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Abstract

The goal of this paper is to introduce a general argumentation framework for regression in the
errors-in-variables regime, allowing for full flexibility about the dimensionality of the data, er-
ror probability density types, the (linear or nonlinear) model type and the avoidance of explicit
definition of loss functions. Further, we introduce in this framework model fitting for partially
unpaired data, i.e. for given data groups the pairing information of input and output is lost (semi-
supervised). This is achieved by constructing mixture model densities, which directly model this
loss of pairing information allowing for inference. In a numerical simulation study linear and non-
linear model fits are illustrated as well as a real data study is presented based on life expectancy
data from the world bank utilizing a multiple linear regression model. These results allow the
conclusion that high quality model fitting is possible with partially unpaired data, which opens
the possibility for new applications with unfortunate or deliberate loss of pairing information in
the data.
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1 Introduction

Parametric model fitting is a standard task in many applications starting from problem specific
models with a few meaningful parameters to huge, flexible models (such as in the training phase
of ANNs) [1, 2]. The general idea is that a defined parametric model family is fitted to given
input / output data (i.e. supervised learning) with the purpose to estimate the best fit parameters
of the model representing the data. Typically, loss functions are defined for this purpose, such
as the squared or absolute losses [3]. Practical difficulties of model fitting are i) finding the
appropriate model family and their parameters, ii) defining an adequate loss function, iii) applying
an efficient optimization algorithm and iv) dealing with data deficiencies (such as outliers, strong
noise, incompleteness, partially lost pairing information, etc.).

A possibility to avoid the definition of an ad-hoc loss function is the modeling of known uncertainties
in the data and applying Maximum Likelihood (ML) approaches, which, in consequence, lead
inherently to data driven loss functions. A well-known connection is between a normal distributed
error in the output and the squared loss function. These approaches can always be extended
to Bayesian estimations if prior distributions are assumed for the model parameters leading to
Maximum A Posteriori (MAP) or Minimum Mean Squared Error (MMSE) algorithms based on
the posterior distribution [4].

Unpaired / unlabeled data (also broken sampling in regression) can occur in many applications and
is focus of current research, e.g. [5, 6, 7]. In this work, we understand by partially unpaired data
(under the term semi-supervised data) specifically that for parts of the data the one-to-one pairing
of input and output data is missing, but we still have paired subgroups in the data. Semi-supervised
data often is understood as having additional input data without output data, e.g. [8, 9]. This is
different to the partially unpaired data in this paper and we regard this as a different flavor of semi-
supervised data since we lose significant information compared to a fully supervised framework,
but we still have (possibly weak) input/output relations in contrast to unsupervised learning. See
Figure 1 for an illustration. It is demonstrated that mixtures of labeled and unlabeled data can
improve the predictive performance in regression problems [6]. There are different strategies to
deal with such deficiencies, such as altering the data set by data imputation approaches, e.g. see
[10, 11], or focusing on unordered subsets in hypothesis testing [7]. We regard the work of Liang et
al. [6] considering a general predictive Bayesian frameworks for mixed labeled and unlabeled data
as closest to our goal. Although the work provides a very general framework for regression and
classification, it misses the configurational complexity of partially unpaired data. In consequence,
one task of this paper is to incorporate the largest possible variety of missing pairing information
transparently to model fitting by avoiding data alteration (deletion or imputation) and actively
constructing mixture model probability densities accurately representing the partial pairing.

Mixture Models are applied in a variety of applications, especially Gaussian Mixture Models
(GMM) are very popular, e.g. [6]. A main task is in the literature to find the GMM descrip-
tion of a given data set utilizing expectation maximization (EM) algorithms, also for the task
of missing data deficiencies [12, 13]. To the knowledge of the authors, a general framework for
constructing mixture models for dealing with the high complexity of corrupt / incomplete pairing
information of the data with the goal to support a model fitting problem is missing in the liter-
ature. Closely related approaches of utilizing mixture models in applied mathematics with lost
pairing information are presented for computer vision in order to deal with unknown feature corre-
spondences [14] and for random equations with high combinatorial possibilities for the stochastic
parameters [15].

In this paper, we propose to consider the problem of model fitting in a new conclusive way. A
general probabilistic framework for fitting models in data based purely on observational proba-
bility density functions including errors-in-variables is presented, which incorporates well-known
standard methods for completely paired data, such as ordinary least squares, total least squares
(e.g. Deming regression [16]), interval data regression as well as multiple linear regression. This
framework will be generalized from supervised to semi-supervised model fitting by including (par-
tially) unpaired data in one common line of stochastic argumentation. The derivations are allow
for flexibility about i) the number and dimensions of the input / output data, ii) the type of in-
dividual error characteristics of each data point with errors-in-variables utilizing general density
functions, iii) the type of (linear or nonlinear) models which should be fitted and iv) the pairing
information level. In summary, there are two main goals of this paper: A) presenting a general
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stochastic argumentation framework for model fitting (without ad-hoc loss functions) and B) pre-
senting an extension of model fitting within this framework to partially unpaired data utilizing
mixture models.
In A) the main ideas of the stochastic argumentation are: i) Formulating the fitting problem in
equations containing all random variables, which equals to 0, and identifying this as a Maximum
Likelihood (ML) problem. ii) Applying the law of total probability for densities wherever necessary
to make sure that correct stochastic dependencies are utilized and identifying the density functions
of the basic random variables in the ML problem. These two ideas are presented repeatedly for
different fitting scenarios and their generality is a first main result of this paper.
In B) the extension of model fitting to partially unpaired data is structured in the following three-
step-approach: Presenting the cases for

• completely paired data sets as the standard case in model fitting (i.e. supervised learning)
(Section 2.2).

• completely unpaired data sets are introduced mathematically utilizing mixture model random
variables to model fitting (Section 2.3). In this extreme case it is impossible to model the
relation between input and output.

• partially unpaired data sets, which lie between the two previous extremes and include different
levels of pairing (i.e. semi-supervised learning) (Section 2.4).

This structure is chosen in order to allow clear and separated lines of argumentation which even-
tually conclude in the second main result of the paper.
In the results section, we demonstrate the applicability of this framework by simulation studies for
a line fit (Section 3.1) and a fit of anisotropic noisy data with a cubic polynomial (Section 3.2).
Further, in Section 4, we will demonstrate how this argumentation can be applied to multiple linear
regression for life expectancy data from the world bank. These results demonstrate the importance
of modeling the inherent uncertainties and the use of different levels of pairing information in data.

Figure 1: Nomenclature of data configurations: completely paired, completely unpaired and semi-
supervised with the classical and the partially unpaired configuration.

2 Methods

2.1 General Nomenclature

Throughout the paper, we utilize the following nomenclature:

• Observations are presented by input data xl ∈ Rk and output data yl ∈ Rm for l = 1, .., L
as independent observations.

• We call the data set completely paired if for every l = 1, .., L there is a unique correspondence
between xl and yl, typically written as tuples (xl,yl).

We call the data completely unpaired if there is no pairing at all, i.e. there is a set of xh for
h = 1, ..,H and independently a set of yl for l = 1, .., L and there is no information which
xh corresponds to which yl.

