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Abstract

Dealing with missing data poses significant challenges in predictive analysis, of-
ten leading to biased conclusions when oversimplified assumptions about the missing
data process are made. In cases where the data are missing not at random (MNAR),
jointly modeling the data and missing data indicators is essential. Motivated by
a real data application with partially missing multivariate outcomes related to leaf
photosynthetic traits and several environmental covariates, we propose two methods
under a selection model framework for handling data with missingness in the response
variables suitable for recovering various missingness mechanisms. Both approaches
use a multivariate extension of Bayesian additive regression trees (BART) to flexi-
bly model the outcomes. The first approach simultaneously uses a probit regression
model to jointly model the missingness. In scenarios where the relationship between
the missingness and the data is more complex or non-linear, we propose a second ap-
proach using a probit BART model to characterize the missing data process, thereby
employing two BART models simultaneously. Both models also effectively handle
ignorable covariate missingness. The efficacy of both models compared to existing
missing data approaches is demonstrated through extensive simulations, in both uni-
variate and multivariate settings, and through the aforementioned application to the
leaf photosynthetic trait data.
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1 Introduction

Missing data poses a challenge in predictive data analysis, persistently undermining the
robustness and reliability of statistical modeling. This issue is exacerbated particularly
in multivariate response settings, where missingness in one response may depend on the
values of other responses which are also partially observed, and where missingness patterns
can vary across cases. In Maire et al. [2015], the authors analyzed the global Amaz data
to investigate the influence of 20 soil and 26 climate variables on 5 leaf photosynthetic
traits: light-saturated photosynthetic rate (Aarea), stomatal conductance (Gs), leaf nitro-
gen (Narea), leaf phosphorus (Parea), and specific leaf area (SLA). Despite having 46 fully
observed covariates, the data exhibit substantial missingness in the responses, with only a
small fraction of complete instances available for analysis. More specifically, out of 2368
total cases, only 217 were completely present. When confronted with partially-observed
data such as this, analysts must navigate a choice between discarding missing samples,
conducting imputations to fill in missing values for subsequent analysis, or employing tai-
lored predictive models for incomplete data. Central to this decision-making process is
the need to make reasonable assumptions about the underlying mechanisms governing the
missingness probabilities — specifically, whether the data are missing completely at random
(MCAR), missing at random (MAR), or missing not at random (MNAR) [Rubin, 1976].
Most methods for handling missing data rely on the assumptions of MCAR or MAR.
Complete case analysis, a common approach that uses only fully observed rows, often
results in significant information loss and biased results when missingness is not MCAR.
Imputation strategies, such as mean/median imputation, multiple imputation [Van Buuren,
2018], and MICE [Azur et al., 2011, Van Buuren and Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2011, Little

and Rubin, 2019], use observed data to estimate missing values under MCAR or MAR



assumptions. Methods like the Expectation-Maximization algorithm [EM; Dempster et al.,
1977] and missForest [Stekhoven and Bithlmann, 2012], a non-parametric technique using
random forests, also address mixed-type data imputation. Advanced predictive modeling
methods, such as BARTm [Kapelner and Bleich, 2015] and XGBoost [Chen and Guestrin,
2016], handle missing data in covariates without explicit imputation, although they are
limited to univariate responses. BARTm incorporates missing covariates into tree-splitting
rules, while XGBoost treats missing covariates as distinct categories during training.

Under MNAR missingness, handling missing data requires careful consideration and
often involves more complex modeling techniques, as the probability of data being missing
depends on the unobserved values themselves, i.e., the missingness is directly related to the
information that is not captured in the data. Thus, ignoring the missingness would lead
to information loss and severely biased conclusions. If obtaining more data to reduce the
level of MNAR missingness is infeasible, two of the more popular formulations of MNAR
models that can be considered are, according to Little and Rubin [2019], the selection model
[Heckman, 1976] and the pattern-mixture model [Glynn et al., 1986, Little, 1993]. These
methods are distinguished by the factorization of the joint distribution p(Y, M), where Y
is the partially-observed response variable and M is its missingness indicator.

In the pattern-mixture model, the joint distribution is factorized into p(Y,M) =
p(M)p(Y | M). The data are first stratified based on their missingness patterns, and then
the response is modeled based on the specific missingness patterns. This method is advanta-
geous for investigating differences in the response distributions across distinct missing data
patterns, and may be insightful for exploring the sensitivity of inferences to different miss-
ing mechanism assumptions [Michiels et al., 1999]. However, pattern-mixture models often

encounter under-identifiability issues, necessitating the imposition of model restrictions or



the incorporation of prior information [Little, 1993, Thijs et al., 2002, Little, 2008]. In con-
trast, the selection model factorizes the joint distribution into p(Y,M) = p(Y)p(M | Y),
modeling the response as if no data were missing, followed by modeling the missingness
probabilities given the response. This approach directly estimates parameters related to
the full population of interest and reflects the natural order of events where the response
occurs before missingness is introduced [Little, 2008].

In this paper, we focus on a novel selection model framework — outlined later in Equa-
tion (1) — to address the challenges posed by MNAR missing data in the context of
predictive data analysis with multivariate outcomes. More specifically, we present two
multivariate response predictive models arising from the selection model factorization to
analyse the global Amax data without restrictive assumptions on the missing data mecha-
nism. In both approaches, which we refer to as ‘missBART1” and ‘missBART2’, we specify
a multivariate Bayesian additive regression trees [BART; Chipman et al., 2010, Um et al.,
2023, McJames et al., 2024] model for the partially-observed responses. The key distinction
between the two models lies in their approaches to modeling the missing data mechanisms.

In missBART1, we propose a multivariate probit regression model for the missingness.
Probit regression was originally introduced in Bliss [1934]; a full Bayesian model was later
described in Albert and Chib [1993] and the multivariate extension was developed in Chib
and Greenberg [1998]. Omne benefit of the probit regression model is its parametric na-
ture, which enables the characterization of different missing data mechanisms based on
interpretable model parameters. Through prior specifications within the probit regression
model, we introduce additional flexibility by enabling the incorporation of prior beliefs
regarding the underlying missing data mechanism, as well as allowing for efficient Gibbs

sampling of the missing responses within the Bayesian framework.



In the probit regression model, the underlying latent structure is inherently linear, mak-
ing it less suitable in cases where missingness depends on other variables in a non-linear
fashion. To address this limitation, missBART2 adopts an alternative approach to mod-
eling missingness via the specification of a multivariate probit BART model. This fully
non-parametric joint model leverages BART’s ability to capture complex, non-linear rela-
tionships within both the data and missingness sub-models. Although missBART?2 lacks
the interpretable coefficients provided by the probit regression model in missBART1 and
also requires a Metropolis-Hastings step to sample missing responses, BART’s variable se-
lection feature mitigates the need for prior assumptions about the missing data mechanism.
This is particularly advantageous when limited information on the missingness mechanism
is available. While both models are designed to handle missingness in the responses, they
can also accommodate missing covariates, with the constraint that covariates are missing
under the ignorability assumption. Due to the parametric nature of probit regression, miss-
BART1 requires prior imputation on the covariates. For missBART2, the BARTm approach
for handling missing covariates can be incorporated, thus obviating the need for covariate
imputation. A schematic diagram of both joint models is included in Appendix A.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 outlines the selection
model in the context of handling multivariate missing response data. Section 3 describes the
multivariate probit regression model within the Bayesian framework. Section 4 outlines the
BART model under a multivariate framework, giving mathematical formulations and prior
specifications, followed by its probit formulation. Section 5 explains our two novel models
missBART1 and missBART?2 in detail. In Section 6, results from several simulation studies
are discussed, along with comparisons made between other methods for handling missing

data to showcase the benefits and importance of appropriately handling MNAR missing



data via joint models. Examples with missingness in the covariates are also included. In
Section 7, we describe the global Amax data in detail and show results obtained from
applying missBART1 and missBART2 to the data. The paper ends in Section 8 with

concluding statements and discussions on limitations and future work.

