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ABSTRACT

The current literature regarding generation of complex, realistic synthetic tabular data, particularly
for randomized controlled trials (RCTs), often ignores missing data. However, missing data are
common in RCT data and often are not Missing Completely At Random. We bridge the gap of
determining how best to generate realistic synthetic data while also accounting for the missingness
mechanism. We demonstrate how to generate synthetic missing values while ensuring that synthetic
data mimic the targeted real data distribution. We propose and empirically compare several data
generation frameworks utilizing various strategies for handling missing data (complete case, inverse
probability weighting, and multiple imputation) by quantifying generation performance through a
range of metrics. Focusing on the Missing At Random setting, we find that incorporating additional
models to account for the missingness always outperformed a complete case approach.

Keywords data generation - tabular data - randomized controlled trial - missing data - inverse probability weighting -
multiple imputation

1 Introduction

Generating completely synthetic data that adequately capture real-life complexities, particularly within the context of
small tabular randomized controlled trial (RCT) data, has garnered much attention in recent years due to the utility
of synthetic data in determining optimal trial design (Chen et al.| 2021} [Sarrami-Foroushani et al.| 2021} |[Friedrich
and Friedel [2024; Zwep et al.,2024)). However, it still remains unclear how best to generate synthetic data in an RCT
context, where data are in a tabular form, follow a specific temporal ordering, and often have a small sample size.
For tabular data, each column is a random variable such that all columns collectively follow some joint distribution,
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which is almost always unknown. Each row in a tabular data set represents an observation from this (unknown) joint
distribution. Additionally, variables of different types (continuous, categorical, multi-modal, etc.) can all exist in the
same table, thus leading to a complex joint distribution that is hard to learn and mimic. The longitudinal aspect of
RCTs is also important to consider for the data generation task. Generally, RCTs begin with collecting baseline data
before randomizing participants to treatment arms, then potentially following participants at multiple time points after
treatment randomization, and finally measuring the trial outcome. Though RCT data are longitudinal, they differ from
the more-commonly studied context of time series data generation, as RCTs generally involve only a handful of time
points over a relatively short period of time (e.g., a span of several weeks or months) and do not always follow regular
time intervals. Moreover, while much of the data generation literature has shown success in generating synthetic data of
high fidelity in other contexts (e.g., image data) via deep learning algorithms (Denton et al., [2015} [Radford et al., 2016),
the number of participants in a given trial can range from a few dozen to a few thousand, thus rendering the application
of many deep learning generative models to the RCT data generation context challenging due to small sample sizes.

Another limiting aspect of the current data generation literature (which largely falls within the machine learning,
or ML, research domain) is that most studies completely ignore missing data. Even among studies focused on the
health data context, the example data sets used to demonstrate the effectiveness of a generative model contain no
missing data despite this feature being a common obstacle in health data. On the occasion that the real data sets do
contain missing values, missingness is often handled as a data pre-processing step, where all participants with missing
values are removed and the data generation procedure follows using only data from participants who were completely
observed, i.e., the complete cases (Neves et al.||2022; |Mendikowski et al.||2023; [Farhadyar et al.|[2024). Following this
pre-processing, generative models are fit to the real data complete cases such that the generated synthetic data follow a
distribution that is close to that of the real complete cases. This implies an assumption on the part of the researchers that
the distribution of the complete synthetic data (since generally, no synthetic missingness is generated either) is close
to the distribution of only the observed real data. However, it is well established that missingness in trials is unlikely
to be Missing Completely At Random (MCAR), where missingness is independent of all other information (Little
et al.,|2012). Rather, missing values in trials likely follow a Missing At Random (MAR) or Missing Not At Random
(MNAR) mechanism, where the former means that missingness depends on observed data and the latter means that
missingness depends on the missing values themselves. Hence, it is likely that the distribution of the complete real RCT
data is different from the distribution of the observed real RCT data due to participant drop-out depending on certain
characteristics, thus rendering the use of only complete cases to be biased. In other words, the generated synthetic data
distribution likely does not mimic the (complete) real data distribution.

In[Figure 1] we illustrate the phenomenon described above, whereby synthetic generation of RCT data often omits the
key feature of missingness. The overarching goal in an RCT is to learn about the treatment effect within a specific
population of interest, defined by certain inclusion/exclusion criteria. From this population, a baseline cohort is sampled
and serves as the RCT study sample. While missing data can occur at baseline, it is more common for baseline data
to be complete in an RCT and missingness to arise subsequently; we will focus on this setting in the present work.
Then, the trial commences with participants randomized to various treatment arms and after a pre-specified time, the
RCT outcome is measured; interim measurements between treatment receipt and the final outcome may also occur. It
is often the case that some participants have missing data due to attrition. In a task focusing on generating realistic
data on the basis of such a trial, these (partially observed) real RCT data are then used to fit generative models, where
omitting observations with missingness as a data pre-processing step (i.e., removing rows with missing data in the
outcome) necessarily means removing data at baseline as well (shown by the shaded rectangle in [Figure T)). Ideally, the
distribution of the real data complete cases would be the same as the distribution of the entire sampled cohort (and hence
also the population of interest) — this is the case under MCAR. Then, generative models would learn the distribution of
the population of interest and thus generate synthetic data with the desired distribution. However, RCT data are rarely
MCAR and thus the distribution of the complete cases is systematically different from that of the population of interest.
This leads to generative models learning a distribution that does not represent well the population of interest and thus
hinders the goal of learning about the treatment effect within this population. Thus, simply ignoring and omitting
the missing values as a data pre-processing step before generating synthetic data in the context of RCTs is inherently
problematic. Moreover, since the goal of synthetic data generation is to generate data that capture the complexities in
the real data, and since missing values are one such important complex aspect of real data, it is pertinent to account for
missingness in the data generation procedure.

Of course, not all data generation studies restrict to using complete cases. In Wang and Pai| (2023) and [Li et al.| (2023),
a single imputation of missing values was performed before proceeding with the fitting of generative models. Similarly,
in|Walia et al.| (2020), authors performed mode imputation as a data pre-processing step. However, a single imputation
does not take into account the uncertainty of the imputation procedure, and mode imputation is unlikely to adequately
reflect the complexity in the data including dependence between variables, thus hindering the overall goal of generating
realistic synthetic data. Additionally, filling in missing values in a data pre-processing step does not naturally allow
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Figure 1: Schema demonstrating the flow of available data for fitting generative models in the context of an RCT. The orange box at
the RCT outcome stage represents the portion of missing data, and the shaded orange box at the RCT baseline stage represents the
observations at baseline that would be omitted under a complete case approach. Sampling is assumed to be representative and thus
the RCT baseline data set has the same distribution as the population of interest. Under MCAR, the distribution of the blue data is
the same as the distribution of the orange (missing) data. Note that Approach 1 is what currently dominates the literature, whereas
we propose that Approach 2 is needed, and examine different implementations of this.

for the generation of synthetic missing values, thus further detracting from the ability to generate synthetic data that
are realistic. Even when data generation methods address missingness (in a manner other than restricting to complete
cases) and allow for the generation of missing values in the synthetic data, there is very limited investigation of whether
the true missingness mechanism (i.e., the reason for values being missing) was well-captured in the synthetic data
2021). Indeed, the current state-of-the-art method for generating tabular data is the Conditional Tabular
Generative Adversarial Network (CTGAN), implemented in the popular python library Synthetic Data Vault
2016); when fitting a CTGAN using this library, missing values are taken into account “under the hood” and
synthetic missingness is also generated. However, there is no documentation describing how missingness is handled
(nor is there mention of missing data in the seminal paper on CTGAN 2019)), and the generated data with
missingness can result in distributions that are notably different from the original data (see [Petrakos et al.| (2025) for
an example of a use-case). Unfortunately, this lack of documentation handling missing values in the data generation
procedure is common (Choi et al, 2017; [Hyun et al., [2020; [Koloi et all,[2023).

Missing data is a well-studied topic in the ML literature, focusing mainly on deep learning methods for imputing missing
values, rather than with the broader goal of generating completely synthetic data (Stekhoven and BithImann| 2011 [Yoon|
et al.} 2018} [Gondara and Wang), 2018}, [Nazabal et al., [2020; [Kazijevs and Samad, 2023} [Liu et al., 2023} |Lim et al.,
2025). A significant drawback of many recent deep learning studies dedicated to missing data is that it remains unclear
what missingness mechanism is assumed for the experiments presented (Jarrett et al [2022)). In instances when the
missingness mechanism is defined, it is typically MCAR 2023). Many studies argue that assuming MCAR
and performing experiments in this setting is satisfactory because it is a common assumption in the ML literature (Yoon|
letall 2018} Ma et al., 2020; [Spinelli et al.,2020; [Neves et al.}, 2022} [Pingi et al.,2024). However, MCAR is not realistic
for missingness in trials and indeed, is not realistic in most real world examples 2012). This raises the
question of whether the plethora of deep learning methods for imputing missing values applies to other missingness
settings that are more likely to occur in real data collection settings, particularly health or trials contexts.

Among the few studies that assumed a missingness mechanism other than MCAR and that focused on missing data
imputation for tabular health data, some involved temporal data and a select few others involved multi-modal data
(i.e., variables of different types). No studies considered both multi-modal and temporally ordered data (Liu et al.|
2023)). Furthermore, in the deep learning missing data literature, there is limited discussion of missingness patterns. In
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longitudinal data where variables follow a temporal ordering, monotone missingness occurs when a missing value for
a given row in the data set at some point in time implies that there will be a missing value for that row at all future
time points. The more general case when this missingness pattern does not hold is often referred to as non-monotone
missingness. Monotone missingness is particularly pertinent in the RCT context due to participant attrition. Hence, at
the time when the patient drops out, and for all future time points, there are missing values in the data collected for such
a patient. Non-monotone missingness is also applicable to RCTs, as participants can miss certain follow-up visits but
return for later visits. It is therefore useful to study both the non-monotone and monotone scenarios when accounting
for missing observations to generate synthetic RCT data.

The question motivating this work is whether there are any existing methods for synthetic data generation (particularly
in the RCT context or at least in tabular health data) that also adequately account for missingness. To our knowledge,
few such methods exist. Much research has been dedicated to either generating complete synthetic data using (often
completely-observed) real data, or developing methods for imputing missing values, but not within the broader context
of generating an entirely new, synthetic data set. (Gomez et al.| (2025)) proposed a novel data augmentation method
for blood glucose forecasting and tested their method on several real data sets, including one RCT. MAR and MNAR
missingness mechanisms were assumed, but generative performance was based on forecasting and prediction results
rather than investigating the closeness of the (multivariate) synthetic data distribution to the real data distribution.
Another study demonstrated how their generative method involving a recurrent autoencoder was able to learn the
complex real data distribution with missing values as well as impute the missing values, and to do so, an MAR
mechanism was assumed (Bianchi et al.l 2019). However, in the experimentation involving learning the real data
distribution, the true missingness mechanism imposed by the authors on the real data was in fact MCAR. The few other
studies that combined the tabular health data generation task (often involving longitudinal aspects) with the ability to
handle missing values did not define the missingness mechanism (Mosquera et al.| 2023} [Weng et al., 2024; Eckardt
et al.| 2024)) or did not allow for the generation of synthetic missing values (Neves et al.,[2022; Weng et al., 2024); none
mentioned missingness patterns. Mosquera et al.|(2023) noted that their approach in quantifying generative performance
involved a single generated data set and did not incorporate additional variance that stemmed from the data generation
procedure. Neves et al.| (2022) combined multiple imputation with data generation, but did so under MCAR and did
not consider multi-modal data. [Eckardt et al.|(2024) demonstrated how synthetic missing values could be generated
by categorizing missing values to be their own stratum, though it remains unclear how this method would apply to
continuous variables. In this work, we bridge this gap of accounting for missing data in synthetic data generation
procedures, specifically within the context of small tabular RCT data involving longitudinal and multi-modal data.
In particular, we investigate how best to account for various missingness scenarios likely to occur in an RCT setting,
including considering both non-monotone and monotone missingness patterns, such that the complete and observed
synthetic data distributions mimic the complete and observed real data distributions, respectively, while also generating
synthetic missingness that follows the pattern of missingness in the original data source.

To address how best to generate complex, realistic synthetic data in the context of RCTs, we previously compared
several synthetic data generation frameworks and determined that sequential data generation that separated the data
generation task into steps that followed the temporal ordering of the real data outperformed a simultaneous data
generation approach (Petrakos et al.,|2025). More specifically, the modelling choices that led to the best performance
(of those tested) were to use an R-vine copula at baseline, sample from a pre-defined probability distribution to generate
synthetic randomized treatment assignment, and then fit separate regression models for each post-randomization variable
(i.e., variables collected at follow-up visits including the trial outcome) where the predictors in the regression models
were all variables collected at previous time points in the trial. Hence, the final regression model was used to generate
the primary trial outcome, where all other variables in the trial were included as predictors. Additionally, an extra step
to induce randomness when generating post-randomization variables via regression was implemented, where the final
generated value was sampled from the set of admissible values, calculated as a function of the predicted value and a
residual from the fitted model. Here, we extend our previously-proposed framework for generating synthetic tabular
RCT data by incorporating additional models within the framework to both account for the missingness mechanism in
the real data and generate synthetic missing values, all while still producing a completely synthetic data set that is close
to, and captures the complex characteristics of, the real data.

We turn to classical approaches to handling missingness that can seamlessly be incorporated into the regression
approaches used in the previously-proposed framework to generate post-treatment randomization variables, both within
the context of non-monotone missingness and monotone missingness. More details can be found in which
introduces notation and pertinent information from the missing data literature. presents the proposed data
generation frameworks accounting for missing data, [section 4]describes the real data example, the missingness scenarios
considered in our empirical comparisons, and the metrics used for quantifying generative performance,
presents empirical results, and [section 6]discusses strengths and limitations of the presented work as well as potential
avenues for future research.
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2 Missing Data Background and Notation

In the missing data literature, missingness mechanisms are often defined as either MCAR, MAR, or MNAR (Rubin)
1976). Let R represent the indicator of being observed, where R = 1 denotes observed and R = 0 denotes missing. As
this work focuses on the RCT context, let X denote baseline data, A denote randomized treatment assignment, and
Y denote the primary trial outcome. As an example, say Y had missingness and all other variables were completely
observed. Then under MCAR, missingness is independent of all other variables; in other words,

P(R=1X,4,Y)=P(R=1).
In contrast, under MAR, missingness is dependent on the observed data:
P(R=1X,A4,Y) =P(R =1X, A).