In consequence, partially unpaired data are a mix of both extremes, i.e. we have R subgroups
of the data xh and yl and inside each subgroup there is no pairing information of the data
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(no correspondences) but it is guaranteed that no xh, or yl respectively, of one subgroup
corresponds to a xh, or yl respectively, of another subgroup. This means, we have pairing
information only on the level of subgroups. These data configurations are illustrated in Figure
1.

• Probability density functions are denoted by X ∼ fX(x), which are Lebesgue integrable
fX(x) ∈ L1 and contain standard cases such as the normal or uniform distribution. Dirac
distributions are used for theoretical discussions to show the connection between undisturbed
and disturbed observations.

• We denote explicit models to be fitted from x to y by functions M( · ;α) : Rk 7→ Rm

depending on the model parameters α ∈ RN . A toy example for an explicit model is the
one-dimensional affine model of linear regression R 7→ R (k = 1,m = 1, N = 2): M(x;α) =
α1 + α2 · x.

• Following a flexible Bayesian view on random variables is essential in this work. In the
classical perspective we have an undisturbed variable y ∗ (the true value), which is disturbed
by an error random variable ε leading to the observation y, in short: y := y ∗ + ε. We
interpret y as a new random variable of observations which has a shifted density function of
ε (we interpret y ∗ as a random variable with Dirac distribution at the true value). In this
work, we consequently take an alternative point of view and introduce the definition by the
reformulation: y ∗ := y− ε. This time we interpret y ∗ as a new random variable of the true
values (as typical in Bayesian frameworks) which has a shifted density function of ε (this
time, we interpret y as the random variable with Dirac distribution at the observed value).
The meaning of ε in these two perspectives is different but related, capturing the uncertainty
of observation with a different center. We consequently utilize the latter notation in the rest
of the paper.

• In the stochastic argumentation, we utilize the notation

f L⋂
l=1

Zl

(z) := fZ1,...,ZL
(z)

with the meaning of the common density function of all individual random variablesZ1, . . . ,ZL.

• In the following derivations, we focus on the argmax/argmin of an expression. Since the
argmax/argmin is independent of the application of strictly monotonic increasing functions,
we neglect those in the course of argumentation, i.e. for c ∈ R+ we will write

argmax α c · f(α) = argmax α f(α) = argmax α ln (f(α)) .

2.2 Model Fit with Completely Paired Data

The observations in this section are of type (xl,yl) as tuples for l = 1, .., L. Standard approaches,
such as ordinary least squares (errors in y only) in this argumentation framework are presented in
Supplement A.
We introduce disturbances in the input and output data with the notation (which is referred in
literature to errors-in-variables [17]):

x ∗
l := xl − ηl (1)

y ∗
l := yl − εl (2)

with x ∗
l ∈ Rk and y ∗

l ∈ Rm the random variables of true values, and the uncertainty random
variables ηl ∼ fηl

(s) : Rk 7→ R and εl ∼ fεl
(s) : Rm 7→ R independent for all l = 1, .., L. We are

interested in the case where the model is correctly chosen so that the true x ∗
l predicts the true y ∗

l :

M(x ∗
l ;α)

!
= y ∗

l ∀ l = 1, .., L

M(xl − ηl;α)
!
= yl − εl ∀ l = 1, .., L

M(xl − ηl;α)− yl + εl
!
= 0 ∀ l = 1, .., L .

5



Due to ηl and εl being random variables, the left side is interpreted as a difference random variable
whose density function value should have highest value at 0 ∈ Rm following the ML approach:

⇒ argmax α f L⋂
l=1

[M(xl−ηl;α)−yl+εl ]
(0)

(indep. of ηl, εl ∀ l) = argmax α

L∏
l=1

fM(xl−ηl;α)−yl+εl
(0)

(law of tot. prob.) = argmax α

L∏
l=1

∫
Rk

fM(xl−s;α)−yl+εl
(0) · fηl

(s) ds

(shifted εl) = argmax α

L∏
l=1

∫
Rk

fεl
(yl −M(xl − s;α)) · fηl

(s) ds (3)

(integral shift) = argmax α

L∏
l=1

∫
Rk

fεl
(yl −M(s;α)) · fηl

(xl − s) ds (4)

Applying the law of total probability allows recovering the observation density functions in the final
ML expression. In the following, we present examples of this general formula (4) (or equivalently
Equation (3) if beneficial).

Remark: By setting fηl
(s) = δ(s) (the Dirac distribution), we allow no variation of the x ∗

l -values
and, in consequence, get the equation of ordinary least squares (Supplement A) by applying the
sifting property. In consequence, this can be regarded as a true generalization of errors in y only.

2.2.1 Example: Fitting a Line and Gaussian Disturbance (Deming Regression)

In the line of total least squares [17], we are introducing Gaussian disturbances by ηl ∼ N (0, σ2
η)(s) ∀l =

1, .., L and εl ∼ N (0, σ2
ε)(s) ∀l = 1, .., L. Utilizing the one-dimensional affine model M(x;α) =

α1 + α2 · x and inserting it in Equation (4), we get

⇒ argmax α

L∏
l=1

∫
R

e
− 1

2 σ2
ε
(yl−α1−α2·s)2− 1

2 σ2
η
(xl−s)2

ds

= argmax α

L∏
l=1

e
− (α1+α2·xl−yl)

2

2 (α2
2 σ2

η+σ2
ε)

= argmin α

L∑
l=1

(α1 + α2 · xl − yl)
2

2 (α2
2 σ

2
η + σ2

ε)
.

The solution to this minimization is the classical unique Deming regression, also known as orthog-
onal or total least squares, as presented in Supplement B. This argment can be extended to fitting
hyperplanes, i.e. errors-in-variables multiple linear regression, as presented also in Supplement B.

2.2.2 Connection to Interval Data Regression

Interval data is defined as data for which only the borders of an interval in which the true data
point lies are observed. Performing model fitting for such data is an active field of research, e.g.
for multilinear linear regression models [18, 19].

First, interval data for regression is defined the following way: For each data point coordinate
xl,i (i = 1, .., k) and yl,j (j = 1, ..,m), respectively, we only know the interval borders, i.e.
xl,i ∈ [xl,i, xl,i] and yl,i ∈ [yl,j , yl,j ], which are independently measured. This information can
be interpreted as a uniform distribution with probability mass inside the interval and zero out-

side. By introducing xl := 1
2

(
xl + xl

)
and yl := 1

2

(
yl + yl

)
, and vl,i := 1

2

(
xl,i − xl,i

)
and
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wl,j :=
1
2

(
yl,j − yl,j

)
, this is equivalent to the general description of Equations (1) and (2) with

ηl ∼
k∏

i=1

U[−vl,i,vl,i](si)

εl ∼
m∏
j=1

U[−wl,j ,wl,j ](sj) ,

with U[a,b](s) the density function of the uniform distribution on the interval [a, b]. This is obvious,
since we can define an interval by either the two interval borders or the midpoint and its half
width.
Second, this means we can apply Equation (3) for fitting a modelM into that interval data, leading
to

⇒ argmax α

L∏
l=1

∫
Rk

m∏
j=1

U[−wl,j ,wl,j ]

(
1

2

(
yl,j + yl,j

)
−Mj

(
1

2

(
xl + xl

)
− s;α

))

·
k∏

i=1

U[−vl,i,vl,i](si) ds .