2 Selection Models for Non-Ignorable Missing Data

We now give a brief outline of the selection model used for modeling partially-observed data
such as the global Amax data without restrictive ignorability assumptions. We restrict the
missingness to the multivariate response variables and assume that all covariates are fully
observed, as is the case with the global Amax data. However, scenarios with ignorable
covariate missingness are discussed in Sections 5 and 6.

Given n observations and p responses, define the partially-observed responses Y as an
n X p matrix such that }7;]- = Ylgbs if M;; =1 and fﬁ-j = Y;;’”S otherwise, for i = 1,...,n,
j=1,...,p. Here, Y = {Y;;: M;; = 1} refers to the set of observed responses, Y™ =

{Y;;: M;; = 0} refers to the set of missing responses, and X denotes a fully observed set of

covariates. Under the selection model, the complete data likelihood is factorised as

p(YMIX0.9) =p(Y]X.0)xp(M|X, Y, %), 1)
data\;lodel missinglierss model

where 8 and 1 are sets of parameters in the data and missingness distributions, respectively.
This selection model framework first came to prominence in Heckman [1976].

The selection model commonly employs a ‘Heckit’ specification, where the data model is
a linear regression and the missingness model is a probit regression. For greater flexibility,
missBART1 and missBART?2 instead use multivariate BART [Um et al., 2023] for the data

model. Further details on multivariate BART are provided in Section 4. In what follows,



both models will assume that the set of observed responses Y% are fixed and known, while
the set of missing responses Y™ are to be estimated as part of the model updates.
missBART1 uses a multivariate probit regression model for the missingness model, in-
corporating efficient Gibbs sampling via parameter-expanded data augmentation [Talhouk
et al., 2012]. In contrast, missBART?2 leverages a multivariate probit BART model, al-
lowing it to capture non-linear relationships and complex interactions in the missingness
mechanism. This provides greater flexibility compared to the parametric probit regression
model in missBART1, which relies on interpretable coefficients. Both approaches enable the
recovery of MCAR, MAR, and MNAR mechanisms, addressing the challenges of real-world

missingness where assumptions about the missingness mechanism are often uncertain.

3 Bayesian Probit Regression

The multivariate probit regression model [Chib and Greenberg, 1998] generalizes the uni-
variate probit model of Albert and Chib [1993] and assumes a correlated structure be-
tween multivariate binary outcomes. Given a p-dimensional set of binary outcomes M; =
(M1, ..., M;,), the well-known data augmentation scheme from univariate probit regression

can be applied by introducing the p-dimensional latent variables M7, ..., M such that

. iid.
M; = B'Z +e, €'~ N, (0,R), (2)
0 if M <0
Mij =
1 if My > 0.

where N, denotes the p-variate normal distribution, B is an r X p matrix of regression
coefficients, Z; is the set of r predictors, and R is a p X p correlation matrix. Due to the

challenging nature of specifying a prior distribution for correlation matrices, we use the



parameter expansion strategy from Talhouk et al. [2012] to sample B and R. A conjugate

prior is assigned to B such that
BlRNMNTXp(()?\I”R)’ (3)

where MN,., (0, ¥, R) is a matrix-normal distribution with an r x p mean matrix of zeros,
r X r positive-definite matrix of dispersion hyperparameters W, and p X p positive-definite
correlation matrix R, which is in turn given the marginally uniform prior of Barnard et al.

[2000]. For more information on the sampling algorithm, see Talhouk et al. [2012].

4 Bayesian Additive Regression Trees

BART is a Bayesian sum-of-trees regression model that has earned substantial recognition
since its development due to its flexibility and robustness while making accurate probabilis-
tic predictions. Since its development, BART has been extended in various ways to handle
multivariate responses. Um et al. [2023] developed a multivariate version of BART to
handle multivariate skewed responses, McJames et al. [2024] extended the Bayesian causal
forests [BCF; Hahn et al., 2020] model to analyze multivariate response data for causal
inference, and Esser et al. [2024] proposed a method of incorporating seemingly unrelated
regression [SUR; Zellner, 1962] into the multivariate BART framework.

Given a fully observed set of responses Y; and model covariates X;, the multivariate

BART model can be formulated as
K ..
Y=Y g(XiTe, Qi)+ e, e XN, (0,071, (4)
k=1

where €2 is the p x p residual precision matrix, K is the total number of regression trees
employed in the model, 7; is the k' regression tree, and Q; contains the p-dimensional

node-specific vectors pxe = (f1ke, - - - 5 fpke)-



We calibrate the priors of the multivariate BART model by extending the calibration
techniques adopted by Chipman et al. [2010] and using the same prior specifications. The
prior for gy is assigned a p-variate normal distribution, g, ~ N, (p,, Q;l) with Q, = 7,1,
where I, is the p-dimensional identity matrix. In the univariate BART framework from
Chipman et al. [2010], the response is scaled and shifted to the range [—0.5,0.5], justifying
the setting of 1, = 0. The prior precision 7, is calibrated based on some prior probability p,
that E(Y;|X;) falls inside this rescaled interval. We calibrate p,, and 7, as per the univariate
setting. Although the prior on 2, assumes no covariance between the components of fu,,
the posterior distribution of €2, is expected to be non-diagonal when there is information
to be shared across response variables.

For Q, we assign a conjugate Wishart prior such that Q@ ~ W, (v, V). In the univariate
setting, the residual precision 7 is assigned a Ga(s, %) prior. A value for v is first chosen
based on the shape of the prior curve. Next, a rough data-based under-estimate 7 is
obtained, either via the sample precision or the estimated residual precision from a least
squares linear regression model, with the latter being our default. With the assumption
that the BART model estimates a residual precision 7 at least as large as the rough estimate
7 with prior probability p,, the hyperparameter A can be obtained from P (7 > 7) = p,
after selecting appropriate values for v and p,. The default setting for (v, p,) from Chipman
et al. [2010] is (3,0.9). Given that the Wishart distribution is a multivariate extension of
the gamma distribution, we calibrate the hyperparameters v and V by first choosing a value
for v and a vector of p probabilities p. = (pr1,...,prp) as in the univariate BART case.
The rough data-based estimates 7q,...,7, are then obtained for each univariate column of
the outcome Y. The scale matrix of the Wishart prior is then given by V. = (vA)~'L,,

where A = (A1,...,,), and each )\; is calculated as in the univariate case.



Extending the probit BART model to the multivariate framework follows a similar data-
augmentation approach as in the univariate setting; given binary outcomes Y, the latent

variables Y follow a multivariate BART model such that

K
Y, = Zg (Xi; T, Qi) + €5, € =" N, (0,R). (5)
=1

where R is constrained to be a correlation matrix, as before.

5 Joint Models for Multivariate MNAR Missing Data

We now describe our two joint models, missBART1 and missBART2, developed under the
selection model framework from Equation (1) to handle data with missing responses. While
both models assign the multivariate BART function from Equation (4) to the data model
Y | X, 0, missBART'1 assigns a multivariate probit regression model from Section 3 to the
missingness model M | X, Y, . By contrast missBART?2 assigns the probit BART model
as the missingness model instead. Of key importance in these models is that X is used as
the covariates in the BART data model, and the set (Xﬁ?) is used as the predictors in

the missingness model. Details of both models are given in the framework of multivariate

responses below. It is straightforward to reduce both models to their univariate equivalents.

5.1 missBART1

The complete data likelihood under this model is:

p(YMIX.T.QQBR)=p(Y|X,T,Q0)pM|ZBR) (6)

probit regression

TV
BART regression model missingness model

where Z = (l,X,Y). This specification accounts for MCAR, MAR, and MNAR mech-

anisms based on the dependence of detection probabilities on covariates or the response

10



itself. The matrix of coefficients B has dimensions r x p where r = 1 + p + ¢ is the total
number of columns in Z, including the intercept. Defining BY) = (Byj,...,B,;) as the gt
column of B, each element of BY represents the degree to which each predictor influences
the missingness of response j.

