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ABSTRACT

A persistent challenge in astronomical machine learning is a systematic bias where predictions com-

press the dynamic range of true values—high values are consistently predicted too low while low

values are predicted too high. Understanding this bias has important consequences for astronomical

measurements and our understanding of physical processes in astronomical inference. Through an-

alytical examination of linear regression, we show that this bias arises naturally from measurement

uncertainties in input features and persists regardless of training sample size, label accuracy, or pa-

rameter distribution. In the univariate case, we demonstrate that attenuation becomes important

when the ratio of intrinsic signal range to measurement uncertainty (σrange/σx) is below O(10)—a

regime common in astronomy. We further extend the theoretical framework to multivariate linear

regression and demonstrate its implications using stellar spectroscopy as a case study. Even under op-

timal conditions—high-resolution APOGEE-like spectra (R = 24, 000) with high signal-to-noise ratios

(SNR=100) and multiple correlated features—we find percent-level bias. The effect becomes even more

severe for modern-day low-resolution surveys like LAMOST and DESI due to the lower SNR and res-

olution. These findings have broad implications, providing a theoretical framework for understanding

and addressing this limitation in astronomical data analysis with machine learning.

1. INTRODUCTION

The advent of modern astronomical surveys has rev-

olutionized our understanding of the universe. Large-

scale observational programs have amassed unprece-

dented volumes of high-quality data, enabling detailed

studies across multiple astronomical domains (Ivezić

et al. 2012; Weinberg et al. 2013; LSST Science Collabo-

ration et al. 2017; Aerts 2021). This wealth of informa-

tion has motivated the development of data-driven mod-

els and machine learning techniques to extract mean-

ingful insights from complex astronomical phenomena

(Baron 2019; Huertas-Company & Lanusse 2023; Smith

& Geach 2023).

Given that many physical simulated models continue

to suffer from systematic errors, data-driven approaches

have become increasingly popular for astronomical in-

ference problems (Casey et al. 2016; Olney et al. 2020;

Green et al. 2021; Huang et al. 2022; Lin et al. 2022).

These approaches leverage both observational data and

more reliable target properties from other sources to es-

tablish relationships between them. For example, in

stellar spectroscopy, data-driven models have emerged

as powerful tools for inferring fundamental properties

such as stellar ages and distances, where ‘golden’ age

measurements come from asteroseismology and precise

distances from parallax measurements of nearby stars

(Ness 2018; Casali et al. 2019; Hogg et al. 2019).

Even for more routine applications, such as determin-

ing basic stellar properties, data-driven methods have

proven valuable (Fabbro et al. 2018; Leung & Bovy

2019; Anders et al. 2023). This is particularly true for

low-resolution spectra, where theoretical spectral mod-

els often fall short. A common approach is to transfer

stellar parameters and elemental abundances measured
from high-resolution surveys like APOGEE to lower-

resolution surveys such as RAVE (Casey et al. 2017;

Guiglion et al. 2020), LAMOST (Ho et al. 2017; Ting

et al. 2017; Xiang et al. 2019; Zhang et al. 2020; Li et al.

2022), DESI (Zhang et al. 2024), or Gaia (Angelo et al.

2024; Hattori 2024; Khalatyan et al. 2024; Li et al. 2024).

These low-resolution observations, especially of distant

stars or those obtained as part of larger cosmological

surveys, typically achieve lower spectral resolution and

signal-to-noise ratios (SNR).

In astronomical data analysis, mapping between ob-

servables (e.g., spectra) and physical parameters (e.g.,

stellar properties) presents no inherent distinction be-

tween independent and dependent variables. Two main

approaches exist in this field. The first approach uses

generative models (e.g., The Payne, The Cannon, Cycle-

StarNet) that map labels to observables and use χ2 min-
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imization or MCMC sampling to obtain labels (Dafonte

et al. 2016; Rix et al. 2016; Ting et al. 2016; Chan-

dra et al. 2020; Straumit et al. 2022; Wang et al. 2022b;

Laroche & Speagle 2024; Ting et al. 2019; Różański et al.

2024; Ness et al. 2015; O’Briain et al. 2021). The second

approach employs discriminative models (e.g., AstroNN,

StarNet) that directly map observables to labels (Bailer-

Jones et al. 1997; Snider et al. 1999; Bialek et al. 2020;

Garraffo et al. 2021; Ambrosch et al. 2023; Gebran et al.

2023; Zhang et al. 2023; Fallows & Sanders 2024; Leung

& Bovy 2019; Fabbro et al. 2018).

A persistent challenge in data-driven models is sys-

tematic bias in the predictions compared to ground

truth. This bias typically manifests as predictions being

too low at high values and too high at low values (e.g.,

see the right panel of Figure 1). While this bias has

anecdotally been attributed to either inadequate model

training or sample imbalance leading to regression to the

mean, this study demonstrates that both explanations

are incorrect. We show that this bias persists even with

uniformly distributed training data in both feature and

label spaces with perfect ground truth labels. Further-

more, the bias depends only on the input measurement

uncertainties, which systematically attenuate the regres-

sion coefficients and, consequently, the inferred label.

In linear regression models, this systematic effect,

known as attenuation bias or regression dilution, has

been studied analytically (see Fuller 1987; MacMahon

et al. 1990; Rosner et al. 1990; Carroll et al. 1995; Frost

& Thompson 2002, for statistical theory and applica-

tions across various fields). While these seminal works

established rigorous mathematical foundations, partic-

ularly in epidemiological applications, their scope was

often focused on specific use cases of their time. The

emergence of modern machine learning methods and

high-dimensional data analysis presents new challenges

and contexts that warrant revisiting these fundamental

insights.