Under MNAR, the missingness is dependent on the missing values (and potentially the observed values as well) and
hence the previous equality no longer holds. In the following work, we assume baseline data and treatment assignment
are completely observed, whereas post-randomization variables (those measured at follow-up visits) and the final
outcome may be missing. We denote post-randomization variables as Zy, k = 1, ..., K where K is the number of
follow-up visits at which measurements were taken not including the final trial visit. Hence, let Rz, be the indictor
of being observed for Z; and Ry be the indicator of being observed for Y. The simulations presented in this paper
include MCAR but mainly focus on MAR. MNAR is not explored because strong, often untestable assumptions are
needed in order to model the missingness mechanism when it depends on the unobserved values (which by definition
are unknown), a difficult task even with expert domain knowledge (Dong and Peng, [2013).

The easiest approach to missing values is to simply omit them from the data before performing any data analysis; this is
known as a complete case (CC) analysis. If data are MCAR, then the observed data should not systematically differ
from the unobserved data, and hence CC will lead to unbiased estimators in subsequent statistical analyses. However,
since a non-negligible proportion of observations may be omitted depending on the proportion of missingness, CC is
inefficient due to reduced sample size. If data are not MCAR, then the observed data distribution will differ from the
unobserved data distribution, which means CC would typically lead to biased estimators. There are some instances
where CC is appropriate (though, it remains inefficient). If the indicator of being a complete case is independent of ¥’
given other covariates, then a CC analysis estimating the parameters of the conditional distribution of Y given those
covariates would result in unbiased estimators (White and Carlin, [2010). Additionally, with only one covariate (say, a
single X)), CC is also unbiased if data are MCAR or MNAR with the mechanism that the probability of being a complete
case is only a function of X and not of Y (White and Carlin, [2010). However, both of these cases are generally not
applicable to an RCT setting, as the former is only equivalent to an MAR setting if missingness is restricted to Y and
the latter is too simplistic since RCTs generally involve not only a vector X but also A and 71, ..., Zk.

Two other well-established methods for handling missingness are inverse probability weighting (IPW) and multiple
imputation (MI). Although IPW relies on the complete cases for the analysis model, all observations are used in the
analysis to construct the weights which are then used to reweight observed cases so as to ensure that the weighted
sample is representative of the population with both fully observed and missing data. These weights are equal to the
inverse of the probability of being observed for each individual, which is estimated by fitting what is often termed
a missingness model. This is usually a logistic regression model with R as the outcome and any variables deemed
relevant to the missingness mechanism as the predictors. (Note that R is always completely observed.) IPW is a
common method for accounting for non-response in survey data (Little et al., 2024), which can be thought of as a
similar procedure as participant drop-out in a trial (Seaman and White, 2013)). Further, IPW has been shown to be
effective in reducing bias due to missingness under the MAR setting (Little et al.l 2024) and can be applied to variables
of different types. Hence, IPW lends itself well to our setting.

While IPW involves modelling the probability of being observed, MI instead models the conditional distribution of
the missing values given the observed data — this model is often referred to as an imputation model (Rubin, |1987). MI
proceeds by first imputing m complete data sets using the fitted imputation models, and then the statistical analysis of
interest is performed on each of the m imputed data sets which results in m parameter estimates. The final step is to
pool parameter estimates to yield one final parameter estimate, and variability of the MI estimator combines variance
within data sets and across data sets in order to reflect uncertainty in the imputation procedure in addition to sampling
variability; this is often done following Rubin’s rules (Rubin, |I987). In this paper, MI via Chained Equations (MICE) is
performed (Raghunathan et al., 2001} |[van Buuren| [2007)) using predictive mean matching or PMM (White et al., [2011).
MICE assumes MAR and can accommodate variables of multiple types, and thus is suitable in the context of RCT data.
PMM is often preferred over other approaches to imputation as it involves sampling from an empirical conditional
distribution rather than a parametric distribution, which is often the case in traditional MI (Austin et al., [2021). Ideally,
the observed data should explain well the missing values and hence imputed values for a given variable across the m
complete data sets should not differ drastically (though, variation is expected across the imputed data sets).
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The following section describes how IPW or MI can be integrated into our previously-proposed framework for synthetic
data generation to both account for missing values in the real data and generate synthetic missingness such that the
generated synthetic data are close to the real data. CC is used as a baseline comparator to determine whether ignoring
missingness entirely in a data pre-processing step by removing individuals with any missing values (as is often done in
the data generation literature) is sufficient. We subsequently refer to this procedure as “all stage” CC. We also consider
a “by stage” CC approach, where generative models are sequentially fit to different subsets of the real data at each step
in the trial, based on the individuals with observed data at each time point. In other words, at baseline and treatment
allocation, all individuals are included in the by stage CC approach; this approach is also known as available case
analysis (Little and Rubin, 2002). Then at each time point k and for the final trial outcome, all available information
is used to fit the generative models. Note that under monotone missingness, the observed information corresponds
to subsets of individuals that are nested such that the final subset is contained within the subset at time K, which is
contained within the subset at K — 1, etc. Since the overarching goal is to generate complex and realistic synthetic data,
the following notation is introduced: real data variables are denoted by a superscript r and synthetic data variables are
denoted by a superscript s; i.e., the real RCT data are comprised of {X", A", Z7, ..., Z}., Y "} and synthetic RCT data
are comprised of {X®, A°, Z%, ..., Z%,,Y*}. We focus on generating synthetic data that match the observed data on all
characteristics including the extent of missingness; however, the final step of creating missingness in the synthetic data
can be omitted if complete synthetic data are preferred.

3 Sequential Data Generation Under Varying Missingness Scenarios

Before demonstrating how missingness or imputation models can be incorporated in a sequential data generation
procedure, we first describe the sequential procedure that we previously proposed in |Petrakos et al|(2025), which
utilizes data from an RCT involving four possible treatment arms and a binary outcome. Additionally, the two post-
randomization variables are count variables and hence synthetic values are deemed admissible (i.e., are kept) if they are
non-negative. For the remainder of the paper, we set K = 2 such that there are two variables collected at follow-up,
denoted Z; and Z5. First, an R-vine copula model is fit to the real, completely observed baseline data X", and X® is
generated by sampling from the fitted copula model with the number of synthetic samples set to be equal to the number
of real samples. Next, A° is generated by sampling from a pre-defined distribution with equal probabilities for each
treatment group (in the case of our motivating example, where there are four treatment arms, A® is generated from
a multinomial with probability vector p = (0.25,0.25,0.25, 0.25)). Following that, Z7 is generated. To do so, Z7 is

regressed on X" and A”. Then, Z; is predicted as a function of (X®, A%) using the fitted regression model, and Z? is

generated by sampling from the set of admissible values {(Z5 + r z7) > 0}, where rz- denotes the residuals of the
fitted regression model for Z7. Note that a threshold of zero is set for our definition of admissibility due to features of
the motivating example where the post-randomization variables are count variables and thus cannot be negative (see
for details). However, a different threshold value can be used or indeed none may be needed depending
on the data context. Then, following a similar procedure, Z5 is generated. Here, the regression model includes X",
A", and Z7. The generation of Z5 then proceeds much as Z;. Finally, Y* is generated by first fitting a regression
model with Y as the outcome and all other variables as the predictors. In the case of our motivating example, where
the outcome is binary, a logistic regression is used and then 73-, the probability of the outcome event occurring in the
synthetic data, is predicted as a function of (X*, A%, Z7 Z5) and a Bernoulli(7$,) is drawn. The synthetic variables
generated at each sequential step (X*, A%, Z¢, Z5Y®) are merged to form the final generated synthetic data set.

To determine whether and how best to extend this sequential framework such that missing data are incorporated, we
compare the following approaches (both under non-monotone and monotone missingness): two CC methods, IPW, and
MI. The first CC method (CC: All Stage) is how missing data are commonly treated in the data generation literature and
is thus included as a baseline comparator. Individuals with any missing data are removed, and sequential data generation
is then performed as described above. No missingness is imposed in the synthetic data. When the true missing data
mechanism depends on covariates such that the data are MAR, this approach is expected to perform poorly. The second
CC method (CC: By Stage) involves performing sequential data generation as previously described, removing only
individuals with missing data in variables used in a given sequential step. Again, no missingness is imposed in the
synthetic data. In this approach, the subsets of real data to which the generative models are fit at each sequential step
may have different sample sizes. The motivation for this is to retain as much information as possible such that the
synthetic data can better mimic the original data distribution. Hence, CC: By Stage differs from CC: All Stage in that
the data pre-processing step is performed in a stage-wise fashion, rather than prior to any model fitting.

In the IPW approach, the probability of being observed is modelled at each stage where missingness exists in the real
data. Then, sequential data generation is performed as described before, however now, in any stage where data are
missing, weighted regression is used to account for missingness. Note that when missingness is not monotone, this
may create problems when a covariate is missing that is subsequently needed to model missingness of a variable at a
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later stage. We propose the following strategies to address this: (i) incorporate an indicator of being observed in the
missingness model, or (ii) force the data to follow a monotone missing pattern. Once complete synthetic data have been
generated according to these (possibly weighted) models, missingness is imposed in the synthetic data according to
the missingness mechanism as determined by the estimated missingness model. For the MI approach that we propose,
the first step is to create m data sets. Next, sequential data generation is performed as previously described (without
weights), for each of the m data sets as detailed below; sampling is then used to select from the m complete data sets so
that only a single synthetic data set is ultimately obtained. In the real data, missingness is again modelled at each stage
using the same IPW approach. Then, these missingness models are used to impose missingness in the single synthetic
data set.

In the following sections, we describe in more detail how these proposed approaches can be naturally integrated
into the sequential framework. We continue with K = 2, though the proposed sequential frameworks can easily be
adapted to other values of K. Since the methods differ depending on the pattern of missingness, we first present
generative frameworks under the more general case of non-monotone missingness, followed by the special case of
monotone missingness. Additionally, in order to perform comparisons between the synthetic data distribution and the
completely-observed real data distribution to determine the data generation performance of each proposed framework,
we also impose our own missingness mechanisms on the real data in order for the “truth” to be known in the subsequent

simulations (see [subsection 4.2] for details regarding this procedure).

3.1 Methods for the General Case: Non-Monotone Missingness

Under non-monotone missingness, missingness was imposed in Z7 and Y such that Y" could be observed when
Z1 was missing and vice versa. Z5 was completely observed. Missingness was imposed by defining a model and
parameter values for the probability of being observed for Z7 and for Y. For details regarding these models for
imposing missingness in the real data, refer to the Supplementary Materials. In this setting, we present the modelling
techniques for the five candidate frameworks to generate synthetic data, each with varying methods of accounting for
missing data: CC: All Stage, CC: By Stage, IPW: Indicator Method, IPW: Force Monotonicity, and MI.

3.1.1 CC: All Stage

The first step is to remove all observations in the real data with missing values, thus leaving only the real complete
cases. Then, the data generation procedure follows as described in the beginning of

3.1.2 CC: By Stage

The first steps are to directly generate X ® using an R-vine copula and A® sampling from the pre-defined probability
distribution. Since no individuals have missing data at baseline or treatment assignment, all real participant data are
included at these stages. Then, to generate Z7, the same modelling procedure is implemented as before except that
those with missing Z7 are removed. To generate Z5, again the same modelling procedure is used as explained above,
but now those with missing Z7 are removed since Z7 is included as a predictor in the regression model (recall that
75 was fully observed in the non-monotone missingness scenario). Finally, ¢ is generated using the same procedure
described above (relying on logistic regression and prediction), but now individuals with missingness in Z] or Y are
omitted in the model fitting.

313 IPW

In a first approach to addressing the missingness in a more sophisticated manner, rather than simply ignoring the
missing values in the real data, a weighting procedure is incorporated into the data generation framework described in
As before, the first step is to generate complete X° using an R-vine copula, and the second step is to generate
complete A® by sampling from the pre-defined probability distribution. As in CC: By Stage, data from all individuals
are harnessed at both baseline and treatment data generation stages. Next, complete synthetic post-randomization
variables are generated starting with Z7.

Unlike CC, before fitting the regression model directly, the probability of being observed for Z7 is first estimated
via py; = Pr(Ry = 1| X", A"), where R’ is the indicator variable representing whether Z7 is observed (with 1
indicating observed and 0 missing). This model is fit to the real data using all real observations. Then, a weighted
regression model is fit (where Z7 is regressed on X" and A”) with weights equal to 1/p’; . This weighted model is fit
to the subset of data with observed Z7. The final steps for generating (complete) Z; remain the same as in both CC

methods: predict Zf and then generate Z;] by sampling from the set of admissible values.
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Next, generate Z5. In the non-monotone scenarios presented in this work, Z5 was completely observed. Hence, Z3 is
regressed on X", A", and Z]. However, Z] was partially observed, so weights are also incorporated in this regression
model, which is fit to the same real data observations as at the Z7 data generation stage. These weights are to account
for the missingness in Z] and thus are the same as the weights used in the weighted model for Z7, i.e., 1/ ]ﬁglr. The rest

follows as before; predict 225 and generate Z5 by sampling from the set of admissible values.

Finally, Y® is generated. As Y" had missing values, the first step is to estimate the probability of being observed:
Py = Pr(Ry, = 1| X", A", Z7,Z5). However, this model cannot be fit directly to the data without removing
observations due to Z] having missing values. One potential solution is to condition on whether Z] was observed:

Py =Pr(Ry =1| X", A", Z], Z}) =Pr (R}, = 1| X", A", Z{, Z, 7 = 1) x Pr(Ry, = 1| X", A", Z) .
+Pr(Ry =1|X", A", Z{, Z}, Ry, = 0) x Pr(Ry, =0|X",A", Z}). M
Note that Pr(RY, = 1| X", A", Z5) = Pr(R}, = 1| X", A", Z], Z3) since the probability of Z] being observed does
not depend on the value of Z] under MAR. Similarly, Pr(R} = 0| X", A", Z3) = Pr(R} = 0| X", A", Z], Z3).
The first term on the right-hand side, Pr(Ry, = 1| X", A", Z{, Z;, R, = 1), can be fit directly to the real data for
all individuals with observed Z7. The second term, Plr(RrZ1 =1|X", A", Z7), can also be fit directly to the real data
for all individuals as X", A", and Z5 were completely observed. The fourth term, Pr(RY, = 0| X", A", Z3) can be
computed simply by 1 — Pr(RY; = 1| X", A", Z3). However, the third term, Pr(Ry, = 1| X", A", Z], Z3, R}, = 0),
is problematic because this model cannot be fit directly to the data. We propose and compare two different ways
to estimate py: either utilizing RY, as a predictor in the missingness model and incorporating the interaction term
R, % Z{, or by forcing monotonicity in the data. Both methods are outlined below. Note, however, that no matter how
Dy~ 1s estimated, the inverse of this probability is then used to weight the outcome model, which is then used to predict
p5- and generate Y'°.

