arXiv:2512.04138v1 [cs.LG] 3 Dec 2025

MechDetect: Detecting Data-Dependent Errors
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Abstract—Data quality monitoring is a core challenge in
modern information processing systems. While many approaches
to detect data errors or shifts have been proposed, few studies
investigate the mechanisms governing error generation. We argue
that knowing how errors were generated can be key to tracing
and fixing them. In this study, we build on existing work in the
statistics literature on missing values and propose MechDetect,
a simple algorithm to investigate error generation mechanisms.
Given a tabular data set and a corresponding error mask, the
algorithm estimates whether or not the errors depend on the data
using machine learning models. Our work extends established
approaches to detect mechanisms underlying missing values and
can be readily applied to other error types, provided that an error
mask is available. We demonstrate the effectiveness of MechDetect
in experiments on established benchmark datasets.

Index Terms—Tabular Data, Missing Data, Machine Learning,
Statistical Testing, Data Errors

I. INTRODUCTION

Handling errors in tabular data is a long-standing problem
that affects both scientific research and industry applica-
tions [1], [2]. Given the importance of data quality in modern
information processing systems, there are surprisingly few
studies on the mechanisms governing the generation of errors
in tabular data sets. One exception is the work on missing data
in the statistics literature [3]-[5]. Missingness patterns have
been formalized to capture the dependency of missing data on
tabular data [3]. To investigate these dependencies, researchers
employ visualizations [6] or statistical tests [7]. Identifying the
missingness mechanism, or in general error generating mech-
anisms, remains challenging, particularly in high-dimensional
data. Knowledge of the error generating mechanism can be
helpful in research and applications, as different mechanisms
can be remedied with appropriate, though sometimes different,
cleaning procedures [8].

Here, we propose MechDetect, a novel data-driven approach
for inferring how the error generating mechanism depends on
the underlying data distribution. To validate the effectiveness
of MechDetect, we perform an empirical analysis on 101
datasets from existing machine learning and data cleaning
benchmarks [9]-[12].

II. RELATED WORK

Error generating mechanisms have been studied primarily in
the literature on missing values established by Rubin [3], who
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defined conditions under which researchers can safely ignore
the mechanism causing missing data. For a detailed overview
of the topic of missing data and remediation techniques, we
refer to van Buuren [4]. The general idea is to categorize
errors—in this case, missing values—into subcategories: those
that are independent from data, referred to as missing com-
pletely at random (MCAR), and those that depend on data,
referred to as missing at random (MAR) or missing not at
random (MNAR). The differences are illustrated in Figure 1.
An approach to the categorization and detection of missingness
patterns is visualization as in Templ et al. [6]. However, this
requires manual supervision and is not inherently quantitative.
In addition, various statistical testing methodologies for detect-
ing missingness patterns have been developed [7], [13]-[15].

Little’s MCAR test [7] utilizes a parametric approach based
on likelihood-ratio statistics and assumptions of multivariate
normality. These assumptions are often violated in practice
which motivated further development. Li and Yu [13] relax
the distributional assumptions of previous work and propose
a nonparametric test that compares distributions of the data
across different missing-pattern groups, still focusing on test-
ing for MCAR missingness. More recently, Spohn et al. [14]
introduced a nonparametric MCAR test that leverages random
forest models and Kullback-Leibler Divergence to compare
missingness distributions projected onto the variable space.
These tests do not account for MAR or MNAR missing
values, which are both characterized by a dependency of
the error distribution on the distribution of observed (MAR)
or unobserved (MNAR) values in a table. Wang et al. [15]
introduce a score test to discriminate between MNAR and
MAR missing values. Their approach relies on a linear model
which limits the capability of the approach to capture non-
linear dependency mechanisms between data and errors. Fi-
nally, an application of an algorithm similar to MechDetect is
given in Dekermanjian et al. [16]. The authors use a random
forest model to directly classify missingness as either MCAR
or MNAR before applying an appropriate data imputation
technique. This method still neglects the case of differentiating
between MNAR and MAR, a case MechDetect addresses.
MechDetect builds upon the previously mentioned approaches,
requires different assumptions, and learns non-linear depen-
dencies between errors and data. It also addresses the three
MCAR, MAR, and MNAR distributions.


