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Abstract

Resampling techniques have become increasingly popular for estimation
of uncertainty in data collected via surveys. Survey data are also frequently
subject to missing data which are often imputed. This note addresses the is-
sue of using resampling methods such as a jackknife or bootstrap in conjunc-
tion with imputations that have be sampled stochastically (e.g., in the vein of
multiple imputation). It is illustrated that the imputations must be redrawn
within each replicate group of a jackknife or bootstrap. Further, the number
of multiply imputed datasets per replicate group must dramatically exceed
the number of replicate groups for a jackknife. However, this is not the case
in a bootstrap approach. A brief simulation study is provided to support the
theory introduced in this note.

Keywords: Missing Data, Multiple Imputation, Jackknife, Bootstrap.

1 Introduction

The problem of missing values confounds most efforts to analyze survey data, with

a wealth of literature and software developed to address it. Multiple imputation

(Rubin, 1996; Little and Rubin, 2002), in which each missing value is independently

“filled in” finitely many times with plausible draws from a predictive distribution

to create several completed datasets has become a preferred manner of accounting

for missingness. Although the use of a single imputed dataset in lieu of multiple im-

puted ones may not inherently bias estimates derived from the data, information
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can be combined across multiple imputed datasets to adjust estimators of uncer-

tainty for error in the imputations; Rubin Rubin (1987) introduced formulas for

doing so that are now well-known.

However, any issues presented by missing data are confounded in the anlaysis

of surveys since traditional algebraic formulas for variance estimation may not be

valid in the presence of a complex survey design. Although linearization (Binder,

1983; Lumley, 2004) may be used to account for facets like inverse probability weight-

ing and stratification, these formulas have been shown to fail in certain circum-

stances (e.g., Robbins et al., 2021), leading resampling techniques (such as a jack-

knife or a bootstrap) to be the preferred method of variance estimation for many

survey methodologists. Furthermore, additional literature has shown that tradi-

tional rules for combining data from multiple imputed datasets fail when used with

complex surveys (Kott, 1995; Kim et al., 2006).

Despite the ubiquity of missingness in survey data and the popularity of resam-

pling techniques for analyzing such data, there is limited literature exploring the

use of resampling techniques within the context of multiply imputed data. This

note attempts to fill in this gap in the literature.

Specifically, we illustrate that missing values should be independently imputed

several times within each replication group of a jackknife or bootstrap. This con-

tradicts existing literature which stipulates that each replicate group should be im-

puted only once (e.g., Little and Rubin, 2002; Miller and Kott, 2011). Furthermore,

the number of imputed datasets required for each group increases with the number

of replicate groups for the jackknife; however, this is shown to not be the case for

the bootstrap. Nonetheless, simulations show that mean squared error is slightly

smaller for the jackknife than the bootstrap when they are applied in a manner

that requires analogous computational burden.
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2 Imputation with resampling procedures

Let χ denote the full dataset, and let χobs and χmis indicate the observed and miss-

ing portions of χ, respectively. Imputed datasets are created by sampling χmis,k

from P pχmis|χobsq independently for k “ 1, . . . , m and then setting the kth imputed

dataset as χk “ tχobs;χmis,ku. For a parameter of interest θ, let pθk denote a ver-

sion of θ that is estimated using the kth dataset, and let ν̂k denote an estimator of

the variance of pθk. Rubin (1987) proposes rules for combining the pθk and ν̂k across

k “ 1, . . . , m to develop interval estimates for θ that account for imputation error.

Several authors have illustrated that the Rubin combining rules do not apply-

when the collected data are subject to a complex sample design (e.g., Kott, 1995;

Kim et al., 2006). The use of a jackknife or bootstrap has been proposed as an al-

ternative to the traditional use of multiple imputation; however, the application of

such procedures in conjunction with multiple imputation has not yet been fully in-

vestigated.

2.1 Jackknife for multiple imputation

The use of a jackknife for variance estimation dates to Quenouille (1949, 1956).