IPW: Indicator Method. Here, py- is estimated by fitting Pr(Ry = 1| X", A", R}, , Z5, R, x Z7) rather than
For those with Z7 observed, the estimation of their probability of being observed at Y includes their Z7
value. Effectively, different models are fit for the subset of individuals with Z] observed and the subset of individuals
with Z] missing. The rest of the data generation procedure follows as before. A weighted logistic regression model is
fit with weights equal to the inverse of py,, estimated using the model with R, and R, x Z7 as covariates. Then,
Y% is predicted from a Bernoulli distribution whose probability is found using the fitted weighted model and data
(X*, A%, Z37, Z5). Note that the weighted logistic regression model to generate Y'® in this framework differs from the
other frameworks; here, rather than including the main effect of Z7 as a covariate in the model, Rgl and R’él X Z7 are
included instead.

IPW: Force Monotonicity. Under this proposal, the original model to estimate p}, is fit (i.e., , but Y7 is set
to missing for those with missing values at Z]. (Note that we do not set values to be missing for the fully-observed Z3,
even though this variable was collected after Z7 in the RCT.) In other words, a monotone missing pattern is forced
on the real data in order to fit the original missingness model. Forcing monotonicity allows for a decomposition of
the conditional probability of being observed at Y that avoids the difficulty with term three in Equation (IJ). Forcing
monotonicity such that Y" is missing when Z7 is missing ensures this term is equal to zero. This leaves the estimation
of py to be equal to Pr(Ry, = 1| X", A", Z1, Z3, R, = 1) x Pr(R} = 1| X", A", Z3), both of which can be easily
fit to the real data. Then, data generation continues as before by fitting a weighted logistic regression model with
weights estimated by the original missingness model with monotone missingness imposed. Then, p3- is predicted, and
Y'? is finally generated. Note that modelling the probability of being observed at Z] by conditioning on Z35 does not
follow the temporal ordering of the original data; this is discussed further in[section 6] Alternatively, one could simply
impose the assumption that the model does not depend on Z3 due to the known temporal ordering.

The last step is to generate synthetic missingness. Starting with Z7, p?, is predicted for (X*, A*) using the fitted
missingness model (note that this model is the same for both IPW: Indicator Method and IPW: Force Monotonicity; it
does not include an indicator of being observed as a covariate and does not impose monotonicity in the data at this stage).
Then, R, is generated by drawing from a Bernoulli distribution with probability p7, (a similar procedure to generating

binary Y*). Finally, the i value of Z{ is set to missing whenever R7, ; = 0. The same procedure is implemented
to generate synthetic missingness in Y, however here, the missingness model used to predict p7, differs between
the two IPW methods. Then, the merged data {X*, A®, Z{, Z5, Y *} form the generated synthetic data set, where Z7

and Y* represent the versions of these synthetic variables that also include missing values. (If completely-observed
synthetic data are preferred, the last step of imposing synthetic missingness can be omitted and the complete version of
the synthetic data {X°, A®, Z5, Z5, Y *} can instead be returned.)
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314 MI

With an MI strategy to account for missingness in the real data when generating a completely synthetic data set, the first
step is to apply MI to the set of real data {X", A", Z7 Z5 Y}, thus creating m complete data sets. In this work, m is
set to be equal to the largest proportion of missingness in the real data (White et al.,[2011); e.g., if Z{ was missing 24%
and Y was missing 26%, m = 26. The maximum number of iterations is set to be 10. Generating X*, A* follows
the same procedure as for CC and IPW, since X" and A" were completely observed (i.e., generating X*, A® does not
involve the imputed data). This procedure also ensures that all real data samples are included at each data generation
stage, since missing values are imputed at the beginning.

Next, the post-randomization variables are generated in the sequential generation framework. The general strategy
implemented in this work to generate these variables using m imputed data sets is to fit regression models to each
imputed data set, generate a vector of synthetic data for the given post-randomization variable, and then sample from the
m vectors of generated data for the given variable to result in a final vector of synthetic observations. Other strategies
could be applied instead, such as harnessing “pooled” regression models, however this raises additional complications;
further discussion can be found in the Supplementary Materials. We now present the generation procedure with MI,
using the sampling strategy.

Starting with the first post-randomization variable, a model is fit regressing Z7 on X", A" using each of the m imputed

data sets, thus resulting in m sets of parameter estimates, {3;, &1}, {By, &2}, ..., {B,,, um }, and m sets of model
residuals, r1, 72, ..., 7, (We suppress the Z7 subscript for notational brevity). Next, m sets of Z7 are generated via the
usual process:

73 = B, X° 4+ a4, A° 73 = B, X° + G A° Zym = 3, X" + Gy A°
Z5 ~ {(Zfl n rl) > 0} Z52 ~ {(Zf2 n rg) > 0} Z5m ~ {(me + rm) > 0}

where the superscript s; indicates the vector of synthetic data for the j™ imputed data set, j = 1, ..., m. Then, the final
vector of Z7 observations is generated via

Zig = (Zflvzva“'van)
where Z7, ~ {Z'fil, Z32, .., Zfim} fori=1,...,n.

In other words, the 7" observation of Z§ is randomly sampled from the collection of the i observations of Z; across
all m imputed data sets. This procedure (fit a regression model to all m data sets, generate m sets of the synthetic
variable, then sample from the m sets to generate the final version of the synthetic variable) is repeated to generate the
subsequent post-randomization variables, Z5 and Y ®. Note that the generation of Z3 involved the imputed data despite
Z45 being completely observed, since Z7 is included as a predictor in the generative regression model and originally had
missing values.

This MI procedure results in completely observed synthetic data. Thus, in order to generate synthetic data with missing
values similar to those of the real data, the same strategy from the IPW: Indicator Method approach is employed to
generate synthetic missingness. The choice to implement the indicator method here, and not the method that forced
monotone missingness, was based on preliminary investigations into the performance of both IPW frameworks under
non-monotone missing. Hence, the MI strategy presented here does not entirely side-step the assumptions required
to model the probability of being observed in the real data, as this model is needed to predict the probability of
being observed in the synthetic data. As in both IPW methods, the merged data {X°®, A%, Z$ Z5,Y*} result in a final
synthetic data set that includes missing values, but it is also possible to return the completely-observed synthetic data
{X°®, A%, Z5, Z5, Y *} if desired.

3.2 Methods for the Special Case: Monotone Missingness

In the special case of monotone missingness, missingness was imposed in Z7, Z3, and Y such that missingness in Z]
implied missingness in Z5, and missingness in Z; implied missingness in Y". In the following subsections, we present
the same modelling techniques and data generation frameworks as before, but now in the case of monotone missingness.
In particular, we compare CC: All Stage, CC: By Stage, IPW, and MI. Only one version of IPW is considered here.

3.2.1 CC: All Stage

The CC: All Stage method under monotone missingness is the same procedure as the CC: All Stage method under
non-monotone missingness, as the missing values are removed during data pre-processing and hence ignored irregardless
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of the missingness pattern for the remainder of the data generation procedure. As before, this method cannot generate
synthetic missingness.

3.2.2 CC: By Stage

This framework also mimics that of CC: By Stage under non-monotone missingness. At baseline and treatment
randomization, all individuals are included, and at subsequent stages, the available real data sample for fitting generative
models becomes smaller (and are nested). At the final stage to generate the outcome, the available data are the same as
the real complete cases that are used in all sequential data generation stages in CC: All Stage. This framework cannot
generate synthetic missingness.

323 IPW

The TPW method for monotone missingness begins the same as that of non-monotone missingness: complete X°
is generated using an R-vine copula and A® is generated by sampling from the pre-defined probability distribution.
Then, the post-randomization variables are generated starting with Z;. For Z7, the procedure follows that of IPW for
non-monotone missingness since in both cases, X" and A" are completely observed.

Next, when generating Z5, missing values must be taken into account. Recall that with a monotone missingness pattern,
if Z7 is missing, then Z3 must also be missing by definition (i.e., R; = 0 implies R, = 0). First, the probability of
being observed is estimated for Z3, denoted p;, , by further conditioning on Z{ being observed:
Pz, = Pr( 7, = 1] XT,AT,Z{) :Pr( 7, = 1 X", A", Z], Ry, = 1) X Pr( 7, = 1] XT',AT)

+Pr( 7, =1 X", A", Z], Ry = O) X Pr( 7, = 0] XT,AT) .
Again, Pr(Ry, = 1| X", A") = Pr(R}, = 1|X", A", Z]) and Pr(R}, = 0| X", A") = Pr(R} = 0|X", A", Z7)
under the MAR working assumption. But Pr(R},, = 1|X", A", Z], R}, = 0) = 0 by definition of monotone
missingness. Thus,

Py, =Pr(Ry, =1| X", A", Z[ R} =1) x Pr(Ry, =1/ X", A")
— ﬁ%2|R21:1 X ﬁgl.

The first term on the right-hand side, ﬁ%2| R, =10 can be estimated directly from the data, and the second term, ﬁ}l, was

1

already estimated in the first step when generating Z7. For the remaining individuals with missing Z7, their probability
of being observed at Z3 is set to zero, again due to the definition of monotone missingness. Unlike in the non-monotone
missingness case, conditioning on observed Z{ now leads to a helpful simplification in order to estimate p, . As before,
the next steps involve fitting a weighted regression model, regressing Z5 on X", A", and Z{ with weights 1/ Dy, using
data from participants with observed Z7 and Z). Then, 225 is predicted for fully-observed (X*, A%, Z7) using the fitted
weighted model, and finally Z5 is generated by sampling from the set of admissible values.

To generate Y'°, the same four steps are repeated: estimate the probability of being observed py, fit a weighted regression
model, predict, and sample. For the first step, the similar logic based on the monotonic missingness is used to simplify
the estimation of pj- by conditioning on Z being observed. (Note that this differs from the decomposition that is used
in the IPW: Force Monotonicity framework under non-monotone missingness, where the model involves conditioning
on Z1 being observed instead of Z3.) Details of the derivation can be found in the Supplementary Materials. The
estimation of p3- is thus equivalent to
py =Pr(Ry =1|X", A", Z],Z5, Ry, =1) x Pr(Ry, = 1| X", A", Z]) .
Again, Pr(Ry, = 1| X", A", Z7) = Pr(R}, = 1| X", A", Z], Z3) since here, Z; cannot influence the probability of
being observed at Z3 under the assumption of MAR. Further, under monotone missingness,
Pr( TY:1|XT7AT7Z{7Z£’ 22:1)2131'( TY:1|XT7AT7Z{’7Z§’ Ezzl,Rglzl)

This can also be shown mathematically by additionally conditioning on Z] being observed (refer to Supplementary
Materials for details). Thus, we have

Py =Pr(Ry = 1X", A", 2], 73, Ry, = 1, Ry, = 1) x Pr (Ry, = 1| X", A", Z})
= ﬁg’\REz:l,R’Z'l:l X Dz,
The first term on the right-hand side, ]ﬁg,‘ RT —1 Rr —1-Can be estimated directly from the data, and the second term,
Zo iz T

D, was previously estimated in the first step when generating Z3. For the remaining individuals with missing Z{

10
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and missing Z3, the probability of being observed at Y is set to be zero, again due to the definition of monotone
missingness. Then, a weighted (logistic) regression model is fit to those with available data at this final stage (i.e.,
the complete cases) to generate the (binary) outcome, same as before. Finally, the same procedure for generating
synthetic missingness as described for the IPW methods under non-monotone missingness is implemented, resulting in
Z3,75,Y". Then, the final generated synthetic data set with missing values is the merged data set {X*, A®, 75, Z5, Y *}.
Of course, the completely-observed synthetic data set {X®, A%, 7%, Z5, Y} could be returned as well.

324 MI

The data generation framework incorporating MI to handle missing values is the same under monotone missingness and
non-monotone missingness. Here, the missingness models used to generate synthetic missingness are as described for
IPW under monotone missingness.

4 Experimental Methods

Next, the real data set used in the empirical comparisons of the sequential data generation frameworks is described,
as well as the multiple missingness scenarios considered in simulation and metrics used to quantify synthetic data
generation performance.

4.1 Data Description

Publicly-available data are from the AIDS Clinical Trials Group Study 175 (ACTG 175), which studied the effect of
four HIV treatment regimens on a composite outcome defined as either having a drop in CD4 cell count of at least 50%,
a progression of HIV to AIDS, or death (Hammer et al.,[1996). The baseline treatment comparator was zidovudine only,
and the three other treatments of interest were zidovudine and didanozine, zidovudine and zalcitabine, or diadnozine
only. The trial included people living with HIV who had CD4 cell counts between 200 and 500 per cubic millimeter,
and it enrolled 2139 patients. At baseline, several variables of mixed types were measured, including age, weight, sex,
race, hemophilia status, homosexual identity (participant-reported), injection drug use status, Karnofsky score (a health
score that measures a participant’s functional status, with a maximum score of 100), history of prior antiretroviral
therapy (ART), symptomatic HIV infection status, and CD4 cell count. Participants were followed for a median of 33
months with follow-up visits at weeks 2, 4, 8, and then every 12 weeks thereafter. However, in the available data set,
only data at week 20 and week 96 were included. Hence, for the data used in our empirical experiments, K = 2. In this
work, we consider only the CD4 cell count measurements at week 20 and week 96 for simplicity, though other variables
were measured as well. The real data are thus comprised of X" being the baseline variables listed above, A™ comprised
of one of four possible treatment arms per participant, Z] being CD4 count at week 20, Z5 being CD4 count at week
96, and Y" the composite binary outcome.

Though the outcome was fully-observed in the real data, CD4 count at week 96 exhibited approximately 37% missing-
ness. For the purposes of our empirical simulations, we imposed our own missingness mechanisms on the real data.
This was done by first excluding all rows in the original RCT data that had a missing value for CD4 count at week 96;
this led to a total sample size of 1342. Then, using the sample of 1342 participants with completely-observed data,
additional missingness was imposed on the real data to create a real data set with missing values where the missingness
mechanism was known. More details regarding the models used to impose missingness mechanisms on the real data
can be found in the Supplementary Materials. Thus, we aim to account for this (non-negligible) missingness as well as
produce synthetic data with missingness similar to that of the real data set. Additionally, note that the sample sizes of
the real data subsets available at each sequential data generation step differed depending on the simulated missingness
scenario (as described in[subsection 4.2] and [Table T)); these sample sizes can be found in the Supplementary Materials.