This can be further simplified to the argmax α of

L∏
l=1

1
k∏

i=1

vl,i

·
∫

[−vl,1,vl,1]×
···×[−vl,k,vl,k]

m∏
j=1

U[−wl,j ,wl,j ]

(
1

2

(
yl,j + yl,j

)
−Mj

(
1

2

(
xl + xl

)
− s;α

))
ds .

For each s the integrand is either zero or the positive normalization constant of the density of
εl, leading to a k-dimensional constant region for the integrand, whose volume is integrated over
the k-dimensional box [−vl,1, vl,1] × · · · × [−vl,k, vl,k]. This means, the resulting optimization is
searching for α which maximizes the overlapping volume of the k-dimensional region with the
k-dimensional box for all data points l = 1, .., L under consideration of the weights vl,i and wl,i.
This is an intuitive general understanding of model fitting with interval data.

2.2.3 Example: Linear Interval Data Regression

Utilizing the one-dimensional affine model M(x;α) = α1 + α2 · x, we can further derive

⇒ argmax α

L∏
l=1

1

vl
·
∫

[−vl,vl]

U[−wl,wl]

(
1

2

(
yl + yl

)
−
(
α1 + α2

(
1

2

(
xl + xl

)
− s

)))
ds

α2 ̸=0⇒ argmax α

L∏
l=1

1

vl
·
∫

[−vl,vl]

1

2wl
χ[cl,min(α),cl,max(α)] (s) ds

with the abbreviations cl,±(α) := 1
2

(
xl + xl

)
+ 1

α2

(
α1 − 1

2

(
yl + yl

)
± wl

)
, cl,min = min(cl,±),

cl,max = max(cl,±) and χ[a,b](s) the characteristic function (1 if s ∈ [a, b], else 0). This can further
be simplified to

⇒ argmax α

L∏
l=1

1

vl · wl
·max [ min [vl, cl,max(α)]−max [−vl, cl,min(α)] , 0 ] .

For an example fit according to this formula, see the results Section 3.1
Remark: With this framework of argumentation, we can also introduce uncertainty about the
knowledge of the integral borders in a transparent way by not assuming a strict uniform distribu-
tion, but a distribution blurred at the borders.
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2.3 Model Fit with Completely Unpaired Data

In this section, we are losing the property of tuples, i.e. observations of type xh for h = 1, ..,H
and yl for l = 1, .., L are unpaired. Only a set of xh and a set of yl observations are available.
Please note, even the sizes H and L can be different.
Although there is theoretical research about the usability of such broken sampling data sets, e.g.
[5], obviously such data will only lead to very limited regression results if there are no further
assumptions about the involved probability densities since we only have marginal distributions.
Nonetheless, we want to introduce a formulation by mixture models for this case, which will later
be utilized for partially unpaired data directly.
We start this argumentation with possible disturbances in input and output data:

x ∗
h := xh − ηh

y ∗
l := yl − εl

with x ∗
h ∈ Rk and y ∗

l ∈ Rm the random variables of the true values, and the uncertainty random
variables ηh ∼ fηh

(s) : Rk 7→ R and εl ∼ fεl
(s) : Rm 7→ R independent for all h = 1, ..,H and

l = 1, .., L. A new step is now to introduce the two mixture model random variables

X∗ ∼ fX∗(s) =
1

H

H∑
h=1

fxh−ηh
(s) =

1

H

H∑
h=1

fηh
(xh − s)

Y ∗ ∼ fY ∗(s) =
1

L

L∑
l=1

fyl−εl
(s) =

1

L

L∑
l=1

fεl
(yl − s) ,

which exactly contain the ignorance of the pairing, i.e. all xh and yl observations are present
in these mixture models at once. We follow the same technical argumentation as in the previous
section:

M(X∗;α)
!
= Y ∗

M(X∗;α)− Y ∗ !
= 0 .

Due to X∗ and Y ∗ being random variables the left side is interpreted as a difference random
variable, whose density function value should have highest value at 0 ∈ Rm. This leads to the ML
approach:

⇒ argmax α fM(X∗;α)−Y ∗(0)

(law of tot. prob.) = argmax α

∫
Rk

fM(s;α)−Y ∗(0) · fX∗(s) ds

(shifted Y ∗) = argmax α

∫
Rk

fY ∗(M(s;α)) · fX∗(s) ds (5)

(def. of X∗, Y ∗) = argmax α

∫
Rk

(
1

L

L∑
l=1

fεl
(yl −M(s;α))

)
·

(
1

H

H∑
h=1

fηh
(xh − s)

)
ds

= argmax α

1

LH

L∑
l=1

H∑
h=1

∫
Rk

fεl
(yl −M(s;α)) · fηh

(xh − s) ds . (6)

Remark: The double sum in Equation (6) takes care of all combinations of xh and yl coming
directly from a strict stochastic derivation with these mixture model random variables. In the
completely paired case with independent observations, a product appears in Equation (4) which
corresponds to this double sum for the completely unpaired case.
Remark: This fit with completely unpaired data is practically useless. This means, there will
be broad, probably non-distinct or multiple maxima in this objective function. Still, this argu-
mentation helps in a theoretical perspective since it is applied directly to the partially unpaired
data where we have a range of different levels of pairing information. In Supplement C concrete
examples for completely unpaired data model fits are presented mathematically.
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2.4 Model Fit with Partially Unpaired Data

This section introduces the argumentation for partially unpaired data, which is a main result of this
paper. For this case, we partition the H observations xh and L observations yl into r = 1, .., R
disjoint independent groups, i.e. observations of group r of type xh,r for h = 1, ..,Hr and yl,r for
l = 1, .., Lr are unpaired with Hr and Lr representing the number of elements in subgroup r. This
means, we have a set of xh-values and a set of yl-values for each subgroup and we have pairing
information on the group level. The number of input and output elements in each subgroup Hr

and Lr are not necessarily the same.
Again, we allow disturbances in xh and yl:

x ∗
h := xh − ηh

y ∗
l := yl − εl

with x ∗
h ∈ Rk and y ∗

l ∈ Rm the random variables of the true values, and the independent un-
certaintiy random variables ηh ∼ fηh

(s) : Rk 7→ R and εl ∼ fεl
(s) : Rm 7→ R (l = 1, .., L).

The main argument for dealing with unpaired data is presented by mixture models, i.e. we define
(r = 1, .., R):

X∗
r ∼ fX∗

r
(s) =

1

Hr

Hr∑
h=1

fηh,r
(xh,r − s)

Y ∗
r ∼ fY ∗

r
(s) =

1

Lr

Lr∑
l=1

fεl,r
(yl,r − s) .

Following our standard line of argumentation, we get

M(X∗
r ;α)

!
= Y ∗

r ∀r = 1, .., R (7)

M(X∗
r ;α)− Y ∗

r
!
= 0 ∀r = 1, .., R .

