilatory support) or severe (requiring non-invasive
ventilation, ICU care, or deceased). Additionally, we evaluated the proposed
approach on a death prediction task, classifying patients as either censored
(alive) or uncensored (deceased).

MARIA’s performance across diverse medical tasks provides valuable in-
sights into its resilience and adaptability in real-world healthcare scenarios.
By leveraging the ADNI and AlforCOVID datasets, we demonstrate the
model’s ability to handle challenges such as missing modalities and hetero-
geneous data distributions.

These experiments emphasize the importance of multimodal fusion tech-
niques that are not only robust to missing data but also capable of learning
from complex, interrelated medical datasets. Such advancements provide the
foundation for more resilient and flexible DL models in healthcare, ultimately
supporting clinicians in making better-informed decisions under real-world

constraints.

4.2. Competitors

We conduct an extensive comparison of our methodology against early,
late, and intermediate fusion approaches that use missing data imputation
as a preprocessing step before model training. Additionally, we benchmark
against tree-based models that manage missing values using the Missing In
Attributes (MIA) strategy. We choose not to include generative approaches,

as these are primarily developed for imaging modalities rather than tabu-
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lar data, and they introduce additional complexity and randomness, which
can hinder reproducibility. Instead, we focus on interpretable, efficient ap-
proaches widely adopted in clinical settings, where model simplicity and re-
liability are crucial. Our analysis includes a total of 10 distinct competi-
tor models, each combined with the k-Nearest Neighbors (kNN) imputation
technique using default parameters, as this method outperformed other im-
putation strategies in prior studies [5, 7, 14].

Table 2 provides an overview of the competitors. The first column catego-
rizes models as ML or DL approaches, the second specifies the base learners,
the subsequent columns indicate the techniques used for handling missing
data, and the final columns describe the fusion strategies employed. This
results in 32 competitor configurations, each marked by an “x” in the re-
spective columns.

To thoroughly evaluate the performance of our proposed methodology, we
designed experiments comparing it against a diverse set of baseline models.
These experiments involve both ML models, which may rely on imputation or
employ the MIA strategy, and DL models paired with imputation techniques.

The ML models include AdaBoost, Decision Trees, HistGradientBoost,
Random Forests, Support Vector Machines (SVM), and XGBoost. AdaBoost [15]
is a cascading ensemble model that prioritizes hard-to-classify instances, of-
fering robustness across diverse datasets. Decision Trees [16] are highly inter-
pretable models that visually represent decision-making processes, providing
insights into complex data relationships. HistGradientBoost [14] offers an
efficient variation of gradient boosting, optimized for handling large datasets

with improved speed and memory usage. Random Forests [17] is an ensemble
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Imputer Multimodal Strategies
Type Model With | Without || Early | Intermediate | Late
AdaBoost X X X
Decision Tree X X X X
Q o0
'.g E HistGradientBoost X X X X
c =
© g Random Forest X X X X
=E
SVM X X X
XGBoost X X X X
MLP X X X X
o0
a .S TabNet X X X X
g
A 3 TabTransformer X X X X
=
FTTransformer X X X X

Table 2: Combinations of models, missing techniques and fusion strategies used as com-

43 k2

petitors, represented by an “x”, in the experiments.

of decision trees known for robustness against overfitting and enhanced relia-
bility. SVM [18], equipped with an RBF kernel, is included for its versatility
in handling non-linear data separations, providing a contrast to tree-based
models. XGBoost [19], an advanced boosting model, employs a gradient de-
scent procedure to minimize loss and is highly effective for tabular datasets.

Additionally, we evaluate DL models paired with imputation methods.
These approaches include Multilayer Perceptron (MLP), TabNet, TabTrans-
former, and FTTransformer. MLP [20] is a foundational DL model that

captures complex relationships between features, offering a baseline for com-
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parison. TabNet [21] leverages self-attention to dynamically select features,
improving interpretability and decision-making. TabTransformer [22] uses
transformer-based self-attention mechanisms to embed categorical features
and capture complex inter-feature relationships. FTTransformer [23| fur-
ther explores transformers’ potential, using distinct embedding strategies for
numerical and categorical features.

