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Abstract

Missing data is a common but difficult problem to deal with. This paper briefly introduces several
mechanisms of missing data and some general methods to deal with missing data. And the charac-
teristics of all kinds of missing data processing method and the suitable conditions are compared.
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1. 5|8

16 F R AZ B h, 2 2 UL A RS, A A3 40 1 2 1 SR B ok . i ek
AAL S TR e — 5 O, B2 AT 46 s R 2 .

1 A ] P 0k 22 00 B2 1) 9 35 A ek B30 B T A BB L IR AR R, (B 2 R S 25 A
BRI, 24T — 0 [ BR (1 0T 3T e 5 BOHR 1 A T8 R A 5 AR AR R L), ) AN
P TR T 5 [ B TR B R s ot T S SR (1 A T Rt 2SR A, DRI, T e
I M SR (22 A A T T, o e O ) BT 7t R 2 T 5 ) L

2. BuEERENH

TEALFRER I HE 0T, FRATT TR EEREHAE R BN, A E BB RS F A, TR
XSS BG4 BEIE B I 5 e A B R R i

TESRREE () b, HoE s R 1E R 70 A I 22 8% , B2 1976 4F Robin #4245
MR B, At AR B ALH R0 = 2K (Rubin, 1976): FEHLELS (Missing at Random, MAR). 5¢ 4 BEHL 6k
J:(Missing Completely at Radom, MCAR). &4 JEBEALH 2 (Not Missing at Random, NMAR).

WATH p FonMER >4, RACEBEBIRTEFR, Yobs Al Ymiss 43592 7~ B 48 v Sz 0000 21 1) 35 7
PASLBR R IR 4 @ A R 55 2 M52 RE— NS5

1) FEAREPLERK . MCAR SRARZEDSRAER Y FHERGA MR 5 HALDRMA RS, H5 Y K51
HIEK, HAREKRNpRle) (Rubin, 1976). XFHERIHLH T E0HE G IS 52 EFENLIIAT N, HERIIM
FERRAN, 5 ZHIRRAERKE T 5L ENBEREER KR,

2) BEFLER . MAR SRARIBEEE MR B TR b b &, 5A0ERAXR, AAR
Form N p(R[Yobs, ) (Rubin, 1976).

3) SEAAERENLER R . NMAR SRR 2 IRHIE & Bk 5EUR P H e B EMEUER A R R, Rk
e H G HEEE %, HARXERAN pR|Yobs, Ymis, @) (Rubin, 1976),

AN [E PR R AB ML R 75 EE R A AN A AL EE 7% - NMAR 5 MAR fl MCAR FE AR, IR
TR 5 v 2 EAE T IE MAR Fl MCAR BRI 24T, NMAR H4L3 /7727 22 0L Enders 1) 3C % (Enders,
2010).

Enders 4 DA [H] DA —ZH E50 0 5o sk 2 £ 160 = Fh L5 7 28 (Enders, 2010),

BIGFE— A, ZESR 1Q 1A H 88 43 LA B RES B 5 M AAEIIES , 1XHFE 1Q -4 78, 84, 84,
85 I 87 MR MESR K T o XFHFEGRE S AR R A SR, (HES 1Q AKX, FRNHEILEL MAR.

SEABENLER R MCAR 100 T BRI BENLI), AFFEARMMRAE . Ha)ihtl, BEsIENHIE
SRABENLEM:, Hlin FRT 1Q N 78, 84, 964 112 Al 134 I HIELIE, FRNELEBENLEL MCAR.

SEAIEBEALER R NMAR #E 6k 5 HAWVE R0, 5 A GRIMESHK. BlnrER 1 4, A=#HFE
AT 144501, b5 B R THTRIEZE, EiXAMHNEER, FERIPEH, PEERS 4RT
RIS BRI T, IXFRIE LN B BRI B D9 58 4 JEBEALER & NMAR.
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Table 1. Job performance evaluation for missing values of MCAR, MAR and NMAR
% 1. MCAR. MAR #1 NMAR Eeec{ERT#9 T1ESTAE

