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Abstract

Modal regression has emerged as a flexible alternative to classical regression
models when the conditional mean or median are unable to adequately cap-
ture the underlying relation between a response and a predictor variable. This
approach is particularly useful when the conditional distribution of the response
given the covariate presents several modes, so the suitable regression function is
a multifunction. In recent years, some proposals have addressed modal (smooth)
regression estimation using kernel methods. In addition, some remarkable exten-
sions to deal with censored, dependent or circular data have been also introduced.
However, the case of incomplete samples due to missingness has not been studied
in the literature. This paper adapts the nonparametric modal regression tools
to handle missing observations in the response, investigating several imputation
approaches through an extensive simulation study. The performance in practice
of our proposals are also illustrated with two real–data examples.
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1 Introduction

The relation between a response variable Y and a covariate X ∈ Rd is usually

addressed by modelling (parametrically, non parametrically or semiparametrically)

the conditional expectation of Y |X. However, the conditional expectation may not

be a suitable parameter to describe the conditional distribution, for instance, when

this conditional distribution exhibits a strong asymmetry or a multimodal pattern.

In a unimodal but asymmetric situation, quantile regression (considering the median

instead of the mean, for instance) may be an alternative, but when more than one

mode appears in the conditional distribution, the regression approach should be able

to identify the (possibly) several conditional modes.

Nonparametric conditional mode estimation was early introduced by Scott (2015),

from a kernel density estimation perspective. This approach was used by Einbeck

and Tutz (2006) to propose an adaptation of the mean–shift algorithm, previously

presented by Cheng (1995) and Comaniciu and Meer (2002), for the regression set-

ting. This algorithm maximizes a nonparametric estimator of the conditional density

identifying the (regression) branches corresponding to the local conditional modes.

Chen et al. (2016) derived the asymptotic properties of the estimator provided by the

mean–shift algorithm and examined the links of modal regression with other method-

ologies such as mixture regression or cluster analysis. Subsequently, Zhou and Huang

(2019) proposed bandwidth selectors for the modal regression based on bootstrap and

cross-validation tools. Alonso Pena (2020) presents a comprehensive review on non-

parametric multimodal regression with a simulation study comparing the performance

of several bandwidth procedures. For a general overview on modal analysis, see Chacón

(2020).

An alternative approach for modal regression is based on structural assumptions

for the (unique) conditional mode. For instance, Lee (1989) and Yao and Li (2014)

consider a linear model for the conditional mode and introduce kernel weights to define
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an objective function. More complex models, with semiparametric or nonparametric

methodologies, are considered by Weixin Yao and Li (2012), Jing Lv and Guo (2017),

or Ullah et al. (2023) among others. A drawback of this approach with respect to the

nonparametric route is that all these methods are formulated in a unimodal setting,

recovering just a single branch of the regression.

In addition, modal regression has revealed as a powerful tool for regression anal-

ysis in different disciplines such as medicine, where it has been used to investigate

conditions such as Alzheimer’s disease (see Wang et al. (2017)) and the effects of the

SARS-CoV-2 virus (see Ullah et al. (2022)). It has also been employed in transport

studies (see Einbeck and Tutz (2006)) and in economic research (see Lee (1989), Lee

(1993)). For a comprehensive overview of the applications of modal estimation, see

Chen (2018).

Although most statistical methods are analyzed and designed to be applied in

complete data cases, it is not uncommon to deal with incomplete samples showing

missing observations. Missingness may be attributed to a variety of factors, including

technical failures in measurement processes or individuals who refuse to answer. This

phenomenon is not exclusive to a particular research area and it is usually encountered

in fields as diverse as medicine, social studies, and economics. The presence of missing

observations may have a profound impact on estimation and inference, justifying the

importance of appropriate management strategies to prevent the introduction of biases

and ensure the accuracy of statistical analysis.

The statistical literature has analysed the impact of missing data on a wide range

of methodologies, including, among others, mean and quantile regression, robust esti-

mation or even goodness-of-fit tests (see Efromovich (2014); Chen et al. (2015); Boente

et al. (2009); González-Manteiga and Pérez-González (2006)). The relevance of this

topic is evidenced by the numerous publications dealing with missing data. See, among

others, Enders (2022), Molenberghs and Kenward (2007), Little and Rubin (2019),
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Carpenter and Smuk (2021), Ibrahim and Molenberghs (2009) and Pigott (2001).

These works consider a variety of analytical techniques to deal with the missing-

ness feature. The simplest approach consist in considering just the complete part of

the sample (simplified estimation), entailing the deletion of missing observations. An

alternative procedure introduces weights that are inversely proportional to the obser-

vation probability. This approach is known as Inversely Probability Weighting (IPW).

Another possibility is to fill or impute the missing observations using conditional and

unconditional imputation methods. A route that has gained relevance in this field is

multiple imputation (MI) where the imputation of each missing observation is done

via an average estimate of a set of values, see e.g. Rubin (1987), van Buuren (2018)

or Kleinke et al. (2020).

Although modal regression tools has been adapted to deal with censored data

(Khardani (2019)), dependent data (Ullah et al. (2022)), measurement error (Zhou

and Huang (2016), Li and Huang (2019) or Liu and Huang (2024)) and even circular

regression models (as illustrated in Alonso-Pena and Crujeiras (2023)), to the best of

our knowledge, the effect of missing data on conditional mode estimation has not yet

been studied.