Following the ML approach, we arrive at

⇒ argmax α f R⋂
r=1

[M(X∗
r ;α)−Y ∗

r ]
(0)

(group indep.) = argmax α

R∏
r=1

fM(X∗
r ;α)−Y ∗

r
(0)

(cp. equ. (5)) = argmax α

R∏
r=1

∫
Rk

fY ∗
r
(M(s;α)) · fX∗

r
(s) ds (8)

(cp. equ. (6)) = argmax α

R∏
r=1

 1

LrHr

Lr∑
l=1

Hr∑
h=1

∫
Rk

fεl,r
(yl,r −M(s;α)) · fηh,r

(xh,r − s) ds


(9)

Equation (9) is the most general formula we derive in this paper, since it contains the previous cases
(completely paired data R = H = L and completely unpaired data R = 1). Most importantly,
all other possibilities of partial pairing are contained in this equation. For example, ordinary least
squares for paired data (a standard regression approach) is achieved by setting R = L = H (equals
group size 1) and setting fηh

(s) = δ(s).
Remark: In the partially unpaired setup, we always work with input / output correspondences,
only on a subgroup basis. A completely paired data subset (= supervised data) is represented by
subgroups of size one. An additional pure input data subset (= unsupervised) can be approximated
by neglecting the information about Y ∗

r , which corresponds to extremely flat fεl,r
, arriving at the

classical definition of semi-supervised. This means, in Equation (9) the first term in the integral fεl,r

gets essentially constant (independent of the prediction M(s;α)) and, therefore, this part becomes
practically noninformative with respect to the optimization on α. This means, as expected, the
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completely unsupervised part of the data only on the input side can be neglected since it contains
no information about the model parameters α.

Remark: An interesting point is that the same cannot be said about having unsupervised data on
the output side, e.g. neglecting information about X∗

r . This time fηh,r
becomes a flat distribution,

essentially leaving fεl,r
(yl,r − M(s;α)) in the integral of Equation (9) evaluated for all possible

s. This time the change of α can have direct influence on the optimization, essentially taking
care that the output values yl,r are plausible / possible (i.e. in the probabilistically blurred image
of M(s;α)) for a given parameter set α. This shows an asymmetry with respect the classical
semi-supervised setup [6].

2.4.1 Example: Fitting a Line and Gaussian Disturbance (Deming Regression)

Gaussian disturbances in input and output variables with ηh ∼ N (0, σ2
η)(s) ∀h = 1, ..,H and

εl ∼ N (0, σ2
ε)(s) ∀l = 1, .., L, and utilizing the one-dimensional affine model M(x;α) = α1+α2 ·x

and inserting it, we get by applying Equation (9)

⇒ argmax α

R∏
r=1

[
1

LrHr

Lr∑
l=1

Hr∑
h=1

e
−

(α1+α2·xh,r−yl,r)2

2 (α2
2 σ2

η+σ2
ε)

]
,

representing Deming regression for partially unpaired data.

2.4.2 Example: Fitting a Hyperplane and Gaussian Disturbance (Errors-In-Variables
Multiple Linear Regression)

Gaussian disturbances in input and output variables with ηh ∼ N (0, σ2
η · Ik×k)(s) ∀h = 1, ..,H

and εl ∼ N (0, σ2
ε)(s) ∀l = 1, .., L, and utilizing the k-dimensional affine model M(x;α) = α1 +

k∑
n=1

αn+1 · xn and inserting it, we get by applying Equation (9)

⇒ argmax α

R∏
r=1

 1

LrHr

Lr∑
l=1

Hr∑
h=1

e

−

(
α1+

k∑
n=1

αn+1·xh,r,n−yl,r

)2

2

((
k∑

n=1
α2
n+1

)
σ2
η+σ2

ε

)
 ,

representing errors-in-variables multiple linear regression for partially unpaired data.

2.4.3 Example: Linear Interval Data Regression

As final example, we present the case of interval data that are given with xh := 1
2

(
xh + xh

)
and

yl :=
1
2

(
yl + yl

)
, and vh,i :=

1
2

(
xh,i − xh,i

)
and wl,j :=

1
2

(
yl,j − yl,j

)
, and

ηh ∼
k∏

i=1

U[−vh,i,vh,i](si)

εl ∼
m∏
j=1

U[−wl,j ,wl,j ](sj) .

The one-dimensional affine model M(x;α) = α1 + α2 · x, leads to the argmax α of

R∏
r=1

[
1

LrHr

Lr∑
l=1

Hr∑
h=1

1

vh,r · wl,r
·max [ min [vh,r, cl,h,r,max(α)]−max [−vh,r, cl,h,r,min(α)] , 0 ]

]
,

with cl,h,r,±(α) := 1
2

(
xh,r + xh,r

)
+ 1

α2

(
α1 − 1

2

(
yl,r + yl,r

)
± wl,r

)
, cl,h,r,min = min(cl,h,r,±) and

cl,h,r,max = max(cl,h,r,±).

10



2.5 Extensions

Numerical implementation strategies for the general formula (9) are presented in Supplement D.

2.5.1 Evaluation of Unpaired Data Subgroups

Presenting the mathematical argumentation framework does not mean, that a practical model
fitting problem at hand is well stated. Let us focus on the input set D = {xh, h = 1, ..,H}. We
are choosing R unpaired subgroups Sr (r = 1, .., R) which in total represents a partition of these
input values

R⋃
r=1

Sr = D ∧ Sr ∩ Sm = ∅ ∀ r,m ∈ {1, .., R}, r ̸= m .

The question arises which partitioning is beneficial for the fit and which is not. At this point, we
only want to discuss this problem by exploring the extremes:

A) If all subgroups Sr (approximately) contain a representative sample of the whole data set D,
then the model fitting is qualitatively the same as if we would use the completely unpaired
case, which can be regarded as useless for a practical model fit, since no useful pairing
information is contained in such a partitioning.

B) If all subgroups Sr are presenting different, separated areas of the input data set, i.e. each
subgroup is very dissimilar to D.

In consequence, one way to judge about the practical usefulness of the partitioning is to look
for dissimilarity of each Sr to D and between subgroups Sr. The question arises: What is a
good measure to determine the dissimilarity between Sr and D and between subgroups Sr for
all r = 1, .., R? Only for high dissimilarity, the pairing inside the subgroups will not degrade the
model fitting result strongly.
For designing data observation processes with deliberately partially unpaired data (maybe due to
privacy protection, or observational costs etc.) it could be helpful to measure such dissimilarities
directly and we regard this as future work.

2.5.2 Bayesian Extension

In this derivation, we defined the likelihood function, which we need to maximize in the previous
sections by

L(0 |α) :=
R∏

r=1

fM(X∗
r ;α)−Y ∗

r
(0) .

The unusual perspective in this likelihood derivation is that our observation is 0 since we must
find the parameters α of the difference random variable M(X∗

r ;α) − Y ∗
r to make 0 most likely.

