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ABSTRACT

Attenuation bias—the systematic underestimation of regression coefficients due to measurement

errors in input variables—affects astronomical data-driven models. For linear regression, this problem

was solved by treating the true input values as latent variables to be estimated alongside model

parameters. In this paper, we show that neural networks suffer from the same attenuation bias and that

the latent variable solution generalizes directly to neural networks. We introduce LatentNN, a method

that jointly optimizes network parameters and latent input values by maximizing the joint likelihood

of observing both inputs and outputs. We demonstrate the correction on one-dimensional regression,

multivariate inputs with correlated features, and stellar spectroscopy applications. LatentNN reduces

attenuation bias across a range of signal-to-noise ratios where standard neural networks show large

bias. This provides a framework for improved neural network inference in the low signal-to-noise regime

characteristic of astronomical data. This bias correction is most effective when measurement errors

are less than roughly half the intrinsic data range; in the regime of very low signal-to-noise and few

informative features. Code is available at https://github.com/tingyuansen/LatentNN.

Keywords: methods: statistical — methods: data analysis — techniques: spectroscopic — stars:

fundamental parameters

1. INTRODUCTION

Modern astronomy increasingly relies on neural net-

works for inference (Cranmer et al. 2020; Huertas-

Company & Lanusse 2023; Ting 2025a). Data-driven

approaches now routinely map observed quantities to

physical parameters across a wide range of applications,

from stellar parameters derived from spectra (e.g., Ness

et al. 2015; Fabbro et al. 2018; Leung & Bovy 2019;

Ting et al. 2019) to photometric redshifts from imaging

(Hoyle 2016; Li et al. 2022a; Lin et al. 2022; Zhou et al.

2022) to stellar properties from time series light curves

(Pasquet et al. 2019; Hon et al. 2021).

With the rise of neural network approaches, however,

input uncertainties are often ignored or left unmodeled.

This is largely a design choice rather than an oversight.

Classical machine learning methods have long grappled

with measurement errors in inputs, developing explicit

frameworks for handling uncertain covariates. Neural

network modeling, by contrast, arose in domains like

computer vision (Simonyan & Zisserman 2014; Szegedy

et al. 2014; He et al. 2016) and natural language process-

ing (Devlin et al. 2018; Brown et al. 2020; OpenAI et al.

2023; Touvron et al. 2023) where input noise is negligi-

ble, and its standard architectures have little mechanism

for directly incorporating input uncertainties. When ap-

plied to astronomical data, this simplification can lead

to systematic errors that are difficult to diagnose (Kelly

2007; Ting 2025b).

Astronomy operates in a regime that differs from most

machine learning applications. Astronomical observa-

tions often have signal-to-noise ratios (SNR) of order

10, yet we seek inference precision at the percent level

or better. This tension between noisy inputs and strin-

gent precision requirements creates an unique challenge

for neural network inference.

This phenomenon is known as attenuation bias

(Spearman 1904; Frost & Thompson 2002; Kelly 2007).

In Paper I of this series (Ting 2025b), we demonstrated

this effect in detail for linear regression and explored

its implications for astronomical data analysis. Atten-

uation bias manifests as a compression of the predicted

dynamic range: high values are consistently predicted

too low, while low values are predicted too high. The

effect depends on the ratio of input measurement error
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to intrinsic signal range, and it is independent of sam-

ple size. As a rule of thumb, attenuation bias becomes

important at input SNR of order 10, especially at low-

dimensional problems. The exact magnitude depends

on the dimensionality and correlation structure of the

inputs, but the bias is never zero when input uncertain-

ties are present. We refer interested readers to Paper I

for detailed derivations and further discussion of atten-

uation bias in the context of linear regression.

The consequences of attenuation bias are not merely

increased scatter in predictions. When we train a regres-

sion model to predict some quantity from noisy inputs,

treating the observed inputs as exact is a reasonable

approximation only when measurement errors are small

compared to the intrinsic variation in the data. When

measurement errors constitute even a modest fraction of

the signal, a systematic compression of the predicted dy-

namic range emerges—high values are underestimated

and low values are overestimated—a bias that cannot

be removed by collecting more data or by using more

sophisticated models. It is a fundamental consequence

of treating noisy measurements as if they were exact.

For linear models, the statistics literature has long

recognized this problem and developed solutions such

as Deming regression (Deming 1943; Fuller 1987; Car-

roll et al. 2006; Ting 2025c). The key insight is to treat

the true input values as latent variables to be estimated

alongside model parameters (Loredo 2004; Kelly 2007).

Rather than taking the noisy observations at face value,

the model simultaneously infers what the true inputs

likely were and learns the relationship between those

true inputs and the outputs. The present paper extends

this idea to neural networks. We show that neural net-

works suffer from the same attenuation bias as linear

regression, and that the latent variable approach pro-

vides a general solution applicable to neural networks.

We introduce LatentNN, a practical implementation

using modern automatic differentiation frameworks, and

validate it on one-dimensional regression, multivariate

inputs, and spectral applications. Section 2 briefly re-

views attenuation bias following Paper I notation. Sec-

tion 3 demonstrates that neural networks exhibit the

same bias. Section 4 presents the LatentNN formu-

lation and results, first for the one-dimensional case,

then extending to multivariate inputs. Section 6 ap-

plies the method to stellar spectra. Section 7 discusses

limitations, extensions, and connections to hierarchical

Bayesian modeling, followed by conclusions in Section 8.

2. ATTENUATION BIAS

To understand attenuation bias, consider a simple re-

gression problem where we want to learn the relation-

Figure 1. Schematic illustration of attenuation bias. Blue
circles show true positions (xtrue, y) following y = 2x (black
line); red squares show observed positions (xobs, y) after
adding measurement error with SNRx = 1. Grey arrows
indicate horizontal displacement from true to observed x po-
sitions. The tilted grey shaded bands show the±1σx (darker)
and ±2σx (lighter) uncertainty regions around the true rela-
tionship. A linear fit to the observed data (red dashed line)
yields a shallower slope, demonstrating how input measure-
ment errors systematically bias regression coefficients toward
zero.

ship between an input variable x and an output vari-

able y. Suppose the true relationship is ytrue = f(xtrue),

which could be linear or nonlinear. In practice, we never

observe the true values directly. Instead, we measure

xobs = xtrue + δx, where δx represents the measurement

error. If these errors are unbiased with variance σ2
x, then

δx ∼ N (0, σ2
x). The naive approach in machine learn-

ing is to train on the observed pairs (xobs, yobs), treating

xobs as if it were the true value. This seemingly innocu-

ous simplification leads to systematic bias.

Measurement errors in x artificially inflate the ob-

served variance. If the true values have variance σ2
range =

Var(xtrue), representing the intrinsic spread or dynamic

range of the data, then the observed variance is

Var(xobs) = σ2
range + σ2

x. (1)

This stretches the data horizontally without a corre-

sponding vertical stretch, because the measurement er-

rors in x do not affect y. The observed distribution ap-

pears wider in the x-direction than the true distribution,

while the y-extent remains unchanged. Any regression

method treating xobs as exact will therefore fit a slope

that is systematically shallower than the true relation-

ship. This weakening of the apparent relationship is why

attenuation bias is also known as regression dilution.
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This effect can be visualized by plotting data points

and their regression line. Figure 1 illustrates this with

a simple example: true data points (blue) following a

linear relationship y = 2x are scattered horizontally

by measurement error to their observed positions (red),

with arrows indicating the displacement. Grey tilted

shaded bands show the ±1σx and ±2σx uncertainty re-

gions around the true relationship. A regression line fit

to the observed data (red dashed) has a shallower slope

than the true underlying relationship.