4.2 Missingness Scenarios

Twelve scenarios with varying missingness mechanisms were explored to investigate which methods may perform
better under different circumstances. In particular, three main factors were considered, for both non-monotone and
monotone missingness: the missingness mechanism (MCAR or MAR), the proportion of missingness (10%, 25%, or
50%), and the strength of the missingness mechanism (strong or weak). The proportion of missingness refers to the
proportion missing for a particular variable, not the complement of the proportion of complete cases. The strength of
the missingness mechanism can be thought of as the degree of impact that certain variables may have on the probability
of being missing. Six different combinations of mechanism, proportion, and strength were defined, and these six
combinations were investigated for both non-monotone and monotone missingness (thus resulting in twelve distinct
simulation scenarios). shows all scenarios that were explored. The primary scenario was set to be one that
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we believe to realistically mimic what often occurs in real life RCTs; we chose non-monotone missingness in this
primary scenario as it is the more general case. The other scenarios (2-6) were defined by changing one factor at a
time (MCAR/MAR, 10%/25%/50% missing, strong/weak mechanism), with the last scenario defined by changing two
factors. The results presented in[section 5|largely focus on scenarios 1A and 1B; results from the remaining scenarios
can be found in the Supplementary Materials. In the simulation scenarios involving monotone missingness (1B - 6B),
the proportion of missingness was set to be approximately the same for all variables with missing values. We also
experimented with varying the proportion of missingness across variables, however this did not reveal new insights and
so these scenarios are omitted.

Table 1: All missingness scenarios investigated via simulation. The factors that differ from those in 1A and 1B are presented in bold
text. Strength refers to the impact that observed variables have on the probability of being missing; strong means the observed data
have a large effect on the missingness probability whereas weak means the observed data do not have much of an impact.

[ Scenario Pattern Mechanism  Proportion  Strength ||
1A (Primary) Non-Monotone MAR 25% Strong
1B Monotone MAR 25% Strong
2A Non-Monotone MCAR 25% Strong
2B Monotone MCAR 25% Strong
3A Non-Monotone MAR 10% Strong
3B Monotone MAR 10% Strong
4A Non-Monotone MAR 50% Strong
4B Monotone MAR 50% Strong
S5A Non-Monotone MAR 25% Weak
5B Monotone MAR 25% Weak
6A Non-Monotone MAR 50% Weak
6B Monotone MAR 50% Weak

4.3 Metrics and Evaluation

To ensure data generation performance results were robust to the type of metric employed, several metrics were used to
quantify how well each framework generated synthetic data with univariate and multivariate distributions that were
close to those in the real data.

4.3.1 Distributional Similarity

First, similarity metrics that captured the “closeness” between univariate and bivariate distributions were calculated,
comparing synthetic to real data, and the choice of these similarity metrics was based on common practice in the
ML data generation literature (Patki et al.l [2016; |DataCebo Incl 2024). For univariate continuous comparisons, the
complement of the Kolmogorov Smirnov (KS) statistic was used. The KS statistic captures the largest distance between
two cumulative distribution functions (CDFs), and hence the complement of the KS statistic represents the closeness of
two CDFs. To demonstrate data generation performance, where the goal is for the synthetic distribution to be close to
the real distribution, a higher value of the complement of the KS statistic implies better generative performance. The
complement of the KS statistic is defined as 1 — sup,,  x |F(x) — F} ()| for a continuous variable X with realization
x, where FJ (z) is the real data CDF and F(z) is the synthetic data CDF. For univariate discrete comparisons, the
complement of the total variation distance (TVD) was calculated. The TVD is defined as 1 — % Y acalmly —m| fora
discrete variable A with stratum a, where 7, is the proportion of stratum a in the real data and 7, is the proportion of
stratum a in the synthetic data. A higher value of the complement of the TVD implies better generative performance.
These univariate comparisons were first plotted for all variables comparing observed real data to observed synthetic
data, and then were plotted only for variables with missingness, comparing both observed real to observed synthetic
data and complete real to complete synthetic data, as the focus of this work was to determine how well the real data
distribution was captured when missingness is an important feature of the data to be mimicked. Note that for the two
CC frameworks, the complete and observed synthetic data were the same because these frameworks do not generate
synthetic missing values.

For bivariate continuous comparisons, Spearman correlation was calculated for a given pair of continuous variables
in the synthetic and real data, and the complement of the normalized difference between the two correlations was
plotted. Again, a higher value indicated better performance. This similarity metric is defined as 1 — 1/2 |p'y — pv/|
for continuous variables X and Y, where p'y- is the Spearman correlation in the real data and p%:,- is the Spearman
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correlation in the synthetic data. In prior work, there was little difference in performance results when calculating the
Pearson correlation as opposed to the Spearman correlation (Petrakos et al., 2025)), so we report only the Spearman
correlation here. For bivariate discrete comparisons, a similarity score representing differences in two-way contingency
tables was used. Note that this score was also calculated for pairs of variables where one was continuous and one was
discrete; in this case, continuous variables were discretized by quartiles. This contingency similarity score is defined
as 1 —1/2% a2 pcp |Tay — oy for some discrete variables A and B with strata a and b, respectively, where 7},
represents the proportion of observations in the real data contained in both strata a and b, and 7}, represents that in the
synthetic data. A higher value indicates better generative performance.

To capture higher-order multivariate distributional comparisons, we also investigated principal component analysis
(PCA) plots from a simulation run selected at random, as was done in [Wang and Pai| (2023). To do so, PCA was
performed on the real and synthetic data sets, and the first two principal components were plotted with the amount of
variation in the real data captured by each principal component also displayed. If the synthetic data are similar to the
real data, the plots between the real and synthetic data should look very similar and the proportions of variation should
also be similar.

4.3.2 ML Efficacy

Another way to quantify data generation performance that is often presented in the data generation literature is to
use what are called ML efficacy metrics (Xu et al.,[2019; [Zhou et al., 2020). In this approach, an ML classifier is

. . . True Positi True Neeati ..
trained on real data, validated on the real data test set, and metrics such as accuracy (—— OS‘“"eT:talme cgave )y precision

True Positive True Positive Precision-Recall N TR
(True Positive + False Positive )’ recall (True Positive + False Negative )’ and F-1 score (2' Precision+Recall ) are Computed’ where a positive

generally refers to the (binary) outcome event occurring. Another ML classifier is then trained on synthetic data,
validated on real data, and the same metrics are computed. Finally, the metric values for the two classifiers are compared
such that if the values are close (e.g., the accuracy of the classifier trained on real data is close to the accuracy of the
classifier trained on synthetic data), then it is concluded that the synthetic data are similar to the real data. We have
harnessed this method to evaluate whether the ML classifier could detect a real data observation versus a synthetic data
observation. To do so, the real and synthetic data sets were merged and an additional column was added that indicated
from which data set the row/observation originated — real or synthetic. Then, only one classifier was trained and tested,
and the classification task was to identify the additional data label of real or synthetic. Finally, the same metrics were
computed (accuracy, recall, precision, and F-1 score). As the goal was to generate synthetic data that were close to real
data, better generative performance is indicated by the classifier not being able to distinguish between real data rows
and synthetic data rows, and hence by low metric values. However, in order to remain consistent by reporting metrics
such that higher values indicate better performance, we plotted and reported on the complement of these ML efficacy
metrics. Moreover, to ensure results were robust to the type of classifier, we calculated these results using two different
classifiers — Extreme Gradient Boosting, or XGBoost, and k& Nearest Neighbors, or KNN where & = 5. XGBoost was
able to handle missing values directly, whereas KNN involved an extra step of imputing missing values in the real data
using a KNN-based imputation scheme (Hastie et al., 2001).

4.3.3 Trial Inference

Trial inference results between synthetic and real data were also compared to determine generative performance. We
emphasize that we do not suggest that synthetic data should be used for inference. Rather, our purpose is only to
quantify generative performance using yet another metric, and one that is pertinent to RCTs, as synthetic data generation
of RCTs may be used, for example, to simulate sample size or power and thus accurate reflection of inference is
valuable. Since our context involved RCTs, it was important to consider that one of the main focuses of RCTs is to
determine the effect of treatment on the outcome. Hence, another way to investigate how well the data generation
frameworks captured the real data distribution is to compare the estimated treatment effect from the real data and the
synthetic data. Ideally, the estimated effects should be similar.

To do so, we first dichotomized treatment by keeping zidovudine only as the baseline comparator and grouping together
the three other treatment arms to form the other stratum. This was done for the sake of simplicity in capturing differences
in trial inference results between the real and synthetic data, and was implemented only after synthetic data were
generated. This comparison was performed utilizing a) complete synthetic data and complete real data, as well as b)
observed synthetic data and observed real data, to ensure both the complete and observed data distributions were well
captured. The effect of treatment on outcome was estimated by fitting a logistic regression model and reporting the
odds ratio (OR) and associated 95% confidence interval (CI). This resulted in 1000 OR and CI estimates across all
simulation runs, which were plotted. Good data generation performance was evidenced by synthetic data OR estimates
being close to that of the real data and synthetic 95% CIs overlapping with the 95% CI estimated from the real data.
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After missingness was imposed on the real data, each approach was employed to generate synthetic data, and the
closeness of the synthetic data to the real was quantified using these metrics. To capture the variation in the data
generation procedure, 1000 simulation runs were implemented. One simulation run involved fitting models to the real
data, generating one synthetic data set per candidate approach, and then evaluating data generation performance. All
simulations were implemented in R version 4.3.1 using a machine with 16 GB RAM, and simulations were parallelized
across 10 cores. Computing time for generating a synthetic data set and calculating metrics was also recorded to
determine computational load.

5 Results

Unless otherwise specified, results and visualizations presented here are from scenarios 1A and 1B, as outlined in

[subsection 4.2] and [Table Tl

5.1 Distributional Similarity Metrics: Univariate and Bivariate

We first present results for the univariate and bivariate similarity metrics, considering all variables including those at
baseline which did not have missing values (Figure 2). In all scenarios, CC: All Stage demonstrated the worst generative
performance, with the most stark contrast in performance evident in capturing univariate continuous distributions
(though, all frameworks performed similarly well at capturing univariate discrete distributions, under both missingness
patterns). IPW methods and MI performed similarly well in capturing univariate and bivariate relationships, no matter
the type of variable(s) or missingness pattern. Under non-monotone missingness, both IPW methods performed slightly
worse on average than MI, however the box plot representing MI results had a longer tail than those for both IPW
methods, thus indicating that it was more likely for synthetic data to be distributionally less similar than the real data
when using the MI framework rather than either IPW framework. CC: By Stage generally showed an improvement over
CC: All Stage but the long tails in the box plots particularly for univariate continuous distributions suggest that there
were several instances where the synthetic distributions were far from those of the real data. Hence, simply removing
everyone with missing data as a pre-processing step was a hindrance. Indeed, synthetic data were closer to the real when
as much information as possible was included at each sequential step, even at baseline when there was no missingness.
Additionally, all frameworks had an instance of poorly capturing the discrete distribution of Karnofsky score, as shown
by the points close to 0.4 in the second row of This was not surprising since CC: By Stage and all IPW and
MI methods generated baseline data in the same way. Though CC: All Stage used only complete cases, it was possible
for this framework to perform similarly to the other frameworks when generating baseline covariates, likely when
the variable did not play a role in the missingness mechanism (and indeed, Karnofsky score was not included in the
missingness model imposed on the real data when simulating the known missingness mechanism).

For the other scenarios, the same general pattern was observed. CC: All Stage performed the worst whereas IPW and
MI methods performed the best (refer to the Supplementary Materials for visualizations). In Scenario 2 (MCAR), there
was less of a difference in performance but CC: All Stage still showed the worst performance. In Scenario 3 (10%
missing), there was a stark contrast in generative performance between CC: All Stage and the rest of the frameworks,
even despite the lower proportion of missingness. With a higher missingness proportion, like in Scenario 4 (50%
missing), the performance of CC: By Stage suffered especially in capturing the univariate continuous distributions and
bivariate discrete distributions. With a weak missingness mechanism such as in Scenario 5 (25% missing and weak)
and Scenario 6 (50% missing and weak), IPW and MI frameworks demonstrated best performance, particularly in
replicating the univariate and bivariate continuous distributions and the bivariate discrete distributions.

5.2 Multivariate Relationships: PCA Plots

In the PCA plots from one simulation run chosen at random (Figure 3), both IPW methods and MI performed better at
capturing multivariate (continuous) distributions than either CC method under non-monotone missingness, as evidenced
by the spread of points being visually more similar to that of the real. All frameworks resulted in the first and second
principal components capturing a similar proportion of variation in the data as compared to the principal components
in the real data, though IPW: Indicator Method had the closest proportion to that of the real for the first principal
component. CC: By Stage had the closest proportion to that of the real for the second principal component. Under
monotone missingness, MI and IPW displayed a relationship between the first two principal components that was the
most visually similar to that of the real data. The first principal component in the MI-generated synthetic data captured
a proportion of variation that was most similar to that of the real data. CC: All Stage had a proportion most similar to
that of the real data when considering the second principal component analysis. For the other scenarios, the general
pattern observed was that both CC methods resulted in tighter PCA plots whereas points in the PCA plots under [IPW
and MI frameworks were more spread out and better reflected the shape of the real data PCA plots.
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Figure 2: Plot of similarity metrics for capturing univariate continuous (first row), univariate discrete (second row), bivariate
continuous (third row), and bivariate discrete (fourth row) distributions, across all variables and all 1000 simulation runs for Scenarios
1A (left column) and 1B (right column). These metrics compare the observed synthetic data to the observed real data (note: observed
synthetic data is the same as complete synthetic data for the two CC methods because these do not generate synthetic missingness).
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Figure 3: PCA plots of the first two principal components for the real data and for each synthetic data generation framework, taken
from one simulation run chosen at random under Scenarios 1A (top row) and 1B (bottom row). The horizontal axis represents the
first principal component and the vertical axis represents the second principal component; the proportion of variation from the data
captured by the principal component is indicated along each axis.