https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.04138v1

/N

Hero | Quests E((Eq Hero |Quests E(|Eq Hero | Quests E((Eq
Hercules 12 0] 0 Hercules 12 0] 0 Hercules - 0] 1
Theseus - 0] 1 Theseus 6 0] 0 Theseus - 0] 1
Jason 4 0] 0 Jason 4 0] 0 Jason 4 0] 0
Psyche 4 0] 0 Psyche - 0] 1 Psyche 4 0] 0
Perseus - o 1 Perseus - of 1 Perseus 2 (1

MAR MNAR

Fig. 1. Illustration of error generation mechanisms as formalized for missing values in the statistics literature. Arrows between columns denote a statistical
dependency, Eg and E; are the columns of E, the binary error mask of the respective table. Errors in the left table are independent from data, or Missing
Completely At Random (MCAR). In the Missing At Random (MAR) example, Quests are missing if the corresponding Hero’s name start with the letter P.
Thus, there is a dependency between the error mask and the column Hero, which determines the missing values’ positions. Finally, in the Missing Not At
Random (MNAR) case, values in Quests are missing if they are greater than 5, meaning that EZ depends on values in Quests.

III. METHODS

We design MechDetect to determine the error mechanism
of column j by taking the data X and the error mask E. ;
as input. This is shown in pseudocode in Algorithm 1. For
this, we construct three different machine learning tasks, train
models and compare their performances using non-parametric
statistical tests. An example for this two-step decision process
is depicted in Figure 2. An assumption MechDetect makes is
that the error mask is available when the procedure is run. This
can often be obtained from the data. For instance, in the case of
missing values, the error mask is simply the binary mask of the
locations of the missing values. This is the approach studied in
the experiments below. Error masks for other types of errors
can in practice be obtained with outlier detection [17], [18] or
other approaches [19], [20]. Metadata such as constraints [21]
can also be used for creating an error mask. A subset of the
correct data X can be derived through manual or constraint-
based correction [22], [23].

A. Notation

Consider a matrix X € R¥*P representing tabular data,
with N rows/observations and D columns/variables. The ith
row of the table is X;. € RP, the jth column of the table
is X.; € RY, and the data excluding column j is X, _; €
RV*(P=1) The matrix X € RNV*P is the perturbed version
of X, and a matrix of binary values called the error mask,
E € {0,1}V*P indicates the positions of errors in X. If the
value X; ; in row i and column j is missing, the entry F; ; is
1, and O otherwise.

B. Learning the Error Dependencies

To determine the error mechanism of a column j, MechDe-
tect learns to predict the error mask of that column in three
distinct supervised learning tasks: The Complete task uses all
available information, the entire table serves as training data
Xirain = X, and the error mask of column j serves as the
target, y = F. ;. The Shuffled task uses the entire table as
training data X¢q;n, = X, and the randomly permuted error
mask of column j as the target, y = EIJ-. The Excluded

task excludes column j from the training data such that
Xirain = X. _j, and the error mask of column j serves as
the target, y = E. ;. These tasks are listed in Table L.

TABLE I
SUMMARY OF THE DIFFERENT TRAINING SETUPS USED BY THE
MECHDETECT ALGORITHM.

Learning Task  Training Data  Target Data y

Complete X E.;
Shuffled X E.;
Excluded X, E.
To perform the binary classification we utilize

HistGradientBoostingClassifier from the scikit-
learn [24] library, which implements a tree-based method
inspired by LightGBM [25]. We decide against using a
linear model, as [15] did, because we want MechDetect to
support non-linear dependencies between the data and the
error mask. Additionally, tree-based methods are robust and
attain state-of-the-art performance on tabular datasets [9].
However, any supervised algorithm able to carry out a binary
classification task is applicable.