The selected DL models were evaluated using both early and late fusion
approaches. In addition, we developed intermediate fusion variations of these
models, where the respective architectures were employed for both modality-
specific encoders and shared encoder settings. These intermediate fusion
configurations assess the models’ ability to concurrently handle multiple in-
put types, leveraging the shared encoder to effectively combine information
from various modalities.

These experiments were designed to comprehensively assess the strengths
and limitations of each competitor model across various settings. Our com-
parisons aim to benchmark the performance of our intermediate fusion method-
ology against both traditional ML approaches and advanced DL competitors.
By exploring a wide range of techniques, we highlight the effectiveness of our
approach in handling incomplete and heterogeneous multimodal healthcare

data.

4.83. Preprocessing

For each dataset, we normalize the numerical features using a Min-Max
scaler and apply one-hot encoding to the categorical features before feeding
them into the models. However, for models such as MARIA, NAIM, HistGra-
dientBoost, TabNet, TabTransformer, FTTransformer, and XGBoost, one-
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hot encoding is not applied, as their implementations can directly handle
categorical features. The preprocessing steps are calibrated using the train-

ing data and then applied to the validation and testing sets.

4.4. Missingness Evaluation

Our experiments center on generating Missing Completely At Random
(MCAR) values artificially as it represents the broadest class of missing data
type without the introduction of any bias. Our goal is to test our model under
diverse missing data conditions by introducing missing values and modalities
at various rates, denoted as p, across both the training and testing sets.
Specifically, we generate separate missing rates for the training and test sets,
set to 0%, 5%, 10%, 30%, 50%, and 75%. No additional missing values were
introduced if the generated rate was lower than the dataset’s pre-existing level
of missingness, resulting in a variable number of experiments per dataset.

Moreover, we performed two types of experiments to evaluate our model

under different missingness scenarios:

e Missing Modalities: where entire modalities for each patient within
the dataset are masked, simulating scenarios where certain data sources

were absent.

e All Missing: where a certain percentage of individual elements across
the entire dataset are masked, thereby affecting all modalities simulta-

neously and eventually obtaining both missing features and modalities.

This approach allows us to explore a wide range of data completeness
scenarios, starting from the dataset’s original missing rate ({2) to extreme

cases where up to 75% of features or modalities are missing. Given a target
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missing rate p, the total number of samples /N in the dataset, and the number
of elements per sample (either the number of features |X;| or the number
of modalities n), the total number of values to be masked is calculated as
N -|X;|-por N -n-p, respectively. This calculation also takes into account
any pre-existing missing entries m; for each sample j, representing either the
number of missing features or missing modalities. Thus, the adjusted number
of values to be masked was computed as N-|X;[-p—>_;m; or N-n-p—3 " m;.
We then generated a random masking matrix of dimensions N x |.X;| or N xn
to reflect the structure of the dataset, ensuring that at least one value in any
fully masked row or column was replaced to avoid complete data loss in a
specific dimension. As a result, the samples and features exhibited varying

degrees of missingness, all conforming to the MCAR framework.

4.5. FEvaluation Metrics

To evaluate the models, each dataset is divided into five stratified cross-
validation splits, ensuring the original class distribution is preserved. Within
each fold, 20% of the training samples is reserved for validation. The per-
formance of each experiment is assessed by averaging the values of the Area
Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic Curve (AUC) or the Matthews
Correlation Coefficient (MCC) computed across the cross-validation folds.

The AUC is a widely used metric for evaluating classification tasks, as
it measures the model’s ability to distinguish between positive and nega-
tive instances across all possible thresholds. This makes it a comprehensive
indicator of performance, especially for tasks with balanced or slightly imbal-
anced class distributions. We employed the AUC for tasks such as the ADNI

diagnostic and AlforCOVID prognostic evaluations, where the class distri-
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butions were relatively balanced. The AUC effectively captures the trade-off
between true positive and false positive rates, providing a robust measure of
classifier performance.