5.3 ML Efficacy Metrics

Next we consider ML efficacy metrics, as shown in Under non-monotone missingness, and defining a KNN
classifier, both IPW frameworks and the MI framework performed the best across all metrics. However for the XGBoost
classifier, CC: All Stage outperformed the other frameworks when considering precision and F-1 score. In contrast, CC:
All Stage performed the worst when considering accuracy and recall. Again, CC: By Stage showed an improvement
over CC: All Stage but did not perform as well as the frameworks that handled missingness (IPW, MI). Under monotone
missingness with the XGBoost classifier, CC: By Stage slightly outperformed the other frameworks across all metrics
on average, though IPW and MI also performed similarly well and had several instances of better performance as
evidenced by the long tails in the box plots. For the KNN classifier, both CC methods outperformed IPW and MI when
considering recall, with CC: By Stage showing better performance than IPW and MI for accuracy and F-1 score as well.
Hence, the results from the ML efficacy plots were less straightforward to interpret, as they were highly dependent on
the type of ML classifier (i.e., XGBoost or KNN) as well as the metric (accuracy, precision, recall, or F-1 score). This
may also be related in part to the handling of missing data in XGBoost versus KNN, as the latter required an additional
imputation step.

Under MCAR (Scenario 2), all results were quite similar, which was to be expected. With a lower proportion
of missingness (Scenario 3, 10% missing), using an XGBoost classifier led to results showing that CC: By Stage
outperformed the other frameworks under both non-monotone and monotone missing. However, the results using a
KNN classifier were less obvious. With a higher proportion of missingness (Scenario 4, 50% missing), a much clearer
pattern emerged — in almost all cases, the IPW and MI frameworks outperformed both CC frameworks. The sole
exception was that CC: All Stage showed best ML efficacy results based on precision with an XGBoost classifier under
non-monotone missingness. However, this framework showed the worst performance when considering the other three
metrics in the same setting. For scenarios with weak missingness mechanisms (Scenarios 5 and 6), CC: All Stage still
showed poor performance. Specifically in Scenario 6 (50% missing and weak mechanism), the MI framework slightly
outperformed IPW: Indicator Method and IPW: Force Monotonicity in the non-monotone missing setting and IPW
in the monotone missing setting when a KNN classifier was employed. With an XGBoost classifier, the difference in
performance was negligible. In general, the same interpretability issue also applied for the ML efficacy metric plots of
the remaining scenarios, except when the proportion of missingness was high (i.e., Scenario 4, 50% missing). With a
high missingness proportion, results clearly showed that IPW and MI frameworks had best generative performance.
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Figure 4: Plot of ML efficacy metrics (accuracy, precision, recall, and F-1 score) for both the XGBoost classifier (left column) and
KNN classifier (right column) across all frameworks and 1000 simulation runs, for Scenarios 1A (top row) and 1B (bottom row).
The classification task was to correctly identify whether a row was from the real data or the synthetic data.

5.4 Trial Inference

IFigure 5|shows the trial inference results, utilizing complete real data and complete synthetic data. (Visualizations of
results comparing observed real data and observed synthetic data are omitted from the main paper for brevity but can be
found in the Supplementary Materials.) Under non-monotone missingness, OR estimates using synthetic data generated
by the IPW: Indicator Method framework were the closest to the (complete) real data OR estimate, on average, though
the MI framework also resulted in close OR estimates. The CC: All Stage framework resulted in OR estimates that were
furthest from the real data OR estimate on average, thus showing that again, simply removing all observations with
missing data as a data pre-processing step led to worse generative performance. Though, the CC: By Stage framework
showed comparable results to the other IPW and MI frameworks, even outperforming IPW: Force Monotonicity on
average. Under monotone missingness, IPW performed rather poorly, whereas MI showed best performance with
synthetic data OR estimates being closest to the real data OR estimate, on average. Interestingly, comparing the
performance of each framework across missingness patterns, all frameworks performed slightly worse under monotone
missingness as compared to non-monotone missingness. For the remaining scenarios, the general pattern observed was
that MI performed as well as, and often outperformed, the IPW frameworks under both non-monotone and monotone
missingness. Even under MCAR (Scenario 2), where both CC frameworks resulted in synthetic data with estimated ORs
that were very close to the real data OR (as expected), MI still showed slightly better results than both CC frameworks.
The scenario where all frameworks seemed to suffer the most in capturing the complete real data OR was Scenario 6,
which had a higher proportion of missingness and a weak missingness mechanism.

Comparing observed synthetic data OR estimates to the observed real data OR estimate (for which the visualizations
are provided in the Supplementary Materials), it was unsurprising to find that the CC frameworks performed rather well
at recapturing the observed data OR estimates, thus further supporting our claim that omitting missing values during the
data generation procedure allows for the analyst to capture the observed real data distribution, but not the complete
real data distribution (as demonstrated in [Figure 3). Under non-monotone missingness, the IPW: Indicator Method
was most successful at recovering the observed real data OR estimate out of the other non-CC frameworks, whereas
both IPW and MI frameworks performed similarly well under a monotone missingness setting. Note that comparisons
regarding lengths of CIs are not meaningful in this context since the CC approaches utilized the full synthetic data (as
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Figure 5: Plot of trial inference results utilizing complete real data and complete synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness and monotone missingness (Scenario 1A, top row, and Scenario 1B, bottom row). The real (complete)
data OR estimate was approximately 0.45, and the real (complete) data 95% Cl is shown by the purple shaded region. Each horizontal
bar represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run.

no missingness could be simulated in these frameworks) whereas the IPW and MI approaches utilized the observed
synthetic data to mimic the real data analysis; hence, it is to be expected that the CC approaches will, on average,
result in shorter estimated CI lengths. As for the other scenarios, the IPW and MI frameworks still outperformed
both CC frameworks, though results were very similar under MCAR, as to be expected. On average, in a setting
with a higher proportion of missingness, IPW: Indicator Method synthetic data ORs were closest to the real data
OR under non-monotone missingness, and MI synthetic data ORs were closest to the real data OR under monotone
missingness. Surprisingly, under monotone missingness, the synthetic data ORs resulting from the IPW framework
were the furthest from the real data OR, on average; MI was the closest. With a weak missingness mechanism and a
higher proportion of missingness (Scenario 6), all IPW and MI frameworks led to synthetic data ORs that were close to
the real data OR, on average, under both non-monotone and monotone missingness. Here, it seemed that the strength of
the missingness mechanism had a larger impact on generative performance than the proportion of missing data. The
IPW and MI frameworks still fared well under a weak mechanism with a high proportion of missingness, whereas a
strong mechanism paired with a higher proportion of missingness (as in Scenario 4) led to some instances of poorer
performance for these frameworks.
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5.5 Variables with Missing Data

In terms of proportions of missing values generated, IPW: Indicator Method and MI generated data with proportions
similar to that of the real data for both CD4 count at week 20 and the outcome under the non-monotone missingness
scenario. However, IPW: Force Monotonicity generated the synthetic outcome with a proportion of missing values that
was much larger than existed in the real data for this variable. Under monotone missingness, all frameworks generated
proportions of missingness that were close to that of the real data, for all three variables (CD4 count week 20, CD4
count week 96, and the outcome). A plot of these results can be found in the Supplementary Materials. The other
scenarios also showed similar results, with an inflated proportion of missingness for the synthetic outcome using the
IPW: Force Monotonicity framework.

shows the univariate similarity metrics for only those variables with missing data, comparing complete synthetic
data to complete real data and comparing observed synthetic data to observed real data. Under both non-monotone
and monotone missingness, CC: All Stage clearly showed the worst performance in capturing the complete real data
distribution, though for certain variables, it outperformed CC: By Stage in capturing the observed real data distribution.
Another pattern that was apparent under both non-monotone missingness and monotone missingness was that the [PW
and MI frameworks never performed worse, and often outperformed, both CC frameworks in generating the observed
data distribution, thus indicating that introducing more models and hence modelling assumptions to the data generation
framework did not negatively impact the ability to generate synthetic data with distributions close to the real data.
Indeed, accounting for the missingness rather than omitting observations with missing data at the start benefited data
generation performance. For capturing the complete data distribution, IPW: Force Monotonicity under non-monotone
missingness and MI under both missingness patterns showed worse performance than the other weighting method
and even CC: By Stage in certain cases. For IPW: Force Monotonicity, one potential explanation may be that forcing
certain values to be missing in order to fit the missingness model with CD4 count at week 20 as a predictor could have
led to the missingness model to be misspecified for the outcome variable (in addition to noisier parameter estimates).
IPW: Force Monotonicity also resulted in slightly worse performance when capturing the observed data distribution,
compared to IPW: Indicator Method and M1, thus further suggesting that the issue may be linked to misspecification of
the missingness model when forcing monotonicity in the real data. Note also that forcing monotonicity only impacted
the data at the outcome stage and not at CD4 count at week 20, so it was to be expected that any drop in performance
would occur at the outcome and not at CD4 count at week 20. For MI, as the real data were MAR (in Scenarios
1A and 1B), it was anticipated that the complete data distribution would be recovered appropriately. However, it is
possible that this may not always be the case due to model misspecification of the imputation model. This would lead to
poorly-imputed values and thus not a good match between the real and synthetic complete data. Overall, IPW: Indicator
Method and MI under non-monotone missing, and IPW and MI under monotone missing, performed similarly well,
though there were a few stages where MI performed slightly worse in capturing the complete data distribution.

For Scenario 2 (MCAR), all frameworks performed similarly in capturing both the complete and observed data distri-
butions (though, IPW: Force Monotonicity performed slightly worse at capturing the outcome observed distribution).
With only 10% missing (Scenario 3), CC: All Stage was clearly the worst at capturing the complete data distribution
and CC: By Stage did not perform well in capturing the observed data distributions at subsequent stages (i.e., for
CD4 count at week 96 and the final outcome). The IPW and MI frameworks performed similarly well, with IPW:
Indicator Method under non-monotone missing and IPW under monotone missing performing slightly better at the first
post-randomization stage (i.e., for CD4 count at week 20). With 50% missing (Scenario 4), both CC frameworks clearly
showed the worst generative performance. Depending on the post-randomization time point (CD4 count at week 20 or
week 96, or for the outcome), IPW: Indicator Method (non-monotone), IPW (monotone), and MI (non-monotone and
monotone) frameworks performed much better at capturing the complete data distributions. With a weak missingness
mechanism (Scenario 5), CC: All Stage drastically underperformed in capturing the complete data distributions for
all post-randomization variables (including the outcome) and under both missingness patterns. The MI framework
performed slightly worse than both IPW frameworks under non-monotone and monotone missingness when mimicking
the complete data distributions. With both a high missingness proportion and a weak missingness mechanism (Sce-
nario 6), IPW methods on average outperformed the CC frameworks, but there were a few instances (i.e., simulation
runs) where the IPW frameworks did not work as well. Under this scenario, MI performed consistently well for all
post-randomization variables and under both missingness patterns.

5.6 Computation Time

Over 1000 simulations, the following computation times were recorded for the generation of synthetic data and
calculation of metrics, ordered from quickest to slowest (in format hh:mm:ss): CC: All Stage (01:13:39), CC: By Stage
(01:31:15), IPW: Indicator Method (01:32:45), IPW: Force Monotonicity (01:33:21), MI (01:59:18). Similarly, for
Scenario 1B: CC: All Stage (01:17:31), CC: By Stage (01:29:02), IPW (01:31:46), MI (02:12:39). Though the IPW and
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Figure 6: Scenarios 1A and 1B (MAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism) with 1A shown in the top row and 1B shown in the
bottom row; plot of similarity metrics for variables with missing values: 1-KS statistic for continuous variables CD4 count week 20
(Z1) and week 96 (Z2), 1-TVD for the discrete outcome (Y"). In yellow: comparison of complete synthetic data to complete real
data; in green: comparison of observed synthetic data to observed real data. Recall that for CC: All Stage and CC: By Stage, the
complete synthetic data and observed synthetic data were the same, as these frameworks did not generate any missing values.

MI frameworks required more computational resources than the CC methods (with MI having the largest computational
time), the difference was not so much greater, and computation time did not detract from the feasibility of using any
of the frameworks presented here. The ordering was typically the same for the other scenarios (2-6) as well; these
computation times can be found in the Supplementary Materials.

6 Discussion

We have demonstrated how missing values can be effectively handled when generating realistic, complex synthetic
tabular data in an RCT context, as well as how to generate synthetic missing values. Rather than simply discarding
individuals with missing data, additional models (either to model the probability of being observed, or to model the
conditional distribution of the missing data given the observed) can be added with relative ease to our previously-
proposed framework for generating synthetic data. Having already shown in previous work that a sequential framework
works best, where the data generation task is split into multiple time-dependent steps that follow the natural temporal
ordering of an RCT, we have shown in this paper that we can further improve upon data generation performance by
properly handling missing values in the real data. If real data are MAR, then data generation performance in terms
of fidelity to the original data source improves greatly by employing either IPW or MI. In particular, if data follow a
non-monotone missingness pattern, then implementing IPW by including the indicator of being observed as a main
effect and in an interaction term with the variable with missingness as covariates in the missingness model was a better
strategy than forcing monotonicity and using IPW. Even when data are MCAR, data generation performance is not lost
(and sometimes even gained) if we account for the missingness mechanism rather than executing CC.

Under non-monotone missingness, IPW using the indicator method allowed for missingness in Y to be modeled using
as much information as possible and thus may have led to potentially less noisy results. However, the missingness model
was misspecified for those with missing Z] and hence estimating the probability of being observed at Y for these
individuals introduced some bias. In our simulations, the impact of the misspecification appeared to be minimal, and
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the approach still yielded superior performance as compared to CC. Implementing IPW by forcing monotonicity was
also subject to potential misspecification of the missingness model. In the real data, we know that missingness in the
outcome was simulated such that people with lower CD4 counts at week 96 were more likely to have a missing outcome
value (as shown in the Supplementary Materials). Thus, the subset of data included when modelling missingness in the
outcome was a non-random subgroup of patients. This method of forcing monotonicity would also likely be inefficient
and would lead to noisier results due to the loss of information when imposing missingness on Y for individuals
with missing Z7. In a real data setting, we would expect that any (or every) model could be misspecified and it can
never be known which are or are not. Additionally, though the frameworks that incorporated IPW and MI performed
similarly in generating synthetic data that were close to the real data under non-monotone missingness, there were
instances when the framework IPW: Indicator Method showed better performance in capturing complete univariate
distributions of variables with missing data, perhaps due to it being an easier task to correctly specify the missingness
model rather than the imputation model. However, the MI framework slightly outperformed in capturing bivariate
continuous relationships. In a monotone missingness setting, both IPW and MI performed similarly well, though IPW
was noticeably more successful at capturing the complete data distribution whereas MI was slightly better at capturing
the observed data distribution. However, across almost all scenarios, the MI framework showed the greatest success at
recovering the complete real data estimated effect of the treatment on the trial outcome. Hence, though IPW and MI
methods showed different strengths, they both still resulted in data generation performance that was superior to that of
either CC framework. Thus, a global recommendation based on the results presented in this work would be to use either
the framework IPW: Indicator Method or the MI framework in a non-monotone missing data setting, and either IPW or
MI under a monotone missing data setting. Choosing between these two would further involve which assumptions are
less likely to be violated in the given context, as well as whether it is more desirable to produce synthetic data with
univariate and bivariate distributions that closely match those of the real data or if it is more important to generate
synthetic data that capture the “true” treatment effect. If the former, then IPW may be more suitable, and if the latter,
then MI may be preferable.