We use 10-fold cross-validation to estimate a distribution
of Area Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic Curve
(AUC-ROC) metrics [26] to measure the model’s ability to
learn the target y given the training data Xy,,;, in the three
tasks. Each learning task results in a set of ten AUC-ROC
measures A = {ag,...,a9}.

C. The MechDetect Algorithm

An illustration of the two-step procedure that MechDetect
uses to determine the error mechanism is shown in Figure 2.
First, MechDetect performs a test to identify if the error mask
E. ; depends on any data in table X. If there is a dependency
between the error mask . ; and the data X, a second test is
evaluated to determine if the column of interest, column X. ;,
specifically contains useful information about F. ;.



Test 1: Do errors depend on data? If the classifier trained
for the Complete task obtains higher performance than the one
trained for the Shuffled task, there is a dependency between X
and E. ;. This suggests the errors are either MAR or MNAR
distributed. Formally, the first two learning tasks result in two
sets of ten AUC-ROC measures, called Acompieie and Ashufiicd-
We compare the classifiers’ performances on the tasks by
comparing the distributions of Acompiere and Aghuiea through
a Mann-Whitney-U-Test (MWU) [27] denoted Tshytfied =
MWU(AComp]et67 Ashufﬂed). The null hypothesis of Tsnuffied
states that the distribution of Acomplere i nOt stochastically
larger than the distribution of Agpyfeq. If the null hypothesis
of Tsnufred 1S rejected, the evidence is consistent with the
statement: the distribution of Acomplee is stochastically larger
than Agputaeq. That is, the classifier from the Complete task
was able to learn a dependency between X and the error
mask E. ;. This suggests that the errors are either MAR or
MNAR. Conversely, if the null hypothesis cannot be rejected,
we assume the errors to be MCAR. This is because there
is insufficient statistical evidence to support the statement:
Acomplete 18 stochastically larger than Aghumes. We thereby
conclude there is no dependency between the data distribution
and the error distribution in column j.

Test 2: Do errors depend on values in column j? If the
classifier trained on the Complete task outperforms the one
trained on the Excluded task, this indicates that X. ; contains
useful information for predicting FE.;, in turn suggesting
that the missing values are MNAR. Formally, we assess the
difference in performances by comparing the distributions of
Acomplete and Agxciuded through an additional Mann-Whitney-
U‘TeSt, denoted as TExcluded = MWU(ACOmplete> AExcluded)~
The null hypothesis of this test states that the distribution of
Acomplete 18 not stochastically larger than that of Agxciuged. If the
null hypothesis of Tgxcuded 1S rejected, the evidence supports
the statement that the distribution of Acompiete iS stochastically
larger than the distribution of Agxclyded, indicating that the data
in column X. ; provides useful information for predicting the
error mask E. ;. This suggests the errors are MNAR; otherwise
we assume the errors are MAR, as the data in column j is
helpful for predicting the error position in column j.

Because we perform two tests in sequence, we correct for
multiple comparisons by applying a Bonferroni correction [28]
to the significance levels of our tests. Two limitations of this
approach are worth emphasizing. For one, if the data in column
7 are strongly correlated with data in other columns, this will
also result in identical distributions of Tgxcuded and Tcomplete-
Second, we assume here that values in column 5 are observed
along with the error (here missingness) mask. This condition
is met in our experiments, though in practice this assumption
may not hold true.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

For a comprehensive evaluation of MechDetect on real-
world data, we use benchmarking datasets for supervised
learning provided by Grinsztajn et al. [9], Fischer et al. [10]

Does a dependency exist between E | Ves—>] Does a dependency exist
and the table's columns? between Quests and E?
No No Yes
)4 s~ ~a
Hero Hero Hero
QuessH
MCAR MAR MNAR
Fig. 2. Example of applying MechDetect to the column Quests. The leaves

representing the dependency structure for the corresponding error mechanism.
For MCAR, there is no dependency between E and the data. In the case of
MAR mechanism, the error distribution potentially depends on the column
Hero, whereas for MNAR, E additionally depends on the column Quests.

