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The covariance matrix is a foundation in numerous statistical and machine-learning applications such as Principle Component
Analysis, Correlation Heatmap, etc. However, missing values within datasets present a formidable obstacle to accurately estimating this
matrix. While imputation methods offer one avenue for addressing this challenge, they often entail a trade-off between computational
efficiency and estimation accuracy. Consequently, attention has shifted towards direct parameter estimation, given its precision and
reduced computational burden. In this paper, we propose Direct Parameter Estimation for Randomly Missing Data with Categorical
Features (DPERC), an efficient approach for direct parameter estimation tailored to mixed data that contains missing values within
continuous features. Our method is motivated by leveraging information from categorical features, which can significantly enhance
covariance matrix estimation for continuous features. Our approach effectively harnesses the information embedded within mixed
data structures. Through comprehensive evaluations of diverse datasets, we demonstrate the competitive performance of DPERC
compared to various contemporary techniques. In addition, we also show by experiments that DPERC is a valuable tool for visualizing

the correlation heatmap.
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1 Introduction

Data are collected in various ways, such as paper-based and online surveys, interviews, and sensors. So, the data is
usually incomplete. In fact, missing data happens for many reasons. For example, temperature and humidity data are

often acquired through different sensors. Because of a variety of factors, such as human error, misunderstanding, and
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equipment malfunctions, data may frequently experience loss or disturbance. This leads to missing data, which can
hinder analysis, modeling, and the explainability of the built model. A critical task in case of missing data is estimating
the covariance matrix, which provides essential information about the relationships between different variables in a
dataset, and this is usually reflected in the correlation plot [22]. Also, various applications, such as hypothesis testing,
modeling uncertainty with confidence intervals, parameter estimation, and principal component analysis, also rely on
the estimation of the covariance matrix. Even minor enhancements in covariance matrix estimation can substantially
impact the quality and reliability of statistical analyses and machine learning models. In finance, for instance, a
precise covariance matrix is indispensable for tasks such as risk management [8] and portfolio optimization [15, 30].
Slight improvements in covariance matrix estimation result in better precision matrix estimation [29] and more
accurate predictions of asset behaviors and correlations, thereby enhancing the performance of financial models. This
improvement translates into more effective risk assessment and better-optimized investment strategies, ultimately
leading to higher returns and reduced exposure to risk. In fields like signal processing, improved covariance matrix
estimation can enhance techniques for noise reduction, facilitating clearer extraction of signals [7].

For handling missing data, it is proven that the two-step procedures (imputation - parameter estimation) can be
computationally expensive compared to direct parameter estimation [19, 20]. Specifically, the DPER algorithm [20]
performs well in estimating the covariance matrix when data only come from continuous features. However, this
algorithm only relies on continuous features for estimation and does not exploit the categorical features under mixed
data. We, however, hypothesize that categorical can provide important information that aids the quality of the estimation
for continuous features. Therefore, we present the DPERC algorithm (Direct Parameter Estimation for Randomly missing
data with Categorical features) as an endeavor to enhance DPER for a single class dataset. This is done by selecting a
categorical to maximize the log-likelihood, treating it as an artificial label, and applying the DPER algorithm [20].

The contribution of our paper can be summarized as follows:

(1) We propose DPERC, an improvement over DPER for mixed-type data for two following situations: (i) the data
comes from a single class; (ii) the data comes from multiple classes without the assumption of equal covariance
matrices,

(2) We provide the theoretical ground for the proposed technique,

(3) We illustrate that DPERC achieves better performance compared to method comparison and shows an improve-
ment compared to DPER in covariance matrix estimation tasks,

(4) We demonstrate with experiments that DPERC and DPER can provide correlation heatmaps better than various

imputation techniques.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 overviews relevant recent work on incomplete data. Next, we
provide background on the direct parameter estimation for randomly missing data (DPER) in Section 3. In Section 4,
we present the main ideas and theoretical grounds for the algorithm DPERC and then present the algorithm DPERC
for single-class and multiple-class mixed data. After that, in Section 5, we illustrate the efficiency of our algorithm via

experiments and analyze the results. Finally, the paper ends with conclusions and our future works in Section 6.

