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Abstract 
Background 

Missing data is a pervasive problem in epidemiology, with complete records analyses (CRA) or 
multiple imputation (MI) the most common methods to deal with incomplete data. MI is valid 
when incomplete variables are independent of response indicators, conditional on complete 
variables – however, this can be hard to assess with multiple incomplete variables. Previous 
literature has shown that MI may be valid in subsamples of the data, even if not necessarily valid 
in the full dataset. Current guidance on how to decide whether MI is appropriate is lacking. 

Methods 

We develop an algorithm that is sufficient to indicate when MI will estimate an exposure-outcome 
coefficient without bias and show how to implement this using directed acyclic graphs (DAGs). 
We extend the algorithm to investigate whether MI applied to a subsample of the data, in which 
some variables and complete and the remaining are imputed, will be unbiased for the same 
estimand. We demonstrate the algorithm by applying it to several simple examples and a more 
complex real-life example. 

Conclusions 

Multiple incomplete variables are common in practice. Assessing the plausibility of each of CRA 
and MI estimating an exposure-outcome association without bias is crucial in analysing and 
interpreting results. Our algorithm provides researchers with the tools to decide whether (and 
how) to use MI in practice. Further work could focus on the likely size and direction of biases, and 
the impact of different missing data patterns. 
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Background 

Missing data is a common problem in epidemiological studies. In this paper, we focus on the case 

where the target parameter is the effect of an exposure on an outcome conditional on a set of 

covariates, and some of the analysis model variables are incomplete. We use the term 

recoverable to refer to whether the target parameter can be consistently estimated from the 

observed data 1-3, and bias to refer to deviations between the true value of a target parameter and 

the estimated value using a particular estimator in the presence of missing data.  

The simplest approach to analysing incomplete data is to use complete records analysis (CRA) 

where all study units with missing data in any variable are excluded. The estimated target 

parameter is unbiased using CRA when the probability of inclusion in the analysis is independent 

of the outcome variable conditional on the covariates 4 5. Directed acyclic graphs (DAGs) can be 

extended by including a missingness  indicator for each incomplete variable (also called m-DAGs) 
2 6, and used to determine whether a target parameter is both recoverable and estimated without 

bias by CRA 5. However, even where the estimate is unbiased using CRA, there may be loss of 

efficiency compared to the full-data estimate (i.e. if there had been no missing data), due to the 

reduced sample size 7. 

Multiple imputation (MI) involves creating multiple datasets in which every unobserved value is 

replaced by an imputed (predicted) value, fitting the analysis model in each imputed dataset and 

combining these parameter estimates using Rubin’s rules 8. Imputation models must include all 

the analysis model variables, and may also include auxiliary variables. Multiple imputation may 

improve efficiency, by using the partial information available from individuals with incomplete 

data, and may also estimate the target parameter without bias in situations where estimation  

using CRA is biased 9. The target parameter will be estimated without bias using MI if data are 

missing at random (MAR), conditional on the observed values of the variables included in the 

imputation model – i.e. the probability of the realized missingness pattern does not depend on 

unobserved data, conditional on the observed data8 10. MI is thus valid, i.e. guaranteed to yield 

unbiased estimates of the conditional expectation of Y given X and W for any correctly-specified 

analysis model, if data are MAR. 

The MAR assumption can be hard to assess with multiple partially observed variables which 

result in different missing data patterns. For example, consider two partially observed variables 

𝑋 and 𝑌, where missingness in 𝑋 does not depend on any other variable and missingness in 𝑌 

depends on 𝑋 (Figure 1A, for expanded discussion see Supplementary). Among individuals with 
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an observed 𝑋, missingness in 𝑌 is independent of unobserved data given observed data (𝑋).  

However, among individuals with a missing 𝑋, missingness in 𝑌 depends on unobserved data (𝑋).  

Mohan and Pearl proposed a graphical definition of MAR3, where data are defined to be “v-MAR” 

if missingness is independent of all partially observed variables, given the fully observed 

variables. So, the example in Figure 1A would be described as MNAR (i.e., not v-MAR or MCAR). 

Discussions of the different definitions of MAR are provided elsewhere 11-14. The v-MAR definition 

implies the classical definition of MAR defined by Rubin, and hence MI will be unbiased under a 

v-MAR missingness mechanism 13. 

Little and Zhang have developed a “subsample MI” approach, whereby the estimated target 

parameter may be unbiased using MI restricted to individuals with observed values for some 

variables, even when it is biased using MI of the whole dataset 15. They show that the conditional 

exposure-outcome association (often estimated using a regression coefficient), is unbiased 

using subsample MI when:  

1) Within the subsample, the data are v-MAR.  

2) The probability of inclusion in the subsample does not depend on the outcome variable 

conditional on the covariates in the analysis model (including the exposure).    

Intuitively, the first condition ensures that the estimate is unbiased using MI within the 

subsample, and the second that this estimate is unbiased with respect to the full data. The first 

condition would apply also to other target parameters (e.g. the mean of the outcome), but the 

second condition is specific to estimation of an exposure-outcome association 2 5. 

The purpose of the current paper is to provide an algorithm, and show how to operationalise it 

using DAGs, to 1) assess whether MI applied to the whole dataset can estimate the exposure-

outcome association without bias and 2) identify whether the association is estimated without 

bias using MI applied to a subsample of the data. This algorithm builds on Little and Zhang’s work 

identifying the conditions for validity of subsample MI 15.  
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Establishing the validity of multiple imputation and 

subsample multiple imputation 

In this paper, the target parameter is the association of  𝑌 on 𝑋 conditional on variables  𝑊.  

Auxiliary variables 𝐴 (which are not in the analysis model) may be included in the imputation 

models. Any of these variables {A, W, X, Y} may be incomplete, with response indicator  𝑅𝐽  for 

variable 𝐽, where 𝑅𝐽𝑖 = 1  if variable 𝐽 is observed for individual 𝑖, and 0 otherwise. We let 𝑅 be the 

set of response indicators, 𝑍 the set of complete variables, and 𝑍′ the set of incomplete variables. 

We define any variables B and C as dependent conditional on D if the underlying variables B and 

C (not the observed, potentially incomplete, variables) are d-connected, given D – this does not 

imply a causal pathway or direction. We assume that the researcher chooses auxiliary variables 

a priori and includes the same set of variables throughout.   