The performance of the different statistical methodologies is contingent upon the

missing data model and the way this feature is considered in the analysis. Thus, the

aim of this work is to introduce an adaptation of the nonparametric modal regression

approach using the mean–shift algorithm by Einbeck and Tutz (2006) and Chen et al.

(2016), investigating the impact of various missing data methodologies on several

modal regression scenarios where the response variable contains missing observations.

In addition, an innovative multiple imputation method, specifically tailored for local

mode estimation, will be also presented.

This paper is organized follows. Section 2 provides a concise overview of the

nonparametric modal regression estimator for complete data. Section 3 focuses on
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different approaches to deal with missingness in the response. Precisely, a simplified

estimator, a IPW estimator, and a simple and multiple imputation estimators will

be presented. Since our approach uses kernel methods, a bandwidth selector is intro-

duced in Section 4. The numerical performance of the proposed estimators is shown

in Section 5, whereas Section 6 illustrates their application in two real–data examples.

Final comments and some discussion are given in Section 7. Code and data needed

for executing the simulation study and real data examples are available online in

Supplementary material Section.

2 Some background on nonparametric modal

regression

Basic ideas on nonparametric modal regression will be introduced in what follows. For

a comprehensive review on modal inference, see Chacón (2020). See also Einbeck and

Tutz (2006), Chen et al. (2016) and Alonso Pena (2020) for modal regression using

the mean–shift algorithm.

Consider a response variable Y and a covariate X with support in D ⊂ Rd. Denote

by f(·|X = x) the conditional density of Y for a given X = x. When the aim is to

estimate the modes of the conditional density for a given x, this problem can be viewed

as the estimation of a multifunction or a conditional mode set M(x) defined as

M (x) =

{
y :

∂

∂y
f (y|x) = 0,

∂2

∂2y
f (y|x) < 0

}
. (1)

Given that f (y|x) = f(x,y)
f(x) , the set M (x) can be expressed as:

M (x) =

{
y :

∂

∂y
f (x, y) = 0,

∂2

∂2y
f (x, y) < 0

}
. (2)

The nonparametric estimation of M(x) can be approached by considering a kernel

density estimator of f (x, y), labelled as f̂n (x, y) (see Scott (2015)) which provides a
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plug-in estimator of M (x):

M̂ (x) =

{
y :

∂

∂y
f̂n (x, y) = 0,

∂2

∂2y
f̂n (x, y) < 0

}
, (3)

with

f̂n (x, y) =
1

nhd
1h2

n∑
i=1

K1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
y − Yi

h2

)
, (4)

being ∥ · ∥ the L2-norm in Rd, K1 and K2 symmetric smooth kernel functions, h1 and

h2 are bandwidth parameters acting on the response and on the covariate observa-

tions, and {(Xi, Yi)
n
i=1} denotes the sample observations. Usually, both K1 and K2 are

taken as Gaussian kernels, since the selection of the smoothing functions does not show

a relevant impact on the estimators. Regarding the bandwidth parameters, although

further discussion will be given in Section 4, it is worth noticing the distinct role that

both h1 and h2 present in modal regression. On the one hand, h1, the bandwidth

acting on the covariate observations, presents the usual oversmoothing (undersmooth-

ing) behaviour for large (respectively, low) values over all the possible branches of the

regression. On the other hand, h2 is acting on the response observations, and con-

trols the number of branches: large values of h2 lead to a single branch (as a limit

case) whereas too small values of h2 provide an extremely fragmented pattern (see

Alonso Pena (2020) for an illustration with complete data samples).

Although the statement of the problem seems simple, the local maxima (set of

local modes) of the conditional density estimation cannot (in general) be obtained

analytically and numerical methods are required for computing M̂ (x). In this setting,

Einbeck and Tutz (2006) proposed an algorithm based on the mean–shift algorithm

to estimate the set of conditional modes. The conditional mean–shift algorithm for

complete data, suggested by Einbeck and Tutz (2006), is described below:

Algorithm 0: Conditional mean–shift
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Step 1. Initialize mesh points M = {xj , j = 1, . . . ,m} ⊆ D ⊂ Rd

Step 2. For each x ∈ M , select starting points {y10 (x) , y20 (x) , ..., y
p
0 (x)},

Step 3. For a fixed x and for each (x, yk0 (x)), with k = 1, ..., p, initialize t = 0 and update

ykt+1 using the following iteration procedure:

ykt+1 (x) =

∑n
i=1 YiK1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
yk
t (x)−Yi

h2

)
∑n

i=1 K1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
yk
t (x)−Yi

h2

) , with t = 0, 1, ...

Repeat Step 3 until the convergence criterion is reached at

{y1 (x) , y2 (x) , · · · , yp (x)}.
The modal regression multifunction estimator at point x provided by Algorithm 0

is given by

M̂ (x) = {y1 (x) , y2 (x) , · · · , yp (x)}

This estimator, which is a random set, was further studied by Chen et al. (2016),

considering Gaussian kernels and, for simplicity, the same bandwidth parameter for

the response and the covariate (h1 = h2), to obtain asymptotic error bounds and

construct confidence intervals. The asymptotic analysis carried out by Chen et al.