While the multivariate probit regression model from Talhouk et al. [2012] assumes that
W in Equation (3) is known, we propose a modification which allows for the incorporation of
prior beliefs about the missing data mechanism. We note that small values on the diagonal
of W correspond to probit regression coefficients that are close to zero, and thus have little
effect on the missingness. Since our missingness model predictors consist of X and Y, we
can tailor the prior distribution to favor MAR (coefficients associated with Y close to 7€ero)
or MNAR structures (coefficients associated with Y are not zero).

To structure this prior distribution, first we set W~ = diag(7p,, 75y 14, 7By 1), Where
1, and 1, are ¢ and p-dimensional vectors of ones, respectively. Next, we assign separate
gamma priors to Tg,,Tpy, and 7p, with shape and rate parameters (ao, fy), (ax,Bx),
and (ay,fBy). See Appendix B for the full derivation of the posterior distributions. By
carefully tuning these prior parameters, we can articulate any prior beliefs regarding the
missingness mechanisms. As a default, we set (g, 5o) = (2,1), (ax,fx) = (1 +4¢,1) and
(ay,By) = (1 +p+¢q,1). Scaling the prior mean of 75, with the number of covariates
and responses ensures that it remains larger than the prior mean of 75, , increasing the
likelihood that the model is a priori MAR. This also helps keep the values in B small as
the number of covariates and responses increases, and vice versa.

Under the data augmentation scheme from Equation (2), the joint posterior distribution

of the model takes the form

p (T’ Q’ Q’M*vaisaBaR7 \Il ‘ XaYObsﬂ M) : (7)
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By assigning the priors specified previously, posterior sampling for 7 is carried out via
Metropolis-Hastings, while all other parameters have Gibbs updates. This allows for pos-
terior inferences to be made on Y™ and B. Thus, imputations for missing responses can
be obtained via computing the posterior mean of Y™ along with uncertainty quantifica-
tion. Further, posterior intervals of BY) — to the extent that they include or exclude 0
— can give insights into the underlying missing data mechanism of the partially-observed

data. The posterior sampling algorithm for missBART1 is outlined in Appendix C.1.

5.2 missBART?2

Due to its inherent linear structure, the probit regression model may prove inadequate
when the true underlying relationship in the missing data model is non-linear. Addition-
ally, the missing data model specification in missBART1 excludes any interaction terms
between the model predictors. Consequently, to account for potential non-linearity and
predictor interactions, we propose a more flexible, fully non-parametric selection model by
applying a probit BART model to the missingness mechanism model. Thus, the model
effectively amounts to replacing the probit regression missingness model in Equation (6)

with a multivariate probit BART model. The complete data likelihood for missBART?2 is

p (Y MIX,7%,Q,7"Q" 2R) =p (Y |X,7%,Q".2) p(M|Z,7".Q".R), (8)

probit BART

~
BART regression model missingness model

where here the intercept is omitted from Z. Overall, the model uses two distinct sets of trees
with associated terminal node parameters, denoted by (7%, QY) = (7", Q{), ..., (T# , Qk,)
for the regression on Y and similarly for M, where K, and K,, are the respective numbers
of trees in each BART model.

In Esser et al. [2024], a parameter-expanded data augmentation technique from Zhang

[2020] is adopted for estimating R from Equation (5). Given the flexibility of tree structures
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in the missing data model to capture the underlying signal, we find it sufficient to fix R = I,,.
This choice also reduces the computational burden of estimating the correlation structure
via additional data augmentation techniques. Furthermore, our simulation studies show
that even when the missing data model is simulated using a non-diagonal correlation matrix,
missBART?2 still performs well despite this simplification.

While missBART1 has the flexibility of incorporating prior knowledge of the missing
data mechanisms via the prior calibration of B, the probit BART model in missBART?2
includes both X and Y as predictors available to be used in the splitting rules of T,
leveraging the automatic variable selection feature of BART to recover the missing data
mechanism without needing to pre-specify the functional form of the probit model. Al-
though missBART2 does not have the luxury of being able to examine interpretable probit
regression parameters, identifying which variables in X and Y are most commonly used
to construct splitting rules in the missingness model’s set of trees can nonetheless provide
an indication of whether the missingness mechanism depends only on observed quanti-
ties (i.e., MAR) or unobserved quantities (i.e., MNAR). Simulation studies from Chipman
et al. [2010] on BART variable selection show that employing fewer trees can lead to better
identification of important and influential variables. As the number of trees increases, the
frequency with which each variable is used in the splitting rules becomes more uniform.
However, too few trees can hinder convergence and compromise overall model fit. Thus,
care should be taken when defining the number of trees to be used in the missingness model,
particularly when the recovery of different missing data mechanisms is of interest.

An additional advantage can be gained by incorporating the BARTm methodology in-
troduced in Kapelner and Bleich [2015] to missBART2 such that it can effectively handle

missing values in X. This approach seamlessly integrates covariate missingness into the
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tree-splitting rules, enabling splits based on the available X values as well as their miss-
ingness status. In contrast, the parametric constraints of the probit regression model
necessitate prior covariate imputation in missBART1 when faced with missing values in X.

Following the latent variable transformation of M to M™*, the joint posterior distribution
takes the form

p(Ty7Qy7Tm7Qmaﬂ;M*;Ymis | X,YObS,M) . (9)

The sampling procedure for missBART?2 is similar to that for missBART1, but with a few
exceptions. First, posterior sampling for both sets of trees 7Y and T are carried out via
Metropolis-Hastings steps. Next, QY, 2, M*, and Q™ are updated via Gibbs. No sampling
is required for B and R since the BART model is non-parametric, and we fix R = I, so
the parameter expansion technique from Talhouk et al. [2012] is not required.

Defining the regression model parameters 8@ = {77, QY, 2} and missing model parame-
ters v = {7, Q™}, the full conditional distribution of Y™ is p(Y™ | Y M*,0,1)
(Y Y™™ | @)p(M* | Y°, Y™ ), where no known distributional form is available,
necessitating the implementation of a Metropolis-Hastings step. For each missing entry
in iteration t, we propose a new value Y,” from a random-walk proposal distribution

t7Z7j

N (Y%, 0%). Given that the observed data are scaled to the range [—0.5,0.5], we set
oy = 0.5/p to ensure that proposed values of Y™* do not go too far outside this range.

This tuning choice has demonstrated good empirical performance in simulations. The

posterior sampling algorithm for missBART?2 is outlined in Appendix C.2.

6 Simulation Study

We present the results from our simulation studies aimed at demonstrating the advantages

of missBART1 and missBART?2 for performing predictive tasks in the presence of non-
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ignorable missingness. We highlight two scenarios: bivariate MAR and MNAR data, and
multivariate MNAR data with missing covariates. Two univariate examples are included
in Appendix D. For each scenario, we compare missBART1 and missBART2 with 6 other
methods: multivariate BART on complete cases (‘mvBART cc’), multivariate BART on
the missForest imputed data (‘mvBART_imp’), univariate BART on the complete cases
of each response variable (‘uniBART _cc’), univariate BART on each missForest imputed
response (‘uniBART _imp’), as well as missBART1 and missBART?2 on each univariate re-
sponse variable (‘uni_-missBART1’, ‘uni_missBART2"). We run each model for 5000 burn-in
and 5000 post-burn-in iterations. The number of trees in the data model is fixed at 100. In
the bivariate examples, 20 probit BART trees are used in missBART2. In the multivariate
examples, however, more response variables and covariates are present in the missingness
model, as well as induced missingness in the covariates. Given the more challenging simu-
lation setup, we increase the number of missingness trees to 50 to allow for better model

convergence without sacrificing the variable selection capabilities of the probit BART trees.