2 Related works
Due to the prevalence of missing data, numerous methods have been proposed to address this issue. Typically, there are
two major approaches for the parameter estimation probability: (1) utilizing imputation methods and then estimating the
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covariance matrix from imputed data; (2) directly estimating parameters from missing data, which can be summarized
as follows.

The first approach uses imputation methods to fill in missing values before estimating the covariance matrix. In order
to commence with single imputation methods, these approaches involve techniques that take advantage of the temporal
correlation between data, thus imputing missing values using the available statistical values such as mean, mode, and
median [9]. Other methods based on statistics learning, such as Hot-deck [1], impute missing values within a data matrix
by using available values from the same matrix; Multiple imputation [23], addresses missing data by creating reasonable
estimates based on the patterns and connections among the available variables in the dataset. Various machine-learning
techniques have been utilized to fill in missing data. For example, k-nearest neighbor imputation (KNN [4],[24]) utilizes
k-nearest neighbors (KNN) algorithm to estimate missing based on the characteristics of similar neighboring data points.
As another example, multiple Imputation by Chained Equations (MICE [5]) iteratively imputes missing values using
regression models based on other variables in the dataset. Next, Bayesian network imputation [13] leverages probabilistic
relationships between variables, while methods such as multiple imputation using Deep Denoising Autoencoders [2]
employ neural networks to learn intricate data patterns for imputation. In addition, multi-layer perceptron (MLP [25])
and self-organization maps (SOM [28]) also utilize a neural network architecture to predict missing values in a dataset
based on the relationships between observed variables. Another group of techniques includes methods based on matrix
completion, where matrix factorization is used to exploit the inherent low-rank structure of the data and thereby infer
the missing entries. Typical techniques in this category include Polynomial Matrix Completion [12], SOFT-IMPUTE[17],
and Nuclear Norm Minimization [6].

To handle data that contains both categorical and continuous features, we can first mention the technique based on
Random Forest like missForest [26], which operates by averaging predictions from numerous unpruned classification
or regression trees. This inherent feature of random forests essentially forms a multiple imputation scheme. Modeling
data with the Gaussian copula model [31] has been studied with Bayesian approaches. Another approach is based on a
principal component method [3], the prediction of the missing values is based on the similarity between individuals and
on the relationships between variables. With large datasets that contain many missing values, the imputation method
based on multilevel singular value decomposition (SVD [14]) can be considerable.

The second approach is estimating the covariance matrix without imputation. This can be done by integrating the
information gleaned from observed data with statistical assumptions to formulate estimations of population parameters
and/or the statistical mechanism governing missing data [10]. This approach can overcome the drawback of the first
one, which can be computationally inefficient. When dealing with high-dimensional data, approximately low-rank
covariance matrix estimation [16] can be a convenient option. The group of methods relies on Maximum Likelihood
such as the Expectation-Maximization (EM [18]) and its improved name Equalization-Maximization (EqM [27]); Full
Information Maximum Likelihood (FILM [11]), which determines the model parameters by maximizing the likelihood
function of the observed data, given those parameters, utilizing all accessible information. Under various assumptions for
the data that contains missing values, we have a group of techniques estimating the maximum likelihood estimators for
a multivariate normal distribution, consisting of EPEM [19], which can be applied to monotone missing data, PMF[21]
when the missing data only occurs in some features, and DPER can be used for randomly missing data. Specifically,
EPEM estimates the MLEs for multiple class monotone missing data under the assumption of equal covariance matrices.
PMF and DPER are meant for a more general case where missing data randomly occur with/without the assumption of
equal covariance matrices. However, when dealing with mixed-type data, DPER and PMF only use the information

from continuous features and ignore the categorical features.
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3 Preliminaries

In this section, we briefly summarize the DPER algorithm for directly estimating parameters for randomly missing data.
The algorithm relies on the following theoretical ground in case data comes from multiple classes under the assumption

of equal covariance matrices.