For highly imbalanced datasets, the AUC may not reliably reflect model
performance, as it can be disproportionately influenced by the majority class.
In such cases, we use the MCC, which accounts for all four categories of the
confusion matrix (true positives, false positives, true negatives, and false neg-
atives). The MCC provides a more balanced view, making it particularly suit-
able for scenarios with significantly unbalanced positive and negative classes.
We employ the MCC for tasks such as the ADNI prognostic evaluations and
the AIforCOVID death prediction task, where class imbalance is pronounced.

4.6. Fusion Analysis

As an additional analysis of our proposed approach, we also compared
MARIA with NAIM [7], our unimodal baseline model, which serves as the
foundation for our intermediate fusion methodology. This comparison il-
lustrates the progression from unimodal analysis to the more sophisticated
fusion mechanism that supports our proposed methodology. By conducting
this comparative analysis, we provide deeper insights into how our approach
builds on and improves upon the unimodal baseline, emphasizing the advan-
tages and advancements made through the intermediate fusion technique.

Specifically, we evaluated our approach against the NAIM model under
both early and late fusion configurations, which are representative of different
strategies for leveraging multimodal information. In the early fusion scenario,
we concatenated the features from all modalities before inputting them into

the model, effectively treating all available information as a unified input
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space. This allowed us to explore the interactions between different modal-
ities at an early stage of the modeling process. In the late fusion scenario,
we train separate models for each modality, subsequently combining their
predictions by averaging the corresponding decision profiles. This approach
enables each modality to be independently modeled, allowing the strengths of
each individual modality to contribute to the final decision in an aggregated
manner.

The results of this extended comparison help demonstrate the value of
our proposed fusion strategies and their ability to extract meaningful in-
sights from multimodal data. By examining the performance differences be-
tween early and late fusion configurations, we better understand the unique
strengths of each strategy and how our intermediate fusion approach effec-
tively balances them. This balance allows MARIA to extract meaningful
insights from multimodal data, achieving optimal performance by leveraging

both modality-specific information and cross-modal interactions.

5. Results

As described in the previous section, we compare MARIA with 32 leading
competitor models across both ML and DL approaches for tabular data. We
evaluated performance under two distinct experimental configurations: miss-
ing modalities and all missing. Each configuration involved 36 combinations
of missing value percentages in the training and testing sets across 8 tasks,
resulting in a total of 18432 experiments (2304 per task). However, due to
the pre-existing missing rates in the datasets, the final results were derived

from 12192 experiments across all tasks.
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To analyze the results, we grouped the competitors into categories for
clearer comparisons and visualized the average performance achieved during
five-fold cross-validation. The results are presented in eight separate plots
(Figures 3, 4, 5, 6), each corresponding to a specific task. Each task-specific
plot includes charts, one for each level of missing data in the training set,
separately showing performance metrics (y-axis) as the missing rate in the
testing set increased (x-axis). Note that the number of charts and points
along the x-axis may vary due to the initial missing rates (£2). These charts
allow for a detailed comparison of MARIA against different groups of com-
petitors, specifically ML (Figures 3 and 4) and DL models (Figures 5 and
6).

5.1. MARIA vs. ML

As an initial analysis, we compared MARIA with traditional ML ap-
proaches, as depicted in Figures 3 and 4. These figures present the average
performance of the models under investigation, categorized by their use of
either an imputer or the MIA strategy (without an imputer) and further
grouped into early and late fusion approaches. Notably, MARIA consis-
tently demonstrates superior average performance across all levels of missing
data in both the training and testing phases, maintaining its advantage even
under ideal conditions where no additional missing data is introduced.