For linear regression with true relationship y = βx,

where β is the true slope, we can quantify this effect

precisely (see Appendix A for the full derivation). The

ordinary least squares estimator β̂ has expected value

E[β̂] = β · λβ , where λβ =
1

1 + (σx/σrange)2
. (2)

The quantity λβ is called the attenuation factor. It de-

pends only on the ratio of measurement error to intrinsic

signal range, σx/σrange. When measurement errors are

small compared to the signal range, λβ is close to unity

and the bias is negligible. When measurement errors

are comparable to the signal range, λβ can be much less

than unity, indicating large bias. Since λβ < 1, predic-

tions are systematically pulled toward the mean: high

values are predicted too low, while low values are pre-

dicted too high. In the extreme case where measurement

errors dominate (σx ≫ σrange), λβ approaches zero and

the model predicts the mean for all inputs, obscuring

the true relationship.

Consider some representative cases in the one-

dimensional setting:

• At σx/σrange = 0.1 (equivalently, SNR =

σrange/σx = 10), the attenuation factor is λβ ≈
0.99, corresponding to 1% bias.

• At σx/σrange = 0.33 (SNR ≈ 3), the attenuation

factor is λβ ≈ 0.90, corresponding to 10% bias.

• At σx/σrange = 1.0 (SNR = 1), the attenuation

factor is λβ = 0.50, corresponding to 50% bias.

At SNR of 10 or below, a regime common in astronomi-

cal observations, the bias reaches percent level or more.

Several properties of this bias are worth emphasizing.

First, the bias depends only on the ratio σx/σrange, not

on the absolute values of either quantity. Second, it is

independent of sample size n and cannot be resolved by

collecting more data. Even with infinite training sam-

ples, the bias remains. Third, the magnitude of atten-

uation bias depends only on errors in x, not errors in

y. Errors in y add scatter to the predictions but do not

systematically bias them, because positive and negative

errors average out over the dataset. In other words, ob-

taining better or more accurate labels does not solve the

problem.4

This asymmetry between x and y arises because they

play fundamentally different roles in regression: we pre-

dict y given x, not the reverse. Errors in x change

the question being asked—we are predicting from a cor-

rupted version of the input—which systematically weak-

ens the apparent relationship. However, as we will see

in Section 4, while σy does not affect the bias itself,

it does play a role in correcting the bias: the Deming

regression solution (Deming 1943; Golub & Van Loan

1980; Ting 2025c) and its neural network generalization

require specifying both σx and σy to properly weight the

loss terms.

It is worth noting that this bias is sometimes mistak-

enly attributed to the last two causes. Observing that

models underpredict extreme values, one might assume

the problem lies in having too few training examples

at the extremes or in noisy labels. However, attenua-

tion bias has nothing to do with either of these issues.

The bias arises purely from measurement errors in the

input, and it persists even with perfectly balanced train-

ing data and perfect labels.

3. ATTENUATION BIAS IN NEURAL NETWORKS

The previous section reviewed attenuation bias in the

context of linear regression, where the effect can be de-

rived analytically. Paper I further argued that the same

bias extends to polynomial and nonlinear models. How-

ever, for nonlinear models or high-dimensional inputs,

the attenuation factor can no longer be expressed as a

simple function of σx and σrange. The relationship be-

tween measurement error and attenuation becomes more

complex, depending on the specific functional form.

This complexity makes it difficult to predict and there-

fore analytically correct the bias in closed form for gen-

eral machine learning models. Here we first demonstrate

empirically that multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs) exhibit

the same qualitative behavior. MLPs, also known as

fully connected neural networks (Cybenko 1989; Hornik

et al. 1989), are the simplest neural network architec-

ture: each neuron in one layer is connected to every

neuron in the next layer, with nonlinear activation func-

tions between layers. Despite their simplicity, MLPs re-

main widely used in astronomy (e.g., Odewahn et al.

1992; Storrie-Lombardi et al. 1992; Collister & Lahav

4 This study focuses on discriminative models that map observ-
ables to labels. When labels are more accurate than inputs,
generative models that predict observables from labels can mit-
igate attenuation bias, as the roles of x and y are reversed. See
Paper I for further discussion.
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Figure 2. Attenuation bias in neural networks for the true function y = 2x. Top: Predicted versus true y on held-out test data
for an MLP (2 hidden layers, 64 units) at three SNRx values. At SNRx = 0.3, predictions collapse to λy ≈ 0.1; at SNRx = 1,
λy ≈ 0.5; at SNRx = 3, λy ≈ 0.9. Bottom: Attenuation factor λy versus SNRx for linear regression (blue open circles) and
neural network (green filled squares). Both follow the theoretical curve λy = 1/(1 + SNR−2

x ) (black solid line), demonstrating
that model complexity does not protect against attenuation bias.

2004; Guo et al. 2020; Wong et al. 2020; Wang et al.

2021; Li et al. 2022b; Vynatheya et al. 2022; Winecki &

Kochanek 2024) and serve as the foundation for more

complex architectures.

To test whether neural networks suffer from atten-

uation bias, we conduct numerical experiments follow-

ing the setup of Paper I. We consider the true function

y = 2x, chosen for direct comparison with the linear

theory, and sample Ntrain = 1000 training values and

Ntest = 200 test values of xtrue uniformly from [−5, 5].

We add Gaussian noise to obtain xobs = xtrue + δx
where δx ∼ N (0, σ2

x), and vary σx to test different SNR

regimes. We define SNRx ≡ σrange/σx as the signal-to-

noise ratio in the input.

We train two models on each dataset. The first is

ordinary least squares linear regression. The second is

an MLP with 2 hidden layers of 64 units each and ReLU

activations, trained for 20000 epochs using the Adam

optimizer with learning rate 0.03.

For neural networks, we cannot directly measure a

single coefficient β as we did for linear regression in Sec-

tion 2. The MLP used here has over 4000 parameters

distributed across multiple layers, rather than a single

interpretable slope. Instead, we quantify attenuation

through the predictions themselves. We define λy as

the slope of the regression of ypred against ytrue. If a

model suffers from attenuation bias, its predictions will

be compressed toward the mean: when we plot ypred
versus ytrue, the slope will be less than unity. A value

of λy = 1 indicates no attenuation, while λy < 1 indi-

cates that predictions are systematically pulled toward

the sample mean.

As discussed in Paper I, for linear regression in one

dimension with true relationship y = βx, these two

measures of attenuation are equivalent. The predicted

value is ŷ = β̂xobs, and when we regress predictions

against true values, the attenuation in the slope estimate

β̂ translates directly to attenuation in the predictions.

In this case, λy = λβ = 1/(1+(σx/σrange)
2). For nonlin-

ear models or multivariate inputs, λy remains a useful

empirical measure of how much the model compresses

the dynamic range of predictions.

Figure 2 shows the results. The top row shows MLP

predictions on held-out test data at three specific SNRx

values: at SNRx = 0.3 (severe noise), predictions are

compressed to λy ≈ 0.1; at SNRx = 1 (noise compa-

rable to signal range), λy ≈ 0.5; and at SNRx = 3,

λy ≈ 0.9. The bottom panel shows that both linear re-
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gression and the MLP follow the theoretical attenuation

curve λy = 1/(1 + (σx/σrange)
2) across the full range of

SNRx. For the linear true function y = 2x, the MLP ef-

fectively learns a linear mapping, so it follows the same

theoretical curve as linear regression. The important

point is that our MLP here, despite having thousands

of parameters and the flexibility to fit arbitrary nonlin-

ear functions, exhibits the same systematic bias as the

much simpler linear regression. As we argued in Paper I,

model complexity does not protect against attenuation

bias.