(2016) is based on an error criterion measuring the approximation of M̂ (x) to M (x),

using the Hausdorff distance between two sets, defined as:

Haus (A,B) = inf
r≥0

{r : A ⊆ B ⊕ r,B ⊆ A⊕ r} , (5)

with A⊕ r = {x : d(x, A) ≤ r}, and d(x, A) = infy∈A ∥x− y∥.

Note that the use of a kernel density estimator for the function f̂n (x, y) in Algo-

rithm 0 requires the selection of (at least) a bandwidth parameter. Einbeck and Tutz

(2006), Chen et al. (2016) and Zhou and Huang (2019) address this choice from dif-

ferent methodological perspectives, including cross–validation, uniform prediction sets
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and residual squares criterion. A numerical comparison of the different proposals was

provided by Alonso Pena (2020).

3 Modal regression with missing response data

In order to deal with the possible missing responses in our data sample {Xi, Yi}ni=1,

a new variable δ (indicating whether Y is observed or not) should be introduced.

Specifically, δi = 1 if Yi is observed and δi = 0 otherwise. We consider a missing at

random (MAR) model for δ (see Little and Rubin (2019)), given by

P(δ = 1|X, Y ) = P(δ = 1|X) = p (X) (6)

Some issues should be hilighted regarding the modelling of the missingness mechanism.

Specifically, Bojinov et al. (2019) observed that this mechanism can be disregarded

in the context of Bayesian or direct–likelihood inference when the MAR assumption

holds. Nevertheless, the frequentist approach is capable of ignoring the missingness

mechanism under a more robust condition of missing completely at random (MCAR).

For missing data, likelihood–based frequentist inference is only considered valid when

the missingness mechanism generates datasets satisfying the MAR condition. This is

in accordance with the findings of Little and Rubin (2019), Little (2021) and Seaman

et al. (2013).

The performance of the techniques employed in the analysis of incomplete datasets

are contingent upon the methodology employed and the nature of the missing data. As

it has been mentioned in the Introduction, some of these techniques entail the deletion

of a portion of the sample, which may be done in a listwise, casewise, or pairwise man-

ner. While their implementation is relatively straightforward, the inference process

requires strong assumptions and may result in a significant reduction in the num-

ber of records. As an alternative, IPW methods are derived from sampling statistics,
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assigning non–response weights, which are inversely proportional to the probability of

observation (see (6)). These quantities must be estimated from the sample with any

of the existing procedures: logistic or nonparametric regression, among others (see

Seaman and White (2011), Bianco et al. (2011), Shao and Wang (2016)).

An alternative approach to address the non–response is to impute the missing

observations. If the missing observation is replaced by a single value, the technique is

referred to as single imputation. Some mechanisms employ values derived from other

observations (hot–deck imputation), mean substitution, or regression–based imputa-

tion (see Little and Rubin (2019), Enders (2022) and Molenberghs and Kenward

(2007)). The use of auxiliary variables may enhance the effectiveness of the imputation

process, particularly when the predictions are in close alignment with the actual data.

However, this approach may potentially result in an underestimation of the variance

associated with the imputed data (see van Buuren (2018), Little and Rubin (2019)).

In order to address the potential issue of low dispersion of imputed observations, mul-

tiple imputation was devised. This approach involves the repeated simulation of values

for the missing data in order to obtain (at least) two complete data sets. Each of the

imputed datasets is subjected to analysis using standard statistical techniques. The

results obtained are then combined to create a single estimator, from which inferences

can be drawn. Multiple imputation is outlined in detail in van Buuren (2018). A recent

paper of Little et al. (2024) shows, from a non-technical perspective, the strengths

and weaknesses of above-mentioned methods.

In what follows, specific adaptations of the conditional mean–shift algorithm

(namely Algorithm 0) will be presented for simplified, IPW, simple imputation and a

suitably adapted multiple imputation approaches.
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3.1 Simplified estimator

The simplified estimation can be obtained considering only the complete observations.

In this setting, the kernel density estimation of f (x, y) is given by:

f̂S,n (x, y) =
1

hd
1h2

∑n
i=1 δi

n∑
i=1

δiK1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
y − Yi

h2

)
(7)

Following similar calculations as in the complete case (see Zhou and Huang (2016)

or Alonso-Pena and Crujeiras (2023) among others) with Gaussian kernels K1 and

K2, the local maximum of the complete–case estimation density, f̂S,n, must satisfy:

∂

∂y
f̂S,n (x, y) =

1

h2
f̂S,n (x, y)

∑n
i=1 δiK1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
y−Yi

h2

)
Yi∑n

i=1 δiK1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
y−Yi

h2

) − y

 = 0

Then, the mean shift vector is proportional to the normalized density gradient

estimate and the algorithm can be adapted just modifying Step 3 as follows:

Algorithm 1: Simplified mean–shift

Step 3. For a fixed x and for each (x, yk0 (x)), with k = 1, ..., p, initialize t = 0 and update

ykt+1 using the following iteration procedure:

ykt+1 (x) =

∑n
i=1 δiYiK1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
yk
t (x)−Yi

h2

)
∑n

i=1 δiK1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
yk
t (x)−Yi

h2

) , with t = 0, 1, ...