This consistent superiority highlights not only MARIA’s distinct advan-
tages over traditional ML models but also underscores the largely unexplored
potential of DL methods in addressing incomplete data. Moreover, the per-
formance gap between MARIA and its competitors widens as the missing

data rate during training increases, whether in the “missing modalities” or
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Figure 3: MARIA vs. ML in the “missing modalities” scenario. Each plot, one for each

task, reports different charts, one for each of the missing rates in the training set, showing

how the performance (y-axis) changes as the missing rate in the test set increases.

“all missing” configurations. This trend suggests that MARIA is particularly

resilient to varying missing data scenarios. We attribute the improved per-

formance of MARIA to its robust regularization techniques, which enable the

model to effectively learn how to handle diverse missing rates during training.

Additionally, an analysis of Figure 4 reveals that early fusion approaches

generally outperform late fusion ones.

This finding underscores the limi-

tations of late fusion in capturing intercorrelations between features from
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different modalities. Indeed, while late fusion can be compared to an en-

semble of many experts, each specialized in a single modality and making

independent predictions without communicating with each other, early fu-

sion has a comprehensive view of the patient’s information, similar to how a

physician integrates all available data about a patient, allowing it to achieve

superior performance as a result.
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DL in the “missing modalities” scenario. Each plot, one for each
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how the performance (y-axis) changes as the missing rate in the test set increases.

5.2 MARIA vs. DL

We also compared MARIA to leading competitors from the DL domain,

specifically designed to analyze tabular data. In Figures 5 and 6, we reported

the average performance of these models when paired with an imputer and

grouped into early and late fusion approaches. Additionally, since no exist-

ing multimodal approaches are tailored for tabular data, we compared our

method to intermediate fusion versions based on these models, as described in

31



ADNI Diagnosis Binary ADNI Diagnosis Multiclass ADNI Prognosis 12m ADNI Prognosis 24m

AUC AUC MCC MCC
W= 91 66 2
75% % | 75% \ 5% \
i oy B nl—
100 ;=§ 91 66 72
50% 50% K 50% \ 50% \
—_— ] _
7 61 wl 2
100 o1 66 2]
— —
Q | e 3 o T | e - =
— T
79 64 wl P e —
Q 50% 75% 0 50% 5% 1] 50% 5% 1t} 50% 5%
ADNI Prognosis 36m ADNI Prognosis 48m AlforCOVID Death AlforCOVID Prognosis
MCC MCC MCC AUC

G4 69 35 83

75% —Q\ \ 75% \ 75% x
% | T ———

_—
DY I B ——— | —— 53

o a TS S S — » 5

50% —\ 69 50% \ 50% §
I I e R\ e

2 \ -1 53

50%

64 35 83
—_—
30% § 2 30% k o %

_
20 69 \ R s —| 3
o R . <
A\ o \
Q —\ Q Q \
_ _— T
—— )
20 24 -1 53
Q 30% 50% 75% Q 50% 75% Q 30% 50% 5% Q 30% 50% 5%
——— MARIA = BEarly DL ~— Intermediate DL ~—— Late DL

Figure 6: MARIA vs. DL in the “all missing” scenario. Each plot, one for each task,
reports different charts, one for each of the missing rates in the training set, showing how

the performance (y-axis) changes as the missing rate in the test set increases.

section 4.2. Once again, MARIA demonstrated superior performance across
all levels of missing data in both experimental configurations. Similar to
the observations made in comparisons with MIL-based approaches, the per-
formance gap between MARIA and its competitors widened as the missing
rate in the training set increased. However, unlike previous experiments,
early and late fusion approaches exhibited comparable performance, indicat-

ing that both methodologies possess similar robustness to missing data. This
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outcome highlights the capacity of DL techniques to derive meaningful and
informative representations from data, even in incomplete scenarios.

In contrast, the intermediate fusion approaches struggled to match the
performance of other methods, consistently failing to perform as well as early
fusion models. This suggests that intermediate fusion learning is unlikely to
outperform its corresponding early and late fusion configurations when all

modalities are tabular, particularly in scenarios with high missing rates.