This can be extended to a classical Bayesian perspective by introducing a prior for the random
variable α ∼ π(α). In consequence, the posterior density (utilizing Bayes’ rule) gets

π(α |0) = c · L(0 |α) · π(α)

= c ·

 R∏
r=1

∫
Rk

fY ∗
r
(M(s;α)) · fX∗

r
(s) ds

 · π(α) ,

with c a normalization constant. By utilizing a non-informative prior π(α) (such as π(α) =
const. on a large enough domain) the previously presented optimization problem is identical to
the maximization of the posterior, leading to a Maximum A Posteriori (MAP) estimate. This
allows to interpret the plotted objective functions in the results Section 3.1 as presentations of
the density functions of α, containing directly the inherent uncertainties about α graphically as
intensity maps.
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3 Simulation Study

The purpose of the results section is to illustrate the presented general fitting approach by examples
to improve understanding of the derived formulas.

3.1 Demonstration for a Line Fit

At first, a simple line fit is illustrated. For each of the following scenarios we vary the number of
subgroups R. The following scenarios are investigated:

• Base scenario A: The correct parameter values are α1 = 0 and α2 = 0.5. We utilize L =
H = 300 data points and the Gaussian data point disturbances are drawn with ση = σε = 0.2
and expectation 0.

• Scenario B: same as A, but with increased Gaussian disturbances ση = σε = 0.6.

• Scenario C: same as A, but with L = H = 36.

• Scenario D: L = H = 100 data points in Figure 2 and L = H = 300 in Figure 3. Interval
data regression with uniform disturbances with standard deviations ση = σε = 0.2 and their
corresponding interval boxes.

See Figure 2 for presentation of example objective function and resulting line fits of scenario A
and D. The columns correspond to different numbers of unpaired subgroups R ∈ {1, 3, 12, L}. For
the completeley unpaired case (R = 1) only the objective function is presented. See Figure 3 for a
systematic evaluation of the line fits for scenarios A to D utilizing 1000 simulated fits with random
data errors. Presented are the box plots of the residual errors for α1 and α2.
Qualitative conclusions from Figures 2 and 3: First, utilizing completely unpaired data leads to
arbitrary insufficient results which can be observed by the non-distinct maxima of the objective
functions. Second, the fewer subgroups R are utilized, the broader (and more uncertain) gets the
maximum in the objective function in Figure 2. Further, for very few subgroups, such as R = 3, a
bias on the slope α2 is introduced for all scenarios as presented in Figure 3. On the other side, it
is obvious that reasonable estimation of the parameters is absolutely possible even if only partially
unpaired data is available (comparing R = 12 and R = 300). Third, comparing scenarios A to
B: The uncertainty of estimation increases with an increased noise level of the data for all cases
of R. Fourth, comparing scenarios B to C: The higher noise level in the data leads to similar
uncertainties in comparison to fewer data. Fifth, comparing scenarios A to D: The main difference
utilizing interval data compared to Gaussian disturbances is that also for the completely paired
case no distinct maximum appears but a plateau of high intensity values are observable in the
objective function in Figure 2. In Figure 3 it can be seen that interval data leads to similar results
with a stronger bias on the slope for R = 3.
In Supplement E a plane fit is presented as an example for 2D input variables.

3.2 Nonlinear Model with Anisotropic Observation Errors

In order to demonstrate the flexibility of this framework, the fitting of a nonlinear model R 7→ R
(k = 1,m = 1, N = 4)

M(x;α) = α1 + α2 · x+ α3 · x2 + α4 · x3 ,

is presented with anisotropic Gaussian disturbances ση = 0.2 and σε = 0.1 for L = H = 300
data points. In this model, nonlinearity holds with respect to x and not with respect to α,
which is deliberate and not necessary. In Figure 4 the results are presented for a completely
paired case (R = L = H) (left) and a partially unpaired case (right) with two areas of lost
pairing information. The general algorithm was implement according to section D with the simple
trapezoidal rule for integration and the Nelder-Mead -optimization in Matlab. For comparison
of fitting results, Figure 4 shows the generating cubic function (black dashed line), the model
fitting result according to Equation (9) (red line) and two simple comparison model fits (violet
continuous and dotted lines). This comparison model fit is the ordinary least squares fit application
of the cubic model (neglecting the noise in x−direction) with two different simple but intuitive

12



Figure 2: Illustration of example results for different line fit scenarios according to scenarios A
(Gaussian error) and D (interval data). For each case: top row: objective functions with true
parameters (red crosses) and maximum (green crosses), bottom row: data presentation and line fit
results. Inside the color-coded unpaired subgroups (green and blue) all possible correspondences
are plotted. Columns: Four different scenarios of partial pairing with R = 1, R = 3, R = 12 and
R = L = H groups.
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Figure 3: Evaluation of scenarios A to D (with L = 300) for 1000 fits. Presented are the box
plots of the residual errors ∆α = αfit − αtruth of the intercept α1 and slope α2. For each scenario
different pairings are presented with R = 3, R = 12 and R = L = H = 300.

Figure 4: Illustration of example results for cubic model fitting scenarios on data with Gaussian
disturbances. The generating cubic function (black dashed line), the partially unpaired data model
fitting (red line) and two simple comparison model fits (violet continuous and dotted lines) are
presented. Left: completely paired case (R = L = H). Right: partially unpaired case with two
unpaired areas with 51 lost data correspondences each (R = 200). Inside the color-coded unpaired
groups (green or blue dots) all possible correspondences are plotted as dots.
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imputation treatments of the unpaired data: A) (= violet continuous line) Taking the average of
the x− and y−values as a new artificial data point in these two areas and else neglect the unpaired
data. B) (= violet dotted line) Including all possible combinations of the unpaired data directly
in the least squares fit. Both comparison approaches are regarded as suboptimal, but intuitive
data imputations for an unexperienced practitioner utilizing ordinary least squares, and therefore,
presented for demonstration.
In Figure 4 (left) the benefit of including an error model in x additionally to y is presented (ordinary
least squares does not contain an error model in x), showing clearly superior results of the fit (red
line) compared to the overlapping violet lines. In Figure 4 (right) the performance of the both
simple comparison model fits (violet lines) decrease significantly compared to the case on the left
while the model fit (red line) stays robust, dealing in a stable way with the lost pairing information.

4 Real Data Study: Life Expectancy

It will be demonstrated how this framework can be utilized for a errors-in-variables multiple linear
regression problem with observational errors in x and y on real data. This means, the model
utilized is

M(x;α) = α1 +

k∑
n=1

αn+1 · xn .