Regularization does not resolve the issue either. One

might hope that L2 regularization (weight decay), which

penalizes large weights, could counteract the attenua-

tion (Tikhonov 1963; Hoerl & Kennard 1970; Bishop

2006; Ting 2025c). However, regularization addresses

overfitting by constraining model complexity, not sys-

tematic bias in the inputs. The bias arises from the

mismatch between xobs and xtrue, which regularization

cannot correct. We verified this empirically by sweeping

over a range of L2 regularization strengths: the atten-

uation factor λy remains unchanged regardless of the

regularization parameter.

4. LATENTNN: CORRECTING ATTENUATION

BIAS WITH LATENT VARIABLES

Having established that neural networks suffer from

attenuation bias, we now develop a method to correct it.

The approach builds on a classical idea from the statis-

tics literature on errors-in-variables regression (Carroll

et al. 1995; Carroll et al. 2006; Bishop 2006): rather

than treating noisy observations as exact, we treat the

unknown true values as latent variables to be estimated

alongside the model parameters. For linear regression,

this leads to Deming regression (Deming 1943). Here

we show that the same principle extends naturally to

neural networks, yielding a practical correction method

we call LatentNN.

4.1. The Latent Variable Solution in Linear Regression

Standard regression treats xobs as exact, which leads

to bias. An alternative approach recognizes that xtrue is

an unknown quantity for each data point. Rather than

treating the observed values as truth, we can treat the

true values as latent variables to be estimated alongside

the model parameters.

Consider observation i. We assume that the observed

input xobs,i is a noisy measurement of the true value

xtrue,i, and the observed output yobs,i is a noisy mea-

surement of the true output ytrue,i, which follows the

linear relationship ytrue,i = βxtrue,i. Mathematically,

xobs,i = xtrue,i + δx,i, δx,i ∼ N (0, σ2
x), (3)

yobs,i = βxtrue,i + δy,i, δy,i ∼ N (0, σ2
y). (4)

Given these assumptions, the joint probability of ob-

serving both xobs,i and yobs,i given the true value xtrue,i

and the model parameter β is

p(xobs,i, yobs,i|xtrue,i, β) = N (xobs,i|xtrue,i, σ
2
x)

×N (yobs,i|βxtrue,i, σ
2
y). (5)

Here N (x|µ, σ2) denotes the probability density of ob-

serving x from a Gaussian distribution with mean µ and

variance σ2. The first factor is the likelihood of the

observed input given the true input. The second fac-

tor is the likelihood of the observed output given the

model prediction. Conditioning on xtrue,i makes xobs,i

and yobs,i independent because they scatter due to in-

dependent noise sources.

Over all N observations, the full likelihood is

L(β, {xtrue,i}) =
N∏
i=1

N (xobs,i|xtrue,i, σ
2
x)

×N (yobs,i|βxtrue,i, σ
2
y). (6)

This formulation introduces N + 1 parameters—the

slope β plus the true value xtrue,i for each of the N data

points—for 2N observed quantities.

At first glance this appears underdetermined. How-

ever, the problem is well-posed for two reasons. First,

the linear relationship provides an inductive bias that

constrains all xtrue,i to be consistent with a single slope.

The true values are not independent; they must all be

consistent with the same underlying linear relationship.

Second, the term involving xobs acts as a regularizer,

preventing the xtrue values from drifting arbitrarily far

from the observations. This balance between fitting the

model and staying close to the data leads to the Dem-

ing regression solution, which has a closed form (see Ap-

pendix B).

This approach of treating unknown true values as pa-

rameters to be inferred is an example of hierarchical

modeling (Loredo 2004; Kelly 2007; Gelman et al. 2013).

In this hierarchical structure, the model parameter β sits

at the top level, the true values xtrue,i form the inter-

mediate level, and the actual measurements (xobs, yobs)

sit at the bottom level. The model constrains the inter-

mediate level, while the intermediate level generates the

observations.

The resulting Deming regression estimator (derived in

Appendix B) recovers the true slope β without attenu-

ation. When the error variances σ2
x and σ2

y are known,
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defining the error variance ratio r = σ2
y/σ

2
x, the estima-

tor is

β̂Deming =
Syy − rSxx +

√
(Syy − rSxx)2 + 4rS2

xy

2Sxy
, (7)

where Sxx =
∑

i(xobs,i− x̄)2, Syy =
∑

i(yobs,i− ȳ)2, and

Sxy =
∑

i(xobs,i − x̄)(yobs,i − ȳ) are the sum of squared

deviations and cross-products, with x̄ and ȳ denoting

the sample means. In the limit σx → 0 (equivalently

r → ∞), this reduces to the ordinary least squares es-

timator β̂OLS = Sxy/Sxx. When σx > 0, the Deming

estimator yields a steeper slope than OLS, correcting

for the attenuation (see also Ting 2025b).

The solution for the optimal xtrue,i provides further

intuition. For fixed β, the optimal estimate is a weighted

average

xtrue,i = wx · xobs,i + wy ·
yobs,i
β

, (8)

where the weights are (see Appendix B for derivation)

wx =
r

r + β2
, wy =

β2

r + β2
. (9)

The weights sum to unity. When σx is small compared

to σy/β (i.e., r is large), the weight wx dominates and

we trust the direct x measurement. When σx is large

(i.e., r is small), the weight wy dominates and we infer

the true x from the y measurement and the model re-

lationship. This optimal weighting is what allows the

method to correct for attenuation bias. By appropri-

ately balancing direct measurements against the con-

straints imposed by the model, we recover estimates of

both the true parameter values and the true underlying

data points.

4.2. The LatentNN Formulation

The linear form of Deming regression was not

essential—what mattered was the hierarchical structure

where latent values generate observations and the model

constrains the latent values. The linear form permits an

analytic solution, but the underlying principle of joint

optimization over model parameters and latent true val-

ues extends directly to neural networks.

We replace the linear model βx with a neural network

fθ(x), where θ represents all the network weights and

biases. The hierarchical structure remains the same: the

network parameters θ sit at the top level (analogous to

β), the latent values xlatent,i form the intermediate level

(analogous to xtrue,i), and the observations (xobs, yobs)

sit at the bottom level. The likelihood has exactly the

same form as in the linear case,

L(θ, {xlatent,i}) =
N∏
i=1

N (xobs,i|xlatent,i, σ
2
x,i)

×N (yobs,i|fθ(xlatent,i), σ
2
y,i),

(10)

with fθ(xlatent,i) replacing βxtrue,i. Here σx,i and σy,i

denote the per-sample uncertainties, which may vary

across observations.

Taking the negative log-likelihood, rearranging, and

absorbing constants, we obtain the loss function

L(θ, {xlatent,i}) =
N∑
i=1

(yobs,i − fθ(xlatent,i))
2

σ2
y,i

+

N∑
i=1

(xobs,i − xlatent,i)
2

σ2
x,i

. (11)

Comparing to the Deming regression objective in Ap-

pendix B, we see the same structure: a prediction loss

term weighted by 1/σ2
y,i and a latent likelihood term

weighted by 1/σ2
x,i. The balance between these terms

is controlled by the ratio of uncertainties, which deter-

mines how much the latent values can deviate from the

observations to improve predictions. This is the same

trade-off we saw in the weighted average formula for

xtrue,i: trust the direct measurement when it is precise,

but infer the true value from the model when the mea-

surement is noisy. The uncertainties σx,i and σy,i must

be specified for proper correction. In the experiments

that follow, to facilitate our study and visualization of

the results, we simplify to homogeneous uncertainties σx

and σy across all samples.