Our primary aim is to establish whether MI applied to all observations in the dataset (i.e. imputing 

all incomplete variables) can unbiasedly estimate the target parameter. We assume throughout 

that the MI is carried out correctly, including that all imputation models are correctly specified, 

and imputation and analysis models are compatible 16.  Our proposed algorithm will suffice for 

MI to be unbiased for exposure-outcome associations estimated using any type of analysis 

model, although there are additional scenarios (e.g., outcome-dependent sampling) in which MI 

will still be unbiased when using a specific analysis model (e.g., logistic regression). MI will 

identify the joint distribution of (Y,X,W) if all incomplete variables are independent of all response 

indicators, conditional on the complete variables 8. In the terminology of causal graphs, the MI 

estimate will be unbiased if the complete variables d-separate all incomplete variables from all 

response indicators 17. The algorithm we propose to identify this condition proceeds as follows:  

A1) Identify a subset Φ which contains all variables that are associated with the response 

indicator for any variable, conditional on all complete variables – i.e. Φ includes all 

variables that are dependent with some 𝑅𝐽, where J ∈ 𝑍′ , conditional on 𝑍. 

A2) Remove all complete variables from Φ. Φ is now the subset of incomplete variables 

that are dependent with the response indicator for any incomplete variable, i.e. the set of 

MNAR-inducing variables. We use Ψ to refer to the set of incomplete variables whose 

response indicators are dependent on a member of Φ, i.e. the set of incomplete variables 

that are MNAR.  
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A3) If Φ is now empty, then the MI estimate will be unbiased using the entire dataset (i.e. 

imputing all incomplete variables in 𝑍′).  This is because no variables are in Ψ and so the 

data are v-MAR 3.  

If Φ is not the empty set, we now wish to identify whether subsample MI, i.e. partitioning the 

incomplete variables Z’ into subsets 𝑃 and 𝑄, followed by MI of the variables in 𝑃 conducted in 

the subsample in which 𝑄 is complete (i.e. individuals 𝑖 for whom  𝑅𝐽𝑖 = 1 for all 𝐽 ∈ 𝑄), would 

unbiasedly estimate the target parameter. Using the criteria from Little and Zhang, the subsample 

MI estimate is unbiased if both (1) Y is not related to any response indicators for variables in 𝑄, 

conditional on the analysis model covariates 𝑋 and 𝑊, and (2) all variables in 𝑃 are v-MAR in this 

subsample 15. For any given choice of 𝑄, our algorithm proceeds as follows: 

A4) Restrict to the subsample of individuals with observed values for all variables 

contained in 𝑄.  

A5) In this restricted sample, apply steps A1-A3. This is to check whether 𝑃 are 

subsample-MAR (i.e. MAR in the subsample of individuals with complete data for all 

variables in 𝑄).  

A6) If Φ is now empty, then 𝑃 are subsample-MAR, and as 𝑌 is unrelated to membership 

of this subsample, then MI in this subsample is valid and will unbiasedly estimate the 

target parameter.  

A7) If Φ is not empty, 𝑃 are not subsample-MAR so MI in this subsample is not valid. 

Alternative approaches could include considering different subsamples or identifying 

further auxiliary variables to block paths between incomplete variables and response 

indicators.  

Directed Acyclic Graphs (DAGs) provide a useful way to identify sufficient sets of subsampling 

variables. Using DAGs, the algorithm above is operationalised as follows (noting that the 

numbering of steps D align to the numbering of steps A above): 

D0) draw the DAG showing assumed causal relationships between all variables to be 

included in the imputation model(s). Include all analysis model variables {𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑊}, 

auxiliary variables 𝐴, and the set of response indicators 𝑅 for each incomplete variable in 

{𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑊, 𝐴}. Include unobserved variables 𝑈 as appropriate (e.g. unmeasured common 

causes of variables in the analysis model and response indicators) 18. Draw boxes round 

all variable to be included in the imputation model, i.e. all variables in {𝑋, 𝑌, 𝑊, 𝐴}. Identify 
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which of these are complete variables 𝑍 (e.g. using a red outline), and which are 

incomplete variables 𝑍′ (e.g. using a green outline). 

D1) Identify all variables with an open path to any response indicator (set 𝑅), conditional 

on the complete variables 𝑍 (i.e. conditioning on those variables outlined in red). This is 

the initial set Φ. Identify this set, using for example a blue outline for each member of Φ. 

D2) Remove from set Φ all complete variables (i.e. Φ now consists only of those variables 

with both a blue and a green outline, and not any variables with a red outline). Φ is now 

the set of MNAR-inducing variables.  

D3) If Φ is empty (i.e. no variables have a blue and a green outline), then the MI estimate 

using the whole dataset will be unbiased. 

The last stage of the algorithm is a more general procedure to identify whether a given partition of 

the incomplete variables into subsets 𝑃 and 𝑄, followed by MI of the variables in 𝑃 applied to the 

subsample in which all variables in 𝑄 are complete, would be unbiased. The subset 𝑄 must 

contain only variables with a response indicator that is independent of 𝑌 conditional on 𝑋 and 𝑊. 

The process for any given choice of Q is as follows: 

D4) Remove all blue and green outlines from all variables in the DAG. Add red outlines to 

all variables in 𝑄 (as these are “complete” in the subsample as defined above). Add green 

outlines to all variables in 𝑃. Condition on all response indicators for variables in 𝑄 (draw 

boxes around them to indicate this, as usual convention. We recommend also indicating 

that these variables are set to 1 in this subsample). 

D5) Identify any open paths between variables in 𝑃 and response indicators for variables 

in 𝑃, conditional on 𝑍 and 𝑄 – i.e. apply steps D1-D3 to identify any open paths between 

incomplete variables and response indicators that are not blocked by variables outlined 

in red.  

D6) If there are no such open paths, then MI of the variables in 𝑃, applied to the subset of 

individuals with complete 𝑄, will be unbiased. 

D7) If there are such open paths, then MI of the variables in 𝑃, applied to the subset of 

individuals with complete 𝑄, may be biased. 
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Worked examples of implementation of the algorithm 

We apply the algorithm to three scenarios (Figures 2A, 2B and 3), with an accompanying small 

simulation study described in the Supplementary Material. 