Repeat Step 3 until the convergence criterion is reached at

{y1 (x) , y2 (x) , · · · , yp (x)}

The kernel density estimator based on the completed sample (7) may be biased

if the missing data are not MCAR (see Dubnicka (2009)). For this reason, other

alternatives must be considered.
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3.2 Inversely Probability Weighting estimator

An alternative to the simplified estimator that is widely used in the context of miss-

ing data is the IPW method, following the idea of Horvitz and Thompson (1952),

where each observation is inversely weighted by the corresponding propensity score

(6). Hence, the nonparametric kernel density estimator of the joint density is given by:

f̂IPW,n (x, y) =
1

hd
1h2

∑n
i=1

δi
p(Xi)

n∑
i=1

δi
p (Xi)

K1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
y − Yi

h2

)

The theoretical properties of the IPW estimator of the density function have been

studied by Dubnicka (2009) in the univariate case, although the estimator can be

extended to the multivariate case. Analogously to the previous case, the gradient of

IPW density estimation can be obtained and the mean–shift algorithm is adapted as

follows:

Algorithm 2: IPW conditional mean–shift

Step 3. For a fixed x and for each (x, yk0 (x)), with k = 1, ..., p, initialize t = 0 and update

ykt+1 using the following iteration procedure:

yt+1 (x) =

∑n
i=1

δi
p(Xi)

YiK1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
yk
t (x)−Yi

h2

)
∑n

i=1
δi

p(Xi)
K1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
yk
t (x)−Yi

h2

) , with t = 0, 1, ...

Repeat Step 3 until the convergence criterion is reached at

{y1 (x) , y2 (x) , · · · , yp (x)}

The missing probability, p (Xi), is usually unknown and it must estimated consis-

tently. Such an estimator can be obtained parametrically, for example, using a logistic

regression or nonparametrically with a kernel estimator, p̂(Xi). It is worth noticing a

counter–intuitive phenomenon that has been observed with applying the IPW estima-

tor with p̂(Xi): the nonparametric estimation of the missing probability reduces the
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variance of IPW estimators even when the probability is known (for further details,

see references Bianco et al. (2011), Robins et al. (1995) or Wang et al. (1998) among

others).

3.3 Imputed simple estimator

Imputation methods are another route to deal with missing observations. The

conventional approach is based on mean imputation, whereby the conditional or uncon-

ditional mean of the variable containing missing values is estimated and employed

to replace the missing values. In the context of modal regression, this approach may

not be adequate, particularly when the conditional distribution of the response vari-

able is asymmetric, resulting in a significant discrepancy between the conditional

mean and mode. Accordingly, an imputation method based on the simplified estima-

tor (Algorithm 1) is deemed an appropriate means of filling the non–observed data.

This estimator is constructed in two stages: first, Algorithm 1 is employed to forecast

the mode of the response variable for δ = 0. This process results in the generation of a

complete sample, which can then be subjected to the conditional mean–shift algorithm

for complete data (Algorithm 0).

Algorithm 3: Simple Imputation conditional mean–shift

Step 1: Imputation of non–observed data

1 For each Yi with δi = 0, consider the predictor variable Xi and select starting

points {y1i,0, y2i,0, · · · , y
p
i,0},

2 Apply Algorithm 1 with the complete sample and the previous starting points

yki,t+1 (Xi) =

∑n
j=1 δjYjK1

(
∥Xi−Xj∥

h1

)
K2

(
yk
i,t−Yj

h2

)
∑n

i=1 δiK1

(
∥x−Xi∥

h1

)
K2

(
yk
i,t−Yi

h2

) , with t = 0, 1, ...

3 Take M̂(Xi) =
{
Ŷi,j

}ki

j=1
the set of ki estimated modes in Xi.
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4 Evaluate the conditional density f̂n (·|Xi) at the elements of M̂(Xi) and obtain

Ŷi,j0 with

j0 = arg max
j

{
f̂n

(
Ŷi,j |Xi

)
: 1 ≤ j ≤ ki

}
The imputed observations are completed in the following way:

Ỹi = δiYi + (1− δi)Ŷi,j0

Step 2: Conditional mode estimation

Once the sample is completed,
{(

Xi, Ỹi

)}n

i=1
we apply the mean–shift algorithm

for complete data to this sample, that is, Algorithm 1 with δi = 1, for i = 1, . . . , n.

In Step 2, note that the mean–shift vector is proportional to the density of the

imputed sample, represented by the set of points
{(

Xi, Ỹi

)}n

i=1
.

In general, the imputed data based in a single value (mean, regression, a random

value, etc) does not represent all the variability of the original data. Consequently,

a potential limitation of the simple imputation method is that standard errors may

be underestimated (see van Buuren (2018) or Rubin (1987), among others). However,

multiple imputation allows for handling uncertainty associated with potential imputa-

tions. In particular, the density estimator based on the mean-imputed sample does not

present a satisfactory asymptotic behavior, given that the imputed sample is treated

as if it was a complete data set. Titterington and Mill (1983) compared the mean-

integrated squared error for different estimators of the density function with missing

at random data, and the usefulness of the multiple imputation was highlighted in the

paper.

3.4 Multiple imputation estimator

A novel multiple imputation method for nonparametric modal regression is presented

in this section. In general, the pooling step of multiple imputation algorithms consist
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of averaging estimates. Nevertheless, in a modal context, averaging is not the adequate

strategy.

The proposed multiple imputation estimator considers two phases. The first step

is to apply Algorithm 1 to the available data {(Xi, Yi, δi = 1)}ni=1, where the mesh

points considered are the sample points Xi where Yi is missing and Y− coordinates

are equispaced. So, a modal set is estimated for each sample point Xi where δi = 0.