We pursued R-vine copulas to generate the baseline cohort rather than deep learning approaches in this work since
previous work showed it to be an effective method, however the conclusion that missing data cannot be ignored is very
likely to generalize to other ML approaches to synthetic data generation. If the data generation methods are biased by
the selection procedure that leads to the missingness in the real data, then it does not matter which method is used to
generate (completely-observed) baseline data, deep learning or otherwise. Additionally, though our real data example in
this paper involved four treatment arms and a binary outcome, our proposed data generation frameworks accounting
for missingness can easily be adapted to handle other trial designs and other types of outcomes, such as continuous or
time-to-event (Demeulemeester et al., [2023)). Moreover, while we considered the context of RCT data, these methods
for handling missing data in the data generation procedure would be relevant in any real data situation with missing
data that are MAR, especially when longitudinal aspects are also involved.

An interesting challenge that arose when generating post-randomization variables was that fitting missingness or
generative regression models to the observed real complete cases at a given stage sometimes caused rarely-observed
strata for real baseline data to drop out entirely. Then, the fitted models could not produce predictions using the complete
synthetic data since these data included observations of these strata. (Recall that all frameworks except CC: All Stage
fit generative models to all real baseline data, which included observations of these rare strata.) When this occurred,
we manually set the probabilities of being observed to zero and the post-randomization variable values to be missing
for synthetic participants with these strata observed. However, other ways to account for this would be interesting to
investigate, as this challenge could occur in real world applications, especially with higher proportions of missingness.

While the work proposed here demonstrated many strengths, in particular by providing a user-friendly manner of
accounting for missing values and quantifying generation performance using a large array of metrics, there were also
some limitations. One limitation of IPW was that for the parameter estimators to be unbiased in the analysis model, the
missingness model must be correctly-specified. In the missing data literature, there have been developments of IPW that
have the advantage of being doubly robust, requiring only one of two auxiliary models to be correctly specified in order
for parameter estimators to be (asymptotically) unbiased; one such method is Augmented IPW, or AIPW (Robins et al.}
1994; [Rotnitzky et al.,|[1998). AIPW includes an extra term in the score equations derived from the original analysis
model that incorporates the expected value of the first derivative of the log likelihood function given the observed data.
This extra term is estimated via an imputation model, i.e., by predicting the values that are missing, conditional on a
set of observed covariates. Hence, AIPW requires only one of the missingness model or the imputation model to be
correctly specified in order for parameter estimates to be unbiased. Though not currently implemented, this extension
is possible using our proposed weighting framework. However, recall that there were certain instances in the results
presented here when MI did not perform as well as IPW, likely due to misspecification of the imputation model. Hence,
it is unclear if implementing AIPW rather than IPW would be of great benefit — at worst, if both the missingness model
and imputation model are misspecified, then AIPW may result in larger variance than IPW (Mclsaac and Cook, 2017),

21



A PREPRINT

but at best, if both models are correctly specified, then AIPW would be more efficient than IPW (Seaman and White,
2013)). If one of the two models is correctly specified, then AIPW would still be preferable over IPW due to its double
robustness property. This extension would be an interesting investigation for future work.

Another limitation of the presented work was that baseline and treatment data were assumed to be completely observed.
However, it is possible for real RCT data to involve missingness at baseline or treatment assignment, either due to
human error in data collection, patient refusal on specific (perhaps sensitive) questions, inability to collect measurements
(e.g., participants unable to tolerate a particular procedure), or otherwise. In such cases, the generative model at baseline
must be adapted to handle missing values. It would be interesting to determine whether copulas could still be harnessed
at baseline with missing data, as this is currently an active area of research, though mainly focused on the MCAR
setting (Wang et al.,|2014; [Di Lascio et al.| 2015} [Liebscher} [2024) with few studies considering MAR (Hamori et al.|
2019; |Kertel and Pauly, [2022)). However, a simpler method may be sufficient at baseline, as the missing data literature
suggests that rather simple approaches such as mean imputation or conditional mean imputation are appropriate for
handling missingness for baseline variables in trials (White and Thompson) 2005} |Groenwold et al., 2012} |Sullivan
et al.| 2018). We also did not consider MNAR in this work, as strong assumptions and domain-specific knowledge are
often needed to attempt to model the unknown missingness mechanisms, thus making the task highly context dependent.
It would be of interest to further extend our proposed framework to the MNAR setting, thus lending greater utility to the
method.

The framework IPW: Force Monotonicity, where Y was set to missing whenever Z] was missing but Z3 was left to be
fully observed, led to a model that was temporally illogical, i.e., Pr(R} = 1| X", A", Z3), where the probability of Z]
being observed or missing was conditional on Z3 even though Z] was measured before Z3. The impact of this, if any,
remains unclear. Perhaps it is of little consequence that the definition of this model does not make sense temporally; the
model may not necessarily be misspecified since the coefficient for Z35 would be equal to zero if Z3 did not impact the
probability of being observed at Z7. Another option could be to invoke the knowledge of temporal ordering and assume
that the probability does not depend on Z3. Moreover, though the sample size of synthetic data could be larger or
smaller than that of the real data, we did not consider either option as we did not believe this to be a scientific question
of interest.

In this work, we have proposed a user-friendly way to incorporate additional models (either missingness models via IPW
or imputation models via MI) in our sequential data generation framework that account for missing data and generate
synthetic missingness. Incorporating additional models within the data generation framework allows for missingness
to be accounted for at the same time as generating synthetic data, thus removing the need for a data pre-processing
or post-processing step. We have shown that it is necessary to take into account missing values in order to generate
synthetic data that adequately capture the real data distribution; it is not enough to simply omit these observations
at the beginning of the data generation procedure and only use the real data complete cases to fit generative models.
We have effectively bridged the gap in the literature in how best to handle missing values within the broader goal of
generating complex and realistic synthetic tabular data, particularly in the context of RCTs, thus opening the door for
data generation to involve more complex aspects like missing data and hence become more realistic.
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Appendix

A Additional Methods Details

A.1 Models for Imposing Missingness in Real Data

Here we define the models that were used to impose missingness in the real data for simulation purposes. For the
treatment variable, O refers to the baseline arm (zidovudine only), 1 refers to zidovudine and didanosine, 2 refers to
zidovudine and zalcitabine, and 3 refers to didanosine only. Continuous variables (CD4 count at baseline, week 20,
and week 96) were standardized by subtracting the mean and dividing by the standard deviation. In the monotone
missing setting, Z5 was set to missing when Z] was missing, and Y” was set to missing when Z3 was missing in
addition to the models presented below. A modest number of decimal places are shown in the data generating models;
for reproducibility, please see code for the exact values.

A.1.1 Scenario 1 (MAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)

A: Non-Monotone Setting

Model for Ry, Model for Ry
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient
Intercept 2.562 Intercept 27.546
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 3 ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 5 ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 7
CD4 Baseline 10 CD4 Baseline 20
Treatment (1 v. 0) 3.5 CD4 Week 96 28
Treatment (2 v. 0) 2
Treatment (3 v. 0) 2.5
B: Monotone Setting
Model for R, Model for R7,
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient
Intercept 2.562 Intercept 14.357
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 3 ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 5 ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 7
CD4 Baseline 10 CD4 Baseline 15
Treatment (1 v. 0) 3.5 Treatment (2 v. 0) 3
Treatment (2 v. 0) 2 CD4 Week 20 15
Treatment (3 v. 0) 2.5
Model for Ry
Variable Coefficient
Intercept 26.878
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 6
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 8
CD4 Baseline 20
CD4 Week 96 28
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A.1.2 Scenario 2 (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)

A: Non-Monotone Setting

A PREPRINT

Model for RY; : R, ; was sampled from a Bernoulli distribution with p = 0.75, for i = 1, ..., n where n = 1342 was

the total sample size.

Model for Ry, : Ry, was sampled from a Bernoulli distribution with p = 0.75, fori =1, ..., n.

B: Monotone Setting

Model for RY; : RY,
the total sample size.

7

Model for R, : R, ; was sampled from a Bernoulli distribution with p = 0.75, fori = 1, ..., n.

K2

Model for Ry : Ry, was sampled from a Bernoulli distribution with p = 0.75, fori = 1, ..., n.

A.1.3 Scenario 3 (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism)

A: Non-Monotone Setting

- was sampled from a Bernoulli distribution with p = 0.75, for ¢ = 1, ...,n where n = 1342 was

Model for Ry, Model for Ry
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient
Intercept 7.643 Intercept 47.949
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 3 ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 5 ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 7
CD4 Baseline 10 CD4 Baseline 20
Treatment (1 v. 0) 3.5 CD4 Week 96 28
Treatment (2 v. 0) 2
Treatment (3 v. 0) 2.5
B: Monotone Setting
Model for Ry, Model for R7,
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient
Intercept 7.643 Intercept 27.717
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 3 ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 5 ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 7
CD4 Baseline 10 CD4 Baseline 15
Treatment (1 v. 0) 3.5 Treatment (2 v. 0) 3
Treatment (2 v. 0) 2 CD4 Week 20 15
Treatment (3 v. 0) 2.5
Model for Ry
Variable Coefficient
Intercept 47.236
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 6
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 8
CD4 Baseline 20
CD4 Week 96 28
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A.1.4 Scenario 4 (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism)

A: Non-Monotone Setting
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Model for Ry, Model for Ry
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient
Intercept -3.801 Intercept -1.626
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 3 ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 5 ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 7
CD4 Baseline 10 CD4 Baseline 20
Treatment (1 v. 0) 3.5 CD4 Week 96 28
Treatment (2 v. 0) 2
Treatment (3 v. 0) 2.5
B: Monotone Setting
Model for Ry, Model for R7,
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient
Intercept -3.801 Intercept -2.430
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 3 ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 5 ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 7
CD4 Baseline 10 CD4 Baseline 15
Treatment (1 v. 0) 3.5 Treatment (2 v. 0) 3
Treatment (2 v. 0) 2 CD4 Week 20 15
Treatment (3 v. 0) 2.5
Model for Ry
Variable Coefficient
Intercept -2.185
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 6
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 8
CD4 Baseline 20
CD4 Week 96 28
A.1.5 Scenario 5 (MAR x 25% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
A: Non-Monotone Setting
Model for R, Model for Ry
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient
Intercept 3.440 Intercept 15.821
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 0.3 ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 0.5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 0.5 ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 0.7
CD4 Baseline 5 CD4 Baseline 10
Treatment (1 v. 0) 0.7 CD4 Week 96 14
Treatment (2 v. 0) 0.3
Treatment (3 v. 0) 04
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Model for Ry, Model for Rz,
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient
Intercept 3.155 Intercept 8.947
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 0.3 ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 0.5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 0.5 ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 0.7
CD4 Baseline 5 CD4 Baseline 7
Treatment (1 v. 0) 0.7 Treatment (2 v. 0) 0.3
Treatment (2 v. 0) 0.3 CD4 Week 20 7.5
Treatment (3 v. 0) 0.4
Model for Ry
Variable Coefficient
Intercept 7.549
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 0.5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 0.7
CD4 Baseline 5
CD4 Week 96 7
A.1.6 Scenario 6
A: Non-Monotone Setting
Model for Ry, Model for Ry
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient
Intercept -0.230 Intercept 0.590
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 0.3 ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 0.5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 0.5 ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 0.7
CD4 Baseline 5 CD4 Baseline 10
Treatment (1 v. 0) 0.7 CD4 Week 96 14
Treatment (2 v. 0) 0.3
Treatment (3 v. 0) 0.4
B: Monotone Setting
Model for Ry, Model for R7,
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient
Intercept -0.230 Intercept 0.534
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 0.3 ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 0.5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 0.5 ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 0.7
CD4 Baseline 5 CD4 Baseline 7
Treatment (1 v. 0) 0.7 Treatment (2 v. 0) 0.3
Treatment (2 v. 0) 0.3 CD4 Week 20 7.5
Treatment (3 v. 0) 0.4
Model for Ry
Variable Coefficient
Intercept 0.131
ART History (1-52 wks v. naive) 0.5
ART History (52+ wks v. naive) 0.7
CD4 Baseline 5
CD4 Week 96 7
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A.2 Sample Size at Each Stage

Below are the sample sizes used to fit the generative models in each framework, for all stages and across all scenarios.

A.2.1 Scenario 1 (MAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)

A: Non-Monotone Setting

Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z,;) Week 96 (Z;) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 900 900 900 900
CC: By Stage 1342 1015 1015 900
IPW: Indicator Method 1342 1015 1015 1010
IPW: Force Monotonicity 1342 1015 1015 900
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
B: Monotone Setting
Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z;) Week 96 (Z3) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 859 859 859 859
CC: By Stage 1342 1015 916 859
IPW 1342 1015 916 859
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
A.2.2 Scenario 2 (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
A: Non-Monotone Setting
Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z1) Week 96 (Z2) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 770 770 770 770
CC: By Stage 1342 1018 1018 770
IPW: Indicator Method 1342 1018 1018 1011
IPW: Force Monotonicity 1342 1018 1018 770
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
B: Monotone Setting
Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z;) Week 96 (Z2) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 843 843 843 843
CC: By Stage 1342 1018 918 843
IPW 1342 1018 918 843
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
A.2.3 Scenario 3 (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
A: Non-Monotone Setting
Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z;) Week 96 (Z2) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 1148 1148 1148 1148
CC: By Stage 1342 1221 1221 1148
IPW: Indicator Method 1342 1221 1221 1209
IPW: Force Monotonicity 1342 1221 1221 1148
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
B: Monotone Setting
Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z;) Week 96 (Z3;) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 1125 1125 1125 1125
CC: By Stage 1342 1221 1168 1125
IPW 1342 1221 1168 1125
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
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A.2.4 Scenario 4 (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism)

A: Non-Monotone Setting

Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z;) Week 96 (Z;) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 557 557 557 557
CC: By Stage 1342 681 681 557
IPW: Indicator Method 1342 681 681 678
IPW: Force Monotonicity 1342 681 681 557
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
B: Monotone Setting
Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z;) Week 96 (Z3) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 503 503 503 503
CC: By Stage 1342 681 570 503
IPW 1342 681 570 503
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
A.2.5 Scenario 5 (MAR x 25% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
A: Non-Monotone Setting
Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z1) Week 96 (Z5) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 906 906 906 906
CC: By Stage 1342 1032 1032 906
IPW: Indicator Method 1342 1032 1032 1016
IPW: Force Monotonicity 1342 1032 1032 906
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
B: Monotone Setting
Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z;) Week 96 (Z3) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 850 850 850 850
CC: By Stage 1342 1031 921 850
IPW 1342 1031 921 850
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
A.2.6 Scenario 6
A: Non-Monotone Setting
Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z1) Week 96 (Z2) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 525 525 525 525
CC: By Stage 1342 663 663 525
IPW: Indicator Method 1342 663 663 663
IPW: Force Monotonicity 1342 663 663 525
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
B: Monotone Setting
Framework Baseline (X) Week 20 (Z;) Week 96 (Z3;) Outcome (Y)
CC: All Stage 477 477 477 477
CC: By Stage 1342 663 533 477
IPW 1342 663 533 477
MI 1342 1342 1342 1342
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A.3 Missingness and Generative Models

Below are the definitions of the models that were fit in each framework for generating the post-randomization
variables. The vector of baseline covariates, X", included age, weight, hemophilia status (yes/no), homosexual identity
(yes/no), history of intravenous drug use (yes/no), Karnofsky score (categorized as 70/80/90/100), history of non-
zidovudine antiretroviral therapy use (yes/no), zidovudine use 30 days before RCT treatment (yes/no), number of
days of previous ART, race (white/non-white), gender (woman/man), history of ART (naive/1-52 weeks/more than 52
weeks), symptomatic HIV (symptomatic/asymptomatic), and CD4 count.