Algorithm 1 MechDetect
Input: Tabular dataset X, error mask F, test column j,
significance level a
Output: Error mechanism M, p values (p1, p2)
for each learning task ¢ € {Complete, Shuffled, Excluded}
do
Train binary classifier clf; on k = 10 folds for task .
Obtain set A; of cross-validated AUC-ROC scores from
let-
end for
Conduct test Tspuficd 0N Acomplete aNd Aspyfficd to get py
Conduct test Tgxcluded ON AComplete and Agxcluded tO get p2
if p1 < 5 then
if po < 5 then

M = MNAR
else
M = MAR
end if
else
M = MCAR, p; = NA
end if

return M7 (p17p2)

and the OpenML benchmarking suites [11] as well as datasets
from data cleaning research in [12]. We select 101 datasets
in total, specifically those with no missing values beforehand,
fewer than 100,000 rows and 500 columns. We make our
implementation of MechDetect, together with all datasets,
available in our fully reproducible code repository!.

Each dataset is perturbed by inserting missing values with
different error generation mechanisms (MCAR, MNAR and
MAR). We exclude the target column of the benchmark task
from the experiments as we do not investigate the downstream
predictive performance, but rather the error mechanisms on the
data alone. For perturbations, we use the fab_err library [29]
with error rates of 0.1, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 0.9. For example, an
error rate of 0.1 means that an affected column comprising
100 values will contain [0.1 - 100 = 10 errors after the
perturbation procedure. In this way, we obtain the error mask
E, as well as the clean X and perturbed X versions of
each of the 101 datasets. Following Algorithm 1, we apply

Thttps://github.com/calgo-1ab/MechDetect
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the MechDetect algorithm and examine its performance while
varying the error mechanism with which X is perturbed.
For each introduced mechanism, we apply MechDetect 21920
times. In addition to the correctness of the detection, we record
the classification performance for the three different learning
tasks listed in Table I, which we select from the error-free
table X in Section IV-A and Section IV-B. As qxpected, we

observe worse results on the perturbed table, X which are
detailed in Section I'V-C.

A. Effectiveness of MechDetect

To test the effectiveness of MechDetect, we first generate
perturbed datasets X as described in Section IV. We then run
the algorithm and record its prediction. Finally, we examine
the algorithm’s classification performance in inferring the
mechanism used to inject errors in terms of accuracy, where
accuracy is defined as:

TP+TN
TP+TN+ FP+ FN
with TP — True Positives (MechDetect detected the same error

Accuracy =

distribution present in the data), TN — True Negatives, FP —
False Positives, and FN — False Negatives.

The observed accuracy scores for data perturbed with an
error rate of 0.5 are visualized in Figure 3.
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Fig. 3. Accuracy of MechDetect classifying error mechanisms. The errors
introduced are missing values, with an error rate of 0.5. We observe a mean
accuracy of 89.04% at this error rate.

The median accuracy across all datasets for MAR is 100%,
meaning the tests detect columns that contain errors distributed
at random almost perfectly. Errors that are distributed com-
pletely at random (MCAR) are detected with a median accu-
racy of approximately 95%, exhibiting some dispersion. For
errors distributed not at random (MNAR), median accuracy is
about 86%, with measurements showing more dispersion. As
we explore in subsequent measurements, the characteristics of
the classification are explained by the ability of the binary
classifiers to approximate the error mask E in the three
learning tasks. In summary, we observe a mean accuracy
of 89.04% for determining the error mechanism in tables
perturbed with an error rate of 0.5, clearly showing that
MechDetect detects error mechanisms better than chance.
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Fig. 4. Mean accuracy of MechDetect as a function of the error rate. Colored
areas around individual data points indicate the 95% confidence interval for
the mean.