The optimization problem is to find

θ̂, {x̂latent,i} = argmin
θ,{xlatent,i}

L(θ, {xlatent,i}). (12)

For a dataset with N samples and p input dimensions,

this involves optimizing over the network parameters θ

plus N × p latent variables. The total number of pa-

rameters is thus much larger than in standard neural

network training, scaling with the training set size.

The key difference from the linear case is that Equa-

tion 12 has no closed-form solution. In Deming regres-

sion, the linear structure allows us to solve for both β̂

and {x̂true,i} analytically (see Appendix B). For a neural

network fθ, the nonlinear dependence on θ precludes an

analytic solution, and we must resort to numerical opti-

mization.

4.3. Implementation

We solve Equation 12 using gradient descent, the stan-

dard optimization algorithm for neural networks. Let
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Figure 3. LatentNN demonstration at SNRx = 1. Top: Predicted versus true y on the test set for standard neural networks
with the MLP arhitecture (left, λy ≈ 0.5) and LatentNN (right, λy ≈ 1). LatentNN corrects the attenuation bias. Bottom left:
Learned functions. The standard MLP (orange) learns an attenuated slope, while LatentNN (green) recovers the true function
f(x) = 2x (black dashed). The gray shaded region indicates the noiseless training x-value range. Bottom right: LatentNN
training losses. The prediction loss decreases while the xlatent likelihood increases, reflecting the trade-off as latent values shift
from noisy observations toward true values.

Φ = (θ, {xlatent,i}) denote the full set of parameters to

be optimized. At each iteration t, we update

Φ(t+1) = Φ(t) − η∇ΦL, (13)

where η is the learning rate and ∇ΦL is the gradient of

the loss with respect to all parameters. This is the same

update rule used in standard neural network training,

but with Φ now including both the network weights θ

and the latent inputs {xlatent,i}. This represents a con-

ceptual shift from typical neural network applications,

where we optimize only over θ. Here, we treat the ob-

served inputs as noisy measurements rather than ground

truth, and optimize jointly over θ and the latent inputs.

In modern deep learning frameworks such as PyTorch

or JAX, this is straightforward to implement. The la-

tent values xlatent,i are declared as additional learnable

parameters, and the framework automatically computes

gradients via backpropagation (Rumelhart et al. 1986;

LeCun et al. 1998).

Several practical considerations affect performance.

First, initialization matters. We initialize the latent val-

ues at the observed values, x
(0)
latent,i = xobs,i, which en-

sures that the initial loss is reasonable and provides a

starting point consistent with our probabilistic model.

Second, additional L2 regularization (weight decay)

on the network parameters θ is important. The loss

function in Equation 11 has two terms: a prediction loss

that encourages the network to fit the data, and a latent

likelihood term that keeps the latent values close to the

observations. WithN×p latent variables plus thousands
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Figure 4. Attenuation factor λy versus SNRx for three SNRy levels (3, 10, 30; different colors). Error bars show standard
deviation over 8 runs with different random seeds, using a three-fold data split (train/validation/test) to avoid data leakage in
hyperparameter selection. Standard MLP (open circles, dotted) follows the theoretical attenuation curve (black solid) regardless
of SNRy. LatentNN (filled squares, solid) maintains mean λy ≈ 1 across all tested SNR values. Even at SNRx = 1, LatentNN
achieves unbiased predictions on average, though with increased run-to-run scatter at lower SNRx as the problem becomes
increasingly ill-conditioned.

of network parameters, the optimization can find solu-

tions where the network overfits to specific latent value

configurations rather than learning a generalizable map-

ping. Weight decay on the network parameters prevents

this by penalizing large weights, encouraging smoother

functions that generalize better. Weight decay is applied

only to θ, not to the latent values xlatent—the latent

values are already constrained by the latent likelihood

term.

5. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

We now validate the LatentNN approach on test cases

where the true relationship and measurement errors are

known, allowing direct comparison between estimated

and true attenuation factors. We begin with the one-

dimensional case then extend to multivariate inputs with

correlated features.

5.1. One-Dimensional Case

We use the same data setup and network architecture

as in Section 3: the true relationship y = 2xtrue with

1000 training samples, and an MLP with 2 hidden layers

of 64 units trained for 20000 epochs. For LatentNN,

we add a learnable parameter xlatent,i for each training

sample, initialized to xobs,i.

To ensure fair comparison with no data leakage, we use

a three-fold data split: 1000 samples for training, 200 for

validation (hyperparameter tuning), and 200 for final

evaluation. The validation set is used exclusively for

selecting hyperparameters—for LatentNN we maximize

λy on the validation set, while for the standard MLP

we minimize validation loss. Final performance metrics

are computed on the held-out test set, which is never

used during hyperparameter selection and the training

process.

Figure 3 shows a representative comparison at

SNRx = 1, using SNRy = 10 as in Section 3. At

SNRx = 1, the measurement error equals the signal

range (σx = σrange)—an extreme regime where the noise

is 100% of the data’s dynamic range. The top panels

show predicted versus true values on the held-out test

set. The standard MLP shows λy ≈ 0.5, demonstrat-

ing large attenuation bias. LatentNN recovers λy ≈ 1,

correcting the bias. The bottom-left panel shows the

learned functions: the standard MLP learns an attenu-

ated slope, while LatentNN recovers the true relation-

ship f(x) = 2x.

The bottom-right panel shows the training dynamics

for LatentNN. At initialization, xlatent = xobs, so the

xlatent likelihood term starts near zero. As training pro-

ceeds, the prediction loss decreases as the network learns

the mapping, but the xlatent likelihood increases. This

increase is expected and desirable: to achieve accurate

predictions, the latent values must shift from the noisy

observations xobs toward the true values xtrue, which in-

creases the likelihood penalty. The total loss decreases

overall because the improvement in prediction accuracy

outweighs the likelihood cost. At convergence, the opti-

mization has found the balance point where the latent

values have moved sufficiently toward their true posi-

tions to enable unbiased prediction.

To systematically evaluate performance, we repeat

each experiment 8 times with different random seeds, us-

ing the same three-fold data split (train/validation/test)

for each run. Figure 4 shows λy versus SNRx across a

range of noise levels from SNRx = 1 to SNRx = 10, test-
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ing three SNRy values (3, 10, and 30). As expected from

the theory in Section 2, varying SNRy has little effect on

attenuation—the bias depends primarily on input noise.

The standard MLP follows the theoretical attenuation

curve λy = 1/(1 + (σx/σrange)
2) regardless of SNRy.

LatentNN maintains λy ≈ 1 across all tested SNRx and

SNRy values. LatentNN provides robust correction even

at SNRx = 1, though with increased run-to-run scatter

at lower SNRx values as the problem becomes increas-

ingly ill-conditioned.

The mechanism of correction differs between SNR

regimes. At high SNR where σx/σrange ≪ 1, the xlatent

likelihood term in Equation 11 dominates and the latent

values remain close to the observations (xlatent ≈ xobs).

At moderate SNR (SNRx ≈ 2–3), the two loss terms

compete more evenly, and weight decay tuning becomes

important for LatentNN. The standard MLP, by con-

trast, fails regardless of weight decay—it lacks the mech-

anism to correct attenuation bias, and adjusting regu-

larization only trades off between overfitting and under-

fitting without addressing the systematic bias.