6.1 Bivariate Examples: Missingness Under MAR and MNAR

We now demonstrate the performance of missBART1 and missBART?2 on simulated bivari-
ate data under two MAR and two MNAR scenarios. We simulate n = 2000 i.i.d bivariate
observations from a multivariate BART model with ¢ = 5 covariates. Using the same com-
plete data, we create four different scenarios by varying the missing data mechanism (MAR
or MNAR) and the underlying missing data model — multivariate probit regression (MAR
1 and 2) or multivariate probit BART (MNAR 1 and 2). In both MAR settings, only X is
used to simulate missingness. In contrast the missingness probabilities only depend on Y

for both MNAR settings. A summary of the simulation details is given in Appendix E.1.
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Through 4-fold cross-validation, we make comparisons between the eight models. For

mvBART _imp and uniBART _imp, missing Y imputations are first obtained by passing the

entire (X,Y) to the missForest function, using its default settings, before splitting Y into

train/test sets. As true values of the simulated Y prior to imposing missingness are avail-

able, we can evaluate both imputation and prediction accuracy by separately computing

Frobenius norms for the missing, observed, and combined responses. The out-of-sample

Frobenius norms for all four examples are shown in Figure 1. Some results were omit-

ted due to overly high values, namely mvBART cc for the combined data in MNAR 1,

mvBART _imp and uniBART _imp for the missing data in MNAR 2, and mvBART _cc and

uniBART _imp for the combined data in MNAR 2.

Frobenius Norm
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missBART1
missBART2
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uniBART_cc
uniBART_imp

Figure 1: Frobenius norms from the bivariate simulated MAR and MNAR scenarios. The Frobe-

nius norms are calculated using the true values of the missing, observed, and combined responses.
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As expected, the joint models perform no worse than the complete-case and missForest-
imputed models for both missing and observed responses in MAR settings, as the missing
data mechanism can be ignored and only the regression model is required. The MNAR
cases show wider disparities between the models, especially for missing responses. This was
also expected, as complete-case and missForest-imputed models fail to account for any
relationships between responses and their corresponding missingness status. missBART1
only outperforms missBART?2 in the MAR 1 case, where missingness was generated from
probit regression rather than trees. The poor performance of missForest imputation in all
but the MAR 2 case is particularly notable. This may be due to inaccurate imputations ob-
tained prior to model fitting, leading to erroneous results. In addition, the outcome-specific
out-of-sample root mean squared errors and continuous ranked probability scores [Gneiting
and Raftery, 2007], which we defer to Appendix E.2, also align with these findings.

To assess recovery of the underlying missing mechanism, we examine the posterior inter-
vals of B from missBART1. Figure 2 shows the 95% posterior intervals for the coefficients
of the intercept, five covariates, and two responses, within the probit regression model of
missBART1 for MAR 1 and MNAR 1. Notably, the error bars representing coefficients in
By overlap with 0 when the data are MAR, correctly indicating the absence of a relation-
ship between missingness and the responses. In contrast, the intervals do not overlap with
0 in the MNAR scenario, successfully capturing the non-ignorable missing data mechanism.

To assess the recovery of the missing data mechanism from missBART2, we investigate
the variable importance® of its missingness trees under MAR 2 and MNAR 2 in Figure 3.
For MNAR 2, most splits are made on Y") and Y® | while only a small proportion of splits

are made on the covariates. In MAR 2, X® is most frequently used, followed by X®.

ICalculated as the average number of uses of each variable in the splitting rules of the missingness trees

over 5000 post-burn-in iterations.

17



Parameter Values

(a) MAR 1: The posterior intervals of By overlap
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with 0, capturing the true MAR mechanism.
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Figure 2: 95% posterior intervals of B from missBART1 for MAR 1 and MNAR 1.

2

Y2

Figure 3: Variable importance from the missingness trees of missBART2 for MAR 2 and MNAR

2. Covariates are most frequently used in the splitting rules under MAR 2, while there is a clear

distinction between the importance of responses and covariates under MNAR 2.

6.2 Multivariate Examples: MINAR Response, MAR Covariates

While there are no missing covariates in the global Amax data, we present three simulations

(MNAR_amp0, MNAR_ampl, and MNAR_amp2) with MNAR missingness in multivariate

responses and different missingness in the covariates to show the performance of our joint

models in the presence of ignorably missing covariates and non-ignorably missing outcomes.

We use the same data, keep the missingness in Y consistent throughout, but vary the
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missingness in X. We first create data with n = 2000 i.i.d observations with p = 5

responses from the multivariate version of the Friedman function [Friedman, 1991]:
Yi = €1 SiIl (ﬂ'XilXig) + €2(X1'3 — 05)2 + £3XZ'4 + €4Xi5 -+ €;, €; Zfz\)d Np(O, 26) (10)

where &, ..., &, are p-dimensional vectors of coefficients drawn from N, (0, X,). While the
Friedman function only requires five covariates, we include five additional non-informative
ones. Each covariate is simulated independently from a continuous Unif(0, 1) distribution.

Previously, missingness either depended strictly on X in MAR cases or Y for MNAR.
Here, the missingness model is a multivariate probit regression with non-zero coefficients
for (X,Y), i.e. missingness in Y depends on both observed and unobserved variables.
However, to ensure the data are MNAR, we enforce stronger relationships between the
missingness probabilities and Y while keeping the coefficients of X near 0.

As a baseline, the complete set of covariates is used in the first example, MNAR_amp0,
such that missingness is only present in the responses. For MNAR_ampl and MNAR_amp2,
MAR missingness is introduced into X using the function ampute [Schouten et al., 2018]
from the mice package, which allows specifying the underlying missing data mechanism, the
overall proportion of missingness in X, and the missing data pattern [Van Buuren, 2018].
For both examples, we use the default setting of "MAR" for the missing data mechanism
in the covariates and 0.5 for the associated proportion of missingness. By default, the
missing data pattern is “diagonal”, such that only one variable is missing in each row
X;. We use this setting in MNAR _ampl, keeping the missingness proportion across each
covariate relatively consistent (between 4.35% and 5.65% missing). In MNAR_amp2, we
allow for more complicated patterns of covariate missingness with varying proportions of
missingness (between 5.70% and 39.65%). The missingness patterns for MNAR_ampl and

MNAR_amp2 are included in Appendix F.1.
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We use 8-fold cross-validation to compare the models described in Section 6.1 and an
additional model missBART2 impX, the missBART2 model with prior covariate imputa-
tion. For MNAR_amp0, since the covariates are fully observed and no covariate imputation
is necessary, missBART2_impX is equivalent to missBART2 and thus excluded from the
study. Note that, while missBART1, missBART2_impX, and uni_missBART1 are trained
and tested on the missForest imputed covariates, all other models include the BARTm
method for handling missing covariates within the BART trees. The out-of-sample Frobe-
nius norms of the three examples are shown in Figure 4, while the out-of-sample RMSE

plots are included in Appendix F.2.

MNAR_amp0 MNAR_ampl MNAR_amp2
g 50.00 * % 50.00 * 50.00 o MmissBART
=z B missBART2_impX
n { B mvBART_cc
2 E3 mvBART_imp
S . é E’: ﬁ E3 uni_missBART1
'8 40.00 A 40.00 A mn ; 40.00 A E3 uni_missBART2
= E3 uniBART_cc
[n ; == :‘F * + - ' % I B8 uniBART_imp
ES]
30.00 $ é 30.00-$$* 30.00 *

Figure 4: Out-of-sample Frobenius norms for the three MNAR examples with missing covariates.

The joint models again demonstrate robust performance when dealing with multivari-
ate non-ignorable responses, both in the presence and absence of missing covariates. When
covariates are fully observed, missBART1 and missBART?2 yield comparable results, out-
performing all other methods. However, the introduction of missingness in the covariates
generally leads to a decline in model performance. In the MNAR_ampl scenario with
“diagonal” missing covariates, both joint models show increased Frobenius norms com-
pared to the fully observed case, with missBART1 slightly outperforming missBART2.
missBART2_impX, which is essentially a two-step process that requires covariate imputa-

tion to be applied prior to model fitting, emerges with the strongest overall performance.
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However, missBART2 with the incorporation of the BARTm technique is a more straight-
forward approach to handling missing covariates and its performance is competitive with
missBART2_impX. In the more complex MNAR_amp2 scenario, the disparity in perfor-
mance between missBART1, missBART2, and missBART2_impX becomes more distinct,
yet missBART2 impX maintains the best overall performance, showing a lower Frobenius

norm than missBART1, in particular, which is also based on prior covariate imputation.