The task will be to fit this model to life expectancy data for most countries in the world. The spe-
cific data set is taken from the world bank databank1 and utilizes k = 4 input variables x1 = Birth
rate, crude (per 1,000 people) [SP.DYN.CBRT.IN], x2 = Urban population (percent of total popu-
lation) [SP.URB.TOTL.IN.ZS], x3 = Political Stability and Absence of Violence/Terrorism: Esti-
mate [PV.EST], x4 = logarithm of Incidence of tuberculosis (per 100,000 people) [SH.TBS.INCD]
and the output variable y = Life expectancy at birth, total (years) [SP.DYN.LE00.IN]. The cor-
responding plot matrix is presented in Figure 5 for all 192 countries for which the variables were
available.
As we want to demonstrate the errors-in-variables approach, we need to define error densities for
each variable. Since in the world bank data there are no error margins provided, we assume nor-
mally distributed errors with mean zero and standard deviations of 15% of the standard deviation
of the full data set for each variable x1 (1.49), x2 (3.52), x3 (0.14), x4 (0.24) and y (1.12).
For evaluation purposes, we perform a train-test-split with 172 training countries and 20 test
countries in order to judge if we can learn from the training countries the life expectancy for the
test countries based on the input variables. A major challenge is that the goodness of fit cannot be
measured with the classical R2 since it is only valid for cases with no errors in the input variables.
In consequence, we utilize the extension of R2 to the errors-in-variables approach R2

δ [20] for
multiple linear regression (see Supplement F for more details).
First, we consider the case of the model fit with perfect pairing (R = L = H). Since the proposed
algorithm was implemented with Monte Carlo methods as described in Supplement D, it was
verified with an explicit solution for the multiple linear regression model [20] and showed equivalent
results. The results are presented in Figure 6A as correlation and error plots of predicted and real
output values for the train and test data sets. They show that the training allows a high quality
prediction for the test countries with the multiple linear regression model for life expectancy.
It is noted that the scatter plots themselves are defective, since the prediction is performed by
taking the input values x assuming no errors. In order to illustrate also the errors in the input
values, other plot types would need to be established.
Second, one major approach in this work is to investigate explanatory power of the model fit if
the train data is partially unpaired, i.e. if we only consider data of groups of countries rather
than individual countries for model training. To achieve this, we introduce the country group-
ing along an additional criteria which is not part of the input: GDP per capita (current USD)
[NY.GDP.PCAP.CD] with increasing GDP per capita for each group. Please note, although the
grouping is performed by GDP, the GDP itself is not part of the predictors and the overall infor-
mation level for the predictors is reduced by this grouping compared to the completely paired data

1Data taken from https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-development-indicators (June 2024),
Database: World Development Indicators, data year 2020.
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Figure 5: Pair plot of the input data x1 = Birth rate, crude (per 1,000 people), x2 = Urban
population (percent of total population), x3 = Political Stability and Absence of Violence/Terrorism:
Estimate, x4 = logarithm of Incidence of tuberculosis (per 100,000 people) (blue plots) and the
output variable y = Life expectancy at birth, total (years) (green plots). The Pearson correlation
coefficient is presented in each correlation plot. On the diagonal are the histograms of each variable.
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Figure 6: Plot results for real and predicted values of the model fit. A) Utilizing all 172 countries
(completely paired) and B) utilizing only R = 11 groups of countries (partially unpaired) with the
R2

δ values as goodness of fit measure. Top: Correlation plots, Bottom: Residual error plots. Left:
Train data, Right: Test data.

set. We considered 3 different groupings with group sizes Lr = Hr (the last group always consists
of residual countries) of 4 (R = 44), 8 (R = 22) and 16 (R = 11). The results of the model fit based
on this country groups are presented in table 1. The R2

δ for train and test data is presented which
show overall very high goodness-of-fit values but with decreasing values for increasing group sizes,
as one might expect. Please note, the R2

δ for testing contains a rather strong noise component
since it is calculated by only 20 data points in the test set. In addition, in Figure 6B (for group
size 16) it is demonstrated that the fit results still align well for training and testing even for 11
subgroups. It is noted, that the grouping is part of the training to get α, and not part of these
scatter plots. This indicates that the model fit and the prediction for the test countries work quite
well based only on the country groups, confirming that the pairing information can be reduced and
this still provides a valuable model fit.

number of groups group sizes R2
δ (train) R2

δ (test)

172 1 0.91 0.96
44 4 0.74 0.74
22 8 0.70 0.68
11 16 0.60 0.59

Table 1: Coefficient of determination R2
δ in train and test data for different group sizes.

5 Discussion and Conclusion

In this work, we presented a general framework for model fitting scenarios with stochastic dis-
turbances and uncertainties for completely paired and partially unpaired data utilizing mixture
models. The main advantage of this approach is its generality allowing for flexibility about i) the
number and dimensions of the data points xh and yl, ii) the (possibly) individual error charac-
teristics of each data point in the errors-in-variables framework described by the general density
functions fηh

(s) and fεl
(s), iii) the type of (linear or nonlinear) model M( · ;α), iv) the specific

form of the pairing information level and number of elements in each unpaired subgroup, and v)
completely avoids ad-hoc loss functions. To be more precise: The loss function is itself derived
from the structure of the pairing of the data and their (possibly) individual error characteristics
and, in consequence, represents the most suitable fitting approach for such problems. This allows
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a very broad application of this argumentation framework and includes many of the known fitting
approaches as special cases.

Specifically, we regard the framework presented as a generalization of total least squares approaches
[17] as a more general errors-in-variables treatment, since we can reproduce classical results of
total least squares by utilizing Gaussian errors and a line model. On the other hand, we are not
restricted to these assumptions, e.g. allowing for interval data using uniform distributions. We
want to emphasis, that the only initial random variables of this paper are the uncertainty random
variables η and ε and all further stochastic derivations are directly based on their definition. This
stringent argumentation is regarded as a main advantage of this presentation.

The results in simulations and the real data study indicate by examples that there can be a trade-off
between the level of pairing information (number and shape of unpaired subgroups) and estimation
accuracy, leading to a problem specific practical saturation in the accuracy level one can achieve
by utilizing partially paired data. This means, the information about the full pairing of data is
not as important for the fitting process as one might think, and consequently, accurate results can
be performed also with reduced pairing information. Reduced pairing information can be useful,
for example, in cases where the data is partially corrupt, or by deliberately leaving out pairing
information due to data privacy policies (e.g. anonymizing data by building unpaired subgroups).

Semi-supervised learning is typically understood in the literature by having a set of perfectly
labeled data (x,y) (= supervised) with additional unlabeled input values x (= unsupervised). As
presented in the paper, we regard this as a too restricted interpretation of semi-supervised learning
since there are many different ways how to reduce the information content of a fully supervised
data set towards unsupervised data. In consequence, we advocate to broaden the meaning of semi-
supervised learning, as we did in this paper for partially unpaired data, in order to capture all these
different aspects which are practically relevant.

Although the presented framework might be general, the derived formulas lead only for specific
selections of density function and model types to closed form solutions. The practical implementa-
tion can still be challenging, especially in cases with a high number of parameters α, leading to a
high dimensional optimization problem of an objective function with possibly non-distinct or non-
unique extrema. Further, if the involved probability densities are not leading to expressions where
the integral in Equation (9) can be exactly solved, numerical approximations of these integrals can
be challenging expecially for high-dimensional input data.

In the paper, it is only briefly presented how the ML approach can be directly extended to Bayesian
model parameter estimation utilizing Bayes’ theorem by assuming prior distributions on the param-
eters and applying MAP and MMSE approaches. In the context of this work, this was done in order
to directly interpret the plotted likelihood functions in the results section as posterior densities by
utilizing a non-informative prior. With this interpretation, we are able to directly quantify the
uncertainties of the parameters α of the model fit, allowing the calculation of credibility intervals
or regions.

Although the presentation of model fitting in this paper had regression problems in mind, the same
argumentation can be applied to classification tasks. The adaption is that the output data y and
the image ofM(·;α) is discrete and finite. Further discretization, such as discrete density functions
fεl

can be modeled by Dirac distributions in order to directly apply the presented equations, e.g.
applying the sifting property for the obtained integral in Equation (9).