From these modal sets, a number B of values are randomly drawn to fill the missing

responses for each incomplete observation (δi = 0), and thus B different completed

(by imputation) samples are obtained
{{(

Xi, Ỹ
j
i

)}n

i=1

}B

j=1
.

In the next step, Algorithm 0 is applied to these B filled samples and B modal

sets are estimated in each new mesh point set. In this case, the algorithm for selecting

the mesh points is the same as for the complete data. The estimated modal sets can

be different because the B input data sets are different. Finally, for each mesh point,

the algorithm combines these B modal sets using procedures based on techniques to

determine the number of unconditional modes as in Ameijeiras-Alonso et al. (2021)

and a new estimated modal set is computed.

Algorithm 4: Multiple imputation conditional mean–shift

Repeat Step 1 B times.

Step 1: Imputation of the sample

1.1 For each index i where Yi is missing, consider Xi and select the starting points.

{y1i,0, y2i,0, · · · , y
p
i,0}, as the same way from previous algorithms but with the value

of the covariate fixed at Xi with δi = 0.

1.2 Apply Algorithm 1 with the complete sample and the previous starting points

yki,t+1 =

∑n
j=1 δjYjK1

(
∥Xi−Xj∥

h1

)
K2

(
yk
i,t−Yj

h2

)
∑n

j=1 δjK1

(
∥Xi−Xj∥

h1

)
K2

(
yk
i,t−Yi

h2

) (8)

14



1.3 Let M̂(Xi) =
{
Ŷi,j

}ki

j=1
be the set of ki estimated modes in Xi.

1.4 Compute the conditional density f̂n (·/Xi) at points of M̂(Xi)

and now select randomly one value with weights proportionals to(
f̂n

(
Ŷi,1/Xi

)
, · · · , f̂n

(
Ŷi,ki/Xi

))
, say Ỹi.

Step 2: Estimation with the complete samples

Once the sample is completed,
{{(

Xi, Ỹ
j
i

)}n

i=1

}B

j=1
with Ỹ j

i = δiYi+(1−δi)Ŷi, we

apply the mean–shift algorithm (Algorithm 0) for complete data to these samples.

Step 3: Combine the results

For each mesh point xj ∈ M , from the previous step, we have obtained B sets of

conditional modes from the previous B imputations and it is necessary to merge

them to obtain a estimated modal set for each one. For this objective, we join the

B sets and we use unconditional strategies to compute the number of modes and

the identification of them. In particular, a procedure which combines the smoothing

and the excess mass, proposed by Ameijeiras-Alonso et al. (2021) is used.

4 Bandwidth selection

The selection of the bandwidth parameters h1 and h2 in (4) is crucial for the imple-

mentation of kernel methods. In particular, two approaches have been considered for

the conditional modal regression: the use of a bandwidth selector for kernel density

estimation and the use of a specific bandwidth that takes into account the nature of

multimodal sets. An extensive simulation study on multimodal bandwidth selectors

in the complete data scenario has been carried out by Alonso Pena (2020).

As observed by Einbeck and Tutz (2006), the bandwidth selectors based on the

conditional density estimation are prone to oversmoothing. A corrected method based

on a hybrid bandwidth selection rule introduced by Bashtannyk and Hyndman (2001)

can be used instead.
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Chen et al. (2016) proposed a bandwidth selector based on the volume of the

predictions sets. Given a level α, the prediction set is defined as:

P1−α = {(x, y) , (x ∈ D, y ∈ M (x)⊕ ϵ1−α},

where

ϵ1−α = inf{ϵ ≥ 0 : P (d (Y,M(x)) > ϵ) ≤ α}.

The authors assumed h1 = h2 = h > 0 and the univariate bandwidth selector of h is

obtained minimizing the volume (given by the Lebesge measure) of a kernel density

estimation of P1−α from:

argmin
h≥0

Vol
(
P̂1−α,h

)
= ϵ̂1−α,h

∫
x∈D

N̂h (x) dx, (9)

where N̂h (x) is the estimated number of local modes at X = x. This selector has

two limitations: the parameter α must be selected and the assumption h1 = h2 may

be very restrictive because, as pointed out in the introduction and by Alonso Pena

(2020), the role of the parameters is different, one controlling the smoothing and other

the number of modes.

From the computational point of view, Zhou and Huang (2019) conducted a com-

parative study of several bandwidth selectors for nonparametric modal regression with

one-dimensional covariate and propose two alternatives based on the cross-validation

criterion and other which minimized an empirical version of the Integrated Squared

Error (ISE) based on the Hausdorff distance between the estimated and true modal

set. As the true modal set is not available, Bootstrap sampling was used to estimate

the ISE as follows:

ÎSE (h1, h2) =
1

R

R∑
r=1

1

n

n∑
i=1

Hauss{M̂r
h1,h2

(x) , M̂∗ (x)}, (10)
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where M̂r
h1,h2

is the estimator based on the rth bootstrap sample and M∗ is the

estimator based on a finite mixture model.

Later, Alonso Pena (2020) compared these selectors and concluded that the CV

criterion adapted to modal regression performs well in many situations, but when the

number of modes varies with X may be the estimator is not able to adequately capture

the modal structure.