7 Application: global Amax

The global Amax data, originating from Maire et al. [2015], comprises a rich set of en-
vironmental covariates, including 20 soil and 26 climate variables, alongside 5 continuous
responses reflecting leaf photosynthetic traits: light-saturated photosynthetic rate (Aarea),
stomatal conductance ( Gs), leaf nitrogen (Narea), leaf phosphorus (Parea), and specific leaf
area (SLA). For details, see Appendix S2 and S3 of Maire et al. [2015]. The authors used
various univariate linear and parametric methods such as mixed-effects regression models,
variation partitioning, redundancy analysis, and path analysis to quantify the influence of
climate and soil properties on individual leaf photosynthetic traits. The study identified
key environmental variables, particularly soil pH (pH ), moisture index (Miq), and available
soil phosphate content (Pavail), as major influences on photosynthetic traits.

However, the methods employed by Maire et al. [2015] lack the flexibility of non-
parametric BART models in capturing non-linear relationships, and do not address the
partially overlapping nature of missingness in the multivariate response. In fact, there was
minimal discussion of how missingness was addressed, suggesting an implicit reliance on
the ignorability assumption. For further details on the methods carried out in this previous

study, see Appendix S6 of Maire et al. [2015].
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7.1 Missingness in global Amax data

While all 46 covariates in the global Amaz data are fully observed, the responses exhibit a
high level of missingness with various missingness patterns. Specifically, out of 2368 rows,
only 217 (=~ 9.16%) are complete. An illustration for the different missing data patterns
identified in the responses are shown in Appendix G.1. Among the 5 responses, Aarea is
mostly complete, with only 12 (= 0.5%) missing cases, while SLA and Narea have moderate
missingness at 433 (~ 18.29%) and 652 (= 27.53%) cases, respectively. In contrast, Gs and
Parea exhibit the highest levels of missingness, with 1353 (~ 57.14%) and 1836 (= 77.5%)
missing cases, respectively. These patterns likely stem from the compilation of the global
Amaz data by Maire et al. [2015], which focused primarily on Aarea, a key photosynthetic
trait, explaining its low level of missingness. Traits such as SLA and Narea, which are
frequently quantified in studies assessing Aarea, also show relatively low missingness. In
contrast, the higher levels of missingness observed for Parea and Gs may reflect their more
complex or less frequent measurement in the contributing studies. Despite the substantial
amount of missing responses in the data, Maire et al. [2015] offered limited details regarding
how missingness was managed in their analyses. The redundancy analysis briefly noted
the exclusion of Parea due to its small sample size, resulting in a dataset of 647 species,

suggesting an approach that relied on complete cases.

7.2 Results

We now apply missBART1 and missBART2 to the global Amax data. Prior to model
fitting, a log transformation is applied to each response variable to account for right-
skewness, as per Maire et al. [2015]. We use 5000 burn-in and 5000 post-burn-in iterations,

100 regression trees, and 50 missingness trees. Figure 5 shows the model predictions for the
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observed data against their true log-transformed values for missBART1 and missBART?2,
respectively, along with vertical error bars representing their 95% prediction intervals. Rug
plots on the y-axis display the posterior means of the missing value imputations, providing
insight into both models’ imputations for the missing data. Both models demonstrate
strong predictive performances on the observed data, indicating their robustness in making
accurate predictions for observed cases, while simultaneously imputing the missing values.
Notably, despite similar fits on the observed data, the imputations differ between the
models. While most imputations from missBART2 closely align with the range of observed
values, missBART1 shows more drastic deviations, especially for SLA, Parea, and Gs.
Figure 6 shows the 95% posterior intervals of By obtained from missBART1. In each
panel, the error bars indicate the degree to which the missingness of each response variable
is influenced by the values of the 5 response variables. The coefficients for Narea remain
consistently non-zero (do not overlap with zero) across multiple panels, apart from that
for Gs, indicating that Narea strongly influences the missingness probabilities for other
responses. Aside from Aarea, the missingness of each response variable is often explained
by its own values. Specifically, higher values of SLA are more likely to be missing, while
higher values of Narea, Parea, and Gs are more likely to be observed. This is consistent
with the missBART1 imputations shown in Figure 5. Despite Parea exhibiting the highest
level of missingness, only the error bars for Narea and Parea do not overlap with 0 in
the missingness for Parea, indicating that its missingness is primarily influenced by itself
and Narea. Overall, most of the intervals for By do not overlap with 0, showing a strong

presence of MNAR missingness in the global Amax data.
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Figure 5: missBART1 and missBART2 predictions for the observed data against their true log-
transformed values. Vertical error bars represent the 95% prediction intervals for the observed

data. Rug plots on the y—axes show the posterior means of the missing data imputations.
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Figure 6: 95% posterior intervals of By, the probit regression coefficients associated with the
response variables from missBART1. Most intervals do not overlap with 0, indicating a strong

presence of MNAR missingness.

From missBART2, we obtain the variable importance from both the regression and
missingness trees. This is shown in Figure 7 below. In Figure 7a, the importance measures
from both sets of trees are displayed for the 10 most important variables from the regression
trees. While bulk density (BULK), calcium carbonate content (CARB), and mean monthly
fractional sunshine duration (SUNmin) were the variables most frequently used in the
regression trees for predicting the responses, they showed little importance in explaining
the missingness of the data. In contrast, Figure 7b shows that the most influential variables
for the missingness model are exchangeable aluminum percentage (ALU), clay content
(CLAY), and the seasonality of precipitation (PPTseason). Of the 5 responses variables,
Parea is the only variable in the top 10 most important variables of the missingness trees,
while the others are among the 20 least important variables. We also note that Parea
has no importance in the regression trees, as response variables only contribute to the
missingness model by construction. The covariates ALU, relative humidity (RH), sand
content (SAND), and maximum monthly precipitation (PPTmaz) are among the top 10

most influential variables for predicting the responses as well as explaining the missingness.
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Figure 7: Comparisons of the top 10 most important variables in the regression and missingness
models from missBART2. The importance for each set of trees is given in each case. Only RH,
SAND, and PPTmaz are common to both. This highlights differences in how variables influence
both the missingness mechanism and the regression model’s predictions. In (b), Parea is the only
response variable among the top 10 important variables. Response variables have no importance

in the regression trees and can only contribute to the missingness model by construction.

In addition to variable importance, variable interactions in the regression and missing-
ness trees can be measured by counting the number of times two variables appear consec-
utively along the same branch in the trees. Using visualization techniques adapted from
Inglis et al. [2022], the average interaction effects of the top 10 variables from the regression
and missingness trees are shown using heat maps in Figure 8 below, with variable impor-
tance shown on the diagonals and variable interactions on the off-diagonals. In Figure 8a,
BULK and potential evapotranspiration (PETf) show strong interactions with SUNmin
implying that BULK and PETf are often used in conjunction with SUNmun for predicting
the responses. In Figure 8b, PPTmaz and isothermality (7MPiso) display the strongest

interaction, followed by CLAY and mean annual temperature (7MPmean).
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Figure 8: Heat maps showing the top 10 important variables and their interactions from the
regression trees (a) and missingness trees (b) of missBART2. In (b), Parea is highlighted as it is

a response variable in the data model and plays the role of a predictor in the missingness model.