In scenario 1 (Figure 2A), 𝑋 causes 𝑌 and 𝑅𝑌, there are no causes of 𝑅𝑋. In steps D0-D3 we identify 

that Φ consists of variables 𝑋 and 𝑌 and therefore that MI will not be valid using all available data 

to impute Y and X (because Φ is not the empty set). We next examine whether there are any 

subsamples in which MI would estimate the target parameter without bias.  

Because MI relies on MAR, the aim is to restrict to subsamples in which no incomplete variable 

is related to response indicators. We could investigate imputing 𝑌 in the subsample in which 𝑋 is 

complete, or vice-versa. 𝑌 is not associated with the response indicator for either 𝑋 or 𝑌, 

conditional on 𝑋, so either choice is admissible. Following steps D4-D6 indicates that MI 

restricted to a subsample of either complete 𝑋 (𝑄 = {𝑋} and 𝑃 = {𝑌}) or complete 𝑌 (𝑄 =

{𝑌}, 𝑃 = {𝑋}) will be unbiased. Thus, in this example, we have a choice of strategies. The analyst 

could carry out both options and compare the results, or might favour the option with the largest 

sample size.  

In scenario 2 (Figure 2B). 𝑋 causes 𝑌, 𝑌 causes 𝑅𝑋 and there are no causes of 𝑅𝑌. This figure 

follows similar logic to that above, with the conclusion that the target coefficient can be 

estimated without bias using MI of 𝑋 applied to the subsample in which 𝑌 is fully observed. 

However, the estimate from MI of 𝑌 applied to the subsample in which 𝑋 is fully observed may be 

biased because the response indicator for 𝑋 is dependent on 𝑌.  

In scenario 3, 𝑊 is a confounder of 𝑋 and 𝑌, with 𝑊 causing missingness in 𝑋, 𝑋 causing 

missingness in 𝑊,  and missingness in 𝑌 is independent of all other variables.  Figures 3A-3C 

show the implementation of the algorithm. In steps D0-D3 we identify that Φ contains variables 

𝑊, 𝑋 and 𝑌, and therefore that MI using all available data is not valid (because Φ is not the empty 

set).  

We now need to decide how to separate the incomplete variables Z′ into sets 𝑃 and 𝑄. As no 

response indicators are dependent on the outcome given analysis model covariates 𝑋 and 𝑊, we 

can explore multiple possible sets 𝑃 and 𝑄. We could choose variable 𝑋 as the “complete” 

variable in step D4 (Figure 3B), i.e. partition incomplete variables into 𝑃 and 𝑄 where 𝑄 is 

“complete” (𝑋) and 𝑃 is “to be imputed” (𝑌 and 𝑊). Following step D6 we identify that there is no 

open path from 𝑌 or 𝑊 to 𝑅𝑌 or 𝑅𝑊 and thus the subsample MI estimate where 𝑌 and 𝑊 are 

imputed in the subsample with complete 𝑋 is unbiased. 
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Similar logic shows that if we instead choose 𝑊 as Q in step D4 (Figure 3C) then imputation of 𝑌 

and 𝑋 in the subsample with 𝑊 complete will estimate the target parameter without bias. MI in 

the subsample within which Y is complete is not valid as  𝑊 and 𝑋 are not subsample-MAR (there 

are open paths between incomplete variables and response indicators). It is also possible to 

unbiasedly estimate the target parameter using both 𝑋 and 𝑊 as “complete” variables and 

imputing 𝑌, though this would be less statistically efficient than choosing either 𝑋 or 𝑊 as the 

complete variable.   
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Further examples 

Figure 4 shows the DAGs for further examples, which are discussed in more depth in the 

Supplementary Material (alongside a brief simulation study and an application of the algorithm 

to the canonical DAGs presented by Moreno-Betancur et al.2 6). Figure 4A-C use the same analysis 

model variables as the example presented in Figure 3, but different missingness mechanisms. 

Briefly, application of our algorithm suggests the following for each example: 

In Figure 4A, 𝑋 is complete, and 𝑌 and 𝑊 are incomplete with 𝑊 causing 𝑅𝑌, and 𝑌 causing 𝑅𝑊. 

MI applied to the whole sample may be biased. The target parameter is estimated without bias 

using MI restricted to the subsample where 𝑌 is complete, but not using MI restricted to the 

subsample where 𝑊 is complete. This is an example where MI in the subsample in which the 

outcome is complete is unbiased. 

Figure 4B is the same as Figure 4A, except instead of a direct path from 𝑌 to 𝑅𝑊, there is an 

unmeasured common cause 𝑈 of 𝑌 and 𝑅𝑊. As with Figure 4A, MI applied to the whole sample 

may be biased. However, MI in the subsample where 𝑌 is complete may also be biased, because 

when 𝑌 is complete, this opens a path from 𝑊 to 𝑅𝑊 conditional on all complete variables (𝑋 and 

𝑌).  

In Figure 4C  𝑋, 𝑌 and 𝑊 are incomplete, with 𝑅𝑋 and 𝑅𝑌 caused by 𝑊 and 𝑅𝑊 caused by 𝑌. MI in 

the full sample is not valid. Applying MI to impute 𝑊 in the subsample with complete 𝑌 and 𝑋 (i.e. 

restricting to those individuals with both 𝑌 and 𝑋 fully observed), can unbiasedly estimate the 

target parameter. This scenario shows that it is sometimes necessary to subsample on observed 

values of multiple incomplete variables to obtain an unbiased estimate via subsample MI.      
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Applied example 
We now implement the algorithm in an applied example from the Avon Longitudinal Study of 

Parents and Children 19-21, used in our recent publication 22. The research question was whether 

maternal smoking during pregnancy (the exposure) influences offspring intelligence quotient (IQ) 

scores at age 15 (the outcome) , adjusted for maternal age, education and parity during 

pregnancy (all proxies proxy for socioeconomic position; SEP) 23-27, and offspring sex. The first 

three adjusted variables are probable confounders; offspring sex is not a confounder but may 

explain some of the variation in IQ 28. Linked education score at age 16 was available as an 

auxiliary variable for IQ at age 15. The exposure, outcome, SEP confounders and auxiliary variable 

were all incomplete, while offspring sex was complete.  