THEOREM 3.1. Assume that we have a dataset with G classes and the assumption of equal covariance matrices, where

g
each sample from the g'"(1 < g < G) class follows a bivariate normal distribution with mean u'9) = (,u%g) ) and covariance
u

; o011 012 . ;
matrix ¥ = , and arrange the data into the following pattern
021 022
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@ _ [ Kimy Kimgr e Xin, * e %
@ 9 . . (9) 9
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So, each column represents an observation, and x;j € R is an entry, i.e., each observation has two features.
Let L be the likelihood of the data and
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The estimate for ,ufg ), o11, ,uég ), o9 are explicitly formulated, but the estimation of 012 is implicit, and the following

theorem provides a way to estimate o713.
THEOREM 3.2. The estimation of 12 can be reduced to finding the roots of the following polynomial
2 3
P(012) = 512011022 + (011022A — 522011 — $11022)012 + 512075 — A0y, (1)
provided that
$22011 + 811022
2+/o11022

Based on these theoretical grounds, Algorithm 1 provides a way to directly estimate parameters for multiple-class

S12 # £

data under the assumption of equal covariance matrices.

Algorithm 1 DPER for multiple-class data
Input: A dataset X has p continuous features fi, s, ..., fp and y as labels with G classes.

Output: the covariance matrix estimation > = (o J)‘? =1

—_

: Estimate ﬁ(g): ﬁfg ) mean of all observations of class ginf;.
: (3”)‘?:1 « uncorrected sample variance of all observations in f;
:for1<i<pdo
for1<j<ido

0ij = 0j; < root of the polynomial (1), closest to case deletion estimation
end for
: end for

N U e W

In case G = 1, in other words, the data is single-class data, then one can have the following theorems as the corollaries

of Theorems 3.1 and 3.2, respectively. Moreover, the corresponding algorithm will also be provided.

THEOREM 3.3. Assume that we have a set of i.i.d observations from a bivariate normal distribution with mean p = (,u )
H2

: ; 011 012 . .
and covariance matrix ¥ = , and arrange the data into the following pattern
021 022
= X11 e X1m  X1m+1 . Xin * *
X21 .. X2m * ek Xoptl .. Xg

So, each column represents an observation, and x;j € R is an entry, i.e., each observation has two features.
Let L be the likelihood of the data and

m
s11 = Z(xlj - )4,
Jj=1

m
siz = ) (x2j = fiz) (x1j = i),

=
m

S22 = Z(ij' — fi2)%.
Jj=1

Then, the resulting estimators obtained by maximizing L w.r.t y1, 011, ji2, 022, and o1 are:
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m . 1 .
ﬁ1=lzn:xl- ﬁz=2j:1xz}+zj:n+1xzj
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THEOREM 3.4. The estimation of 12 can be reduced to finding the roots of the following polynomial

n=C-

2 3
P(012) = 512011022 + (011022A — 522011 — $11022) 012 + $1207 — MO, (2

provided that
$22011 + 511022

2+/011022

S12 # £

Algorithm 2 DPER for single-class data
Input: A dataset X has p continuous features fy, fs, ..., fp.

. i i imation > = (5::)?
Output: the covariance matrix estimation X = (al J)i,j:r
1: Estimate p: p1; < mean of all observations in f;.

2: (Eii)le « uncorrected sample variance of all observations in f;

3 for1 <i<pdo

4 for1 <j<ido

5 Gij = 0ji < solve the equation (2)

6: if equation (2) has more than one root then chose one closest to case deletion estimation
7: end if

8 end for

9: end for

Note that the proof of all theorems above can be found in [20].

4 DPERC algorithm for single-class and multiple-class mixed data

In this section, we aim to present a new algorithm, DPERC, for direct parameter estimating single-class and multiple-class

mixed data.

4.1 Fundamental idea and theoretical grounds

We assume X = (Xcont, Xcate) is a single class mixed-type data, where Xcont has p features and Xcate has q features
€1,€2, .. .,¢q. The DPER algorithm only uses the information from continuous features in Xcont and ignores the
categorical features in Xcate. This means information from the categorical features, which could be useful, is not utilized.
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Therefore, we propose to use the categorical features as class features under the assumption of equal covariance matrices
in estimating the covariance matrices. In particular, to estimate the covariance matrix X of Xcont, We treat each feature
c; of Xcate as a new artificial class feature where i = 1,2,. .., g. Moreover, suppose that cj has G; categories, then we
assume that X(1) = 22 = ... = %(G) where 29 for g=1,2,...,G;j, is the covariance matrix of the gth class which
has ¢; = g. Then, we use the DPER multiple-class algorithm for data (Xcont, ¢i). Obviously, this can result in q estimated
covariance matrix. So we want to find a condition to choose the good one from those. Here, it means we choose a better

estimate of the covariance matrix than the result of DPER, i.e.,

IZpperc = ZIIF < IZDpPER — ZIIF

where ||.||F is the Frobenius norm.