Maire et al. [2015] found that Aarea, Narea, and Parea increased with higher pH and
lower Mig, SLA decreased with pH, and Parea increased while Gs decreased with rising
Pavail. Using partial dependence plots [PDP; Friedman, 2001] and individual conditional
expectation [ICE; Goldstein et al., 2015] curves, we further investigate the marginal effect
each variable has on the responses. In Figure 9, Aarea, Narea, Parea, and Gs all show an
increase when pH is above 6.5, while SLA sees a decline. However, Aarea decreases slightly
as pH increases from 8 to 8.5, likewise for Gs. These results align with established theory, as
pH strongly influences plant availability of soil nutrients, directly impacting photosynthetic
traits. More specifically, nutrient availability is generally highest at moderate pH levels
and decreases significantly in highly alkaline soils (e.g., pH above 8) and highly acidic soils
(e.g., pH below 6) [Westerband et al., 2023]. Further analysis shows that as Migq decreases,
Aarea is unaffected, Narea and Parea increase, and SLA and Gs decrease. Apart from
a slight decrease in Gs when Pavail increases, we see virtually no changes in all other

responses. The PDP and ICE plots for Mig and Pavail are included in Appendix G.2.
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Figure 9: PDP + ICE curves for all responses across different levels of pH. Aarea, Narea, Parea,
and Gs show an increase when pH is above 6.5, while SLA sees a decline. However, there is a

small decrease in Aarea as pH increases from 8 to 8.5, likewise for Gs.

As for the missingness, Figure 10 shows the effect of log(Parea) on the detection prob-
abilities of each response variable. While the detection probabilities of most responses
decrease as log(Parea) exceeds a value of —2, the detection probabilities of Gs show a
slight increase on average. This implies that SLA, Aarea, Narea, and Parea are more likely

to be missing when log(Parea) is greater than —2, while Gs shows the opposite.
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Figure 10: PDP + ICE plots of missingness probabilities for all responses as Parea varies. All

responses except Gs are more likely to be missing when log(Parea) exceeds —2.
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8 Discussion & Conclusion

Motivated by the global Amax data with multivariate missing responses and completely ob-
served covariates, we propose two novel models, missBART1 and missBART?2, to address
the limitations of existing missing data methods which predominantly focus on MCAR or
MAR assumptions. Our models, which can handle MCAR, MAR, and MNAR scenarios for
univariate and multivariate response data, offer a more flexible approach for predictive mod-
eling of data where missingness may be a concern. Both models operate within the selection
model framework, differing primarily in the specification of the missing data model, where
missBART1 uses probit regression and missBART2 uses a probit BART model. While
both models were designed to handle non-ignorable missing responses, they have also been
adapted to handle ignorable missingness in the covariates. In missBART1, prior covariate
imputation is necessary before model fitting, while missBART2 directly incorporates co-
variate missingness within the splitting rules of the decision trees. Both models provide
robust alternatives for predictive modeling with partially observed responses, addressing
the challenges of MNAR data and offering flexibility for diverse real-world applications.
Our analysis of the global Amax data diverges from the approach used by Maire et al.
[2015] in several key ways. While Maire et al. [2015] employ separate regression models for
each photosynthetic trait, potentially overlooking the effects of missingness in the data, our
models utilize a non-linear and non-parametric multivariate BART framework, explicitly
accounting for the missingness structure in the responses. This joint modeling approach
allows for a more comprehensive understanding of the relationships between covariates and
responses while addressing the limitations of missing data. In their study, Maire et al.
[2015] identified three covariates — pH, Migq, and Pavail — as significantly influencing

photosynthetic traits. While our PDP + ICE plots generally support these findings for pH
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and Mig, our models suggest little to no relationship between Pavail and the responses.
Furthermore, the univariate analyses in Maire et al. [2015] found that most responses were
strongly influenced by pH and Miq, whereas Pawvail primarily affected Parea and Gs —
the two responses with the highest proportions of missingness. This raises two important
considerations. First, explicitly modeling the missingness structure allows our analysis
to uncover more nuanced relationships between the covariates and responses, highlighting
potential biases that may arise when missing data mechanisms are ignored. Second, fu-
ture modification to our models could involve integrating the “seemingly unrelated BART”
model from Esser et al. [2024], allowing each response variable to be associated with dif-
ferent sets of BART trees while also accounting for dependencies between the responses,

incorporating further flexibility and interpretability in multivariate response settings.
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Appendix A Schematic diagram of joint models

A schematic diagram of missBART1 and missBART2 using a toy dataset is depicted in

Figure A.1.
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Figure A.1: Schematic diagram of missBART1 and missBART2 using a toy dataset with three
response variables (Y(l)7 .. ,Y(3)) and five covariates (X(l), .. ,X(5)). The responses have miss-
ing entries, denoted by Y;* with row index ¢ and column index j. Each M) is the resulting
missing data indicator for Y@), where M;; = 0 it Y;; is missing and vice versa. Both joint models
fit a BART model to the responses, using X in the splitting rules of the trees. In missBART1,
a probit regression model is jointly fitted to model the missing data indicators M, where X and
Y are used as the missing model covariates. In missBART2, a probit BART model is fitted
to M, with X and Y used in the splitting rules of the trees. While the goal is to account for
unobserved responses, both models are also capable of handling covariate missingness, either via
prior covariate imputation (missBART1) or incorporating missingness into the splitting rules of

the trees (missBART2).
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Appendix B Posterior Distribution of ¥

We derive the posterior distribution of ¥ where ¥~ = diag(7p,, 75y 14, 7B, 1,). Given the
following priors
B| ¥ R~ MN,, (0, T R)
7B, ~ Ga(ao, Bo)
Ty ~ Ga(ax, Bx)

TBy ™~ GCL(Oéy, ﬁY)a

we obtain the following full conditional distribution

p 1 _ _ o
P(TBy, Ty, TBy | +) o< |[¥|72 exp {—5 tr(R™'B'¥ 1B)} X Tgo Yexp {—Bo7B, }

ay —1

ox—Loxp {—Bx Ty } X Tp  exp{—PyTs, }.

X Tgy
By using the trace property

tr(R™'B'¥'B) = tr(¢ 'BR'B")
and letting A = BR™'BT, we obtain

TBoAl
TBXA2
tr(PA) = tr T8y Al4q

TBy A21q

TBy AT

=T, A + ey A + .+ e At (1+g) + TBy Atg) @4 T - -+ TBy Arr,
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where A;,i = 1,...,r, is the " row of the matrix A, and A;; is the " diagonal entry of

A. From here, we have

1+q r
P 1
P(TBo> TBx s TBy | ) < (T, X Th X T )% exp {—5 <TBOA11 + Tpy Z Aji + Ty Z Aii> }

i=2 1=2+4q

ap—1

—1 1
X Tgo ox o

exp{—BoTB, } X Ty exp{—BxTpy} X 5. exp{—PyTa, }

from which we can easily see that

P 1 _
TBo | - X T3, exp {—5 BoAll} The Yexp {—Po7B, }

21— 1
o Tg:_ 0 1exp{— <§A11 —i—ﬁo) TBO}

rg

1+q
1 .
TBx | O(TB2X eXp{—§TBX E Aii}TB;( 1eXp{_ﬁX7_Bx}
=2

. 1 1+q

P94y —

o N exp {— (521411 +ﬁx> TBX}
i=2

0 1 : oy
Ty |- X T, exp{—gTBY Z An}TBi Yexp {—fBy7p, }

i=2+¢

2 oy 1 1 <
OCTB2Y+ Y eXp{_ (5 Z All—i-ﬁy) TBY} .

i=2+4q

Finally, the posterior distributions are

A
TBO|'NGQ(E+a07i+6O)

2 2
}JrqA“
By |+ ~ Ga <%+&X72T2+/BX)
2 D imarq Aii
TBY|'NGCL (%ﬂ—ay,%—f-ﬁy) .