1Q Complete MCAR MAR NMAR
78 9 - - 9
84 13 13 - 13
84 10 - - 10
85 8 8

87 7 7

91 7 7 7

92 9 9 9 9
94 9 9 9 9
94 11 11 11 11
96 7 - 7

99 7 7 7

105 10 10 10 10
112 10 - 10 10
134 12 - 12 12

3. SRR BBAILIERTT
T A R RS BUA (907 KB LR TUFE
3.1. MBRE

AN SRR RAIE R, BLEAE H TR ER SRl B AT 2087 o S SR 51 2 N B A sk I
B HFTNIE, RS AT BRIV 2 0, B2 M R AT B I B 2 i I A R R B3 Ak PR TV (Peugh
& Enders, 2004).

3.1.1. FISRMIB& (Listwise Deletion)

1|2 I B (B FR A 576 4 2249 43 A AE AR ik 2D — AN 22 M 1R S0 iR 250808 485 55 (Endeers, 2010) 0 X Rl 7544
ST IRGIESE ARG, ATREL TN E MR AR, SR SET T ERE. H25R
MIBR Y EZE 2, B MCAR 84, X MERA AL, 2R S b 1T (Enders, 2010).
Ak, W SHEAN TR AR, RHPIEM GBS EENE L, WRREEAETIERIR Y .

XF U pEAN R MR, B EN A AR E L. WATFRE K, WS 602 AR & A 2 45
RARE, HS 2 MR AT DALEAT AT R 2R B AL 7 2 56 [ A R I oA T (Little, 1992). Schafer #il
Graham VIR 2376 T A N BR A /2 PTERR, R502 2 R 2R LIRS I i, A SR 5 BRVE SR 1R & i 2%
#(Schafer & Graham, 2002).

3.1.2. BXIHER (Pairwise Deletion)

BT M 4 6 fn SR BE o B AR B 2 — B T AN ER A R A, LR N B S FE AT b . 58
THIBA A — S0, BT B4 1) 3 7 [ 2 75 B MCAR 8, XM A ROL, 4742 2 B 2 Bt
(Enders, 2010),
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JITCART USRI, B B AT RSt I B AN 2 AN RTHG, - an SR sk R AL 2 58 4 BEHL MCAR, T ER )i 114G
PSR Gt B2 i . (HAR MR G R A R TR, ZREHLEYE MAR B0 584 dRkE
PLEk K NMAR, MIER 5 THE A i THE LA A . Beah, dnREE sk LEBIR AN, B2 AN ER AN
HR MR A A5 R R 245 2, 72 & MCAR HL X R e it Bt SR TR, 7EX A A T BRI
R — AT T3

3.2. ETHRASNFEAR

TRZ 00T fa] B R S I R AR AP I TV, B R Bl o SRR Bt AT Ji A AR EE BB B
TR M5 R e R R A AR X SR AR BEAT T, FH TN AR5 HEAS BB R A B SRR MBI
fil i R it A2 15 5

3.2.1. B—HFp

AR 5 R A AMEL N 2, Sk v mT LA SR — bR 2 S kb . AN R AR N — AR
RN —AME . Mok, MRABREAMER IR PE, B 3deh T 2. 55— SRR B T WA i (R i R
RUEATHEAN, AR AN B BV . 5 AR A R BRI AL T AT A, A
FER o = KR NN < G S | NP 5 L I

1) #{EFHE*#M(Mean Imputation)

PR e D FH R A UL B0 () 358 26 B IEAMZE B Rl . — BRI AR 2 9 B IR A BT IR
RS, AT AR & T E VR R A SRAE R AME: BRI AT, 84 0] 2% &
PLEECOBE AIEAME(T S5, 2013). SHMEFAAFEZMBREGE, RE T 5K R HAMEE,
BORREFE B ORAE |8 ) B ve 5 e 8k . (R R — AN b S ARAEE H [F — NI E R B e, &)™
EHA T REA R A0 X R T RSP A Al R (Little & Rubin, 2014) WA N 7852 HEF (Allison, 2003).

PE s AME RS Z 5] J, AR B BRI T SEEESE b AR B A G £, IR R
HRRE, T ERBINESZ B 5S, RMEHUE £ MCAR, XA AWM A ih 45 RS Hh 1.