5.8. MARIA vs. NAIM

As a final analysis, we compared the proposed intermediate fusion ap-
proach with its respective early and late fusion counterparts, all based on
the NAIM model [7]. As in the previous analyses, we used the same evalua-
tion framework to compare the different approaches (Figures 7 and 8).

Interestingly, and as previously noted but now more pronounced, the in-
termediate fusion approach struggles to consistently outperform the early fu-
sion approach, particularly in the context of tabular data. This suggests that
early fusion may offer specific advantages when handling highly structured
tabular datasets, where the model benefits from a unified representation of
all input features from the beginning. In such contexts, the expected benefits
of intermediate fusion appear less significant, potentially due to the inher-
ent heterogeneity of tabular features, which may not require the additional
representational flexibility provided by intermediate fusion.

By contrast, the late fusion approach, especially in the "all missing"
configuration, rarely achieves performance comparable to the other two ap-

proaches. This limitation highlights the challenges faced by late fusion in
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capturing intercorrelations between features from different modalities, par-

ticularly when data completeness is severely compromised.

Overall, these results underscore the trade-offs between fusion strategies,

suggesting that the choice between early, intermediate, and late fusion should

be guided by the specific characteristics of the data modalities. For struc-

tured tabular data, early fusion seems to provide an optimal balance be-

tween simplicity and performance. By contrast, intermediate and late fusion
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approaches may be more beneficial in scenarios involving heterogeneous or

unstructured data sources.

In Appendix A, we present detailed tables for both types of experiments,

showing the average performance in terms of AUC and MCC computed across

the respective tasks under consideration. The tables include results at differ-

ent percentages of missing values (reported in the columns). The first rows

indicate the percentage of missing values used during training and testing,
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while the subsequent rows report the performance for each combination of
fusion strategy, model, and missing data handling technique. To facilitate
readability, we highlighted in bold the best performance for each combination
of missing rates.

As presented in Table A.3, which summarizes the results for the “miss-
ing modalities” setting, the first table shows the average AUC scores for
the ADNI diagnosis and AlforCOVID prognosis tasks. In this context,
MARIA outperforms its competitors in 69.4% of cases (25 out of 36). Sim-
ilarly, the second table reports the average MCC scores for the ADNI prog-
nosis and AlforCOVID death tasks, where MARIA achieves superior perfor-
mance in 61.1% of cases (22 out of 36).

In contrast, Table A.4, which details the results for the “all missing” set-
ting, indicates that MARIA exhibits stronger performance in fewer instances:
37.5% (6 out of 16) for tasks evaluated using AUC (first table) and 12.5%
(2 out of 16) for tasks assessed with MCC (second table). This difference
is likely due to the "all missing" setting generally involving less severe in-
formation loss compared to the "missing modalities" setting. These findings
suggest that the advantages of MARIA are particularly pronounced in sce-
narios characterized by significant modality loss.

These analyses demonstrate the robustness of the MARIA model, par-
ticularly under conditions with high missing rates, a common challenge in
medical applications where patient data are often incomplete or inconsis-
tently available. By effectively leveraging only the available information, the
MARIA model enhances diagnostic accuracy and decision support in health-

care, ultimately leading to improved patient outcomes. Across a wide range
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of experimental configurations and degrees of missingness, the model con-
sistently outperforms competing approaches, including both traditional ML

and DL models.

6. Conclusions and Discussion

In this study, we introduced MARIA, a novel transformer-based model
designed to tackle the challenges of incomplete multimodal data, especially
in healthcare. MARIA employs an intermediate fusion strategy, integrating
data from multiple incomplete modalities through a masked self-attention
mechanism that selectively focuses on available information while ignoring
missing parts. This approach not only avoids the disadvantages of synthetic
imputation but also ensures a robust predictive performance even in the pres-
ence of severe data missingness. The results show that MARIA is effective
across multiple diagnostic and prognostic tasks, consistently outperforming
traditional ML and DL models by adapting to various missing data scenarios
during both training and inference.