Here, we examine a delete-d (or delete-a-group) jackknife (Shao and Wu, 1989;

Kott, 2001). To begin, the dataset χ is segmented into G mutually exclusive and

exhaustive groups denoted χ
pgq for g “ 1, . . . , G, so that χ “ tpχp1qq1; . . . ; pχpGqq1u1.

The replicate datasets are then notated χ
p´gq, which is equivalent to χ with cases

in χ
pgq removed.

The applicability of a jackknife with imputed data has been considered previ-

ously (Rao and Shao, 1992; Righi et al., 2014); these authors recommend single

imputation within each replicate group. However, they address the limited circum-

stance of hot deck imputation across a single imputed variable. To extend the ap-

plicability of the jackknife to more general settings, we consider multiply imputing

within each replicate group; as such, we propose using multiple imputation inde-

pendently within each replicate group. Let θ̂p´gq denote the esimtate of the parame-
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ter of interest θ as found using m multiply imputed versions of χp´gq.

To elaborate, for each g “ 1, . . . , G, the dataset χp´gq is independently imputed

m times. We let θ̂
p´gq
j indicate the value of a parameter of interest θ estimated from

the jth imputed version of χp´gq. As such, our estimate of θ for the gth replicate

group is θ̂p´gq “ m´1
řm

j“1 θ̂
p´gq
j , and the jackknife estimate of θ is

θ̄jack “
1

G

Gÿ

g“1

θ̂p´gq, (1)

the variance of which is approximated using

yVarpθ̄jackq “
G ´ 1

G

Gÿ

g“1

pθ̂p´gq ´ θ̄jackq2. (2)

To establish the validity of (1) and (2) for inferences regarding θ, we first con-

sider the analogues of these terms for infinite m. In particular, define θp´gq so that

θ̂p´gq p
Ñ θp´gq as m Ñ 8, where

p
Ñ denotes convergence in probability. Then, let

θ̄ “
1

G

Gÿ

g“1

θp´gq and ĄVarpθ̄q “
G ´ 1

G

Gÿ

g“1

pθp´gq ´ θ̄q2,

The terms θ̄ and ĄVarpθ̄q will obey standard statistical theory for a jackknife, wherein

the pseudovalues, defined as θpgq “ Gθ̄ ´ pG ´ 1qθp´gq, will observe Varpθpgqq « ω2

for some constant ω so that Varpθ̄q « ω2{G (and as such, ĄVarpθ̄q is calculated as the

sample variance of the θpgq divided by G).

However, for finite m, the imputations induce noise into the above estimators.

That is, θ̂p´gq “ θp´gq ` ǫp´gq, where Erǫp´gqs “ 0 and Varpǫp´gqq “ Gc2{rpG ´ 1qms

where c2 ą 0 is a constant giving the variance added by a single imputed version of

the full sample. It follows that θ̄jack “ θ̄ ` ǭ, where ǭ “ G´1
řG

g“1 ǫ
p´gq. Furthermore,

yVarpθ̄jackq “ ĄVarpθ̄q `
2pG ´ 1q

G

Gÿ

g“1

pθp´gq ´ θ̄qpǫp´gq ´ ǭq `
G ´ 1

G

Gÿ

g“1

pǫp´gq ´ ǭq2.

The second term on the right side of the above expression is negligible due to the
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independence of the ǫp´gq and the θp´gq. Since the sample variance of the ǫp´gq is

approximately equal to Gc2{rmpG ´ 1qs, we see that

yVarpθ̄jackq « ĄVarpθ̄q `
G ´ 1

m
c2.

As such, m needs to be large in comparison to G in order to render the difference

between yVarpθ̄jackq and ĄVarpθ̄q to be negligible. That is, yVarpθ̄jackq diverges from

ĄVarpθ̄q with increasing G for fixed m. (Note that this divergence is a consequence

of the fact that pseudovalues defined using the ǫp´gq – unlike the θp´gq – have a vari-

ance that increases with G.) Consequentially, the jackknife procedure will fail if sin-

gle imputation (m “ 1, as recommended by Little and Rubin, 2002, p. 83) is used

with probabilistic sampling of imputations.