Figure 5 shows a (simplified) DAG of the assumed relationship between variables and missing 

data indicators. On the basis of prior research 29 we include arrows from SEP confounders to all 

response indicators, from maternal smoking during pregnancy to its own response indicator and 

to that for offspring IQ, and from offspring sex to the response indicator for offspring IQ.  

Implementing the algorithm, following steps D1-D3 we identify the set Φ = {maternal smoking 

during pregnancy, SEP confounders} (i.e. the set of MNAR-inducing variables) and the set Ψ = 

{maternal smoking during pregnancy, IQ at age 15, linked education score} (i.e. the set of 

incomplete variables with response indicators that are dependent on incomplete variables).As Φ 

is not the empty set, MI in the whole dataset is not valid.  In steps D4-6 we set 𝑄 = Φ = {maternal 

smoking during pregnancy, SEP confounders} and 𝑃 = {IQ at age 15, linked education score}. Here 

we note that we cannot use 𝑄 = {SEP confounders} as there is still an open path from maternal 

smoking during pregnancy to its own response indicator. As there are no open paths from the set 

𝑃 to response indicators for variables in 𝑃, MI of IQ at age 15 and linked education score in the 

sample with complete SEP confounders and maternal smoking during pregnancy will be valid.  

As explored in our previous study 22, we believe it is likely that the response indicators for IQ at 

age 15 and linked education score are caused by IQ at age 15 and linked education score 

respectively. As a result, MI in the subsample with complete SEP confounders and maternal 

smoking during pregnancy will not be valid.  
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Discussion 
We have built on previous work in both DAGs 2 5 6 and subsample MI 15, to provide guidance for 

deciding how (or whether) to apply multiple imputation to estimate an exposure-outcome 

association. The key point is that MI is valid if all incomplete variables are independent of all 

response indicators, conditional on the complete variables. Identifying a subsample within which 

all incomplete variables are independent of response indicators, given complete variables, can 

lead to unbiased estimates of the exposure-outcome association, even where neither CRA, nor 

MI on the full sample, would do so. 

If 𝑌 cannot be d-separated from its own missingness indicator by the complete variables – for 

example, because 𝑌 is the direct cause of its own missingness, or if there is an unmeasured 

common cause of 𝑌 and missingness in 𝑌 – then typically both CRA and MI (in any subsample of 

the data) will yield biased estimates of the regression coefficient for the effect of 𝑋 on 𝑌. There 

are well-known exceptions for certain models, though, such as logistic regression. Thus, one 

preliminary step before commencing the algorithm could be to examine the DAG and assess 

whether 𝑌 is d-connected to its missingness indicator either directly or via an unmeasured 

common cause. However, some other scenarios where 𝑌 is d-connected to its own missingness 

indicator could lead to unbiased estimates in subsamples - for example, if incomplete 𝑋 causes 

missingness in 𝑌 (as in Figure 1A and 2A).  

This algorithm will be most useful when there are multiple variables with missing data, and 

arbitrary missing data patterns. This commonly occurs in the analysis of data from cohort 

studies, especially where data from different waves of data collection are used. Often it is 

plausible that baseline covariates (such as measures of economic hardship) may affect 

likelihood of responding at any wave 29. If these measures are themselves incomplete (and likely 

MNAR), then MI restricted to those with complete data on economic hardship may be unbiased. 

Linkage of cohorts to other, more complete sources (e.g. EHR) means that restricting MI to 

samples with complete outcome data may be useful 30. In RCTs, baseline covariates are usually 

complete, and the concern is about missing outcome data. Intermediate measures of the 

outcome may be used to impute the final outcome – either overall, or separately within each arm 

of the trial 31. If these variables are incomplete, then again, our algorithm may be useful to decide 

on the best analysis strategy.  

As with any other methodology based on DAGs (such as confounder selection, or assessment of 

plausibility of bias), the conclusions depend critically on the DAG assumed. These assumptions 
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should be justified based on external knowledge or prior information (such as documented 

reasons for missingness). Temporality may help to eliminate some paths – for example, if 𝑌 is 

measured at 12-month follow-up then there cannot be a direct arrow from 𝑌 to the response 

indicator for a variable measured at baseline. Tests of whether the DAGs are incompatible with 

the dataset can be used 32, and sensitivity analyses conducted to examine robustness to 

assumptions about which there is uncertainty 33. As recommended by Moreno-Betancur et al, 

recoverability should be examined across a range of plausible m-DAGs 2 6. 

There are some limitations to our work. MI is not the only method for dealing with incomplete data 

– others include inverse probability weighting and maximum likelihood methods, which we have 

not examined here 34. For MI to unbiasedly estimate the target parameter depends on more than 

just the conditions outlined here – we have assumed throughout that all imputation and analysis 

models are correctly specified and are compatible with the analysis model 35. A limitation of the 

use of DAGs is that they give no information about the size or magnitude of any bias. Depending 

on the exact parameterisation of the relationships between variables, there will be occasions 

when the algorithm suggests that MI estimates in the full sample may be biased, and yet in truth 

the bias might be negligible. This may arise from specific patterns of missing data within a given 

dataset, for example in Figure 1A if no participant had both 𝑋 and 𝑌 missing then MI of the whole 

dataset would unbiasedly estimate the target parameter, despite the conclusions made by the 

algorithm.  Future work could focus on considerations when selecting the subsample to use for 

MI – these could include the amount of missingness in each variable, and the fraction of missing 

information. We have assumed for convenience that the same auxiliary variables are included in 

all imputation models, though this may not be necessary. Further work is needed to aid the 

identification of appropriate and necessary auxiliaries in the context of subsample MI.    