This signifies we need a condition to choose a categorical feature c; for good performances. Going into detail with

data of 2 features, assume that we have a data x and a categorical feature c, which has G categories 1,2,...,G. i.e.
X111 X12 ... XIN
x = ,
X21 X22 e XoN

where u](.g ) = (xl(? ) , xz(]g. )) belong to gth category and suppose that the number of observations of the g h category is ny,
for1 < g < G. And also for 1 < g < G, we first denote the weighted average pairwise distance of the gth category
of data x follow ¢
1 _
dc(g> _ Z n_(ulﬁg) —u](.g))TZ 1(ul§g) _uﬁg))’

1<i<j<ng 9

where ¥ is the covariance matrix of data. In particular, dc(g ) presents the average of the distances between any two

elements of data x.

THEOREM 4.1. Suppose that we have a single-class data x from a bivariate normal distribution with mean p and

covariance matrix X, and a categorical feature ¢ which has G categories 1,2, ...,G. ie.
X11 X'12 PPN xlN
x = .
X21 X22 oo XN

Moreover, the observations of the gth category be uig), u;g), ce uflgg) with mean ”(g)’ wherel < g < G. Alsofor1 < g <G,

we denote
ng
5@ = Z(ulfg) _ ”)Tz—l(ulfg) _ ),
i=1
A9 = (u9 - )T==1(p9 — ).
Then

59 =d¥ +nA®, g=12,...,G. 3)

The proof of this theorem can be found in the Appendix A. Now, also in [20], the log-likelihood of data x is

N 1w
—c_ 2 _ - ) Iy—1y —
L=C-< log |Z] > ;Zl(ul WX (u - p).
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The last term can be rewritten as

N ng

G G
D= = i = Y > - I ) = )6
i=1 g=1 j=1 g=1

So, we can rewrite L to
G
N 1
L=C-—log[Z|- =Y &§9.
7 loglZl -2 >
g=1
By the Theorem 4.1,

G ©
=C-— - g 9 (9)
L=C 10g|2| l(dc +n9A )

We want to maximize L by minimize Zngl (dég )4 ngA(g)). Here, we could control the value of ngA(g) by c. It follows
that we can choose the categorical feature c so that 25:1 ngA(g) is minimal.

Intuitively, if the sum of average pairwise distances between all samples in a group is small, for each class, the ob-
servations are clustered together in one cluster. Therefore, in such a case, one can expect the sum of the distances
from all samples to the central mean to be small if the sum of distances of all class means to the central mean is small.
In other words, we choose the categorical feature ¢ such that the elements in the group of category g’ h do not have
much difference. That is the standard for choosing a good categorical feature. As mentioned previously, after having
a good categorical feature ¢ for data x, we treat this feature as a class feature and then use the DPER algorithm for

multiple-class to estimate the covariance matrix.

4.2 DPERC for single-class mixed data

Algorithm 3 DPERC for single-class mixed data

Input: A data X = (Xcont, Xcate) Where Xcont has p continuous features f1, o, ..., f5 and Xcate has g categorical
features c1, co, .. ., Cq-

Output: the covariance matrix estimate %= (o J)f =1
Procedure:
1: Estimate {i: fij « mean of all observations in f;
2 3 p < using DPER for single-class Xcont data
3: (Eii)le « uncorrected sample variance of all observations in f;
4 for1<i<pdo

5 for1<j<ido
6: for1 <k <qdo
—~ —~ -1 —~
7: Dey — Z;ikl ng(”g) - ”ij)TZD,ij(”EJg) - H;j)
8: end for
9: D¢ — {D¢,, De,, - ..,Z)cq}
10: ¢ « argming D
11: 0;j = 0ji < using DPER for multiple-class on (f;, f;) and c as a class
12: end for
13: end for

In this section, we will detail the DPERC algorithm for estimating the covariance matrix for single-class mixed data.

To start, we have some notations. Note that i is the estimated mean of data. Recall that for each categorical feature ¢
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which has #c different labels, we treat it as a class feature, so this separates the data X¢ont into #c class data. Therefore,
we denote ﬁ(g) is the estimated mean ofgth class data where 1 < g < #c. Next, denote ﬁij, ﬁfjg) for a vector consists

ith and j'* elements of Ji and ﬁ(g) respectively, i.e., if g = (mq, mg, m3, my), where m; € R then ;3 = (mq, m3).