2.2 Bootstrap for multiple imputation

An alternative to the jackknife is the bootstrap (Efron and Tibshirani, 1994). Let

Spbq denote a random sample, taken with replacement, of rows from χ. The cardi-

nality of Spbq equals the total number of rows of χ. Let χpbq denote a version of χ

containing only cases in Spbq (with repeated rows as needed), and assume that B

bootstrap samples are independently created.

Akin to our approach with the jackknife, and in accordance with the observa-

tions of Schomaker and Heumann (2018), we recommend multiply imputing each

of the bootstrap samples m times in order to adequately approximate each θpbq.

Treating repeated rows as unique observations, let θ̂
pbq
j denote the estimate of θ col-

lected from the jth imputed dataset for the bth bootstrapped sample, and therefore

θ̂pbq “ m´1
řm

j“1 θ
pbq
j indicates the best estimator of θpbq. The bootstrapped estimate

of θ is then

θ̂boot “
1

B

Bÿ

b“1

θ̂pbq, (3)
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and the variance of θ̂boot is approximated with

yVarpθ̂bootq “
1

B ´ 1

Bÿ

b“1

pθ̂pbq ´ θ̂bootq
2. (4)

As with our discussion involving the jackknife, we consider analogues of (3)

and (4) for infinite m. That is, define θpbq so that θ̂pbq p
Ñ θpbq as m Ñ 8. Let

θ̄boot “ B´1
řB

b“1 θ
pbq. If the values of θpbq were known, the variance of θ̄boot would

be approximated with

ĄVarpθ̄bootq “
1

B ´ 1

Bÿ

b“1

pθpbq ´ θ̄bootq
2.

The terms θ̄boot and ĄVarpθ̄bootq will obey standard theory for a bootstrap as valid

estimators for inference of θ, and as such, the discrepancy between yVarpθ̂bootq and

ĄVarpθ̄bootq is of interest.

Note that θ̂pbq “ θpbq ` ǫpbq where Erǫpbqs “ 0 and Varpǫpbqq “ c2{m, where c2 was

defined in Section 2.1. Letting ǭboot “ B´1
řB

b“1 ǫ
pbq, it follows that

yVarpθ̄bootq “ ĄVarpθ̄bootq `
2

B ´ 1

Bÿ

b“1

pθpbq ´ θ̄bootqpǫpbq ´ ǭbootq `
1

B ´ 1

Bÿ

b“1

pǫpbq ´ ǭbootq
2.

The second term in the above is negligible due to the independence of the θpbq and

ǫpbq, whereas the third term is simply the sample variance of the ǫpbq. Consequen-

tially,

yVarpθ̄bootq « ĄVarpθ̄bootq `
c2

m
,

and as such the discrepancy between yVarpθ̂bootq and ĄVarpθ̄bootq decreases with in-

creasing m and in effect does not depend upon B.

The bootstrap is believed to require more bootstrapped samples (B) than the

jackknife requires replication groups (G). For instance, a rule-of-thumb of B “ 40n

has been proposed in settings involving fully observed data (Davison and Hinkley,

1997). However, since (unlike the jackknife) θ̂pbq is not divergent from θpbq with
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increasing B for fixed m, the bootstrap should not require m to be as large as is

needed with the jackknife.

3 Simulations

We next present a brief simulation study to verify the theory developed in Section

2. For this purpose, we consider a setup where resampling procedures are the pre-

ferred method of variance estimation in survey data that may be subject to miss-

ingness. Specifically, we consider the use of propensity score-type inverse probabil-

ity weighting for the purpose of blending probability and convenience samples as

described by Robbins et al. (2021). Therein, it is shown that traditional lineariza-

tion techniques fail in such settings, mandating the use of replication procedures for

variance estimation.

For i P Ω where Ω denotes a synthetic population, we let Yi (the only variable

subject to missingness) denote an outcome of interest, X1i denote an auxiliary vari-

able that governs the missingness mechanism in Yi, and X2i denote an auxiliary

variable that governs discrepancies between the probability and convenience sam-

ples.