Furthermore, our measurements indicate that MechDetect
infers the error mechanism at high accuracy for varying error
rates. In Figure 4, the mean accuracy for detecting the three
error mechanisms is displayed as a function of the error rate.
We observe a decrease in the accuracy of MechDetect detect-
ing MCAR errors as an error rate of 0.5 is approached. This
decrease in accuracy in detecting MCAR errors is balanced by
an increase in accuracy in detecting MNAR errors. The high
accuracy for detecting MAR errors appears largely unaffected
by the error rate, as does the 95% confidence interval for
the mean. In conclusion, we observe that MechDetect exhibits
an accuracy for detecting the error mechanism that is largely
robust for varying error rates, with a mean accuracy of 89.14%
across all measured error rates and mechanisms.

B. Classifier AUC-ROC Analysis

In Figure 5, we investigate the performance of MechDetect
further by examining the AUC-ROC scores of the binary
classifiers from Section IV-A at an error rate of 0.5, the most
challenging setting as we have observed empirically, for each
supervised learning task (see Section III-B). The simplest case
is MCAR, where there is no dependency between data and
errors — hence we expect the classifiers to perform as well
as random guessing. Indeed we find that the distribution of
AUC-ROC scores is concentrated around 0.5 for MCAR in
Figure 5. This indicates that the classifiers perform equally
well, near random guessing performance.

In contrast, MAR and MNAR settings are characterized
by a dependency between data and errors. This dependency
is destroyed in the Shuffled setting, and as expected the
AUC-ROC scores in this case are around 0.5, at chance
performance. When the error distributions are dependent on
the data however, the Excluded and Complete tasks have near
identical distributions with centers close to 1.0, indicating
that excluding column j does not impact the classifier’s
performance substantially in the MAR setting. One reason for
this could be dependencies between the values in the respective
column j and values in other columns, as often observed in
real world data sets.
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Fig. 5. AUC-ROC scores of classifiers predicting the error mask from

data. If errors are independent of the data (MCAR and Shuffled setting),
classifiers perform at chance level, as expected. If errors depend on data
(MAR and MNAR), the Complete and Excluded classifiers achieve above
chance performance, often close to AUC-ROC scores near 1.0.

In the MNAR case, omitting column j from the training
data in the Excluded task reduces the AUC-ROC values sub-
stantially on average. MechDetect detects this with the second
test, and is therefore capable of distinguishing between MAR
and MNAR error mechanisms. If the values in column j were
independent from values in other columns, the distribution of
AUC-ROC scores resulting from the Excluded task would be
clearly different from that resulting from the Complete task,
if the errors were MNAR. However, as real-world datasets
contain complex relationships between columns, information
contained in column j may be present in other columns as
well, meaning that its absence would not reduce the classifier’s
performance as drastically as with stochastically independent
columns.

C. Training MechDetect on Perturbed Data

To investigate how MechDetect performs on perturbed data,
we perform additional experiments where no clean data is
available. In these experiments the data for the tasks (Training
Data in Table I) is sampled from the perturbed data X instead
of the clean data X. Note that in the case of missing values,
this implies that the missingness symbol is available to the
classifiers used in the tests, except for the Excluded task.
In other words, the classifier obtains a proxy for the target
variable as an input variable. This has two important implica-
tions for MechDetect: For one, the independence assumption
of MCAR between data and errors is violated. Second, that it is
unlikely for the classifiers to learn any meaningful dependency
between the data and the error, as the missingness symbol
becomes a ‘shortcut’ in the input data. We emphasize that this
limitation does not hold true for other types of errors apart
from missingness. The measurements from the perturbed data
setting are displayed in Figure 6.

As expected, the results indicate that MechDetect does not
detect the MCAR error mechanisms when applied to perturbed
data. Since the error mask is trivially learned from the input
data of the classifiers, the error position is not independent
of the data. The MCAR test detects this dependency and thus
rejects the MCAR hypothesis, the median accuracy for MCAR
is approximately 0.0 with little dispersion. In contrast for the
MNAR error distribution, the median accuracy is approxi-

mately 1.0 with little dispersion, and the median accuracy for
the MAR mechanism is approximately 0.65 with moderate
dispersion.
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Fig. 6. Accuracy of MechDetect using perturbed data X to learn the tasks
listed in Table I. Columns correspond to the error proportions in the masks.