Despite these promising results, some limitations need to be addressed.
One of the key challenges of MARIA lies in its computational complexity.
Although the model eliminates the need for imputers, the use of masked at-
tention mechanisms and the intermediate fusion strategy requires substantial
computational resources, which may limit its scalability in low-resource en-
vironments or when applied to extremely large datasets. To mitigate this,
future work will focus on enhancing MARIA’s scalability and efficiency, po-
tentially by incorporating more lightweight attention mechanisms or by de-

veloping hybrid techniques that blend intermediate fusion with other fusion
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strategies in a computationally feasible manner.

Furthermore, while MARIA’s design is effective for tabular data, its gen-
eralization to other types of multimodal inputs, such as imaging or textual
data, has not been fully explored. To address this, future research will aim
to expand MARIA’s applicability to other forms of multimodal data, includ-
ing medical images and clinical notes, which would ensure broader usability

across diverse healthcare datasets.
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AUC Train missing percentage: 2 | Train missing percentage: 30% | Train missing percentage: 50% | Train missing percentage: 7%

Test missing percentage: Test missing percentagy Test missing percentage: Test missing percentage:

Fusion Strategy Model Imputer | ©  30% 50% 7% | @  30% S0%  75% Q% 0% 5% Q%% 0% 7%
AdaBoost with 8380 7753 8218 7504 | 7665 7610 7336 6580 | 8444 7821 8180 7500 | 8166 7282 007  76.00

with 7640 6540 7430 6749 | 6510 6563 60.00 5839 | 7489 6244 7313 6749 | 6893 5840 6847 6515

DecisionTree

without | 7833 G465 7527 65.65 | 66.07 G674 6449 5537 | 7677 6203 7563 6768 | 7145 59.06 70.62 6075

FTTransformer with $7.10 7970 8550 8029 | 7919 7876 7488 69.07 | 8634 7720 8449 7937 | 8352 TI44 8079 76.96

with 8805 7835 S640 8006 | 7934 7884 T5A4 6979 | 8790 77.65 8573 7981

7423 8366 7890
HistGradient Boost
without | 80.90 8050 8727 7882 | SLG67 8050 7520  67.26 | 8093 8070 8807 8205 |89.10 7851 B87.56 8262