Continuing, X1i and X2i are sampled from a bivariate normal distribution with

zero means, unit variances, and a correlation of 0.5, and Yi is generated as a binary

random variable with success probabilty py,i “ 1{p1 ` expt´X1i ` X2iuq. A popu-

lation of size N “ 20, 000 is independently generated according to these constructs.

Next, each unit in the population is assigned to the probability sample with a prob-

ability ps,i “ 0.02, and each unit not assigned to the probability sample is assigned

to the convenience sample with probability pc,i “ 1{p1`expt10{3´0.75X2iuq. Lastly,

each value of Yi is missing with probability pm,i “ 1{p1 ` expt´2{3 ´ 0.5X1iuq (for a

missingness rate of approximately 33%).

Following the simultaneous propensity score blending methodology proposed by

Robbins et al. (2021), we let γ̂i denote the estimated probability that case i is in

the convenience sample, conditional on X1i and X2i and given that the case is in ei-
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ther the probability or convenience samples (this probability is estimated here using

a logistic regression model). The weight for case i is set to wi “ p1 ´ γ̂iq{ps,i. We

aim to estimate µ “ ErYis, which would be performed using µ̂ “
ř

iPS wiYi{
ř

iPS wi

if Yi were observed for all i P S, where S denotes the union of the probability and

convenience samples.

Let Sprq denote a replicate version of S for a jackknife or bootstrap procedure

(i.e., Sp´gq or Spbq). Missing values of Yi for i P Sprq are imputed m times, and let

Y
prq
i,k denote the kth imputed value of YI for i P Sprq. Furthermore, in line with the

recommendations of Robbins et al. (2021) and others, weights are recalculated for

each replicate group, yielding w
prq
i for i P Sprq. In this case, µ̂prq, the multiple impu-

tation estimate of µ for Sprq, is calculated via

µ̂prq “
1

m

mÿ

k“1

ÿ

iPSprq

w
prq
i Y

prq
i,k {

ÿ

iPSprq

w
prq
i .

Jackknife and bootstrap estimates of µ, along with their approximate variance, are

then calculated in line with (1)-(4). Imputations for missing Yi are created indepen-

dently m times for each g “ 1, . . . , G and b “ 1, . . . , B using mice (Van Buuren and Groothuis-Oudshoorn,

2010) with imputation by logistic regression and with 5 iterations of Markov chain

Monte Carlo. In accordance with common practice for imputing with weighted data

(Schenker et al., 2006; Robbins, 2023), the imputation model includes X1 and X2

and the weights.

The above data generation process is repeated J “ 2000 times. For a given

method, we let µ̃rjs denote the point estimate of µ estimated at the jth simulation

(e.g., µ̃rjs for a bootstrap is the average of the respective µ̂pbq for b “ 1, . . . , B).

For each method, we calculate the bias and root mean-squared error (rMSE) in the

estimate of µ as follows:

biasµ “
1

J

Jÿ

j“1

pµ̃rjs ´ µq, and rMSEµ “

gffe 1

J

Jÿ

j“1

pµ̃rjs ´ µq2.

We denote the corresponding estimate for Varpµ̃rjsq with Ṽ rjs. The 100p1 ´ αqth
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confidence interval for µ is then calculated with bounds given by µ̃rjs ˘ z1´α{2

a
Ṽ rjs,

where z1´α{2 is the 100p1 ´ αqth percentile of the standard normal distribution. The

coverage for each method is calculated as the portion of simulations in which the

confidence interval contains the true value of µ.

For the purposes of comparison, we also consider a simplified method where m

imputed versions of each synthetic dataset are generated, and then the respective

jackknife and bootstrap estimates are created using the original imputations for

that dataset without re-imputing at each replicate group. Although this is not ap-

propriate in theory (since information from the full dataset factors into each repli-

cation estimate), it will be substantially less computationally burdensome than the

full methods proposed above. Results for the for the simulation process outlined

above are shown in Table 1.