LatentNN generalizes well to held-out test data.

Weight decay regularization applied only to the network

parameters θ prevents the network from overfitting to

the specific denoised distribution of the training latent

values. The test set performance closely tracks the train-

ing set performance across all SNR values, indicating

that the learned function fθ captures the true under-

lying relationship rather than artifacts of the training

data.

5.2. Multivariate Inputs

Real astronomical applications involve multivariate

inputs. The LatentNN formulation generalizes directly:

the latent variables Xlatent form an N×p matrix, where

p is the number of input features. The loss function from

Equation 11 extends naturally to

L =

N∑
i=1

(yi − fθ(Xlatent,i))
2

σ2
y,i

+

N∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

(Xobs,ij −Xlatent,ij)
2

σ2
x,ij

, (14)

where σy,i is the output uncertainty for sample i and

σx,ij is the input uncertainty for sample i and dimension

j. For simplicity, we assume homogeneous noise σx and

σy across all samples and dimensions, which allows us

to visualize results as a function of a single SNRx.

As shown in Paper I, for uncorrelated features each

dimension attenuates independently, recovering the one-

dimensional result. We therefore focus on correlated

features, which better represent astronomical data like

stellar spectra where different pixels respond coher-

ently to changes in stellar parameters. We generate

Ntrain = 1000 training samples where all features de-

rive from a single latent variable: xj = ajz where

z ∼ Uniform(−0.5, 0.5) and aj varies linearly from 0.2 to

0.4 across dimensions. The true output is y = x⊤a, cen-

tered at zero. We fix SNRy = 10 as in the single-variate

experiments. We use the same network architecture

and training settings as Section 3, with the same three-

fold data split (1000 train, 200 validation, 200 test) and

weight decay grid search strategy. We test p = 3, 10, 30

dimensions at SNRx values from 1 to 10, repeating each

experiment 8 times.

Figure 5 shows the results. Paper I derived an ana-

lytic expression for the attenuation factor in correlated

linear regression: λy = λβ =
∑

j a
2
j/(1/SNR2

x +
∑

j a
2
j ).

The gray curves show this theoretical prediction. Just

as in the single-variate case, the standard MLP closely

follows this linear regression theory curve, confirming

that additional model complexity does not mitigate the

fundamental attenuation bias. With correlated features,

attenuation is weaker than the p = 1 case because

independent noise in different dimensions must con-

spire coherently to displace observations along the signal

direction—a coincidence that becomes increasingly un-

likely as p grows. With increasing p, the standard MLP

attenuation factor is mitigated compared to smaller p,

but remains significant at lower SNR.

For LatentNN, the results reveal a non-monotonic re-

lationship between dimensionality and correction diffi-

culty. For p ≥ 10, LatentNN maintains λy ≈ 1 for

SNRx ≥ 2, with only mild degradation (λy ≈ 0.9) at

SNRx = 1. For p = 3, however, correction degrades

at low SNR: λy ≈ 0.7 at SNRx = 1 and λy ≈ 0.9 at

SNRx = 2. Comparing to the single-variate case (Fig-

ure 4), where p = 1 achieves λy ≈ 1 even at SNRx = 1,

we see that intermediate dimensionality is harder than

both low and high p.

This pattern reflects competing effects. Increasing p

generally helps because correlated features can lean on

each other—the network learns their covariance struc-

ture and uses redundancy for more robust inference.

However, this benefit only manifests when p is large

enough. For p = 1, the problem is simple with a

tractable one-dimensional posterior. For p = 3, the pos-

terior over latent values becomes more complex due to

the increased dimensionality, yet there is insufficient re-

dundancy among the three features to leverage. For

p ≥ 10, the higher-dimensional correlated structure pro-

vides enough constraints that features can collabora-

tively inform each other’s latent values, enabling robust

correction for SNRx ≥ 2. Nevertheless, even in the
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Figure 5. Attenuation factor λy versus SNRx for correlated multivariate inputs with p = 3, 10, 30 dimensions (panels). Error
bars show standard deviation over 8 runs. Black dashed line marks λy = 1 (no attenuation). Gray solid curve shows the
analytic prediction for linear regression from Paper I; standard MLP (open circles, dotted) closely follows this theoretical curve,
confirming that model complexity does not mitigate the bias. With increasing p, attenuation is mitigated because independent
noise in different dimensions must conspire coherently to displace observations along the signal direction. LatentNN (filled
squares, solid) maintains λy ≈ 1 for p ≥ 10 at SNRx ≥ 2, with mild degradation (λy ≈ 0.9) at SNRx = 1. For p = 3, LatentNN
correction degrades at low SNR (λy ≈ 0.7 at SNRx = 1), but still outperforms the standard MLP (λy ≈ 0.2).

challenging p = 3 regime, LatentNN substantially out-

performs the standard MLP: at SNRx = 1, LatentNN

achieves λy ≈ 0.7 compared to the standard MLP’s

λy ≈ 0.2, more than tripling the recovered dynamic

range.

6. APPLICATION TO STELLAR SPECTRA

Stellar spectra represent the primary astronomical ap-

plication motivating this work. Data-driven models

have been applied extensively to spectroscopic surveys

(Blanco-Cuaresma et al. 2014; Ness et al. 2015; Ting

et al. 2017; Fabbro et al. 2018; Leung & Bovy 2019;

Straumit et al. 2022; Xiang et al. 2022), particularly for

low-resolution and low-SNR observations where theoret-

ical spectral models often fall short. These applications

operate in the regime where attenuation bias is large.

Even at high resolution (R ∼ 20000), the intrinsic vari-

ation in continuum-normalized flux typically spans only

∼5–20% (σrange ≈ 0.05–0.2).

For the weaker lines of σrange ≈ 0.05, a spectrum with

conventional SNR = 20 (defined relative to the normal-

ized flux) has per-pixel uncertainty σx = 0.05, giving

SNRx = σrange/σx ≈ 1 in our definition; conventional

SNR = 100 corresponds to SNRx ≈ 10. We emphasize

that what matters for attenuation bias is this ratio of

signal range to measurement uncertainty, not the con-

ventional spectroscopic SNR. Since the ratio σrange/σx

is often of order 10 or less for many spectral pixels in

typical spectroscopic applications, they fall squarely in

the regime where attenuation bias becomes important—

especially for elements with weak or limited spectral fea-

tures.

Real applications of LatentNN to survey data are un-

derway, but this paper focuses on introducing the tech-

nique and establishing its theoretical foundation as an

extension of Deming regression to neural networks. Here

we focus on inferring overall metallicity [M/H] for clar-

ity, but the formalism generalizes directly to multiple

labels such as individual elemental abundances.

We use the pretrained synthetic spectral emulator

with The Payne (Ting et al. 2019) in The Payne github

repository5 to generate spectra at resolution R ≃ 22500,

following Paper I. The underlying spectral model uses

atomic and molecular line data from Kurucz (1970, 1993,

2005, 2017).6 We focus on a metallicity-sensitive region

around 16200 Å.

To explore how the number of informative features

affects attenuation and correction, we test three pixel

configurations: 3, 10, and 30 contiguous pixels centered

at 16200 Å. These choices represent the range of spectral

information available for different labels. While major

elements like Fe have many strong lines, attenuation bias

is most problematic for elements with only a few spectral

features (e.g., K, V; see fig. 7 and 8 of Xiang et al. 2019).