 

Conclusion 

We have provided here an easy-to-implement algorithm to enable researchers to decide how 

plausible it is that MI applied to the full dataset will estimate a target exposure-outcome 

association without bias. Application of a previously-derived concept of “subsample MI” 15 

provides a rationale for exploring subsamples in which MI is valid, even when MI in the whole 

dataset is not. 
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Figures 
 

 

Figure 1: Directed acyclic graphs (DAGs) of two examples. The variable 𝑋 is the exposure, 𝑌 is the outcome and 𝑅𝑋 and 
𝑅𝑌 represent response indicator variables equal to 1 when 𝑋 and 𝑌 are observed (i.e., they are not missing) respectively. 
We do not include any boxes around variables to allow the DAGs to represent the data generating mechanism and not 
a specific estimator (such as complete records analysis or multiple imputation). For A, the target parameter (the 
regression coefficient for the effect of X on Y) will be estimated without bias using complete records analysis, while in 
B this target parameter will be estimated with bias as missingness is dependent on the outcome. In both A and B, the 
target parameter may be estimated with bias when using multiple imputation including all study participants.    
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Figure 2: Examples of the algorithm’s implementation being applied to the directed acyclic graphs presented in Figure 
1A and B. The target parameter is the regression coefficient for X in a regression of Y on X. 
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Figure 3: Worked example of algorithm implementation involving three variables where W is a confounder of X and Y, 
with W causing missingness in X, X causing missingness in W, and missingness in Y not caused by any variable. The 
target parameter is the regression coefficient for X in a regression of Y on X and W.  
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Figure 4: Directed acyclic graphs for the further examples involving three analysis model variables. In each the target 
parameter is the regression coefficient for X in a regression of Y on X and W. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Directed acyclic graph of the assumed relationships between variables and missing data indicators in an 
applied example from the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children investigating the effect of maternal 
smoking during pregnancy (exposure) on offspring intelligence quotient (IQ) scores at age 15 (outcome).   
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Extended Background 
Consider two scenarios, presented in Figure 1, that were inspired by an example provided in an 

online blog by Paul Allison 36. In both scenarios there are two variables, an exposure variable 𝑋 

that causes an outcome variable 𝑌, both of which are partially observed with response indicators 

𝑅𝑋 and 𝑅𝑌 equal to 1 when that variable is observed. In accordance with DAG convention, boxes 

are drawn around variables which are conditioned on in the analysis – in this case, only the 

exposure variable 𝑋. In the presence of incomplete data, a CRA also conditions on the response 

indicators, by restricting the analysis to the sample in which 𝑋 and 𝑌 are observed (i.e. 𝑅𝑋 and 𝑅𝑌 

are both equal to1). In the first scenario (Figure 1A) missingness in 𝑌 is caused by 𝑋 (indicated by 

the arrow from 𝑋 to 𝑅𝑌), while in the second (Figure 1B) missingness in 𝑋 is caused by 𝑌.  Based 

on the DAG it is easy to establish that the regression coefficient for the exposure-outcome effect 

will be unbiased using CRA for the first scenario (Figure 1A). In the second scenario (Figure 1B) 

the estimate for the exposure-outcome effect may be biased using CRA, because missingness in 

𝑋 is dependent on the outcome variable. In both scenarios the data are not MAR, therefore the 

estimate of the exposure-outcome coefficient may be biased using MI. This may be easy to see 

for these simple examples, as the missingness indicators are dependent on incomplete 

variables. However, in complex scenarios, with more incomplete analysis model variables, 

visually identifying such dependencies may be more difficult.  

 

Extended Further Examples 
We provide brief discussion for four further examples, three of which are presented in Figure 4 of 

the main text, and one presented in Supplementary Figure S1 below.  

In Figure 4A the confounder 𝑊 and exposure 𝑋 cause 𝑅𝑌, both 𝑌 and 𝑋 cause 𝑅𝑊, and 𝑋 is 

complete. Following steps D1-3, the set Φ consists of 𝑊, 𝑌. As this is not the empty set MI applied 

to the whole dataset is not valid. The set of incomplete variables, 𝑍’, also consists of𝑊, 𝑌. 

Separating this set into P, incomplete variables whose response indicator is dependent on Y 

conditional on analysis model variables, and Q, incomplete variables whose response indicator 

is independent of Y conditional on analysis model variables, gives 𝑃 = 𝑊 and 𝑄 = 𝑌. We restrict 

to observed values for all variables in 𝑄 (i.e. restrict to observations with observed 𝑌), and check 

whether the variables in 𝑃 (i.e. 𝑊) are independent of all response indicators conditional on all 

complete variables (𝑍 = 𝑋) and all variables in 𝑄 (i.e. 𝑌). Restriction to observed 𝑌 eliminates the 

path from 𝑊 to 𝑅𝑌 in the subsample and there is no open path from W to 𝑅𝑊 conditional on 𝑋 and 



3 
 

𝑌 (which would be included in the imputation model for 𝑊), meaning that this check is passed. 

𝑊 is therefore subsample-MAR and can be imputed in the subsample with complete 𝑌. This 

provides an example where restricting to a complete outcome variable will result in unbiased 

estimation of the target parameter via subsample MI.         

Figure 4B is the same as Figure 4A, except instead of a direct path from 𝑌 to 𝑅𝑊, there is an 

unmeasured common cause 𝑈 of 𝑌 and 𝑅𝑊. As before  𝑊 and 𝑋 cause 𝑅𝑌, 𝑋 also causes 𝑅𝑊, 𝑋 

is complete, and the set Φ consists of 𝑊, 𝑌 so MI in the whole sample is not valid. Separating the 

incomplete variables 𝑍’ into 𝑃 (response dependent on 𝑌) and 𝑄 (response independent of 𝑌) 

again yields 𝑃 = 𝑊 and 𝑄 = 𝑌, resulting in subsampling on observed values of 𝑌. However, the 

check for independence between 𝑊 and all response indicators fails as 𝑌 is a collider for 𝑊 and 

the unmeasured variable 𝑈, resulting in an open path between 𝑊 and 𝑅𝑊 when we condition on 

𝑌 (as would be the case in the imputation model for 𝑊). 𝑊 is not subsample-MAR and it is not 

possible to unbiasedly estimate the target parameter using subsample MI using any subsample 

of observed variables. The comparison between Figure 4A and B highlights the importance of 

temporality of variables. It is more likely that there is common cause of 𝑌 and response for the 

earlier occurring variable 𝑊 than for 𝑌 to directly cause response in 𝑊. It is therefore possible to 

subsample on observed values of the outcome but is unlikely to be feasible in practice due to 

collider bias. If instead the variable 𝑈 is measured, then it can be included in the imputation 

model as an auxiliary variable to close the path between 𝑊 and 𝑅𝑊 conditional on 𝑌, making 𝑊 

subsample-MAR.  

In Figure 4C the variable 𝑋 is additionally incomplete. 𝑊 causes 𝑅𝑋 and 𝑅𝑌, and Y causes 𝑅𝑊. 