MLP with 85.08 7544 8314 77.86 7299  73.90 7112 65.51 83.94 7207 82.60 77.55 8280 7224 8088 76.93
Farly ooy T | SST5 M6 S605 SLSL | 5097 SO61 TLAT 030 | SI3 TSSL S35 8L | B85 520 w781
without 9078 82.27 89.22 83.63 | 82.96 82.35 78.85 72.10 90.17 81.20 89.04 84.85 88.09 T78.87 87.12 83.94
SVM with 8643 7579 84.62 79.75 7649  75.93 7247 65.13 86.66 7499 8451 79.54 85.57 7434  83.10 78.37
TABTransformer _ with | 84577351 53037786 | 235 7223 6982 6122 | si2i 7S AT | sd3 TLU 8051 7568
TabNet with 8511 7586 8411 T8.72 76.03  75.67 7413 68.04 8493 75.74 7778 80.52  68.61 79.22 73.15
with 88.00 7830 86.12 79.19 7865 78.14 73.92 68.52 87.15 76.14 78.99 8442 7101 8286 78.53
XGBoost
without | 900.07 7041 8655 7730 | 8016 1904 7504 6330 | 8022 78T 8783 8261 | 8680 TAd2 5676 84.16
FTTransformer with 76.82  69.54 T4.18  69.98 7240 70.00  65.30 60.30 6847 6418 66.80 64.03 50.00  50.00  50.00 50.00
MLP with 86.61 7894 8496 8116 80.63 79.60 75.42 69.67 8258 67.02 81.44 78.70 7561 50.00 7561 73.68
Intermediate MARIA without 90.80 80.60 87.81 82.75 8231 81.29 74.02 65.10 90.24 80.06 87.80 82,13 88.21 7430 8558 81.07
TABTransformer with 8532 7591 83.66 79.54 73.95 7288 69.73 63.43 83.90 7393 8222 78.21 8146 67.70  79.43 76.11
TabNet with 75.58  69.67 T73.57 70.89 | 69.88 68.47 64.16 59.89 7329 6337 7214 70.10 6717  62.60 67.72 63.89
AdaBoost with | 8394 7832 SL7T3 760 | 7761 7739 7340 6779 | 8350 7631 SLO0 75l | SLS6 T334 s038 Ti
DecisionTree with 7736 66.37 7527 7016 | 67.78 6727 64.59 76.02 6582 7434 70.11 7244 60.31 7109 67.16
without 8318 70.14 7975 69.13 7152 70.37  65.09 59.79 80.85 6842 7847 7718 65.68 7543 73.72
FTTransformer with 87.78 79.09 8587 81.40 80.98 80.06 76.09 7117 86.64 7637 84.79 80.89 73.03  83.96 80.11
. with 8329  73.04 7 75.24 7352 T73.26 6943 64.36 8230 7183 80.34 75.68 69.54 75.05
HistGradientBoost without 8466  73.00 80.95 73.02 7427 73.65 66.82 62.13 8425 7365 S8LTL 74.83 7105 79.93 75.12
MLP with 8713 7912 8509 81.02 81.01  80.29 76.56 71.65 86.76 7890 84.89 81.23 8531 7710 83.98 80.23
Late with 8492 TLT9 8280 78.52 73.02 7186 68.06 63.66 8412 70.63 82,52 8.76 8198 65.26 80.92 78.38
RandomForest without 88.70 77.01 86.52 80.82 79.62 7878 7439 69.19 8879 7940 87.22 8278 86.87  76.65 85.64 83.03
SVM with 88.13 7898 8620 81.69 8033 79.16  76.01 70.70 87.82 78908 8596 82.00 86.78 7821 8544 81.93
TABTramsformer _ with | 8546 7505 $325 7044 | 7769 7003 7283 6732 | %503 757 820 07 090 809 T
TabNet with 87.12 7808 8503 81.09 7846 7740  73.67 69.37 86.43 7642 84.90 80.81 7295 82.20 79.62
. with 8765 T7.55 8537 79.86 879 7832 7407 67.20 87.32 7701 8518 80.59 85.06 7299 8355 79.69
XGloust without | 80.05 5613 7676 | 5063 8026 7500 6833 | 8831 TT70 8720  SLST | 8668 7502 8597 8327
MC Train missing percentage: {2 | Train missing percentage: 30% | Train missing percentage: 50% | Train missing percentage:
Test missing percentage: | Test missing percentages Test missing percentage: Tost missing percentag
Fusion Strategy Model Imputer 1] 30% 50% 5% 1] 30% 50% 5% Q 30% 50% 5% 1] 30% 50% 75"
AdaBoost with 5479 4240 5187 46.94 4412 4411 4029 30.76 53.53 4520  50.99 1247 5108 4222 46.91 37.64
with 4780 3864 4723 40.77 3840  36.56  36.00 3232 4348 3236 4 37.08 3369 2419 33.26 28.50

DecisionTree

without | 50.50 4120 4322 2899 | 4148 39.92 3416 2007 | 4578 3701 4476 3741 | 3560 2652 3633 33.04

FTTransformer  with 5017 3805 5058 4336 | 37.30 3666 3188 2888 | 5211 3233 5000 4252 | 47.66 3032 4648 38.45

with 5861 47.79 5301 4453 | 4786 4595 4078 3208 | 5744 4668 5451 4451 | 5405 4173 50.22 4028
HistGradientBoost
without | 5742 4388 4958 2049 | 47.014 4564 4146 2276 | 5788 4428 5538 4482 | 5604 44.07 54.26 4510

MLP with 5121 3008 4872 4234 | 3602 358 3203 2620 | 4850 2866 4722 4075 | 4442 2581 4460 3696