5 https://github.com/tingyuansen/The Payne
6 This emulator from the github repository of The Payne is
trained on stellar models spanning [Fe/H] down to −1.5 dex.
Our experiment extends to −2.0 dex, so we are extrapolating
slightly. However, as seen in the top panel of Figure 6, the
spectral variation remains smooth and physically reasonable.
The exact accuracy of the spectral model is not critical to our
conclusions about attenuation bias—the goal is to generate re-
alistic correlated features mimicking the physical coupling be-
tween spectral pixels.
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Figure 6. Application to stellar spectra at R ≃ 22500 for inferring [M/H]. Top: Continuum-normalized flux variation with
[M/H] from −2.0 dex (blue) to 0.0 dex (red) in a metallicity-sensitive region around 16200 Å. Bottom: Attenuation factor λy

versus flux error (%) for 3, 10, and 30 contiguous pixels (panels). Error bars show standard deviation over 8 runs. The standard
MLP (open circles) exhibits attenuation that worsens with fewer pixels and higher noise. LatentNN (filled squares) maintains
λy ≳ 0.95 for 10 and 30 pixels across all noise levels. Even for 3 pixels where correction is more challenging, LatentNN also
ameliorate the attenuation bias compared to the standard MLP (e.g., λy ≈ 0.5 vs. 0.2 at 10% flux error).

In practice, even surveys with thousands of pixels often

have only a small number of pixels that carry useful

information for a given label.

We generate samples spanning [M/H] from −2.0 to

0.0 dex, with fixed stellar parameters (Teff = 4750 K,

log g = 2.5, typical of red clump stars). All abundances

scale with [M/H] for simplicity. We use the same three-

fold data split as in the synthetic experiments (1000

train, 200 validation, 200 test) with hyperparameters se-

lected on the validation set and final evaluation on the

held-out test set. We add Gaussian noise with standard

deviation σx to each flux pixel and σ[M/H] = 0.05 dex to

the metallicity labels, representing conservative uncer-

tainties in training labels from surveys like APOGEE

(Holtzman et al. 2015; Garćıa Pérez et al. 2016). We

test flux error values σx ∈ {1%, 2%, 3%, 5%, 10%} of the

normalized flux. We use the same network architecture

and training settings as Section 3, with the same weight

decay grid search strategy from Section 5. We repeat

each experiment 8 times to estimate uncertainties.

Figure 6 shows the results. The top panel illustrates

how the spectral flux varies with [M/H] across the se-

lected wavelength region, with color indicating metallic-

ity from −2.0 (blue) to 0.0 dex (red). Feature depths

range from 5–20%, but even features with 10–20% total

depth do not give SNRx = 2–4 at 5% flux error as one

might naively expect. This is because spectral features

vary approximately quadratically with metallicity (Rix

et al. 2016). In Paper I, we showed that the effective

SNR is reduced by at least a factor of n for polyno-

mial features of degree n. For quadratic features, even

σrange = 0.1 with σx = 0.05 yields an effective SNRx ≈ 1

rather than 2.
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The bottom panels show λy versus flux error for each

pixel configuration. The behavior mirrors the synthetic

multivariate experiments (Section 5.2): the standard

MLP exhibits attenuation that worsens with fewer pix-

els and higher noise, while LatentNN provides robust

correction when sufficient pixels are available. For 10

and 30 pixels, LatentNN maintains λy ≳ 0.95 across

all tested noise levels. For 3 pixels, however, correc-

tion degrades at high noise: λy ≈ 0.5 at 10% flux er-

ror and λy ≈ 0.8 at 5% flux error. This matches the

intermediate-dimensionality challenge discussed in Sec-

tion 5.2—with few pixels, the posterior over latent val-

ues is complex yet there is insufficient redundancy to

leverage. Even so, LatentNN outperforms the standard

MLP across all configurations: at 10% flux error with

3 pixels, LatentNN achieves λy ≈ 0.5 compared to the

standard MLP’s λy ≈ 0.2.

For spectral features with σrange ≈ 0.10–0.20 (strong

lines), flux errors of σx ≲ 3–5% yield effective SNRx ≳
2 after accounting for the factor of ∼2 reduction

from quadratic features—consistent with our findings

throughout that LatentNN works well for SNRx ≥ 2.

For weaker features with σrange ≈ 0.05, correspondingly

lower flux errors (σx ≲ 1–2%) are needed. At higher

noise levels with few informative pixels, careful hyper-

parameter tuning becomes essential, and users should

expect some residual bias.

7. DISCUSSION

7.1. Implications for Spectroscopic Surveys

The approach of transferring stellar parameters and

abundances from high-resolution surveys like APOGEE

(Holtzman et al. 2015; Majewski et al. 2017) to lower-

resolution surveys like LAMOST (Luo et al. 2015; Ho

et al. 2017; Xiang et al. 2019), DESI (Zhang et al. 2024),

and Gaia XP (Andrae et al. 2023b,a; Zhang et al. 2023;

Fallows & Sanders 2024; Khalatyan et al. 2024; Li et al.

2024; Hattori 2025; Yang et al. 2025) has become stan-

dard practice—but these applications operate precisely

in the regime where attenuation bias is severe.

Even at APOGEE resolution, attenuation bias is non-

negligible at moderate SNR. For lower-resolution sur-

veys where individual spectral features are blended and

per-pixel σrange is smaller, the ratio σx/σrange is larger

and attenuation bias is more severe. Crucially, σrange

scales approximately proportionally with spectral reso-

lution R: a survey like LAMOST (R ∼ 1800) has σrange

roughly 10 times smaller than APOGEE (R ∼ 22500).

This means that even at high conventional SNR ∼ 100

(σx ∼ 1%), the effective SNRx remains in the regime

where attenuation bias is significant.

Our spectroscopic experiments (Figure 6) quantify the

severity. For 10 informative pixels at 10% flux error

(conventional SNR ≈ 10), the standard MLP yields

λy ≈ 0.5. Assuming training data centered around

[M/H] = −1, a halo star with true [M/H] = −2 would

be predicted as [M/H] ≈ −1.5, potentially misclassified

as a thick-disk star. Even at 5% flux error (conven-

tional SNR ≈ 20), we find λy ≈ 0.7 for 10 pixels—a star

at [M/H] = −2 would be predicted as [M/H] ≈ −1.7.

While this might seem acceptable for elements with

many features, it is problematic for elements with fewer

than 10 informative spectral lines. For 3 pixels at 10%

error, λy drops to ≈ 0.2, meaning a [M/H] = −2 star

would be predicted as [M/H] ≈ −1.2.

This has practical consequences—metal-poor stars are

systematically predicted to be more metal-rich, mak-

ing the rarest objects harder to identify. This bias di-

rectly affects the inferred metallicity distribution func-

tion (MDF), particularly its metal-poor tail, which is

crucial for constraining the formation history of the

proto-Milky Way (Rix et al. 2022; Chen et al. 2024,

2025). If attenuation bias compresses the metallicity

scale, the true slope of the metal-poor MDF tail would

be steeper than observed, with implications for inferred

gas masses, star formation efficiencies, and inflow histo-

ries in galactic chemical evolution models. Stellar ages

suffer from compression at both ends, with the oldest

stars underestimated and the youngest overestimated.

Distances are similarly affected, leading to systematic

errors in the inferred geometry and dynamics of the

Milky Way. Obtaining better training labels does not

solve the problem because the bias arises from noisy in-

puts, not labels.