A.3.1 A:Non-Monotone Setting
CC: All Stage

Variable to Generate Model Covariates  Response
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Generative (linear regression) X, A Z1
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Generative (linear regression) X, A, 7, Zy

Outcome (Y) Generative (logistic regression) X, A, Z1, Z5 Y
CC: By Stage

Variable to Generate Model Covariates Response
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Generative (linear regression) X, A Z1
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Generative (linear regression) X, A 7 Zo

Outcome (Y) Generative (logistic regression) X, A, Z1, Zs Y

IPW: Indicator Method

Variable to Generate Model Covariates Response
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Missingness (logistic regression) X, A Rz,
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Generative (weighted linear regression) X, A A
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Generative (weighted linear regression) X, A, 7, Zo

Outcome (Y) Missingness (logistic regression) X,A,Zs,Rz,,Z1 X Rz, Ry
Outcome (Y) Generative (weighted logistic regression) X, A, Zs, Rz,,Z1 X Rz, Y

IPW: Force Monotonicity

Variable to Generate Model Covariates Response
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Missingness (logistic regression) X, A Rz,
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Generative (weighted linear regression) X, A Z1
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Generative (weighted linear regression) X, A 7, Zo

Outcome (Y) Missingness, conditional on Rz, = 1 (logistic regression) X, A, Z1, Zs Ry
Outcome (Y) Missingness, in Z; (logistic regression) X, A, Zy Rz,
Outcome (Y) Generative (weighted logistic regression) X, A 7,2, Y

MI (Recall: real data missing values were imputed via MICE and PMM, with all variables in the original data)

Variable to Generate Model Covariates Response
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Generative (linear regression) X, A Z1
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Missingness (logistic regression) X, A Rz,
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Generative (linear regression) X, A 7, Zy

Outcome (Y) Generative (logistic regression) X, A, 7, Z Y
Outcome (Y) Missingness (logistic regression) X, A, Zs, Rz,,Z1 X Rz, Ry
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A.3.2 B: Monotone Setting

CC: All Stage

A PREPRINT

Variable to Generate Model Covariates  Response
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Generative (linear regression) X, A A
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Generative (linear regression) X, A, 7, Zy
Outcome (Y) Generative (logistic regression) X, A, Z1, Z5 Y
CC: By Stage
Variable to Generate Model Covariates  Response
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Generative (linear regression) X, A Z1
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Generative (linear regression) X, A 7 Zo
Outcome (Y) Generative (logistic regression) X, A, Z1, Z5 Y
IPW
Variable to Generate Model Covariates Response
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Missingness (logistic regression) X, A Rz,
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Generative (weighted linear regression) X, A A
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Missingness, conditional on Rz, = 1 (logistic regression) X, A 7, Rz,
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Missingness, in Z; (logistic regression) X A Rz,
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Generative (weighted linear regression) X, A, 7, Zo
Outcome (V) Missingness, conditional on Rz, = 1 (logistic regression) X, A, Z1, Zs Ry
Outcome (Y) Missingness, in Z» (logistic regression) X, A, 7, Rz,
Outcome (V) Generative (weighted logistic regression) X, A, Z,Zy Y

MI (Recall: real data missing values were imputed via MICE and PMM, with all variables in the original data)

Variable to Generate Model Covariates  Response
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Generative (linear regression) X, A VA
CD4 week 20 (Z7) Missingness (logistic regression) X, A Rz,
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Generative (linear regression) X, A, 7, Zy
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Missingness, conditional on Rz, = 1 (logistic regression) X, A, 7, Rz,
CD4 week 96 (Z5) Missingness, in Z; (logistic regression) X, A Rz,

Outcome (Y) Generative (logistic regression) X, A 7,7, Y
Outcome (Y) Missingness, conditional on Rz, = 1 (logistic regression) X, A, Z1, Zo Ry
Outcome (Y) Missingness, in Z» (logistic regression) X, A 7 Rz,

A.4 TPW: Force Monotonicity — Conditional Distribution Decomposition

The decomposition of the distribution of Y being observed given all other variables involves conditioning on Z7
being observed. Note that this differs from the decomposition shown under the monotone missing setting, where the
decomposition required conditioning on Z3 being observed.

Py =Pr(Ry =1| X", A", Z],Zy) =Pr (Ry, = 1| X", A", Z{, Z3, Ry, = 1) x Pr (Ry, = 1| X", A", Z})
+Pr(Ry =1|X", A", Z],Z3, Ry, =0) x Pr( 7z, =0 X", A", Z5).
Note that the second and fourth terms, Pr (R}, = 1| X", A", Z5) and Pr (R}, = 1| X", A", Z3), can be further sim-
plified as Pr (R}, = 1| X", A") and Pr (R} = 1| X", A”) due to the temporal ordering of the data. As before, the
third term, Pr( vy =1X" A", 7], Z5, R}y = 0), poses an issue in the non-monotone missing setting, so forc-
ing monotonicity such that Y is missing whenever Z7 is missing would lead to this term being equal to zero,

and thus canceling out. This leaves the estimation of pj- to be equal to Pr (RTY =1 X", A", 727,77, Ry = 1) X
Pr(Ry = 1| X", A", Z5), both of which can be easily fit to the real data.
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A.5 TPW under Monotone Missingness - Derivation Details

We present here the details for the results shown in the main paper in Section 4.2.3.

Py =Pr(Ry =1| X", A", Z{, Z5) =Pr (Ry = 1| X", A", Z{, Z3, Ry, = 1) x Pr (R}, = 1| X", A", Z7)
+Pr(Ry =1|X", A", Z],Z3, Ry, = 0) x Pr (R, = 0| X", A", Z)
=Pr(Ry =1|X", A", Z, Z5, Ry, = 1) x Pr(Ry, = 1| X", A", Z])
+0x Pr(Ry, =0/ X", A", Z])
=Pr(Ry =1|X", A", 2], Z5, Ry, =1) xPr (R, =1|X", A", Z]).

Again, Pr (R}, = 1| X", A", Z7) = Pr (R}, = 1| X", A", Z], Z§) since here, Z5 did not influence the probability of
being observed at Z3 and similarly Pr (R}, = 0| X", A", Z]) = Pr (R}, = 0| X", A", Z], Z). Intuitively, we also
know that under monotone missingness,

Pr(Ry =1| X", A", Z],Z5, Ry, =1) = Pr (R} = 1| X", A", Z], Z3 R}, =1, Ry, =1).

This can be seen via the following decomposition, additionally conditioning on Z] being observed:

Pr(Ry = 1| X", A", 2], Z5, Ry, = 1) = {Pr (R}, = 1)X", A", 2], Z5, Ry, = 1, Ry, = 1)
x Pr(Ry =1|X", A", Z{,Z5, Ry =1)}
+{Pr(Ry = 1| X", A", Z], Z5, Ry, = 1,R =0)
x Pr(Ry, =0|X", A", Z{,Z5, Ry, = 1)}
=Pr(Ry =1X", A", Z{,Z3, R}, =1, Ry =1) x 1
+0x0
=Pr(Ry =1X", 4", Z{, Z}, R}, =1,Ry =1).

Thus, we have

Py =Pr (R} = 1X", A", 2], Z5, Ry, = 1,Ry, = 1) x Pr (Ry, = 1| X", A", Z})

AT AT
=: v —1 R —1 X .
Py|Rry, =1,Ry =1 % Pz,

A.6 MI Implementation — Alternative Method

Another strategy for incorporating MI in the sequential data generation framework as proposed in |Petrakos et al.| (2025)
and harnessed in this work could be to impute, pool, and then generate. [H (Recall that in the main paper, we instead
imputed, generated, and sampled.) For illustrative purposes, generating Z; is used as an example. First, m data sets are
imputed. A model regressing Z] on X", A" is fit to each of the m data sets resulting in /m sets of parameter estimates,

{B,,a1},{By, d2}, ..., {Bﬂz , &m }, and model residuals. Then, the parameter estimates are pooled using Rubin’s rules,
and the pooled estimates, { By, &}, are used to predict Z7. Following the usual sequential steps, the final step would
be to generate Z7 by sampling from the set of admissible values, {(Zf +7) > 0}. Recall that this restriction to
admissible values is required since Z; represents a count a count and hence must be non-negative.

However, there is no “pooled” version of model residuals. Potential solutions include letting 7 be the collection of all m
model residuals, or to define r = Z] — (BPXT + dpA’") , restricted to the observed real data (X", A", Z7). A potential

drawback of this strategy is that defining r in either of these ways may not incorporate enough randomness in the data
generation process and hence would lead to Z7 exhibiting less variation than desired. The same applies for Z5 and Y°.

"Petrakos, N. Z., Moodie, E. E. M., and Savy, N. (2025). A framework for generating realistic synthetic tabular data in a
randomized controlled trial setting. Statistics in Medicine, 44(18-19):¢70227.
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B Additional Results

B.1 Distributional Similarity Metrics: Univariate and Bivariate

B.1.1 Scenarios 2A and 2B (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 7: Plot of similarity metrics capturing univariate continuous (first row), univariate discrete (second row), bivariate continuous
(third row), and bivariate discrete (fourth row) distributions, across all variables and all 1000 simulation runs for Scenarios 2A and
2B (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism). These compare the observed synthetic data and observed real data (note: observed
synthetic data is the same as complete synthetic data for the two CC methods because these do not generate synthetic missingness).
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B.1.2 Scenarios 3A and 3B (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 8: Plot of similarity metrics capturing univariate continuous (first row), univariate discrete (second row), bivariate continuous
(third row), and bivariate discrete (fourth row) distributions, across all variables and all 1000 simulation runs for Scenarios 3A and
3B (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism). These compare the observed synthetic data and observed real data (note: observed
synthetic data is the same as complete synthetic data for the two CC methods because these do not generate synthetic missingness).
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B.1.3 Scenarios 4A and 4B (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 9: Plot of similarity metrics capturing univariate continuous (first row), univariate discrete (second row), bivariate continuous
(third row), and bivariate discrete (fourth row) distributions, across all variables and all 1000 simulation runs for Scenarios 4A and
4B (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism). These compare the observed synthetic data and observed real data (note: observed
synthetic data is the same as complete synthetic data for the two CC methods because these do not generate synthetic missingness).
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B.1.4 Scenarios SA and 5B (MAR x 25% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
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Figure 10: Plot of similarity metrics capturing univariate continuous (first row), univariate discrete (second row), bivariate continuous
(third row), and bivariate discrete (fourth row) distributions, across all variables and all 1000 simulation runs for Scenarios 5A and
5B (MAR x 25% Missing x Weak Mechanism). These compare the observed synthetic data and observed real data (note: observed
synthetic data is the same as complete synthetic data for the two CC methods because these do not generate synthetic missingness).
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B.1.5 Scenarios 6A and 6B (MAR x 50% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
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Figure 11: Plot of similarity metrics capturing univariate continuous (first row), univariate discrete (second row), bivariate continuous
(third row), and bivariate discrete (fourth row) distributions, across all variables and all 1000 simulation runs for Scenarios 6A and
6B (MAR x 50% Missing x Weak Mechanism). These compare the observed synthetic data and observed real data (note: observed
synthetic data is the same as complete synthetic data for the two CC methods because these do not generate synthetic missingness).
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B.2 Multivariate Relationships: PCA Plots

B.2.1 Scenarios 2A and 2B (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 12: PCA plots of the first two principal components for the real data and for each synthetic data generation framework, taken
from one simulation run chosen at random under Scenarios 2A (top row) and 2B (bottom row). The horizontal axis represents the
first principal component and the vertical axis represents the second principal component; the proportion of variation from the real
data captured by the principal component in indicated along each axis.

B.2.2 Scenarios 3A and 3B (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 13: PCA plots of the first two principal components for the real data and for each synthetic data generation framework, taken
from one simulation run chosen at random under Scenarios 3A (top row) and 3B (bottom row). The horizontal axis represents the
first principal component and the vertical axis represents the second principal component; the proportion of variation from the real
data captured by the principal component in indicated along each axis.
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B.2.3 Scenarios 4A and 4B (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 14: PCA plots of the first two principal components for the real data and for each synthetic data generation framework, taken
from one simulation run chosen at random under Scenarios 4A (top row) and 4B (bottom row). The horizontal axis represents the
first principal component and the vertical axis represents the second principal component; the proportion of variation from the real
data captured by the principal component in indicated along each axis.

B.2.4 Scenarios SA and 5B (MAR x 25% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
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Figure 15: PCA plots of the first two principal components for the real data and for each synthetic data generation framework, taken
from one simulation run chosen at random under Scenarios SA (top row) and 5B (bottom row). The horizontal axis represents the
first principal component and the vertical axis represents the second principal component; the proportion of variation from the real
data captured by the principal component in indicated along each axis.
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B.2.5 Scenarios 6A and 6B (MAR x 50% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
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Figure 16: PCA plots of the first two principal components for the real data and for each synthetic data generation framework, taken
from one simulation run chosen at random under Scenarios 6A (top row) and 6B (bottom row). The horizontal axis represents the
first principal component and the vertical axis represents the second principal component; the proportion of variation from the real
data captured by the principal component in indicated along each axis.