In total, this is an attempt for a general argumentation framework for model fitting with many
possible applications and an introduction to the specific treatment for partially unpaired data. The
focus of this presentation is on the applied researcher, explaining all derivations and results in detail
as well as providing numerical implementation strategies and interpretations of numerical examples.
Further work is encouraged in order to extend this framework or provide further examples of
expressive applications.
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6 Supplements

A Completely Paired Data: Derivations for Errors in y only

In this case, the stochastic disturbances are only present in the output data:

y ∗
l := yl − εl (10)

with y ∗
l ∈ Rm the random variable of the true value, and the uncertainty random variable εl ∼

fεl
(s) : Rm 7→ R independent for all l = 1, .., L. In a Bayesian context, the observed and true

input values are the same xl = x ∗
l . With this, we introduce the technical argumentation of model

fitting by

M(xl;α)
!
= y ∗

l ∀ l = 1, .., L (11)

M(xl;α)
!
= yl − εl ∀ l = 1, .., L , (12)

i.e. for given (undisturbed) xl we want to predict the true value y ∗
l . The first step in this technical

presentation is to bring all basic random variables to the left side and equal this to 0:

M(xl;α)− yl + εl
!
= 0 ∀ l = 1, .., L . (13)

We follow the interpretation: due to εl being a random variable, the left side is interpreted as
a shifted random variable which density function value should have highest value at 0 ∈ Rm,
following the idea of Maximum Likelihood for the parameters α.

⇒ argmax α f L⋂
l=1

[M(xl;α)−yl+εl ]
(0) (14)

(independence of εl) = argmax α

L∏
l=1

fM(xl;α)−yl+εl
(0) (15)

(shifted εl) = argmax α

L∏
l=1

fεl
(yl −M(xl;α)) . (16)

We recognize this as the common standard result of Maximum Likelihood (ML) in this new way
of technical argumentation and we present standard examples in the following.

Example: Gaussian Disturbance

Introducing Gaussian disturbances, we get εl ∼ N (0, σ2
ε · Im×m)(s) ∀ l = 1, .., L this results in

(inserting pdf) ⇒ argmax α

L∏
l=1

e
− 1

2 σ2
ε
||yl−M(xl;α)||2

(17)

= argmax α e
− 1

2 σ2
ε

L∑
l=1

||yl−M(xl;α)||2
(18)

= argmin α

L∑
l=1

||yl −M(xl;α)||2 (19)

which is the case of multivariate (nonlinear) ordinary least squares.

Example: Fitting a Line and Gaussian Disturbance (Linear Regression)

Further utilizing the one-dimensional affine model M(x;α) = α1 + α2 · x and inserting it, we get

⇒ argmin α

L∑
l=1

(yl − α1 − α2 · xl)
2 (20)
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which has the classical unique solution of the normal equations of ordinary least squares leading
to a fitted line with parameters

α1 =
x2 · y − x · xy

x2 − x2
, α2 =

xy − x · y
x2 − x2

(21)

with

x :=
1

L

L∑
l=1

xl, y :=
1

L

L∑
l=1

yl (22)

x2 :=
1

L

L∑
l=1

x2
l , xy :=

1

L

L∑
l=1

xl · yl . (23)

B Completely Paired Data: Examples for Errors in x and
y

Derivation of Deming Regression

In order to derive the Deming regression, we need to solve

argmin α

L∑
l=1

(α1 + α2 · xl − yl)
2

2 (α2
2 σ

2
η + σ2

ε)
, (24)

which one gets simply setting the gradient to zero

∇α

L∑
l=1

(α1 + α2 · xl − yl)
2

2 (α2
2 σ

2
η + σ2

ε)
= 0 , (25)

which solution results in the classical Deming regression coefficients

α1 =
1

L

L∑
l=1

yl − α2 · xl (26)

α2 =
syy − σ2

ε

σ2
η
· sxx +

√(
syy − σ2

ε

σ2
η
· sxx

)2
+ 4

σ2
ε

σ2
η
s2xy

2 sxy
(27)

with

sxx =
1

L

L∑
l=1

(xl − x)2, syy =
1

L

L∑
l=1

(yl − y)2, sxy =
1

L

L∑
l=1

(xl − x) · (yl − y) . (28)

Fitting a Hyperplane and Gaussian Disturbance (Errors-In-Variables Mul-
tiple Linear Regression)

Further extending this argumentation to hyperplanes for xl ∈ Rk and yl ∈ R, and ηl ∼ N (0, σ2
η ·

Ik×k)(s) ∀l = 1, .., L for fitting an affine hyperplane model M(x;α) = α1 +
k∑

n=1
αn+1 · xn leads
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(utilizing Equation (4)) to the general optimization problem

⇒ argmax α

L∏
l=1

∫
Rk

e
− 1

2 σ2
ε

(
yl−α1−

k∑
n=1

αn+1 sn

)2

− 1
2 σ2

η

(
k∑

n=1
(xl,k−sk)

2

)
ds

= argmax α

L∏
l=1

e

−

(
α1+

k∑
n=1

αn+1·xl,n−yl

)2

2

((
k∑

n=1
α2
n+1

)
σ2
η+σ2

ε

)

= argmin α

L∑
l=1

(
α1 +

k∑
n=1

αn+1 · xl,n − yl

)2

2

((
k∑

n=1
α2
n+1

)
σ2
η + σ2

ε

) .

C Completely Unpaired Data: Examples for Errors in x
and y

The following examples are only the short summary of previously introduced examples translated
to completely unpaired data:

Example: Fitting a Line and Gaussian Disturbance (Deming Regression)

Gaussian disturbances ηh ∼ N (0, σ2
η)(s) ∀h = 1, ..,H and εl ∼ N (0, σ2

ε)(s) ∀l = 1, .., L. Utilizing
the one-dimensional affine model M(x;α) = α1 + α2 · x and inserting it, we get

⇒ argmax α

L∑
l=1

H∑
h=1

∫
R

e
− 1

2 σ2
ε
(yl−α1−α2 s)2− 1

2 σ2
η
(xh−s)2

ds (29)

= argmax α

L∑
l=1

H∑
h=1

e
− (α1+α2·xh−yl)

2

2 (α2
2 σ2

η+σ2
ε) (30)

Example: Fitting a Hyperplane and Gaussian Disturbance (Errors-In-Variables Mul-
tiple Linear Regression)

Gaussian disturbances ηh ∼ N (0, σ2
η · Ik×k)(s) ∀h = 1, ..,H and εl ∼ N (0, σ2

ε)(s) ∀l = 1, .., L.