When information is concentrated in sparse spectral

features such as individual absorption lines, attenua-

tion is most severe. Consider an element like K or V
with only 2–3 usable lines, compared to Fe with dozens

of strong features: K and V abundances are effectively

in the low-dimensional regime where σx/σrange is large,

while Fe benefits from the high-dimensional correlated

regime. This pattern—elements with fewer lines show-

ing larger systematic errors at extreme values—has been

observed in practice (Xiang et al. 2019; Zhang et al.

2024) but is often attributed to model limitations or

data quality issues. Attenuation bias is a fundamen-

tal contributor, and the LatentNN framework provides

a path toward unbiased parameter estimation for data-

driven deep learning application to spectroscopic data.

7.2. Connection to Hierarchical Bayesian Modeling

The errors-in-variables problem has a long history in

statistics (Deming 1943; Fuller 1987). Deming regres-
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sion and orthogonal regression (Golub & Van Loan 1980;

Van Huffel & Vandewalle 1991) treat the true input val-

ues as latent variables to be estimated alongside the re-

gression coefficients—but this approach has seen limited

application in astronomy (but see Kelly 2007), in part

because astronomical relationships are often nonlinear

and proper feature engineering can be difficult. Stan-

dard neural network frameworks do not include errors-

in-variables handling by default because they arose in

domains like computer vision where input noise is negli-

gible. LatentNN extends the classical latent variable ap-

proach to neural networks, providing a principled frame-

work for astronomical applications where input uncer-

tainties are non-negligible.

Our LatentNN formulation can be understood as the

maximum a posteriori (MAP) limit of a hierarchical

Bayesian model. In the full Bayesian formulation, the

true values xtrue are latent variables with prior distribu-

tions centered on the observed values xobs, and we would

infer the posterior distribution over both the model pa-

rameters θ and all the latent values. The LatentNN

optimization finds the mode of this posterior. Neural

networks provide a flexible function approximator that

avoids the need for explicit feature engineering, while the

latent variable framework provides the statistical foun-

dation for handling input uncertainties.

This formulation provides the foundation for under-

standing why correlated features can lean on each other,

as discussed in Section 5.2. When the model learns the

correlated structure of the inputs, it can use this struc-

ture to constrain the latent values: each feature’s latent

value is informed not only by its own observation but

also by what the learned model expects given the other

features.

It is important to note that the latent values xlatent

should not be interpreted strictly as “denoised” inputs.

In high-dimensional settings with large p, the posterior

distribution over xlatent can be broad and complex—

many combinations of latent values may be consistent

with the observed data and the learned model. What

matters for our purposes is that the network parameters

θ remain well-constrained: even when individual latent

values have substantial uncertainty, the function fθ that

maps inputs to outputs is well-defined. The optimiza-

tion finds a configuration where the network generalizes

correctly to new data, achieving unbiased predictions

(λy ≈ 1) even if the individual latent values do not

perfectly recover the true inputs. This is the sense in

which LatentNN corrects attenuation bias—through the

learned function rather than through perfect recovery of

latent values. At low SNR or intermediate dimension-

ality where the posterior is particularly complex (the

p = 3 regime in Figure 5), case-by-case hyperparameter

tuning may be needed, but a systematic exploration of

such regimes is beyond the scope of this paper.

This approach differs from common alternative strate-

gies in astronomical research. Training with noise-

augmented data (Fabbro et al. 2018) improves robust-

ness to noise but does not correct the systematic bias

we describe. Predicting uncertainties as additional out-

puts (Leung & Bovy 2019) quantifies scatter but does

not remove bias in the mean prediction. Denoising au-

toencoders learn a mapping from noisy to clean inputs

(Vojtekova et al. 2021; Gheller & Vazza 2022; Pál & Do-

bos 2024), but the denoised values themselves can ex-

hibit attenuation bias when the autoencoder is trained

on noisy data. LatentNN addresses the root cause by ex-

plicitly modeling the relationship between observed and

true input values.

7.3. Generalizations

The core idea of maximizing a likelihood with la-

tent variables extends to many settings beyond the

homoscedastic Gaussian case demonstrated here. As

shown in Equation 14, heteroscedastic uncertainties are

handled by per-sample weights. If measurement errors

are correlated across pixels, as is common in spectra due

to sky subtraction and continuum normalization, the la-

tent likelihood term incorporates the noise covariance

matrix Σx,i:

L =

N∑
i=1

1

σ2
y,i

(yi − fθ(xlatent,i))
2

+

N∑
i=1

(xobs,i − xlatent,i)
⊤Σ−1

x,i(xobs,i − xlatent,i).

(15)

For Poisson noise, outliers, or other non-Gaussian errors,

the Gaussian likelihood can be replaced with the appro-

priate distribution, giving L = − log p(xobs|xlatent) −
log p(yobs|fθ(xlatent)) for whatever form p takes.

For classification tasks with noisy inputs, the same

latent variable approach applies. The prediction term

becomes cross-entropy loss instead of mean squared er-

ror, while the latent likelihood term remains unchanged:

L = CrossEntropy(fθ(xlatent), y)

+

N∑
i=1

(xobs,i − xlatent,i)
⊤Σ−1

x,i(xobs,i − xlatent,i).

(16)

Extension to other neural network architectures requires

only that the network be differentiable with respect to
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its inputs. Convolutional neural networks for imaging

data, transformers for sequential data, or any other ar-

chitecture can be used by simply treating the input as

learnable parameters with an appropriate latent likeli-

hood term.

7.4. Limitations

The method requires specifying both input uncertain-

ties σx (or σx,i in the heteroscedastic case) and output

uncertainties σy. In practice, σx may need to be esti-

mated based on the noise model of the instrument, while

σy reflects label uncertainties or, when labels are precise,

a nominal value that sets the relative weighting in the

loss function. Misspecified σx or σy leads to suboptimal

correction: underestimating σx causes undercorrection,

while overestimating it can cause overcorrection. A pos-

sible remedy is adding jitter terms to be optimized along

with the other parameters.

LatentNN performs optimization rather than sam-

pling. We obtain point estimates of xlatent,i and θ,

but characterizing the full posterior over the high-

dimensional space (θ,xlatent) is challenging. Full

Bayesian treatment of neural networks is already dif-

ficult, and adding the latent variables makes it more

so. Approximate Bayesian approaches such as dropout

(Hinton et al. 2012; Srivastava et al. 2014) or variational

inference (Kingma & Welling 2013) may provide practi-

cal uncertainty estimates.

The increased number of parameters also leads to a

more complex loss landscape. The optimization may

converge to different solutions from different initializa-

tions, particularly at low SNR where the problem is ill-

conditioned. Careful hyperparameter tuning, especially

of the weight decay parameter as discussed in Section 5,

is often necessary.

The computational cost scales as O(N × p), introduc-

ing N additional parameters per input dimension. For

full spectra with thousands of pixels and training sets

of tens of thousands of stars, this becomes a consider-

ation. Scalability requires care, particularly for high-

dimensional inference problems. Possible strategies in-

clude using subsets of informative pixels. Dimension-

ality reduction before LatentNN is less straightforward

because the noise properties in the reduced space may

not be well characterized. Despite these limitations, the

method provides a practical solution for a fundamental

problem that has no other satisfactory remedy in the

neural network context.

8. CONCLUSIONS

Neural networks have become essential tools for as-

tronomical inference, from deriving stellar parameters

from spectra to estimating photometric redshifts from

imaging data. These applications often involve low-SNR

observations where measurement uncertainties are non-

negligible. When inputs are noisy, attenuation bias be-

comes a fundamental concern.