2) [E)33E%M Regression Imputation)

[l V4 A2 FH 0 51 P AL A Q5 S 2K A (Endlers, 2010) JBIE A AL & Xk = (k= 1,2, -+, k)
HHWEE Y MM RR, BALEVARAY, X HbRAL S RS AT A5 o B4R RN R R LU B
R 25 T WS B LR 22 (R R MR, AR A A v 22 0 FL A R PR BT ) A, TRIARE 2 77 AR A i 22 (Endeers,
2010).

FRISAEFEANANR], BN TG — € BT, 4 3RAT A AN 5 1) 50 BE RO AT AH 5% (B A R I ik
EH T [0 A MR 2 TR, DRkt e G A e S 50 o 55 KR DG RV T AR BT S A 4 2 B R R
P, MHMCERN T, FIAENE P EE R 5. HR R M R IR M, &R —S, B
TR R T U R R 2 b, XM TSR AR OCHE, WA A 5 SR A AR, B SEAD
IR AT LLORAE, 5 G A RO = AR

3) #-F &¥#f#M(Hot-Deck Imputation)

PP SR R EE AN ORI 508 7B A SLH R HHR 52 B —Fh 77 (Scheuren, 2005). #4F
B AME N SEAELE B AR SRR E A R — 2 B R B3 AR AME R DL, 2017) A LGS 35 (1 #h
Al AR, X AP T A T EEIE W A R A 4G AME . (HRA R E 1R B Sl K& &4l
THAE O I ge it 5, I Ho ol Be 7= A0 A DG M AT [B1H R B0 1R KA 2% B4k 71 (Brown, 1994; Schafer & Graham,
2002).
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AP BIEAM R TR T A AN AT B U A AR, AN B B R 7 R R A AR
PG 1l AMIA SRR, e B — RO A AMER BN, X AN S R P AR 2 M E A,
M7 FLSR AR FUAIASOR - e M A A M 5 e

3.2.2. ZEHH#(Multiple Imputation)

Z BEAf AR B Rubin (1987)#¢H, 5 ERBE—4@b b ILER, £ EIGTiER o o5 8 1 AR
AN ZITERE H A F R o — P e gk R R B H R (Schafer & Graham, 2002). £ H
Feli I ) AR T D S HE IR, 2 7 AE DU S B i R Al . b, F EM B2k S BI B4 5k S (A A 3 (42
Bk, 1%, 2009). ZEIFANNTEEDRO UL N =APIE, AR #Eth. o, &IF.
WA, X RN, WA m (m > DX, RS A TR R R A
Hm MR, B0, X AEEHEE T . B0, BRSO IE BN RIETSRE, &
Jafs gt Had R E 1 o,

KA |

: : |

% v y A (=]

# mik__y smopg . | —20 5| Sf B

z : f &
| semE m

Figure 1. Principle of multiple imputation

1. ZEHARIE

EAERERE, 2 EIEFNE SR B B MCAR HLifl, 78 MAR Al NMAR HLF E §7xE LS
BN THE . FRTEAE F 2 AR MG THER R A I 75 Z 25 18 m RS, AR A4 m B 20 BTE 24
1500 T A& EL 8 43d (Graham, Olchowski, & Gilreath, 2007). MIEIE_E 5 m R BB A AL 1 A 45 5Lk Uk i »
{2 m R R SR IR A Al e

ZEIEAMELL M EE AR, E, 2 EMMNIERER TR H M IER, fHEA
BAME, REF TS RO E (S IIZL, 2014); HIK, 2 ERHAMEIEIEEAL B E I TRl Eh 4L
P AT GG, TR AT B A R AR B 2 IR (1 JRAR O &R

FABMIFRANEE W0 k BT AR AN . PSRRI RR . SCRF M BN UG AN 22 I 28 3 S5 7%, BT S
FIRAMR, AMUNHE, SE T USESCREEE, 2017).