The findings illustrate that for both the jackknife and the bootstrap, it is nec-

essary to impute independently for each replication group and to use multiple im-

putations. As suggested by the theoretical results in the prior section, we see that a

substantially larger m is required for for the jackknife than the bootstrap. However,

there are also indications that the value of B should be larger for the bootstrap

than the corresponding value of G for the jackknife—as evidenced by the larger

rMSE for the bootstrap with smaller values of B are used. Note, likewise, that the

jackknife with G “ 25 and m “ 200 yields a slightly smaller rMSE than the boot-

strap with B “ 250 and m “ 50; this helps to justify the use of the jackknife in

spite of it requiring a larger m.

4 Discussion

Both imputation and replication procedures are of fundamental importance in sur-

vey analysis. This note elucidates the steps that must be taken in order to draw

correct inferences when using these procedures in tandem. We contradict some con-

ventional wisdom (e.g., Little and Rubin, 2002) by illustrating that for both a jack-

knife and bootstrap, each replication group should be multiply imputed indepen-
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Table 1: Simulated bias, rMSE, and coverage (using 1 ´ α “ 0.95) for various m
and G or B for the mean of Yi when imputations are resampled for each replica-
tion group and when a single batch of m imputated datasets is used for across all
replication groups.

Re-impute for each
replication group

Use same imputations
across replication groups

Bias rMSE Cover. Bias rMSE Cover.

Jackknife
(G “ 25)

m “ 1 0.0002 0.0216 1.0000 0.0001 0.0238 0.7875
m “ 5 0.0002 0.0215 0.9870 0.0002 0.0220 0.7630
m “ 10 0.0002 0.0215 0.9680 0.0002 0.0217 0.7640
m “ 25 0.0001 0.0215 0.9555 0.0001 0.0217 0.7620
m “ 50 0.0001 0.0215 0.9500 0.0001 0.0216 0.7575
m “ 100 0.0001 0.0215 0.9410 0.0001 0.0215 0.7580
m “ 150 0.0001 0.0215 0.9420 0.0001 0.0215 0.7590
m “ 200 0.0001 0.0215 0.9400 0.0001 0.0215 0.7630

Bootstrap
(B “ 25)

m “ 1 0.0002 0.0220 0.9515 0.0001 0.0239 0.7870
m “ 5 0.0002 0.0219 0.9275 0.0002 0.0222 0.7620
m “ 10 0.0002 0.0218 0.9295 0.0001 0.0219 0.7590
m “ 25 0.0002 0.0219 0.9285 0.0001 0.0218 0.7465
m “ 50 0.0002 0.0219 0.9285 0.0001 0.0217 0.7515

Bootstrap
(B “ 100)

m “ 1 0.0002 0.0216 0.9645 0.0001 0.0238 0.7940
m “ 5 0.0002 0.0216 0.9465 0.0001 0.0220 0.7765
m “ 10 0.0002 0.0216 0.9435 0.0001 0.0217 0.7750
m “ 25 0.0002 0.0216 0.9410 0.0001 0.0217 0.7695
m “ 50 0.0002 0.0216 0.9405 0.0000 0.0216 0.7680

Bootstrap
(B “ 250)

m “ 1 0.0001 0.0216 0.9655 0.0001 0.0238 0.7975
m “ 5 0.0001 0.0216 0.9485 0.0001 0.0220 0.7755
m “ 10 0.0001 0.0216 0.9480 0.0001 0.0218 0.7745
m “ 25 0.0001 0.0216 0.9460 0.0000 0.0217 0.7725
m “ 50 0.0001 0.0216 0.9445 0.0000 0.0216 0.7740

dently of other groups whenever stochastic sampling of imputations is used.

In applications with fullly observed data, the bootstrap has been argued to out-

perform a jackknife for general purposes (Efron, 1981, 1982), although a bootstrap

is believed to be more computationally intensive since the number of bootstrapped

samples required is argued to be substantial (Zoubir and Iskandler, 2007). This ob-

servation seemingly increases the appeal of the jackknife in our setting since the

need to multiply impute each replication group enhances the computational burden

of both procedures substantially. However, we illustrate that the number of multi-
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ple imputations per replication groups needed increases with the number of groups

for the jackknife but not the bootstrap. Our simulations suggest that when the two

methods are applied in a manner that mandates a similar computational load, the

jackknife may yield a slightly smaller rMSE.
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