This effect, well known in the statistics literature for

linear regression (Fuller 1987), extends to neural net-

works. Neural networks trained on noisy inputs suf-

fer from the same bias as linear regression, with coeffi-

cient slopes biased toward zero by a factor that scales

with σx/σrange. Increasing model complexity does not

mitigate the effect. This issue has received little at-

tention in the machine learning literature because most

applications involve high-SNR inputs where the effect

is negligible. Astronomy is different, and as neural net-

works become increasingly central to astronomical infer-

ence, classical statistical considerations such as errors-

in-variables become important.

Attenuation bias in linear regression is well under-

stood, and solutions such as Deming regression have ex-

isted for decades. These methods treat the true input

values as latent variables to be estimated alongside the

model parameters. We show that this approach general-

izes from linear to nonlinear models. By simultaneously

inferring what the true inputs were, the model learns

the correct input-output relationship rather than one

diluted by measurement noise.

We propose LatentNN as a practical implementation

of this idea. The method adds a learnable latent value

for each training input, constrained by a latent likeli-

hood term to stay close to the observed value, and jointly

optimizes these latent values with the network parame-

ters. This is a simple modification that can be applied to

any differentiable architecture. We validated LatentNN

on one-dimensional regression, where it matches Dem-

ing regression for the linear case, on multivariate inputs

with varying correlation structure, and on realistic spec-

tral applications using mock data with varying numbers

of informative pixels. LatentNN effectively mitigates

attenuation bias, particularly for SNRx ≳ 2, with the

degree of correction depending on input dimensionality

and correlation structure.

For astronomy, this work provides a framework for im-

proved inference with neural networks in the low-SNR

regime that characterizes much of astronomical data.

The method is relevant for spectroscopic surveys, pho-

tometric applications, and any data-driven model where

inputs carry non-negligible measurement uncertainty.

The biases we address affect measurements at the ex-

tremes of parameter space, which are often the most

scientifically interesting.
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Neural network modeling is a powerful tool, but it is

not a panacea. Neural networks inherit the same limi-

tations as classical statistical methods when those limi-

tations arise from the data rather than the model. At-

tenuation bias is one such limitation. Recognizing when

classical statistical insights apply to modern machine

learning methods, and adapting solutions accordingly,

is essential for reliable scientific inference in astronomi-

cal research.

CODE AVAILABILITY

We provide a reference implementation of La-

tentNN at https://github.com/tingyuansen/LatentNN.

The code demonstrates the method for simple fully-

connected architectures as presented in this paper. The

approach is general and can be adapted to any differ-

entiable architecture by treating the input as learnable

parameters with an appropriate latent likelihood term.
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APPENDIX

A. DERIVATION OF ATTENUATION BIAS

Consider a true linear relationship ytrue = βxtrue. Our observations are

xobs = xtrue + δx, (A1)

yobs = βxtrue + δy, (A2)

where δx and δy are independent measurement errors with variances σ2
x and σ2

y.

The standard least squares estimator is β̂ = Cov(xobs, yobs)/Var(xobs). Expanding these terms:

Cov(xobs, yobs) = Cov(xtrue + δx, βxtrue + δy) (A3)

= βVar(xtrue) = βσ2
range, (A4)

since measurement errors are independent of true values and of each other. For the denominator:

Var(xobs) = Var(xtrue) + Var(δx) = σ2
range + σ2

x. (A5)

The expected value of the standard estimator is therefore

E[β̂] = β
σ2
range

σ2
range + σ2

x

= β · λβ , (A6)

where λβ = 1/(1 + (σx/σrange)
2) < 1 is the attenuation factor. The estimated slope is systematically biased toward

zero.

B. DERIVATION OF DEMING REGRESSION

To correct attenuation bias, we treat the true values {xtrue,i} as latent variables to be estimated alongside β. The

joint likelihood, conditioned on the true values, is

L =

N∏
i=1

N (xobs,i|xtrue,i, σ
2
x) · N (yobs,i|βxtrue,i, σ

2
y). (B7)

https://github.com/tingyuansen/LatentNN
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Figure 7. LatentNN applied to a nonlinear function f(x) = x3 at SNRx = 2. Top: Predicted versus true y on the test set for
standard MLP (left, λy ≈ 0.7) and LatentNN (right, λy ≈ 1). Bottom left: Learned functions compared to the true cubic.
The standard MLP learns a flattened curve, while LatentNN recovers the correct shape. Bottom right: LatentNN training
losses showing the trade-off between prediction accuracy and latent variable likelihood.

Expanding the normal distributions and taking the negative log-likelihood (dropping constants):

E({xtrue,i}, β) =
N∑
i=1

[
(xobs,i − xtrue,i)

2

2σ2
x

+
(yobs,i − βxtrue,i)

2

2σ2
y

]
. (B8)

For a fixed β, each xtrue,i appears only in the ith term, so we can optimize them independently. Taking the derivative

and setting it to zero:
∂E

∂xtrue,i
= −xobs,i − xtrue,i

σ2
x

− β(yobs,i − βxtrue,i)

σ2
y

= 0. (B9)

Rearranging and letting r = σ2
y/σ

2
x denote the error variance ratio:

xtrue,i =
r xobs,i + βyobs,i

r + β2
. (B10)

This can be rewritten as a weighted average:

xtrue,i = wx · xobs,i + wy ·
yobs,i
β

, (B11)

where wx = r/(r + β2) and wy = β2/(r + β2) sum to unity. When r ≫ 1 (precise x measurements), wx ≈ 1 and we

trust xobs. When r ≪ 1 (precise y measurements), wy ≈ 1 and we infer x from y/β.

Taking the derivative of E with respect to β, substituting the expression for xtrue,i, and using the summary statistics

Sxx =
∑

i(xobs,i − x̄)2, Syy =
∑

i(yobs,i − ȳ)2, and Sxy =
∑

i(xobs,i − x̄)(yobs,i − ȳ), we obtain a quadratic equation:

Sxyβ
2 − (Syy − rSxx)β − rSxy = 0. (B12)
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Applying the quadratic formula and taking the positive root:

β̂ =
Syy − rSxx +

√
(Syy − rSxx)2 + 4rS2

xy

2Sxy
. (B13)

In the limit σx → 0 (equivalently r → ∞), this reduces to β̂ → Sxy/Sxx, the ordinary least squares estimator.

C. EXTENSION TO NONLINEAR FUNCTIONS

The main text focuses on linear functions because they permit direct comparison with the theoretical attenuation

factor λβ = 1/(1 + (σx/σrange)
2). However, the errors-in-variables problem and the LatentNN correction are more

general and apply to arbitrary nonlinear functions.

To demonstrate this, we test LatentNN on a cubic polynomial f(x) = x3. We use a larger network capacity (2 layers

× 256 hidden units) to ensure the network can represent the nonlinear function accurately. Figure 7 shows results at

SNRx = 2, a challenging regime where noise equals 50% of the signal range. The same weight decay hyperparameter

search procedure from Section 5 is applied.

The standard MLP exhibits severe attenuation, with λy ≈ 0.65—even worse than the linear case at the same SNR,

as derived in Paper I. This occurs because measurement errors in x are amplified by the nonlinear function: an error

δx produces a prediction error of approximately f ′(x)δx, which varies across the input domain. Near the edges of the

training range where |f ′(x)| = 3x2 is largest, the effective noise is amplified.

LatentNN corrects this bias. The bottom-left panel shows the learned functions: the standard MLP learns a flattened

version of the cubic, while LatentNN recovers the true function shape. This demonstrates that the latent variable

framework extends naturally beyond linear regression to nonlinear function approximation.
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