Utilizing the k-dimensional affine model M(x;α) = α1 +
k∑

n=1
αn+1 · xn and inserting it, we get

⇒ argmax α

L∑
l=1

H∑
h=1

∫
R2

e
− 1

2 σ2
ε

(
yl−α1−

k∑
n=1

αn+1 sn

)2

− 1
2 σ2

η

(
k∑

n=1
(xh,k−sk)

2

)
ds (31)

= argmax α

L∑
l=1

H∑
h=1

e

−

(
α1+

k∑
n=1

αn+1·xh,n−yl

)2

2

((
k∑

n=1
α2
n+1

)
σ2
η+σ2

ε

)
(32)

Example: Linear Interval Data Regression

Interval data given with

xh =
1

2

(
xh + xh

)
(33)

yl =
1

2

(
yl + yl

)
, (34)
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and with vh,i :=
1
2

(
xh,i − xh,i

)
and wl,j :=

1
2

(
yl,j − yl,j

)

ηh ∼
k∏

i=1

U[−vh,i,vh,i](si) (35)

εl ∼
m∏
j=1

U[−wl,j ,wl,j ](sj) . (36)

Utilizing the one-dimensional affine model M(x;α) = α1 + α2 · x and inserting it, we get

⇒ argmax α

L∑
l=1

H∑
h=1

1

vh · wl
·max [ min [vh, cl,h,max(α)]−max [−vh, cl,h,min(α)] , 0 ] , (37)

with cl,h,±(α) := 1
2

(
xh + xh

)
+ 1

α2

(
α1 − 1

2

(
yl + yl

)
± wl

)
and cl,h,min = min(cl,h,±) and cl,h,max =

max(cl,h,±).

D Numerical Implementation of the General Formula for
Partially Unpaired Data

We want to stress that the implementation of the general formula (9) is not recommended if
avoidable, due to typically high computational costs. A typical way to avoid this, is to work with
specific probability density types or model families, such as presented in the examples following
Equation (9). For the general case, we provide the following implementation recommendations:
First, a beneficial numerical implementation strategy is to avoid the (possibly massive) multiplica-
tion in the general Equation (9). In consequence, we rewrite this by applying the natural logarithm
and multiplying it by −1 in order to generate a practically useful minimization problem

argmin α −
R∑

r=1

ln

 1

LrHr

 Lr∑
l=1

Hr∑
h=1

∫
Rk

fεl,r
(yl,r −M(s;α)) · fηh,r

(xh,r − s) ds

 .

Second, although the formulation of Equation (9) shows the combinatorics of the possible cor-
respondences in unpaired data subsets, this is not an efficient way for implementation since it
involves the approximation of Lr ·Hr integrals for each subgroup r. It is recommended to utilize
Equation (8), by first evaluating the mixture models fY ∗

r
and fX∗

r
for appropriate s for the nu-

merical integration and then solving only one integral numerically for each subgroup, leading to
the formula

argmin α −
R∑

r=1

ln

 ∫
Rk

fY ∗
r
(M(s;α)) · fX∗

r
(s) ds

 .

Third, numerical approximation of the integral is necessary. For high dimensional input data
dimensions xh ∈ Rk it is preferable to apply advanced Monte Carlo integration. For example, if
we utilize p = 1, .., P samples sr,p drawn from the mixture model density fX∗

r
, then we can apply

Monte Carlo integration with the formula

argmin α −
R∑

r=1

ln

(
1

P

P∑
p=1

fY ∗
r
(M(sr,p;α))

)
, (38)

which increases computational efficiency significantly.
Fourth, the choice of optimization algorithm depends strongly on the dimensionality of the pa-
rameters α ∈ RN . For low dimensions such as N < 10 standard minimization routines such as
Quasi-Newton optimization are recommended. For high dimension optimization problems stochas-
tic gradient descent or simulated annealing are certainly preferable approaches. As starting values
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of these iterative optimization routines the ordinary least squares solutions can be utilized, if
applicable.
Fifth, due to the choice of fεl,r

and fηh,r
(in the best case representing the true data errors), the

optimization problem can be more or less difficult. For example, selecting these densities with
too small standard deviations, the objective function might contain a large number of non-distinct
local extrema next to each other, which is difficult for local optimization algorithms. On the other
side, selecting these densities with too large standard deviations may lead to very broad extrema,
which can be helpful for the optimization algorithm but strongly reduces the information value of
the observed data.

E Demonstration for a Plane Fit with Gaussian Distur-
bance for Partially Unpaired Data

One possible part of demonstrating the flexibility of this framework is to show how it works in
higher dimensions, which will be indicated by the previously introduced plane fit model. Using
L = H = 1600 data points xh ∈ R2 and yl ∈ R and numbers of subgroups R ∈ {6, 18, 36, L = H}.
The data generation parameters are the same as for the base scenario A in the line fit section but
with the correct values α1 = 0, α2 = 0.2 and α3 = 0.4. In Figure 7 the fitting results are presented.
Obviously the partitioning of the data has much more possibilities due to a much richer neighboring
information for xh in 2D. In consequence, the discussed dissimilarity of the groups to the total
data set gets more difficult to study. Nonetheless, it can be demonstrated that the utilization with
more pairing information does increase accuracy but that practically there might be a saturation
for this.

F Application of R2
δ

In [20] a consistent goodness of fit measure for errors-in-variables multiple linear regression is
presented if the standard deviations of the input variables are known which direct application is
presented in this appendix. With X the L× k-Matrix of L observations and k predictor variables,
y the L × 1 vector of output observations, Σδ the k × k covariance matrix of predictor variables,
S = 1

L XT P X and P = IL×L − 1
L1L×L (1 being the matrix consisting of 1s) the goodness of fit

is defined by

R2
δ = min

(
bT S b

1
L yT P y + bT Σδ b

, 1

)
,

where b is the vector of fitted slopes, i.e. in the notation of the multiple linear regression model of
this paper b = (α2, α3, . . . , αk)

T being independent of the intercept α1.
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A parametrized approach for linear regression of interval data. Knowledge-Based Systems,
131:149–159, September 2017.

[20] C.-L. Cheng, Shalabh, and G. Garg. Coefficient of determination for multiple measurement
error models. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 126:137–152, April 2014.

25


	Introduction
	Methods
	General Nomenclature
	Model Fit with Completely Paired Data
	Example: Fitting a Line and Gaussian Disturbance (Deming Regression)
	Connection to Interval Data Regression
	Example: Linear Interval Data Regression

	Model Fit with Completely Unpaired Data
	Model Fit with Partially Unpaired Data
	Example: Fitting a Line and Gaussian Disturbance (Deming Regression)
	Example: Fitting a Hyperplane and Gaussian Disturbance (Errors-In-Variables Multiple Linear Regression)
	Example: Linear Interval Data Regression

	Extensions
	Evaluation of Unpaired Data Subgroups
	Bayesian Extension


	Simulation Study
	Demonstration for a Line Fit
	Nonlinear Model with Anisotropic Observation Errors

	Real Data Study: Life Expectancy
	Discussion and Conclusion
	Supplements
	Completely Paired Data: Derivations for Errors in bold0mu mumu yyyyyy only
	Completely Paired Data: Examples for Errors in bold0mu mumu xxxxxx and bold0mu mumu yyyyyy
	Completely Unpaired Data: Examples for Errors in bold0mu mumu xxxxxx and bold0mu mumu yyyyyy
	Numerical Implementation of the General Formula for Partially Unpaired Data
	Demonstration for a Plane Fit with Gaussian Disturbance for Partially Unpaired Data
	Application of R2