Actually, multimodal estimation with a d-dimensional covariate finds a problem

in bandwidth selection. The existing proposals assume a univariate covariate as Zhou

and Huang (2019) or a univariate kernel evaluated in L2− norm in Rd to avoid the

multidimensional smoothing parameter selection.

In the missing response context, the bandwidth selector should be also adapted to

adequately handle the missingness. Based on the cross–validation proposal by Zhou

and Huang (2019), an IPW version can be formulated as follows: consider (h1, h2) the

values that minimize the cross–validation function:

CV (h1, h2) = n−1
n∑

i=1

δid
2
(
M̂−i (Xi) , Yi

)
N2

−i (Xi)
w (Xi)

p (Xi)
. (11)

where d (A, b) denotes the Hausdorff distance between a set A and a point b as the

minimum Euclidean distance between b y a ∈ A. The term N (Xi) denotes the size of

M̂ (Xi). Note that the IPW version of the cross–validation criterion considers both the

indicator of observed responses, δi and the missing probability p(Xi). As commented

in section 3.2, the missing probability must be estimated and different methodologies

can be used. Parametric assumptions, as logistic model, or a nonparametric regression

of the δ variable over X, among other alternatives, can be used.

17



5 Simulation experiments

A simulation study has been carried out in order to study the performance of the modal

regression nonparametric estimators with missing responses introduced in Section 3.

Numerical studies where conducted in R Core Team (2024).

5.1 Simulation scenarios

In all cases, we generate independent and identically distributed data from the model:

Yi = 2 sin(2πXi) + ϵk,ai , 1 ≤ i ≤ n

where Xi ∼ U(0, 1) and ϵk,a is the error variable following a mixed Gaussian distribu-

tion. More precisely, ϵk,a ∼ kZ1(a) + (1− k)Z2 with Z1(a) ∼ N(µ1 + (µ2 − µ1)a, σ1),

Z2 ∼ N(µ2, σ2) and k ∈ [0, 1] and a ∈ [−1, 1]. The remaining parameters are

µ1 = −1.5, µ2 = 1.5 and σ1 = σ2 = 0.5 and n = 200.

The parameter k serves to regulate the ratio of the model density k/(1− k) (and

therefore of the modes). The values of a determine the distance between the Gaussian

means of the mixture (a = 0, representing a separation of three units and a = 1

indicating no separation).

The following scenarios are considered:

Scn.1 ϵk,a = ϵk,0, i.e., a mixture of two Gaussian distributions (Figure 1), with two fixed

modes at µ1, µ2 for k = 0.5, 0.75 and 0.85 (Figure 3) with high density values

(depending on k) and a third mode with values at 0, 0.10 and 0.16 depending on k

and with density values close to zero.

Scn.2 ϵk,a = ϵ0.75,a, i.e., a mixture of two Gaussian distributions (Figure 1), with modes

depending of a = 0, 1
6 ,

2
6 ,

3
6 ,

4
6 ,

5
6 and 1 (Figure 3).
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Scn.3 ϵk,a = ϵ(k,Xi), 1 ≤ i ≤ n, i.e., a mixture of two Gaussian distributions (Figure

2) whose main modes vary as {µ1 + (µ2 − µ1)Xi, µ2} and k = 0.5, 0.75 and 0.85

(Figure 3).

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the densities of the mixtures for scenarios 1 to 3. The

values of a and k are employed to simulate multimodal patterns and to examine the

impact of the transition from unimodality to multimodality on the various estimators.

It should be noted that the error distribution of scenario 3 (Figure 2 ) depends on the

predictor variable X and the number of local modes varies with X. This is the most

complex scenario, even with complete data.

The location of the conditional modes is markedly distinct under these models, as

illustrated in Figure 3. In scenarios 1 and 2, the conditional modes are shown to be

parallel with a fixed distance for scenario 1. In scenario 2, the distance between the

conditional modes decreases. In contrast, scenario 3 shows how the conditional modes

become closer depending on the predictor variable values.

Missing data (6) are generated according four model configurations:

M1. p (x) = 0.6 + 0.3 cos(πx).

M2. p (x) = 0.6 + 0.3 cos(2πx).

M3. p (x) = 0.7 + 0.3 cos(2πx2).

M4. p (x) = 0.75.

Figure 4 shows the probability of to be missing for M1 to M4 models. M4 model

assumes a MCAR pattern with (constant) 25% of missing data. M1 to M3 models

show different situations under a MAR scheme. The percentage of observed data is

similar in all situations with values between 60% and 75%.

In all the examples, bandwidth selection has been performed with the IPW cross–

validation criterion introduced in expression (11).

A measure of the global error is computed based on the average of the squared

Hausdorff distance between the set of theoretical and estimated modes over a grid in
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Fig. 1: Mixture of Gaussian distributions for scenario 1 (left) and scenario 2 (right).
For scenario 1, from top to bottom: k = 0.85, 0.75, 0.5. For scenario 2, k = 0.75 and
from top to bottom, a ∈ {1, 5/6, 4/6, 0.5, 2/6, 1/6, 0}. Vertical black lines show the
local modes.

Fig. 2: Mixture of Gaussian distributions in scenario 3. From left to right, k = 0.5, 0.75
and k = 0.85.

the interval [0, 1] of length m = 200, given by:

ASE
(
M̂

)
=

1

B

B∑
b=1

m∑
j=1

Hauss
(
M̂(xj),M(xj)

)2

∆

where ∆ is the partition resolution of the grid (∆ = 1/200) and B is the number of

samples. In all cases, B = 500.