Appendix C Sampling algorithms for joint models

We describe the posterior sampling algorithms in detail, for missBART1 and missBART?2,

in Appendix C.1 and Appendix C.2, respectively.
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Appendix C.1 missBART1 sampling algorithm

The posterior sampling algorithm for missBART1 is outlined here:

1. For all K trees, propose a new tree via a grow, prune, change, or swap move (see
Kapelner and Bleich [2016] for details on these tree-proposal moves) and accept or
reject using a Metropolis-Hastings step. For notational simplicity, we drop the tree

index k and thus the tree posterior takes the form

p(T 1r.@) o (T) [[ (e | T. ),

where 7(7) denotes the tree prior from Chipman et al. [2010] and r, denotes the

partial residuals

=Y -)Y g(X;7, Q)
t£k

assigned to terminal node ¢ in tree k. Note that

p(rle,ﬂ)Z/p(relT,ue,ﬂ)ﬂ(ue)due

p (1.1,) po — ) B + Y 1y

=1

_mp P n 1
= (2m) 5”ni2’|ﬂ|f|z,l|%exp{—5

3

where p, = X, Q"M vy) + (1L pol, B, = neQ + 7,1, and n, denotes the total

number of observations which fall under terminal node /.

2. For each terminal node ¢ in tree k, once again dropping the tree index k, make a
draw of p, € Q from py | vy, T,Q ~ N, (@, ;) where p, = 3,Q>°" ry and

¥, = (nQ+7,1L,)""

3. After carrying out steps 1 and 2 for all K trees, sample Q from € | 7.Q.Y ~

- = - >N\ T
W, (n + v, Vgq) where V' = > (Yi - YZ-) (Yi — Yi> +V~1and

~

Y, = Zszl 9 (X5 Ty Qi)
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4. The posterior distribution of M follows a multivariate truncated normal distribution
[Damien and Walker, 2001] M | X;,Y;,B,M; ~ TN ,(B'Z;,R,~;) where Z; =
(1,X,, Yi)T and ~; denotes the p-dimensional vector of truncation points such that

5. To sample Y™* we make draws from
Y;nis | X, Ylgbsv T7 Q7 QJ M:a B7 R~ -/\/;)z ([H’Y]MZ ) [EY]M“/\/Q) )

where M; = {j | Mj; = 0} is the set of column indices where Y; is missing,
p; is equal to the number of elements in M;, Xy = (Q+BYR*1B;)_1, ny =
Sy [QYl +ByR! (Mf — B(Ty)Z(y)Z)], [ty] y, 18 the p-dimensional subset of gy
obtained by extracting the M, elements from py, and [Ey |, n, is the p; X p; sub-

matrix of 3y obtained in a similar fashion. Additionally,

bll blp
bay bap
By
By,
B= = |Bx| = | ba+on b(1+q)p
By
_BY_ b(r—p+1)1 br—p+1)p
brl brp

By is the p x p submatrix of B obtained by removing its first 1 4+ ¢ rows, and
B(y) = {Bo,Bx} is the complementary (1 + ¢) x p submatrix with probit regression
parameters associated with the intercept and covariates X. Zy); denotes the subset of

predictors comprising only the intercept term and X;, i.e. Zyyy = (1, Xi, ..., Xig) "

6. Sample (B, R) as in Talhouk et al. [2012].
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7. Sample ¥~ = diag(7p,, 75y 14 Ty 1) from

A
TBO"NG(Z(I_)‘FQOaﬁ‘i‘ﬁO)

2 2
14+q
bq i= Ay
By | -~ Ga <?+aXaZTQ+ﬁX>
2 r A
P Zz: %
TBy | -~ Ga <5+&Y7%+6Y)7

where A;; is the i*" diagonal entry of A = BR™'B'.

Appendix C.2 missBART2 sampling algorithm

The posterior sampling algorithm for missBART?2 is similar, with a few exceptions:
1. Repeat Steps 1 and 2 from Appendix C.1 for all K, trees.
2. Repeat Steps 1 and 2 from Appendix C.1 for all K,, trees.
3. Repeat Step 3 from Appendix C.1 for sampling 2.

4. The posterior distribution of M7 again follows a multivariate truncated normal dis-

tribution such that M* | X;, Y;, 7™, Q™ M; ~ TN (M7, 1, ;) where

M; =30 g(Xs, Y T3, Q) ) and = is as defined in Step 4 of Appendix C.1.

faad mis mis 2
5. For every missing entry, first propose a new value Y7%* from N (Y™’ ;, 0%). Next,

calculate the acceptance probability

P (Y;?LZS | Y;)bs’ 9) P (M: | Yiobs’ Ygliis7 ) Q<Yln,zls SN Yﬁzls,z)
p (Y5, 1Y, 0) p (My | Y, Y75 ab) a(Yi5; — YY)

w(Y7 Y =

and accept or reject the proposed Y with probability min (1, w(Y[%*, Y% ).

ti o
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Appendix D Univariate simulated examples

We illustrate two univariate response cases featuring non-linear patterns of MNAR miss-
ingness where the detection probabilities of the response vary non-linearly with the values
of the responses themselves. We refer to these two examples as the ‘u-shape’ and ‘n-shape’
missingness. In both examples, we first generate a complete dataset with n = 2000 i.i.d

samples using the Friedman function [Friedman, 1991]
Y; = 10sin (X3 Xi2) + 20(Xi3 — 0.5)% + 10X + 5Xis + €1, € <" N(0,1), (11)

where each covariate is independently drawn from a Unif(0, 1) distribution. Missingness
is then induced through a single tree. Figure D.1 shows these tree structures and their
resulting simulated detection probabilities, Pr(M; = 1|Y;), against the true Y values. All
observations with detection probability below 0.5 are designated as missing and vice versa.
In the u-shape example, 55.1% of the data are observed, with missing Y values occurring
more frequently in the mid-range of the data. In the n-shape example, 50.2% of the data

are observed and missing values mostly occur at the extreme ends of the data range.
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(a) u-shape: Most of the data between [13.11,20.66] (b) n-shape: Most of the data outside the range

are missing. 10.72, 20.24] are missing.
g [ ; g

Figure D.1: Missingness trees with detection probabilities in the terminal nodes and plots of

detection probabilities against true Y values for the u-shape (left) and n-shape (right) examples.
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We run missBART1 and missBART?2 for 5000 burn-in and 5000 post-burn-in iterations.
The number of trees in the data model is fixed at 100, and 20 probit BART trees are used
in missBART2. Figure D.2 shows the out-of-sample predictions for the observed cases and
posterior imputations for the missing cases against their true simulated values obtained

from both models, along with their 95% prediction and posterior intervals.

Missing
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Predicted Y
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0 10 20 0 10 20
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(a) missBART1: the model struggles to capture the upper end of the missing data in the n-shape scenario.
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(b) missBART2: the model performs well in both scenarios, closely matching the true simulated values.

Figure D.2: Out-of-sample predictions and posterior imputations from missBART1 (a) and miss-
BART?2 (b). The left subfigures show performance on the u-shape missingness pattern, while the

right subfigures show performance on the n-shape pattern. Vertical lines depict the 95% predic-

tion and posterior intervals.
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In the u-shape scenario, both models perform well at fitting the observed values as well
as making accurate posterior imputations for the missing values. However, in the n-shape
scenario, while missBART2 maintains accuracy, missBART1 struggles to capture the tail
ends of the missing data, particularly in the upper tail where no values are observed. This
underlines the limitations of missBART1, which assumes a probit missingness pattern, in
capturing complex non-linear structures while also highlighting the strong capabilities of
missBART2 in capturing non-linear patterns.

Next, through 4-fold cross-validation, we compare the performances of our joint models
with two other approaches: a standard BART model applied to complete cases (‘BART _cc’)
and applying a standard BART model on the dataset imputed by the missForest pack-
age in R [Stekhoven and Bithlmann, 2012] (‘BART_imp’). We calculate the out-of-sample
RMSESs for observations based on varying levels of detection probability thresholds, py, i.e.

Pr(M; =1|Y;) < p;, where p, = {0.25,0.5,0.75,1}. The results are shown in Figure D.3.
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(a) Out-of-sample RMSE for u-shaped missingness. (b)) Out-of-sample RMSE for n-shaped missingness.