Aii - Aij

~—1 ~—1 —~
In addition, Xp;; = ( ) where A;j;,Aj;j, A;j, and Aj; are the corresponding elements of X, , and Xp is the

Aji Ajj
estimated covariance matrix by using DPER.
The DPERC algorithm for single-class mixed data is presented in Algorithm 3. The algorithm input requires the

mixed data and returns its covariance matrix estimation, and the procedure is as follows,

(a) Step 1: we estimate the mean vector by calculating the mean of each feature after removing any missing values
(case deletion).

(b) Step 2: we can use another technique to estimate the covariance matrix EDA This one is denoted as a first
covariance matrix estimate, which is utilized to choose the good categorical feature.

(c) Step 3: we estimate the diagonal elements of the estimated covariance matrix by uncorrected sample variance
(i.e., the denominator is divided by the number of observed elements).

(d) In the next steps, we focus on estimating the elements outside the diagonal, i.e., 03 (i # j). From step 7 to step 9,
we compute the weighted average pairwise distance follow ¢ and then put all these distances in a set D.

(e) In step 10, we choose the categorical feature ¢ such as this minimize the weighted average pairwise distance, i.e.,
finding the minimal value in the set De.

(f) In the last step 11, we use DPER for multiple-class to estimate o;;.
There are some remarks about the algorithm

(a) Similar to DPER, we also need a mild assumption of bivariate normality on each pair of continuous features.
Moreover, we need to go through all the categorical features for each pair (f;, f;) to choose the good one for
estimating each o;;. However, one more point to note, we do not estimate the first covariance matrix for each
pair of features. Instead, we use the corresponding principal sub-matrix of Sp in step 2.

(b) Note in step 7, when the missing rate is high, if the element i’ hof ﬁ(g ) is missing, we set this element to zero.

(c) We can call this process a two-step estimation; the first estimation is considered as a factor in choosing the

categorical feature for the second estimation.

4.3 DPERC algorithm for multiple-class data

In case data comes from multiple classes without the assumption of equal covariance matrices, one can apply Algorithm 3
multiple times as the multiple classes problem boils down to many single-class problems.

For instance, suppose that we have a mixed data (Xcont, Xcate, y) Where y has M classes. Let X(M) be the data from
the m*" class and X((;le])t be its corresponding continuous part. For each class m where 1 < m < M, we want to estimate
the covariance matrix of this class without the assumption of equal covariance matrices.

Now, we denote X, as a feature of G categories from Xcate. Then, we assume Zim) = ng) == ):((}m) where
ng) is the covariance matrix of the m!" class, i.e., the part that hasXém) = i. Therefore, we can use Algorithm 3 for

(Xi('zl)t, Xi:tlg, y(’")) to estimate the covariance matrix of class m*".
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5 Experiments

This section will present our experiments related to the proposed algorithms and relevant discussions related to the

experimental results.

5.1 Experimental settings and datasets

To illustrate the efficiency of our algorithm focused on the estimating covariance matrices task, we set up two com-
parisons. First, we compare the results of the proposed method to state-of-the-art methods, such as DPER [20],
missForest [26], KNNI [4], Soft-Impute [17], and MICE [5] with the similar metric as proposed in [20]:

_ ===l
o= =T &IF
ny

4)

where ||.||F is Frobenius norm and ¥ is the estimate of the ground truth ¥ and ny is the number of entries in X.
Next, to illustrate the improvement of DPERC over DPER, note that both DPER and DPERC have the same estimate in

diagonal elements of X. Thus, we compare the estimate of 0;; where i # j. We use the following metric as in [21]:

o,
r=[% -2F ®)

where T is the estimate of the ground truth X*, except the diagonal elements.