The simulations, to observe the effect of missingness, are also carried out assuming

that the complete sample is observed (p (x) = 1 ∀x), as outlined in Algorithm 0, with

the estimator labeled as C. The estimators obtained by Algorithms 1 and 2, simplified

and inversely probability-weighted, are designated as S and W, respectively. The
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Fig. 3: Modal regression curves (branches of the modal regression) for scenarios 1 to
3, from left to right.

imputed versions of Algorithms 3 and 4, namely simple and multiple imputation, are

labeled SI and MI, respectively.

There are different methods to select the starting points: whole sample, equidistant,

random, proportional to quantiles, etc. For the imputation methods (SI and MI)

we consider the complete subsample as mesh points for the first step. For the next

steps of these estimators and the other algorithms ( C, S and W) a fixed number of

starting points equally spaced was considered; as pointed Einbeck and Tutz (2006),

large enough to reach the modes even more than once.
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Fig. 4: Missing function models M1 to M4 (black, blue, green and grey, respectively).

5.2 Results for scenario 1

In Scenario 1, the modes can clearly distinguished for k = 0.5. In this case, the

behaviour of the simplified estimator S, the IPW estimator W and the simplified

imputation estimator SI is similar for all missing data models (M1 to M4). However,

the multiple imputation estimator MI estimator performs better than its competitors.

The results for the ASE
(
M̂

)
are presented in Table 1. For k = 0.75 and k = 0.85, as

illustrated on the left side of Figure 1, the distribution is almost unimodal and S and

W estimators exhibit similar performance. In contrast, the SI estimator demonstrates

the poorest performance, while the MI estimator exhibits the greatest efficacy. The

vioplot for squared error of Hausdorff distance are showed in Figure 5. For k = 0.75

and k = 0.85, where the presence of two modes introduces additional complexity, the

MI estimator demonstrates superior performance compared to the other estimators.

For k = 0.5, all the proposed solutions are found to be similar.

5.3 Results for scenario 2

Results for Scenario 2 are presented in Table 2. Multiple imputationMI presents again

superior performance for the missing data models. In certain instances, theMImethod

appears to outperform complete data, however this is an artifact of oversmoothing as

previously mentioned in the Introduction. As anticipated, there is a relevant influence
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of the a parameter on the comparative evaluation of the algorithms. For large values of

a, yielding a close to unimodality setting, the ASE
(
M̂

)
values are relative small, yet

the behaviour of the proposed estimators remains similar. Nevertheless, for relatively

small values of a, with a pronounced bimodality, the distinction is more clear. In

this case, there is a discernible enhancement in the performance of the MI approach,

particularly for a = 1/6.

Figure 6 illustrates the behaviour of the ASE
(
M̂

)
with respect to a grid values

of a in {0, 1/6, . . . , 1}. For all the missing data models M1 to M4, the errors are larger

when the distribution is multimodal, and the values of a less than zero, the ASE
(
M̂

)
increases as the parameter rises towards zero. In this situations, the estimators are

unable to distinguish between a multimodal or unimodal conditional distribution.

Once the parameter a exceeds zero, the estimators can better capture the shape and

the values of ASE
(
M̂

)
decrease drastically. In all cases, the ASE

(
M̂

)
reports values

for MI that are lower than those of the other estimators, with a more pronounced

discrepancy observed for small values of a.

5.4 Results for scenario 3

The most complex conditional distribution is the one simulated under Scenario 3. The

values of ASE
(
M̂

)
in Table 3 are notably high in all cases, particularly for large values

of k where the presence of multiple modes is more pronounced. While the differences

are less notable, the MI estimator emerges as the best option among the proposed

estimators for all missing models. Figure 7 shows the behavior of the error through

vioplots with a slight improvement of MI estimator across all examined situations
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Fig. 5: Vioplot of ASE(M) for scenario 1 and missing models M1-M4, with k =
0.5, 0.75, 0.85.
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Fig. 6: ASE
(
M̂

)
for missing models M1 to M4, and several values of a in [−0.5, 0.5]

in scenario 2.
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Fig. 7: Vioplot of ASE(M) for scenario 3 and missing models M1-M4, with k =
0.5, 0.75, 0.85.

6 Illustration with real data

Two applications of the new methodology are presented in this section. The first

example is taken from medicine and refers to the study of HIV-AIDS patients with

advanced immune suppression. The second example considers marine observations,

focusing on maximum surface temperature (in ºC) at a marine buoy near the Cies

Islands in Pontevedra (NW Spain). Both data examples present missing data in the

response variable to be modelled.
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6.1 Example 1. Study of HIV-AIDS

Zhang and Wang (2022) considered this dataset in a regression setting with response

missing at random. The dataset is accessible via the R package BART, Sparapani

et al. (2021). From an HIV trial, 522 subjects with didanosine antiretroviral regimen

have been selected. After the treatments were applied, the CD4 count at 96 ±5 weeks

and other variables were collected from each patient. For this HIV clinical trail, the

CD4 cell counts is the target variable, decreasing as HIV progresses. To develop our

analysis, conditional modes of CD4 count at 96 ±5 weeks (cd496 = Y ) were estimated

given age variable (age = X).