Figure D.3: Out-of-sample RMSE values from 4-fold cross-validation for data with detection
probabilities below thresholds p;. Results for BART imp are excluded from (b) due to poor

performance.
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From Figure D.3a, we note that BART _imp, which imputes the data using missForest
prior to fitting a BART model, consistently underperforms across all detection probability
thresholds in both scenarios. In Figure D.3b, the RMSE values from BART _imp are omitted
due to poor performance (between 2.39 and 3.53). This is most likely explained by the
inaccurate initial imputations produced by missForest, resulting in the BART model
being trained on incorrect values, compromising the overall model fit.

In the u-shape scenario, missBART1, missBART2, and BART cc perform similarly
across all thresholds, implying little difference in the out-of-sample prediction and imputa-
tion accuracy, regardless of the detection probabilities. In contrast, missBART2 dominates
the other models in the n-shape scenario, while missBART1 has a slightly worse perfor-
mance compared to BART _cc. Additionally, the RMSEs decrease as p; increases in Figure
D.3b, indicating that the models perform better on data which are more likely to be ob-
served. This is unsurprising, as the missing values lie further away from the observed
values, making it exceptionally challenging for inappropriate models to capture the data’s

true extremes.

Appendix E Bivariate examples: additional details

Additional details are provided for the bivariate simulation studies reported in Section 6.2,
in the form of an outline of the simulation recipe in Appendix E.1 and additional results

pertaining to RMSE and CRPS in Appendix E.2.

Appendix E.1 Bivariate simulation details

A summary of the simulation details is given in Table E.1.
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MAR 1 MAR 2 MNAR 1 MNAR 2
n 2000 (Ngpain = 1500, nyese = 500)
P 2
Data Model
q 5
#Data trees 8
Model Probit Regression | Probit BART | Probit Regression Probit BART
Model covariates X only X only Y only Y only
Missingness Model
#Missing trees - 3 - )
Observed proportion | (57.10%, 78.05%) | (86.50% 56.10%) | (66.00%, 50.45%) | (58.05%, 75.15%)

Table E.1: Simulation recipes for the bivariate simulation studies. The complete dataset is con-
sistent across all 4 scenarios, while the missingness model follows a multivariate probit regression

or probit BART model.

Appendix E.2 Out-of-sample RMSE and CRPS

To assess model performance and calibration, we compute and compare the out-of-sample
RMSE and CRPS of the 8 models from Section 6.1. We compute the RMSE and CRPS
for each of the p responses, separately for the missing, observed, and combined responses.
This analysis thus shows more granular information about predictive performance than the
Frobenius norms reported in Figure 1.

Aligning with the results from Section 6.1, the joint models perform at least as well as the
complete-case models for both missing and observed responses under MAR missingness, and
perform better than other models under MNAR, as complete-case and missForest-imputed
models fail to account for any relationship between the responses and their corresponding
missingness status. These are shown in Figures E.1 and E.2 for the RMSE and Figures
E.3 and E.4 for the CRPS. In Figure E.2 and Figure E.4, some results of mvBART _cc,

mvBART imp, and uniBART _imp were omitted due to overly high RMSE or CRPS values.
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The missForest imputed models show poor performance across MAR 1, MNAR 1,
and MNAR 2, which can again be attributed to the inaccurate imputations obtained prior
to model fitting leading to erroneous results. Overall, missBART2 demonstrated superior
performances in both the MAR and MNAR scenarios, particularly in making accurate

posterior imputations for the missing responses.
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Figure E.1: RMSEs for 8 different models in MAR 1 (left) and MAR 2 (right) scenarios, calculated

across the missing, observed, and combined responses.
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Figure E.2: RMSEs for 8 different models in MNAR 1 (left) and MNAR 2 (right) scenarios,
calculated across the missing, observed, and combined responses. Some results of mvBART _cc,

mvBART _imp, and uniBART _imp were omitted due to their poor performance in terms of RMSE.
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Figure E.3: CRPS for 8 different models in MAR 1 (left) and MAR 2 (right) scenarios, calculated

across the missing, observed, and combined responses.
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Figure E.4: RMSEs for 8 different models in MNAR 1 (left) and MNAR 2 (right) scenarios,
calculated across the missing, observed, and combined responses. Some results of mvBART _cc,

mvBART imp, and uniBART _.imp were omitted due to their poor performance in terms of RMSE.
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Appendix F Multivariate examples: additional details

We provide additional details and results for the multivariate simulated scenarios with
missing covariates in Section 6.2, namely MNAR_ampl and MNAR_amp2. In Appendix
F.1, we include the missingness patterns induced in the covariates for both scenarios. The

out-of-sample RMSEs are shown in Appendix F.2.

Appendix F.1 Covariate missing patterns

The missingness patterns induced in the covariates under MNAR _ampl and MNAR_amp2

are shown below:

x10 x9 x2 x3 xl1 x8 x6 x7 x4 x5 x2 x9 x7 x8 x10 x6 xl1 x3 x5 x4
0 1013
1 67
1 121
1 115
1 80
1 107
1 98
1 100
1 97

1 88 4

1 114 1

87 91 94 100 101 101 106 109 111 113 1013 114 185 286 304 316 423 448 513 573 793 3955

Figure F.1 Figure F.2

Appendix F.2 Out-of-sample RMSE

The out-of-sample RMSEs for MNAR_amp0, MNAR_ampl, and MNAR _amp2 are shown
in Figure F.3. Similar to Appendix E.2, RMSEs are shown separately for the missing,

observed, and combined univariate responses.
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Figure F.3: RMSEs for multivariate simulated scenarios with missingness in the
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Appendix G global Amax: additional details

We give additional details and results from Section 7 in Appendix G.1 and Appendix G.2,
which show the missingness patterns of the responses and additional PDP and ICE plots,

respectively.

Appendix G.1 Missingness patterns in response variables

The missingness patterns for the response variables of the global Amaz data are shown in

Figure G.1. Recall that the covariates in the global Amaz data are fully observed.
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Figure G.1: Missingness patterns in the global Amaz responses. Blue indicates observed responses,
red indicates missing responses. Top column labels show the response variables. Left row labels
show the number of cases with the unique missingness patterns. Right row labels denote the total
number of missing variables within that pattern. Bottom column labels show the number of cases

where each variable is missing.
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Appendix G.2 PDP and ICE plots for Miq and Pavazil

Figure G.2 shows two additional PDP and ICE plots from the missBART?2 regression trees.
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(b) PDP + ICE curves for responses across different levels of Pavail.

Figure G.2: PDP + ICE plots for all responses across Miq and Pawvail levels, two other variables

deemed as influential variables by Maire et al. [2015].

Maire et al. [2015] found that SLA increases while Aarea, Narea, and Parea decrease
as Miq increases, and only Parea increases while Gs decreases with increasing Pavail.
From Figure G.2a, SLA and Gs increase, Aarea remains unchanged, and Narea and Parea
decrease as Miq increases. Apart from a slight decrease in Gs, Figure G.2b shows virtually

no changes in all other responses as Pavail increases.

o4



	Introduction
	Selection Models for Non-Ignorable Missing Data
	Bayesian Probit Regression
	Bayesian Additive Regression Trees
	Joint Models for Multivariate MNAR Missing Data
	missBART1
	missBART2

	Simulation Study
	Bivariate Examples: Missingness Under MAR and MNAR
	Multivariate Examples: MNAR Response, MAR Covariates

	Application: global Amax
	Missingness in global Amax data
	Results

	Discussion & Conclusion
	Schematic diagram of joint models
	Posterior Distribution of Psi
	Sampling algorithms for joint models
	missBART1 sampling algorithm
	missBART2 sampling algorithm

	Univariate simulated examples
	Bivariate examples: additional details
	Bivariate simulation details
	Out-of-sample RMSE and CRPS

	Multivariate examples: additional details
	Covariate missing patterns
	Out-of-sample RMSE

	global Amax: additional details
	Missingness patterns in response variables
	PDP and ICE plots for Miq and Pavail