We evaluate the percentage improvement of DPERC compared to DPER by using the criterion:

(6)

b = 100% (1 _ ’I’Pﬂ)
'DPER

To investigate the effects of missing data on the correlation heatmap, we employ three types of heatmap plots as
proposed in [22]:

(a) Correlation Heatmap illustrates the correlation matrix and employs a color gradient to illustrate correlation
coefficients, ranging from -1 to 1. To convert a covariance matrix X to a correlation matrix R, we use the following
formula:

R=D'zp! ()
where D is the diagonal matrix where the i-th diagonal element is the standard deviation of the i-th feature, i.e.,

(b) Local MSE Difference Heatmaps for Correlation provide a detailed comparison between the ground truth
correlation matrix and the correlation matrices produced by different estimation techniques, offering visual
insights into their discrepancies. By highlighting the squared differences for each element, these heatmaps
pinpoint areas with significant variations. The computation of the Local MSE Difference matrix follows the
formula:

ARgquared = AR 0 AR (8)

where o denotes the element-wise product, AR is the matrix containing the local differences between correspond-
ing elements of the ground truth correlation matrix Rirye and the correlation matrix produced by an estimation
technique Rest, AR = Rirye — Rest.

(c) Local Difference (Matrix Subtraction) Heatmaps for Correlation highlight differences between correlation matrices
generated from each estimation technique and the ground truth correlation matrix. By emphasizing whether
the differences are positive or negative, these heatmaps provide a clear indication of the direction of variation.
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This facilitates the identification of areas where estimation techniques either overestimate or underestimate

correlations in comparison to the ground truth.

The experiments are run directly on Google Colaboratory !, each experiment is repeated ten times, and we report
the mean of error as mentioned in Equations (4) and (5) and percentage improvement (Equation (6)). The datasets for
all experiments are from the Machine Learning Database Repository at the University of California 2: Bank Marketing,

Statlog, Heart Disease, and Student Performance. More detail of these data is shown in Table 1.

Dataset | # Features # Continuous | # Categorical # Classes | # Samples
features features
Bank 21 10 10 2 4168
Heart 15 8 2 32561
Statlog 21 7 13 2 1000
Student 33 16 17 1 395

Table 1. Dataset description

Moreover, we only consider missing values in continuous features; the categorical features are fully observed. We
simulate missing data for every dataset with missing rates ranging from 20% to 80%. Here, the missing rate is defined as
the proportion of missing entries to the total number of entries. The link to the source codes will be provided upon

acceptance of the paper.

5.2 Results and analysis

Table 2 shows that DPERC performs best in all scenarios. Except for DPER, the estimation errors of DPERC have
significantly improved compared to all other methods. Specifically, at the missing rate 80%, the result on the Statlog
dataset, the error rate of DPERC is 0.3, compared to the next best performer (MICE) at 0.408.

We can also notice that the error rate increases in each case due to the missing rate. Yet, in most cases, the estimation
error increment for DPERC is smaller than the other methods (except DPER). For instance, the error increment of
DPERC on the Student dataset is 0.223 — 0.243 — 0.259 — 0.271 while for missForest is 0.692 — 0.397 — 0.33 — 0.312.
Moreover, the improvement of DPERC compared to DPER is significant and necessary. For instance, in the Statlog
dataset, when the missing rate is 35%, the improvement of DPERC compared to DPER is 0.002 while the advantage of
KNN is smaller than missForest, just 0.001.

Table 3 shows that in most cases, the result of DPERC improves about 0.5% to 2.5% compared to DPER. Specifically,
in the results on multiple classes of data, Bank and Statlog, there is at least a 1.0% and 1.4% improvement, respectively.
In contrast, that worth in Heart’s result is 0.4%. One explanation could be that the number of categorical features in
Bank and Statlog is higher than that in Heart data, so one can choose the better one. Therefore, there is no surprise
when DPERC only improved less than 1% compared to DPER on the single class dataset (Student). Another noticeable
feature is that the percentage improvement seems to be independent of the missing rate. For example, the percentage
improvement at the missing rate 20% is the highest in the result on the Bank dataset, while that worth in the result on

the Heart dataset occurs at the missing rate 50%.