Farly with 5470 3800 5150 4454 | 3981 30.01 3888 3220 | 5350 386 5060 4298 | 4433 2586 4449 3726
RandomForest

without | 56.06 3842 50.28 3300 | 4212 4037 3133 2058 3193 5120 4121 | 4608 2557 4529 4213

SVM with 5710 4161 5319 4417 | 4328 4126 3900 2067 | 5438 3735 5154 4202 | 5283 3405 5011 3768

TABTransformer  with 5040 4226 5037 4280 | 39.70 30.38 3266 2618 | 5057 3441 4852 4081 | 4682 92853 4449  37.3

TabNet with 4636 3030 4346 3748 | 3189 3090 2881 2153 | 4593 2030 4393 3534 | 3605 2308 3613 2707

XGBoost with 5746 4466 5351 4520 | 4622 46.28 41.62 3204 | 5668 4540 5290  45.54 | 5347 4092 5L3T 4075

without | 5814 46.00 4747 27.78 |48.00 4558 4006 1842 | 5621 4152 5483 4264 | 5335 40.86 53.05  45.43

FTTransformer  with 151 378 095 051 106 0.34 0.36 000 000 000 0.00 000 000 000 0.00

MLP with 1913 3021 49.06  43.20 3027 2974 2554 | 4906 2098 4734 4056 | 4452 2683 4310 3752

Intermediate  MARIA without | 59.95 47.06 53.88  42.60 4440 3809 2597 |59.57 48.00 55.39 4096 | 5642 4122 5240 4227

TABTransformer  with 1081 3261 4840 4215 3199 3117 2242 | 4744 3133 4546 3893 | 4122 2466 3051 3537

TabNet with 396 572 385 151 | 090 222 112 L13 168 310 334 110 L8 251 165 3.08

AdaBoost with 4642 3037 4547 4185 | 3114 3032 2816 2578 | 4578 3232 4454 3801 | 3739 56 3758 3285

with 30106 2781 2708 2115 | 2841 27.06 2240 1646 | 27.99 2508 2578 2066 | 1889 1721 1061 1624

DecisontTree without | 38.30 3536 3103 2185 | 3426 3320 2521 1656 | 3385 3232 3172 2183 | 2322 2032 2393 2337

FTTransformer  with 2040 4595 3791 | 2013 2013 2719 1910 | 4732 2852 4435 3538 [ 4320 2742 4110 3314

HistGradientBoost " 3513 2253 3212 2685 | 2570 2632 2232 1338 [ 3517 2709 3050 2235 | 3055 1008 2695 2200

without | 3864 27.10 2057 1651 | 30.44 2462 1854 088 | 37.66 2800 3578  25.60 | 3254 2540 33 2531

MLP with 13.73 14231 3672 | 2624 2624 2408 2106 | 4305 2542 4141 3373 | 4070 2428 3885 3208

Late with 1304 3286 4100 3313 | 3382 3307 2092 1900 | 4199 3020 3908 3088 | 3438 2208 3081 2497

RandomForest

without | 5115 3832 4481 2388 | 4110 39.10 2809 027 | 4843 3386 4440  30.03 | 4088 2674 3077 3601
SVM with 1609 27.90 4458  35.87 | 2780 2790 2628 1745 | 4515 2770 4331 3360 | 4264 2628 3993 3109
TABTransformer  with 1225 2560 4067 3587 | 2524 2540 2404 1902 | 4001 2242 3777 3107 | 3742 2332 3580 3019
TabNet with 3052 2330 39.00 3232 | 2350 2438 2282 1808 | 37.61 19.68 3640 2002 | 3143 1800 2039 2457

with 44.84 4274 3798 | 3074 2078 2476 2325 [ 46.09 2940 4386 3362 | 4239 2590 4064 3360

XGBoost
without | 4682 30.00 37.91 2043 | 30.09 2789 2201 1045 | 4755 2877 4578 3315 | 4414 2060 4339 3715

Table A.4: Average AUC and MCC performance of the experiments across the respective
tasks in the “all missing” setting. To facilitate the analysis we highlighted the best perfor-

mance in each column in bold.
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