In Figure 7, we observe AUC-ROC performances for an
error rate 0.5 that explain the error mechanism detection
accuracy observed in Figure 6. In the case of MCAR, the
classifiers attain near perfect performance in the Complete
task on average, as the error position is encoded in the
input variables. This leads MechDetect to falsely reject the
MCAR case in favor of a wrong decision for MAR/MNAR
for most datasets. In the MAR case, we observe that the
Excluded and Complete tasks exhibit different distributions
of AUC-ROC scores, which also differ from the distributions
observed of the same tasks on clean data in Figure 5. This
difference in distributions explains the decreased performance
for detecting MAR observed in Figure 6. Finally in the MNAR
case, the difference in performance distributions is captured
well since the Complete task has most values at 1.0 while
the Excluded task deviates starkly, explaining the increased
detection performance of MNAR errors.

MCAR MAR MNAR
Shuffled $ 4
Excluded -—t¢|‘! »—45}
Complete .—J -J 4
0 0.5 10 0.5 10 0.5 1
AUC-ROC AUC-ROC AUC-ROC
Fig. 7. Distributions of AUC-ROC scores for detecting individual errors

(here missing values) using perturbed data with missing value errors at an
error rate of 0.5. The performance in the Complete task is close to perfect
as the classifiers observes the error signal in the input, which violates the
independence assumption between data and errors of MCAR distributed erors.

V. CONCLUSION

The distribution of errors in a table is important information
that researchers and data practitioners need to consider for
correctly handling perturbed data in downstream tasks. In this
work, we introduced MechDetect, an algorithm to discern



between the three error generation mechanisms MCAR, MAR
and MNAR in tabular data. We gave a formulation for the
testing procedure underlying the algorithm in Section III and
performed an experimental analysis of the algorithm on 101
real-world datasets from four benchmarks in Section IV. Our
experiments show that MechDetect exhibits a mean accuracy
of 89.14% in inferring the error mechanism across various
error rates, demonstrating that MechDetect is able to detect
the error generating mechanism reliably when provided with
the error mask and clean data.

The availability of an error mask and clean training data
is an important assumption MechDetect makes for detecting
error dependencies — an assumption driven by both practical
applications and empirical results. From a practictioner’s per-
spective, it is reasonable to assume that during development
(though not necessarily during deployment) of ML compo-
nents or data pipelines, clean data is available [1]. While
cleaning methods can be used to obtain clean data from data
perturbed by covariate shifts, missing data or other data quality
problems [21], [30], empirical studies have shown that data
driven error detection and cleaning requires clean data [8]. In
order to build data pipelines or ML components responsibly,
some effort must be invested in obtaining clean data. So while
at first the clean data prerequisite might appear as a strong
assumption, to the best of our knowledge, there is no prior
work on detecting all three error mechanisms even under
this assumption. We thus consider our proposed approach a
first step into the direction of detecting data dependent error
mechanisms.

In additional experiments we also investigated the per-
formance MechDetect in scenarios when clean data is not
available. In line with prior work on data cleaning [8] we find
that without clean training data for calibrating MechDetect the
detection of error mechanisms is impacted negatively. Specif-
ically when MechDetect is calibrated on data perturbed with
missing value errors generated with an MCAR mechanism, the
mechanism cannot be reliably detected. This is expected as the
errors are dependent on the data; after all the data contains the
missingness indicator in the perturbed data. The assumption of
independence between data and error mask in MCAR is hence
violated and the MCAR hypothesis is falsely rejected. Future
work could look to find techniques that allow the relaxation of
the assumptions, specifically how to increase the performance
of the algorithm when no clean data is available, and how the
algorithm performs on perturbed data with errors other than
missing values.
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