3.3. BETHRBENGZE

BT REAL I 75 T 5 R R AL (MCAR. MAR R NMAR), 7EEEEAl B A6l e H005 15 3@ AR
B, WA EM 5L, ORISR . MCMC SESE . SCE R 40 EM SRR b B SR A i
W o

EM $5y SO 3138 {8 5 KAk i (Expectation Maximization), s H Dempster, Laird A1 Rubin AT H #—
T B 1 TH T RAAES B RALIRAG T ISR (Dempster, Laird, & Rubin, 1977) . H K (R4 A2 8 S $ds
Tk, KA T8 A B (1 A B 0] U A s 5E A O B AL B I (AR, T, 2004). EM R E EE T %
RS, B NEREI S BB BB M . E S-S, RIS 52 a5 v R 5
BT R BRI, M DR T SH0SH, BICL B 25 RIS sk e B0 (1) 2 A B AR D TE [R1 25 1) dik
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K. wIaidZ ik ELMM P RIENE, SHEUE R 280 THE.

2 72 EM SR B BRRAE I o JERd iR BT AT LA B A SR R T R R

EM FUEAETH G R MRS, W DTS A SR EER IREAE R S, AR T 8RB . (2
7, EM SRS AR T, SR EHR R BRI, BRI %88, H M OB SRASERIHR 1 2%
PHER S B R 22 B BT R, 45 RORA B R AR Al THE AR A AR

_g
jc > 1 ? e
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Figure 2. EM algorithm flowchart
2. EM BSERIEE

4. BRSBTS AL BN

W ERRAEBARIINER RS, (AEA SRR, R AC B R HE w2 e Ek. AR
WREHTE, 2010) KA RAEAEEE 55 RO R a0 N EE: — R ZI0IESS M, ZRFTE BRI
i, ZRBAEBENLERK . fESREIRA B2 1T, 75BN IR S A

— RIS, EA SR BIRFORE, 5w % L8 ) B e B A B D7 v B IS A B R e 2R . G
SR EIEAS R BELER R, B o] BeNs S8 UR 22 AR BUR R AU MCAR L, MAEHS 2
AR MI )77 DUBE AL S 1) 77 540 56 4315 B AR ORALSRAT T SRR ZEHCHE 28 28035 2 MAR HIL - R
TE X5 B 0 A B T B AT ) 75 B AEAS 4341 /& MCAR. MAR 562 NMAR HLEIH — & 1 T .

TR AR e B (1 Ak B 7 v 32 B TR I R T . O DA AR BRI HLE . BRI, X
SCE IR S AR AR A A AT LR AT, BN 2,

Table 2. Missing data processing method comparison

2. BRARBIRAIEFTELLE

AT 5 i ik o 5 P iE T etk I 22

LIESIICS MCAR 5 Bk 5% IR N

BT IR MCAR Vi JUFAH IRZ N

A MCAR 5 >H Wz AN 5 2 B e R 2

EPEERREAN MAR 5 IE E AN 5 2 BB R 2
hot-deck #i#h MAR B H E 7 2 B R AR 15 2 R B 4 il

EM %1% MAR B3 Tz R4 55 i G M

EA L MCAR b iz 35 55 i

MG 12K, EM SR 2 EAmANEHVER )z, ACERER BN, B H Al T i S A AR
HARZWAR/AN, ARNRIFRIESE, (HRXT T I MR SR 0 5 SRR AR AE R, B —E

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2019.911222 1848 LB


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2019.911222

T

IECEANT EHLIERY, & A B A AR B R B 1 & KA T 74

P A AN M) U F e AR5 A R L 2 B 3 51, (B AR M PRI, 0 (IR0 7 22 SR iR 22,
FESEBRN I IFAS RS A2

e, WERGUREHRAET A, BRERAE 5% A, FAT AT DR SIRMBR 19053, misbi th A2
FINKIRE, BRAFER D LR 5 )

NG

LR, B My B A SE IR SR O, REROERE & BRI, AERE
FEE R I, SROTER ST VENS, ROZE R VAR S EUR A = RHESs, RTREHIZ S e A
SRS ARG, AN SR AL AL BE T2 0 A% R — MR AR RS B, SRS TEE AN R,
BUERNESA & — BRRILRIFKITE, EFREERITFEE B O8R4 2 5l 5%,
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