Lhttps://colab.google/
Zhttps://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml
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Datasets lr\:tis(‘;)g DPERC | DPER | missForest | KNN | Soft-Impute | MICE
20% 0590 | 0592 1384 | 0.860 1131 0.729
35% 0.813 | 0818 2.076 1.223 1780 1.021
Student 50% 1.086 | 1.088 2.473 1738 2.322 1345
65% 1345 | 1351 2803 | 2269 2.834 1592
80% 1616 | 1.623 3115 | 2689 3.227 1.945
20% 0.152 | 0.157 0209 | 0223 0.332 0.252
35% 0.199 | 0.202 0447 | 0535 0.571 0.407
Bank 50% 0.220 | 0225 1230 | 0.801 0.836 0.659
65% 0.336 | 0339 1.433 1.041 1.070 0.771
80% 0.482 | 0.488 1576 1.030 1.235 0.974
20% 0.097 | 0.098 0.163 | 0.174 0.220 0.175
35% 0.147 | 0.149 0276 | 0.275 0.345 0.254
Statlog 50% 0.175 | 0.179 0443 | 0335 0.437 0.276
65% 0.228 | 0.231 0.544 | 0.403 0.539 0.350
80% 0.300 | 0306 0.601 | 0.453 0.606 0.408
20% 0.076 | 0.076 0.156 | 0.153 0.191 0.190
35% 0.102 | 0.102 0274 | 0.264 0.325 0.322
Heart 50% 0.060 | 0.060 0418 | 0.400 0.480 0.477
65% 0.109 | 0.109 0514 | 0.455 0.574 0.556
80% 0.088 | 0.088 0.609 | 0.572 0.683 0.632

Table 2. The estimation error based on the metric 4. The bold shows the best performance

Datasets Missing DPERC | DPER | Improvement (%)
rate(%)
20% 0.312 0.332 6.1%
35% 0.438 0.500 2.5%
Bank 50% 0.601 0.613 2.0%
65% 0.915 0.924 1.0%
80% 1.272 1.289 1.3%
20% 0.033 0.033 0.7%
35% 0.056 0.057 2.4%
Heart 50% 0.078 0.080 2.6%
65% 0.091 0.092 1.2%
80% 0.117 0.117 0.4%
20% 0.235 0.239 1.7%
35% 0.380 0.388 2.2%
Statlog 50% 0.472 0.481 2.0%
65% 0.621 0.630 1.4%
80% 0.788 0.807 2.4%
20% 0.397 0.398 0.3%
35% 0.531 0.535 0.7%
Student 50% 0.727 0.729 0.2%
65% 0.907 0.911 0.5%
80% 1.086 1.091 0.5%

Table 3. The estimation error of DPER and DPERC based on the metric (5) and the percentage of improvement (6).
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5.3 Correlation visualization

In this subsection, we analyze the correlation heatmaps derived from the covariance matrices estimated using the
methods described in Section 5 on the Statlog dataset. We then compare correlation matrices produced by each estimation
technique with the ground truth correlation matrix by evaluating the Local MSE Difference for Correlation and Local
Difference (Matrix Subtraction) for Correlation. Each row in the subfigure represents a different missing ratio, ranging

from 20% to 80%.

Ground Truth DPERC DPER missForest KNN Soft-Impute MICE

LERRRARY

RN
BN
RN

i B T T T T
...l ...l ...l ...l ...l ...l

Fig. 1. Correlation Heatmaps for the Statlog dataset across missing rates from 0.2 to 0.8.

Figure 1 illustrates the correlation heatmaps, which visually represent the correlation between continuous features,
with values ranging from -1 to 1. The negative correlations are depicted in warmer colors (magenta), and positive
correlations in cooler colors (blue), and median (0) values are indicated by white. As the correlation level increases to 1,
the corresponding color tones become closer to the coolest colors. As the correlation level decreases to -1, corresponding
color tones become closer to the warmest colors. At a glance, the correlation heatmaps of all methods do not reveal
clear differences among them.

Figure 2 further enhances the clarity of these visualizations. The intensity of the red colors corresponds to the
magnitude of the difference between the correlation matrix and the ground truth (depicted as white). Noticeably, as
the missing rates increase, the differences become more pronounced. When the missing rate is at 65%, the differences
between DPERC, DPER, and ground truth are insignificant. In contrast, missForest, KNN, and Soft-Impute show
substantial changes in some values compared to the ground truth, with the most substantial differences corresponding
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Ground Truth DPERC DPER missForest KNN Soft-Impute MICE
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Fig. 2. Local MSE Difference Heatmaps for Correlation for the Statlog dataset across missing rates from 0.2 to 0.8.

to cells with high correlation values, and these methods yield similar results. The MICE correlation matrix differs the
most from the ground truth, but the differences are widespread rather than deep.