A total of 211 observations are classified as missing in the response variable, repre-

senting approximately 39.7% of the total sample. Following Zhang and Wang (2022),

the MAR mechanism is assumed to govern the missing data. Figure 9 shows (left) the

two-dimensional density estimate (histogram) of (age, cd496) and (right) the condi-

tional density estimate of cd496 given age. These two plots show different types of

structures of the bidimensional and conditional densities, justifying a modal regres-

sion approach. A scatter plot of the data is presented in Table 8 which shows the

conditional modes estimations (with multiple imputation) versus the nonparametric

regression estimation. Results of the other estimators are shown in the supplemen-

tary material. The conditional mode estimators are obtained by assuming one to four

modes in the algorithm as illustrated in the figure from the top left to the bottom

right. Upon examination of the data, the conditional mode estimation algorithms are

able to discern branches that are not discernible through mean regression.
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Fig. 8: Conditional modes with multiple imputation of cd496 given age with modes
number 1,2,3,4 (from top left corner to bottom right corner) respectively. Smooth
regression estimates in black (with only complete cases), and modal regression in
orange. Orange light colors are shown for low density values and orange dark colors
for high density values.
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Fig. 9: Histogram of (age, cd496) (left) and conditional histogram cd496 given age

(right).

6.2 Example 2. Maximum surface temperature

MeteoGalicia, the Galizian Meteorology Agency, provides daily data from weather sta-

tions and marine buoys covering the whole of Galicia and its neighbouring regions. The

floating devices collect data from different measurements providing: oxygenous humid-

ity, temperature, etc. The aim of this study is to examine the relationship between

the daily maximum surface temperature (Y ) and the average air temperature (X)

measured on a marine buoy. A ocean–meteorological buoy situated in the vicinity of

the Cies Islands, located within the municipality of Vigo/Spain (longitude/latitude:

-8° 53.59’, 42° 10.69’) have been considered. The data correspond to daily measure-

ments in 2021. The buoy did not collect data for any of the 25 variables collected by

the system on 8 days of the year. Therefore, the number of observations is 357 with a
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21.3% incidence of missing data for the response variable Y . The data are available in

the oceanographic information of https://www.meteogalicia.gal/. Due to the nature

of the data, there may be a degree of data dependency. Without missing observations,

Ullah et al. (2022) developed a nonlinear modal regression under stationary α−mixing

dependent samples. The study of situation of missing and dependent observations is

a future research direction.

Figure 10 depicts the scatterplot of the variables and the nonparametric regres-

sion model estimation, as well as the multimode conditional estimations proposed in

Section 3. The discrepancies are statistically significant, and our proposals, particu-

larly the MI distinguishing branches for high values of x, which the mean regression

identifies as potential outliers, merit further investigation.

Fig. 10: Scatterplot of maximum surface temperature with respect to mean air tem-
perature in 2021 at Cies marine buoy (blue solid points). Nonparametric regression
estimation (black line) and different modal regression estimation (green) with 2 modes
(light orange colors are shown for low density values and dark orange colors for high
density values).
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7 Concluding Remarks

This paper presents four proposals for the estimation of the conditional modes when

the response variable has missing observations. In this study, we consider a multimodal

setting and we adapt the conditional mean–shift algorithm (Einbeck and Tutz (2006),

Chen et al. (2016)) considering different missing data methodologies. Specifically, we

consider a simplified estimator using the complete sample S; an Inverse probability

weighting method IPW; a simple imputation for the conditional mode of the observed

subsample, SI and a novel approach, which generates multiple imputations and then

combines the results of the completed samples by considering a conditional mode,

namely MI. The different proposals are compared in a simulation study, where MI is

shown to outperform its competitors.

As in the case of complete data, in the unimodal scenario, if the mode coincides with

the mean, the proposed estimators provide the same curve as regression on the mean.

Regression on the mean has been investigated when there are missing observations

in the response from different points of view by Chu and Cheng (1995), González-

Manteiga and Pérez-González (2004) or Efromovich (2014) among others.

The missing scheme considered is MAR. A more complex situation where the

missingness depends on the response variable Y , known as Missing Not At Random

could be taken into account. However, in this case, it is necessary to model the missing

data mechanism and generally Bayes or maximum likelihood methodologies are used.

However, the multimodal regression has not been addressed so far with these methods

even in the complete data case.

Several open problems still exist. As mentioned in the previous section, the modal

regression for dependent data with missing observations has not yet been studied. The

literature about this topic is scarce with recent publications such as Ullah et al. (2022)

or Wang (2024). For mean regression, the authors Pérez-González et al. (2009) have
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already examined this situation. It would be very interesting in the future to see the

effect of dependence and missing data in modal regression.

Second, we consider a scalar bandwidth chosen by a data-driven method based on

a complete data selector proposed by Zhou and Huang (2019); but alternatives based

on variable bandwidths, despite the computational cost, would improve the behavior

of the estimators. These are unexplored lines of research, and they suggest interesting

directions for future work.

Supplementary material

The supplementary material of this paper contains codes and data needed for execut-

ing the simulation study and real data examples. This is also included in a GitHub

repository http://github.com/TomasCotos/NP-Modal-Reg-Missing-Y/.
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González-Manteiga, W., Pérez-González, A.: Nonparametric mean estimation with

missing data. Comm. Statist. Theory Methods 33(2), 277–303 (2004)
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