Following steps D1-3, the set Φ consists of 𝑋, 𝑊, 𝑌 and MI in the full sample is not valid. We note 

that we cannot subsample on complete W, because Y causes 𝑅𝑊. Hence, we cannot subsample 

on complete values for the variable that is causing MNAR in X and Y. Instead, we could subsample 

on complete values for the variables that are MNAR, i.e. X and Y - partitioning incomplete 

variables 𝑍’ into 𝑃 = 𝑊 and 𝑄 = 𝑌, 𝑋. Subsampling on complete 𝑌 and 𝑋 (i.e. restricting to those 

individuals with both Y and X fully observed), results in 𝑊 being subsample-MAR as W is no longer 

related to a response indicator for an incomplete variable, conditional on 𝑋 and 𝑌 being complete 

in this subsample. This scenario shows that it is possible, and sometimes necessary, to 

subsample on observed values of multiple incomplete variables to unbiasedly estimate the 

target parameter via subsample MI, though we note that the temporality issue described above 

in Figure 4B is still relevant here.      
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Finally, Supplementary Figure S1 is an example provided in our previous work exploring 

incomplete auxiliary variables 22. In this example 𝑋 causes 𝑌 and 𝑅𝑌, and an auxiliary variable 𝐴 

causes 𝑌 and its own missingness (𝑅𝐴). In this example the target parameter is the unconditional 

regression coefficient of 𝑌 on 𝑋. In our previous work we showed via simulation that the target 

parameter is unbiasedly estimated using CRA and MI excluding the auxiliary but not using MI 

including the auxiliary. Implementing the algorithm in the absence of 𝐴 gives Φ = ∅ and hence MI 

excluding the auxiliary in the whole dataset is valid. Implementing the algorithm in the presence 

of the auxiliary gives Φ = {Y, A} and hence MI including the auxiliary in the whole dataset is not 

valid. Our algorithm steps A/D1-3 predict the previous simulation finding for both settings. We 

then investigate separating 𝑍’ = {𝑌, 𝐴} into 𝑃 = {𝐴} and 𝑄 = {𝑌}. Restricting to complete 𝑄 (i.e. 

complete Y) simply gives the CRA sample and so subsample MI in this example will not provide 

any efficiency gains beyond CRA. Separating 𝑍’ = {𝑌, 𝐴} into 𝑃 = {𝑌} and 𝑄 = {𝐴} and restricting 

to complete 𝑄 (i.e. complete A) may estimate the target parameter with bias because 𝑅𝐴 is 

dependent on 𝑌, conditional on 𝑋 (we do not condition on 𝐴 here because it is not in the analysis 

model). Thus, there is no subsample in which MI would unbiasedly estimate the target parameter, 

in this example.  

 

 

Figure S1: Additional example including an incomplete auxiliary variable. 
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Algorithm applied to canonical missingness DAGs of 
Moreno-Betancur et al 2018 2 
 

• Analysis is Y | X, Z1, Z2, i.e. the target parameter is the regression coefficient for 
X in the regression of Y on X adjusted for Z1 and Z2. 

• Z1 variables are fully observed. 
• No auxiliary variables 
• U and W are unmeasured 

 

 

 

• Missingness in Y depends on Z1.  
• Missingness in X depends on Z1.  
• Missingness in Z2 depends on Z1.  

 

Apply algorithm to full sample 

A1) Φ=Z1 

A2) Φ ={} 

A3) Φ is empty; exit algorithm. Impute Y, X and Z2 based on entire sample. 

Can apply standard MI to entire sample since X,Y and Z2 are MAR given fully 
observed Z1. 
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• Missingness in Y depends on X, Z1, Z2.  
• Missingness in X depends on Z1, Z2.  
• Missingness in Z2 depends on X, Z1.  

Apply algorithm to full sample 

A1) Φ =X, Z1, Z2 

A2) Φ =X, Z2 

A3) Φ is not empty; estimate from MI applied to the full dataset will be biased. 

 

Apply algorithm to subsample 𝑀𝑋=0 and 𝑀𝑍2=0 

A4) Q =X, Z2, P=Y 

A5) Restrict to 𝑀𝑋=0 and 𝑀𝑍2=0 

A6) Within this subsample, Φ is empty (i.e. all incomplete variables are d-separated 
from response indicators by complete variables). Estimate from MI of Y within the 
subsample 𝑀𝑋=0 and 𝑀𝑍2=0 will be unbiased. 

• In the full sample, X, Y and Z2 are (likely) MNAR for an arbitrary missing data 
pattern. 

• Within subsample 𝑴𝑿 = 𝟎, 𝑴𝒁𝟐 = 𝟎, Y is MAR given fully observed variables. 
• No smaller subsamples can be found where the estimate from MI will b 

unbiased. 
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• Missingness in Y depends on X, Z1, Z2.  
• Missingness in X depends on Y, Z1, Z2.  
• Missingness in Z2 depends on X,Y, Z1.  

Apply algorithm to full sample 

A1) Φ =X,Y,Z1,Z2 

A2 Φ =X,Y, Z2 

A3) Φ is not empty; so the estimate from MI applied to the full dataset may be biased. 

 

Apply algorithm to subsample 𝑀𝑌=0 

A4) Q=Y, P =X, Z2, 

A5) Restrict to 𝑀𝑌=0 

A6) Within this subsample, Φ = { X, Z2} 

A7) Φ is not empty , so the estimate from MI of X, Z2 within the subsample with 
complete Y ( 𝑀𝑌=0) will be biased. 

Applying algorithm to other partitions is not possible because Y causes response 
indicators for X and Z2. 

• In the full sample, X, Y and Z2 are (likely) MNAR for an arbitrary missing data 
pattern. 

• Within subsample 𝑴𝒀 = 𝟎, X and Z2 may be MNAR for missing data pattern 
jointly missing X and Z2.  
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• Missingness in Y depends on Z1.  
• Missingness in X depends on X, Z1.  
• Missingness in Z2 depends on Z1, Z2.  

Apply algorithm to full sample 

A1) Φ =X, Z1, Z2 

A2) Φ =X, Z2 

A3) Φ is not empty; estimate from MI applied to the full dataset will be biased. 