Figure 3 reveals both positive and negative disparities. The blue color implies that the ground truth value is higher
than the corresponding value of the methods compared, and the magenta color indicates the reverse. The darker the
color, the greater the difference. This type of heatmap provides a clear indication of the direction of the difference. For
example, at a 65% missing rate, we observe that the missForest, KNN, and Soft-Impute methods underestimate (blue cells)
high correlation values, which occurs similarly among these methods. In contrast, the MICE plot shows a prevalence of
magenta colors with a noticeable intensity, indicating that MICE is overestimating the correlation, especially when the
features are strongly correlated. Notably, the differences between DPERC, DPER, and the ground truth are in pastel
shades, demonstrating their effectiveness in estimating correlation matrices due to negligible differences.

While Table 2 shows that DPERC is slightly better than DPER in terms of the average Frobenius norm (Equation
(4)) and the correlation comparison plots show comparable performance between DPERC and DPER, Table 3, which
measure the evaluation criteria as mentioned in Equations (5) and (6) show that DPERC clearly achieves lower error

compared DPER in terms of the cumulative Frobenius error norm r = [|=* — 2||F and criterion p (Equation (6)).
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Ground Truth DPERC DPER missForest KNN Soft-Impute MICE
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Fig. 3. Local Difference (Matrix Subtraction) Heatmaps for Correlation for the Statlog dataset across missing rates from 0.2 to 0.8.

6 Conclusion and future works

In this article, we propose the algorithm DPERC to estimate the covariance matrix directly from mixed data. Because of
relying on the DPER algorithm, our proposed algorithm not only keeps the strength of DPER but also efficiently exploits
the categorical features by treating them as a class under the assumption of equal covariance matrices. In particular,
the technique presents choosing a categorical feature that satisfies the Theorem 4.1 to improve the estimate for each
0ij(i # j). The experiments show that compared to DPER then, DPERC helps significantly enhance the covariance
matrix estimation up to 6%, especially when data come from multiple classes. Furthermore, DPERC also achieves the
lowest estimation error compared to other methods. Although the proposed method has some potential weaknesses,
these will be interesting topics in the future.

For future works, first, note that our methodology provides a condition for choosing a good, not the best, categorical
feature. This means we still need to find better conditions for choosing categorical features to improve DPERC. Secondly,
when dealing with data from multiple classes, we work with two assumptions: equal/non-equal covariance matrices.
We have successfully tackled the challenge of non-equal covariance matrices, which paves the way for a potential
expansion of our algorithm to multi-class data under the assumption of equal covariance matrices. Next, our work
only assumes that the data has randomly missing values in continuous features. When the labels of the class contain
missing values, even if categorical features have missing values, the categorical features may be utilized to handle this

issue. It can be our future topic. Finally, with our strategy of choosing categorical feature ¢, we assume that ngA(g) is
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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considerably smaller than dég ), However, we explore that ngA(g ) can be much higher compared to dig ) in some cases.

It can lead to a future direction for better choosing categorical feature strategy.
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A Proof of Theorem 4.1

Suppose that we have a single-class data x from a bivariate normal distribution with mean p and covariance matrix X,

and a categorical feature ¢ which has G categories 1,2,...,G. i.e.

X11 X12 .o X1IN
X =

X21 X22 oo XoN

(9) ugg), 3 ,,u,(lg)

Moreover, the observations of the gth category be u;”’, p with mean u(g), where 1 < g < G. Also for

1 < g < G, we denote

ng
5(9) - Z(ul(g) _ [J)TZ_I(uEg) _ ”),
i=1

A9 = (9 - )Tz~ (p9 — ).

Then
59 =d¥ +nA®, g=12,...,G. )

Poof. Consider class g* hofe, expanding § 9) we get

ng
5(9) — Z(ul(g) _ [J)TZ_I(uEg) _ u)
i=1

ng
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g ng
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Expanding ngA(g) then
ngA(g) = ng(”(g) T (W9 -

ng T ng
=n iZu(g)—[,l »1 iZu(g)—y
g ng i ng i

i=1 i=1

(& o) o (S ) & e
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n
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This implies that
59 _ ngA(g)
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Therefore,

59 = dﬁ-") +ngA(g), g=12...,G.
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