B.3 ML Efficacy Metrics

B.3.1 Scenarios 2A and 2B (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 17: Plot of ML efficacy metrics (accuracy, precision, recall, and F-1 score) for both the XGBoost classifier and KNN classifier
across all frameworks and 1000 simulation runs, for Scenarios 2A and 2B (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism). The
classification task was to correctly identify whether a row was from the real data or the synthetic data.
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B.3.2 Scenarios 3A and 3B (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 18: Plot of ML efficacy metrics (accuracy, precision, recall, and F-1 score) for both the XGBoost classifier and KNN
classifier across all frameworks and 1000 simulation runs, for Scenarios 3A and 3B (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism).

The classification task was to correctly identify whether a row was from the real data or the synthetic data.

B.3.3 Scenarios 4A and 4B (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 19: Plot of ML efficacy metrics (accuracy, precision, recall, and F-1 score) for both the XGBoost classifier and KNN
classifier across all frameworks and 1000 simulation runs, for Scenarios 4A and 4B (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism).
The classification task was to correctly identify whether a row was from the real data or the synthetic data.
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B.3.4 Scenarios SA and 5B (MAR x 25% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
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Figure 20: Plot of ML efficacy metrics (accuracy, precision, recall, and F-1 score) for both the XGBoost classifier and KNN
classifier across all frameworks and 1000 simulation runs, for Scenarios SA and 5B (MAR x 25% Missing x Weak Mechanism). The
classification task was to correctly identify whether a row was from the real data or the synthetic data.

B.3.5 Scenarios 6A and 6B (MAR x 50% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
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Figure 21: Plot of ML efficacy metrics (accuracy, precision, recall, and F-1 score) for both the XGBoost classifier and KNN
classifier across all frameworks and 1000 simulation runs, for Scenarios 6A and 6B (MAR x 50% Missing x Weak Mechanism). The
classification task was to correctly identify whether a row was from the real data or the synthetic data.
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B.4 Trial Inference - Complete Data Comparisons

B.4.1 Scenarios 2A and 2B (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 22: Plot of trial inference results utilizing complete real data and complete synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 2A, top row) and monotone missingness (Scenario 2B, bottom row). The real (complete) data
OR estimate was approximately 0.45, and the real (complete) data 95% CI is shown by the purple shaded region. Each horizontal bar
represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run.

B.4.2 Scenarios 3A and 3B (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 23: Plot of trial inference results utilizing complete real data and complete synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 3A, top row) and monotone missingness (Scenario 3B, bottom row). The real (complete) data
OR estimate was approximately 0.45, and the real (complete) data 95% CI is shown by the purple shaded region. Each horizontal bar
represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run.
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B.4.3 Scenarios 4A and 4B (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 24: Plot of trial inference results utilizing complete real data and complete synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 4A, top row) and monotone missingness (Scenario 4B, bottom row). The real (complete) data
OR estimate was approximately 0.45, and the real (complete) data 95% CI is shown by the purple shaded region. Each horizontal bar
represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run.

B.4.4 Scenarios SA and 5B (MAR x 25% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
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Figure 25: Plot of trial inference results utilizing complete real data and complete synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness (Scenario SA, top row) and monotone missingness (Scenario 5B, bottom row). The real (complete) data
OR estimate was approximately 0.45, and the real (complete) data 95% CI is shown by the purple shaded region. Each horizontal bar
represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run.
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B.4.5 Scenarios 6A and 6B (MAR x 50% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
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Figure 26: Plot of trial inference results utilizing complete real data and complete synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 6A, top row) and monotone missingness (Scenario 6B, bottom row). The real (complete) data
OR estimate was approximately 0.45, and the real (complete) data 95% CI is shown by the purple shaded region. Each horizontal bar
represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run.

47



A PREPRINT

B.5 Trial Inference - Observed Data Comparisons

B.5.1 Scenarios 1A and 1B (MAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 27: Plot of trial inference results utilizing observed real data and observed synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 1A, top row) and monotone missingness (Scenario 1B, bottom row). The real (observed) data
OR estimate was 0.39 in Scenario 1A and 0.36 in Scenario 1B, and the real (observed) data 95% Cls are shown by the purple shaded
regions. Each horizontal bar represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run.

B.5.2 Scenarios 2A and 2B (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 28: Plot of trial inference results utilizing observed real data and observed synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 2A, top row) and monotone missingness (Scenario 2B, bottom row). The real (observed) data
OR estimate was 0.43 in both Scenarios 2A and 2B, and the real (observed) data 95% Cls are shown by the purple shaded regions.
Each horizontal bar represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run.
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B.5.3 Scenarios 3A and 3B (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 29: Plot of trial inference results utilizing observed real data and observed synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 3A, top row) and monotone missingness (Scenario 3B, bottom row). The real (observed) data
OR estimate was 0.48 in Scenario 3A and 0.47 in Scenario 3B, and the real (observed) data 95% CIs are shown by the purple shaded
regions. Each horizontal bar represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run.

B.5.4 Scenarios 4A and 4B (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 30: Plot of trial inference results utilizing observed real data and observed synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 4A, top row) and monotone missingness (Scenario 4B, bottom row). The real (observed) data
OR estimate was 0.57 in Scenario 4A and 0.37 in Scenario 4B, and the real (observed) data 95% ClIs are shown by the purple shaded
regions. Each horizontal bar represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run. Note that the plot for the IPW framework
under monotone missingness has a horizontal axis with a larger range than the other plots.
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B.5.5 Scenarios SA and 5B (MAR x 25% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
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Figure 31: Plot of trial inference results utilizing observed real data and observed synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness (Scenario SA, top row) and monotone missingness (Scenario 5B, bottom row). The real (observed) data
OR estimate was 0.45 in Scenario 5A and 0.42 in Scenario 5B, and the real (observed) data 95% CIs are shown by the purple shaded
regions. Each horizontal bar represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run.

B.5.6 Scenarios 6A and 6B (MAR x 50% Missing x Weak Mechanism)

CC: Allstage CC: ByStage IPW: Ind IPW: FMono MmI

0.4¢ 3 0 0.49 1 15 2 25 3 0 0.49 1 15 2 25

OR (95% CI) 8 OR (95% Cl) OR (95% Cl)
CC: AllStage CC: ByStage IPW

0 042 _
[e]

Simulation Runs
Simulation Runs
Simulation Runs
Simulation Runs
Simulation Runs

25 3 6 o049 1_ 15 2 25 3
OR (5% Cl)

1 15 2
OR (95% ClI)

Simulation Runs
Simulation Runs
Simulation Runs
Simulation Runs

15 2 25 3 0 0.42 1 15 2 25 3 0042 1 15 2 25 3 354 455556 657 0 042 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45
R (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% Cl)
Figure 32: Plot of trial inference results utilizing observed real data and observed synthetic data, for all frameworks under both
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 6A, top row) and monotone missingness (Scenario 6B, bottom row). The real (observed) data
OR estimate was 0.45 in Scenario 1A and 0.42 in Scenario 1B, and the real (observed) data 95% ClIs are shown by the purple shaded
regions. Each horizontal bar represents the synthetic data 95% CI for one simulation run. Note that the plots for the IPW and MI
frameworks under monotone missingness have horizontal axes with larger ranges than the other plots.

50



A PREPRINT

B.6 Variables with Missing Data
B.6.1 Scenarios 2A and 2B (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 33: Scenarios 2A and 2B (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism); plot of similarity metrics for variables with missing
values — 1-KS statistic for continuous variables CD4 count week 20 (Z1) and week 96 (Z2), 1-TVD for the discrete outcome (Y'). In
yellow: comparison of complete synthetic data to complete real data; in green: comparison of observed synthetic data to observed
real data. Recall that for CC: All Stage and CC: By Stage, the complete synthetic data and observed synthetic data were the same, as
these frameworks do not generate any missing values.
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B.6.2 Scenarios 3A and 3B (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 34: Scenarios 3A and 3B (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism); plot of similarity metrics for variables with missing
values — 1-KS statistic for continuous variables CD4 count week 20 (Z1) and week 96 (Z5), 1-TVD for the discrete outcome (Y'). In
yellow: comparison of complete synthetic data to complete real data; in green: comparison of observed synthetic data to observed
real data. Recall that for CC: All Stage and CC: By Stage, the complete synthetic data and observed synthetic data were the same, as
these frameworks do not generate any missing values.

52



A PREPRINT

B.6.3 Scenarios 4A and 4B (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 35: Scenarios 4A and 4B (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism); plot of similarity metrics for variables with missing
values — 1-KS statistic for continuous variables CD4 count week 20 (Z1) and week 96 (Z5), 1-TVD for the discrete outcome (Y'). In
yellow: comparison of complete synthetic data to complete real data; in green: comparison of observed synthetic data to observed
real data. Recall that for CC: All Stage and CC: By Stage, the complete synthetic data and observed synthetic data were the same, as

these frameworks do not generate any missing values.
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B.6.4 Scenarios SA and 5B (MAR x 25% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
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Figure 36: Scenarios 5A and 5B (MAR x 25% Missing x Weak Mechanism); plot of similarity metrics for variables with missing
values — 1-KS statistic for continuous variables CD4 count week 20 (Z1) and week 96 (Z5), 1-TVD for the discrete outcome (Y'). In
yellow: comparison of complete synthetic data to complete real data; in green: comparison of observed synthetic data to observed
real data. Recall that for CC: All Stage and CC: By Stage, the complete synthetic data and observed synthetic data were the same, as
these frameworks do not generate any missing values.
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B.6.5 Scenarios 6A and 6B (MAR x 50% Missing x Weak Mechanism)
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Figure 37: Scenarios 6A and 6B (MAR x 50% Missing x Weak Mechanism); plot of similarity metrics for variables with missing
values — 1-KS statistic for continuous variables CD4 count week 20 (Z1) and week 96 (Z5), 1-TVD for the discrete outcome (Y'). In
yellow: comparison of complete synthetic data to complete real data; in green: comparison of observed synthetic data to observed
real data. Recall that for CC: All Stage and CC: By Stage, the complete synthetic data and observed synthetic data were the same, as
these frameworks do not generate any missing values.
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B.7 Proportion of Synthetic Missingness

B.7.1 Scenarios 1A and 1B (MAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 38: Plot of proportions of missing values generated in the synthetic data for CD4 count at week 20 and the outcome under
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 1A) and for CD4 count at week 20, CD4 count at week 96, and the outcome under monotone
missingness (Scenario 1B). The horizontal dashed lines represent the proportion of missingness for a given variable (indicated by the
colour of the line) in the real data.

B.7.2 Scenarios 2A and 2B (MCAR x 25% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 39: Plot of proportions of missing values generated in the synthetic data for CD4 count at week 20 and the outcome under
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 2A) and for CD4 count at week 20, CD4 count at week 96, and the outcome under monotone
missingness (Scenario 2B). The horizontal dashed lines represent the proportion of missingness for a given variable (indicated by the
colour of the line) in the real data.
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B.7.3 Scenarios 3A and 3B (MAR x 10% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 40: Plot of proportions of missing values generated in the synthetic data for CD4 count at week 20 and the outcome under
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 3A) and for CD4 count at week 20, CD4 count at week 96, and the outcome under monotone
missingness (Scenario 3B). The horizontal dashed lines represent the proportion of missingness for a given variable (indicated by the

colour of the line) in the real data.

B.7.4 Scenarios 4A and 4B (MAR x 50% Missing x Strong Mechanism)
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Figure 41: Plot of proportions of missing values generated in the synthetic data for CD4 count at week 20 and the outcome under
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 4A) and for CD4 count at week 20, CD4 count at week 96, and the outcome under monotone
missingness (Scenario 4B). The horizontal dashed lines represent the proportion of missingness for a given variable (indicated by the

colour of the line) in the real data.
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Missingness Proportion
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Figure 42: Plot of proportions of missing values generated in the synthetic data for CD4 count at week 20 and the outcome under
non-monotone missingness (Scenario 5SA) and for CD4 count at week 20, CD4 count at week 96, and the outcome under monotone
missingness (Scenario 5B). The horizontal dashed lines represent the proportion of missingness for a given variable (indicated by the
colour of the line) in the real data.

B.7.6 Scenarios 6A and 6B (MAR x 50% Missing x Weak Mechanism)

Missingness Proportion

Non—-Monotone Missing

Variable E3 CD4 Week 20 B3 Outcome

Monotone M

issing

Variable E2 CD4 Week 20 B CD4 Week 96 E3 Outcome

0.7

o
=)

nd
3

0.65

o
o
=]

cee
Missingness Proportion
o
o
o

0.50

IPW: Ind IPW: FMono Mi
Method

IPW

Method

M

Figure 43: Plot of proportions of missing values generated in the synthetic data for CD4 count at week 20 and the outcome under
non-monotone missingness (Scenario SA) and for CD4 count at week 20, CD4 count at week 96, and the outcome under monotone
missingness (Scenario 6B). The horizontal dashed lines represent the proportion of missingness for a given variable (indicated by the
colour of the line) in the real data. Note: in the non-monotone missing plot (left hand side), the yellow dashed line does not appear
since both variables had approximately the same proportion of missingness.
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Here we present the total computation time for each framework, to generate a synthetic data set and calculate metrics
across 1000 parallelized simulation runs (using 10 cores).

A: Non-Monotone Setting

Scenarios
Framework 1A 2A 3A 4A 5A 6A
CC: All Stage 01:13:39  01:03:40  01:29:35  00:53:20 01:00:51  01:00:29
CC: By Stage 01:31:15 01:31:05  01:29:49  01:30:20 01:25:11 01:32:54
IPW: Indicator Method ~ 01:32:45 01:32:55  01:31:23  01:31:52 01:27:31 01:35:19
IPW: Force Monotonicity 01:33:21  01:33:26 ~ 01:31:00  01:32:25 01:27:51 01:35:42
MI 01:59:18 01:59:52  01:42:07  02:20:35 01:51:56  02:28:38
B: Monotone Setting
Scenarios
Framework 1B 2B 3B 4B 5B 6B
CC: All Stage  01:17:31  01:31:58  01:11:29  00:43:51 00:58:42 00:55:39
CC: By Stage  01:29:02 01:32:58  01:25:55 01:29:16 01:30:01 01:33:38
IPW 01:31:46  01:35:36  01:28:36  01:32:59 01:32:46 01:38:37
MI 02:12:39  02:21:32  01:47:11  02:43:29 02:14:48  02:54:09
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