 

Apply algorithm to subsample 𝑀𝑋=0 and 𝑀𝑍2=0 

A4) Q =X, Z2, P=Y 

A5) Restrict to 𝑀𝑋=0 and 𝑀𝑍2=0 

A6) Within this subsample, Φ is empty (i.e. all incomplete variables are d-separated 
from response indicators by complete variables). Estimate from MI of Y within the 
subsample 𝑀𝑋=0 and 𝑀𝑍2=0 will be unbiased. 

• In the full sample, X and Z2 are always MNAR and Y is always MAR. 
• Within subsample 𝑴𝑿 = 𝟎, 𝑴𝒁𝟐 = 𝟎, Y is MAR given fully observed variables. 
• No smaller subsamples can be found where the estimate from MI will b 

unbiased. 
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• Missingness in Y depends on Z1, X, and Z2.  
• Missingness in X depends on X, Z1,Z2.  
• Missingness in Z2 depends on X, Z1,Z2.  

Apply algorithm to full sample 

A1) Φ =X, Z1, Z2 

A2) Φ =X, Z2 

A3) Φ is not empty, so MI applied to the full sample may estimate the target parameter 
with bias; proceed to step 4. 

A3) Φ is not empty; estimate from MI applied to the full dataset will be biased. 

 

Apply algorithm to subsample 𝑀𝑋=0 and 𝑀𝑍2=0 

A4) Q =X, Z2, P=Y 

A5) Restrict to 𝑀𝑋=0 and 𝑀𝑍2=0 

A6) Within this subsample, Φ is empty (i.e. all incomplete variables are d-separated 
from response indicators by complete variables). Estimate from MI of Y within the 
subsample 𝑀𝑋=0 and 𝑀𝑍2=0 will be unbiased. 

• In the full sample, X and Z2 are always MNAR, and Y is (likely) MNAR for an 
arbitrary missing data pattern. 

• Within subsample 𝑴𝑿 = 𝟎, 𝑴𝒁𝟐 = 𝟎, Y is MAR given fully observed variables. 
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• Missingness in Y depends on Z1.  
• Missingness in X depends on Y, X, Z1. 
• Missingness in Z2 depends on Y, Z1, Z2.  

 
Apply algorithm to full sample 

A1) Φ =Y, X, Z1, Z2 

A2) Φ =Y, X, Z2 

A3) Φ is not empty; so, the estimate from MI applied to the full dataset may be biased. 

 

Apply algorithm to subsample 𝑀𝑌=0 

A4) Q=Y, P =X, Z2, 

A5) Restrict to 𝑀𝑌=0 

A6) Within this subsample, Φ = { X, Z2} 

A7) Φ is not empty, so the estimate from MI of X, Z2 within the subsample with complete 
Y ( 𝑀𝑌=0) will be biased. 

Applying the algorithm to other partitions is not possible because Y causes response 
indicators for X and Z2. 

• In the full sample, X and Z2 are always MNAR, and Y is always MAR. 
• Within subsample 𝑴𝒀 = 𝟎, X and Z2 are MNAR in missing data pattern 𝑴𝑿 =

𝟏, 𝑴𝒁𝟐 = 𝟏, 𝑴𝒀 = 𝟎. 
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• Missingness in Y depends on Y, X, Z1, Z2.  
• Missingness in X depends on Z1, Z2. 
• Missingness in Z2 depends on X, Z1.  

Y is MNAR depending on itself. There is no need to apply the full algorithm, as we know 
that Y cannot be imputed (as it is MNAR) and we cannot apply MI in the sample in which 
Y is complete (because Y causes inclusion in that subsample). Thus, MI applied to the 
full sample, or to any subsample, may estimate the target parameter with bias.  

 

 

• Missingness in Y depends on Y, X, Z1, Z2.  
• Missingness in X depends on Y, Z1, Z2. 
• Missingness in Z2 depends on Y, X, Z1.  

Y is MNAR depending on itself. There is no need to apply the full algorithm, as we know 
that Y cannot be imputed (as it is MNAR) and we cannot apply MI in the sample in which 
Y is complete (because Y causes inclusion in that subsample). Thus, MI applied to the 
full sample, or to any subsample, may estimate the target parameter with bias.  
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Missingness in Y depends on X, Z1, Z2.  

 

Missingness in X depends on Y, X, Z1, Z2. 

 

Missingness in Z2 depends on Y, X, Z1, Z2  

 

 

Apply algorithm to full sample 

A1) Φ =Y, X, Z1, Z2 

A2) Φ =Y, X, Z2 

A3) Φ is not empty; so, the estimate from MI applied to the full dataset may be biased. 

 

Apply algorithm to subsample 𝑀𝑌=0 

A4) Q=Y, P =X, Z2, 

A5) Restrict to 𝑀𝑌=0 

A6) Within this subsample, Φ = { X, Z2} 

A7) Φ is not empty, so the estimate from MI of X, Z2 within the subsample with complete 
Y ( 𝑀𝑌=0) will be biased. 

Applying algorithm to other partitions is not possible because Y causes response 
indicators for X and Z2. 
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Missingness in Y depends on Y, X, Z1, Z2.  

 

Missingness in X depends on Y, X, Z1, Z2. 

 

Missingness in Z2 depends on Y, X, Z1, Z2  

 

 

Y is MNAR depending on itself. There is no need to apply the full algorithm, as we know 
that Y cannot be imputed (as it is MNAR) and we cannot apply MI in the sample in which 
Y is complete (because Y causes inclusion in that subsample). Thus, MI applied to the 
full sample, or to any subsample, may estimate the target parameter with bias. 
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Simulation study 
We describe below the methods and results for a simulation study (using the ADEMP framework 37) exploring the scenarios described in figures 1/2, 3 

and 4. All simulations were conducted in Stata 18.5MP. Code for the simulations can be found at https://github.com/pmadleydowd/Subsample-MI.    

Simulation study methods  

Aims 
The simulation study aims to show the bias associated with complete records analysis, MI using all available data, and subsample MI for the 
scenarios described in Figures 1/2, 3 and 4 in the main text.   

Data-generating mechanisms 
Throughout the simulation studies, the target parameter of interest (regression coefficient for 𝑌 on 𝑋, adjusted for 𝑊 where appropriate) has a true 
value of 0.15. The variables 𝑈, 𝑊, 𝑋 and 𝑌 were simulated to have mean 0 and variance 0.5. 

Figure 1A/B, 2A/B 

We then simulated 𝑋, 𝑌, probability of observed 𝑋 and probability of observed 𝑌 as: 

𝑋~𝑁(1,0.5) 

𝑌 = 0.15𝑋 + 0.85 + (√0.52 − 0.152) × 𝜀 where 𝜀~𝑁(0,1) 

𝑃(observe 𝑋) = 0.9 if 𝑌 < median(𝑌), 0.1 otherwise 

𝑃(observe 𝑌) = 0.5 

Figure 3 

We simulated 𝑊, 𝑋, 𝑌, and the probability of observing each of 𝑊, 𝑋 and 𝑌 as: 

𝑊~𝑁(1,0.5) 

https://github.com/pmadleydowd/Subsample-MI
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𝑋 = √0.5𝑊 + (1 − √0.5) + (√0.52) × 0.5 × 𝜀 where 𝜀~𝑁(0,1) 

𝑌 = 0.15𝑋 − 0.5𝑊 + 1.35 + (√0.25 − (0.152 + (
0.52

4
) − 2 × 0.15 × 0.5 × √0.5/4)) × 𝜀 where 𝜀~𝑁(0,1) 

𝑃(observe 𝑋) = 0.9 if 𝑊 < median(𝑊), 0.1 otherwise 

𝑃(observe 𝑊) = 0.9 if 𝑋 < median(𝑋), 0.1 otherwise 

𝑃(observe 𝑌) = 0.5 

Figure 4A 

We simulated 𝑊, 𝑋, 𝑌 as for scenario 3, and the probability of observing 𝑊, 𝑋 and 𝑌 as: 

𝑃(observe 𝑊) = 0.9 if (𝑋 < median(𝑋))&(𝑌 < median(𝑌)), 0.1 if (𝑋 > median(𝑋))&(𝑌 > median(𝑌)), 0.5 otherwise 

𝑃(observe 𝑋) = 1 

𝑃(observe 𝑌) = 0.9 if (𝑋 < median(𝑋))&(𝑊 < median(𝑊)), 0.1 if (𝑋 > median(𝑋))&(𝑊 > median(𝑊)), 0.5 otherwise 

Figure 4B 

We simulated 𝑈, 𝑊, 𝑋, 𝑌, and the probability of observing each of 𝑊, 𝑋 and 𝑌 as: 

𝑊~𝑁(1,0.5) 

𝑈~𝑁(1,0.5) 

X = √0.5W + (1 − √0.5) + (√0.5) × 0.5 × where 𝜀~𝑁(0,1) 

𝑌 = 0.15𝑋 − 0.5𝑊 + 2 − 𝑈 × (√2 (0.25 − (
0.152

4
+ (

0.52

4
) − 2 × 0.15 × 0.5 ×

√0.5

4
))) + 

(0.5 × √2 (0.25 − (
0.152

4
+ (

0.52

4
) − 2 × 0.15 × 0.5 × √0.5/4))) × 𝜀 where 𝜀~𝑁(0,1) 
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𝑃(observe 𝑋) = 1 

𝑃(observe 𝑊) = 0.9 if (𝑋 < median(𝑋))&(𝑈 < median(𝑈)), 0.1 if (𝑋 > median(𝑋))&(𝑈 > median(𝑈)), 0.5 otherwise 

𝑃(observe 𝑌) = 0.9 if (𝑋 < median(𝑋))&(𝑊 < median(𝑊)), 0.1 if (𝑋 > median(𝑋))&(𝑊 > median(𝑊)), 0.5 otherwise 

Figure 4C 

We simulated 𝑊, 𝑋, 𝑌, as for scenario 3, and the probability of observing 𝑊, 𝑋 and 𝑌 as: 

𝑃(observe 𝑋) = 0.8 if (𝑊 > 70th centile(𝑊), 0.4 otherwise 

𝑃(observe 𝑊) = 0.9 if (𝑌 < median(𝑌)), 0.1 otherwise 

𝑃(observe 𝑌) = 0.9 if (𝑊 < median(𝑊), 0.1 otherwise 

Estimand/target of analysis 
In each case, the estimand of interest was the coefficient for the linear regression of 𝑌 on 𝑋 conditional on 𝑊. 

Methods to be evaluated 
In each case, the complete records analysis and the MI using all available data were performed, along with the specified subsample-MI analyses. 

Performance measures 
500 simulations were carried out for each example. We estimate 1) the average bias across simulations of the coefficient for the linear regression of 
Y on X conditional on W relative to the true value of 0.15, and 2) the empirical standard error of the bias across simulations.   
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Simulation study results 
Table S1: Results from Simulations for one set of parameters for Figures 1A-4C, in all cases true parameter value is 0.15. 

Scenario 

Target parameter biased or unbiased using specified method as predicted by 
DAG/algorithm 

Average bias in coefficient for regression of Y on X given W across 500 
simulations (empirical SE of bias across 500 simulations) 

CRA 
MI in whole 
sample Subsample MI 

Bias in CRA Bias in MI in 
whole sample 

Subsample MI 
“Complete” 

variable(s) 
Bias 

Figure 1A and 2A Unbiased Biased Unbiased conditional on complete X or 
complete Y 

0.005 (0.086) -0.034 (0.072) Y 0.003 (0.085) 
X 0.005 (0.087) 

Figure 1B and 2B Biased Biased Unbiased conditional on complete Y -0.060 (0.052) -0.039 (0.073) Y -0.002 (0.085) 
X -0.059 (0.052) 

Figure 3A, B and C Unbiased Biased Unbiased conditional on complete X, 
complete W, or complete X and W 

0.003 (0.118) 0.073 (0.100) X -0.002 (0.090) 
W 0.003 (0.119) 

X and W 0.003 (0.112) 
Figure 4A Biased Biased Unbiased conditional on complete Y -0.077 (0.083) -0.022 (0.076) Y 0.000 (0.069) 

W -0.079 (0.084) 
Figure 4B Biased Biased Biased 0.045 (0.082) 0.063 (0.072) Y 0.018 (0.073) 

W 0.046 (0.084) 
Figure 4C Biased Biased Unbiased conditional on complete X and Y -0.047 (0.005) -0.402 (0.005) Y 0.018 (0.005)  

W -0.049 (0.005) 
X and Y 0.004 (0.006) 

CRA = Complete records analysis; MI = Multiple imputation; SE = Standard error 

 