In this study, we aim to develop a more general frame-

work, with particular emphasis on multivariate scenar-

ios with correlated features and large feature spaces -

regimes that are increasingly relevant to modern as-

tronomical data analysis. While previous works pro-

vided thorough mathematical treatments, our frame-

work specifically examines how feature correlations and

dimensionality interact with attenuation bias, offering

insights particularly pertinent to contemporary astro-

nomical applications where high-dimensional, correlated

measurements are common. To our knowledge, this phe-

nomenon and its implications have not been systemati-

cally examined in an astronomical context. This study

therefore aims to bridge this gap by providing both the-

oretical understanding and practical insights specifically

tailored to the astronomical community, while building

upon and extending these classical statistical results.

Our focus on linear regression stems from several con-

siderations. First, many practical astronomical appli-

cations effectively employ linear models—for example,

The Cannon, a widely-used tool in stellar spectroscopy,

is fundamentally a linear regression model with poly-

nomial features. Second, the mathematical simplicity

of linear models enables us to derive concrete, analyti-

cal solutions that clearly demonstrate these effects. As

many regression tasks, including Gaussian Process and

neural networks, can be reframed as generalized lin-

ear regression, this framework provides insights into the

broader challenges of using machine learning for direct

label inference through data-driven models.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides a

theoretical framework and mathematical derivations of

attenuation bias, including both univariate and multi-

variate cases. Section 3 explores our empirical analysis

using spectra and the implications for spectra-to-label

models. Section 4 broadens the discussion to the im-

pact of attenuation bias, providing key considerations

to mitigate and calibrate such bias, and its effects on

fundamental relations, while Section 5 summarizes our

findings.

2. ATTENUATION BIAS

In astronomical analyses involving mappings between

observables and physical parameters, we adopt the con-

vention of treating observables (e.g., spectra) as input

features x and physical parameters as target labels y.

We focus on direct inference using error-ignorant dis-

criminative models—where measurement uncertainties

in input features x are ignored during model training

and inference. While this simplifies the full statistical

problem, it reflects standard practice in machine learn-

ing applications due to the practical challenges of error

quantification and incorporation in model architectures,

especially in modern-day machine learning.

Attenuation bias, also known as regression dilution or

errors-in-variables bias, systematically underestimates

regression coefficients when independent variables con-

tain measurement errors (Fuller 1987; Carroll et al.

1995). While classical regression assumes error-free in-

puts with all uncertainty contained in the dependent

variable, real astronomical observations invariably in-

clude measurement uncertainties in both dependent and

independent variables. These systematic and statisti-

cal uncertainties can arise from multiple sources, includ-

ing instrumental noise from thermal effects and detec-

tor imperfections, photon statistics, calibration errors
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in wavelength and flux measurements, atmospheric dis-

tortions in ground-based observations (Stubbs & Tonry

2006; Stubbs et al. 2007; Burke et al. 2010; Noll et al.

2012; Li et al. 2016), and uncertainties in derived stellar

parameters used as training labels.

To develop an understanding of this effect, we first

examine the mathematical framework in the univariate

case that describes how measurement errors propagate

through regression analyses. This framework will pro-

vide the foundation for understanding both the causes

and consequences of attenuation bias in more the com-

plex multivariate scenarios.

2.1. Theoretical Framework – Univariate Linear

Regression

Consider a linear relationship between a single depen-

dent variable y and independent variable x. By extend-

ing the feature vector with a constant term, we can ab-

sorb the intercept into the coefficient and write:

ytrue = βxtrue, (1)

yobs = ytrue + δy, (2)

where β is the slope and δy represents both the mea-

surement uncertainty and intrinsic scatter in y with:

E[δy] = 0 and Var(δy) = σ2
y. (3)

The observed input xobs differs from the true value xtrue

by unbiased measurement error δx:

xobs = xtrue + δx, (4)

where δx is assumed to be independent of both the

ground truth xtrue and the uncertainty in y (δy), with:

E[δx] = 0 and Var(δx) = σ2
x. (5)

This independence assumption is reasonable for astro-

nomical applications where observed quantities in both

x and y are typically measured independently.

Recall that for linear regression, the ordinary least

squares (OLS) estimator for β̂ when regressing yobs on

xobs has an analytic solution for its expected value:

E[β̂] =
Cov(xobs, yobs)

Var(xobs)
=

∑
i(xobs,i − xobs)(yobs,i − yobs)∑

i(xobs,i − xobs)2

(6)

To understand the bias of β̂ compared to the true β,

we first examine the numerator – the covariance between

xobs and yobs:

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

= β Cov(xtrue + δx, xtrue)

+ Cov(xtrue + δx, δy). (7)

Given our assumptions about independence between

measurement uncertainties and true values, this simpli-

fies to:

Cov(xobs, yobs) = βVar(xtrue) ≡ βσ2
range, (8)

where σ2
range represents the signal variance (i.e., the

“true spread”) of x.

As for the denominator, the variance of observed x is:

Var(xobs) = Var(xtrue + δx)

= σ2
range + σ2

x, (9)

again drawing from the assumption that δx is indepen-

dent of xtrue. Combining these results yields:

E[β̂] = β
σ2
range

σ2
range + σ2

x

= β
1

1 + (σx/σrange)2
. (10)

If we define the attenuation factor λβ :

λβ ≡ 1

1 + (σx/σrange)2
, (11)

our expression for the expected value of β̂ becomes:

E[β̂] = λββ. (12)

This result reveals that the regression coefficient is

systematically biased whenever x has measurement un-

certainty, with the attenuation factor λβ determined by

the ratio of measurement uncertainty to the true spread

of the variable (σx/σrange). Since λβ is always less than

unity, the estimated coefficient is inevitably attenuated

toward zero, with the effect becoming more severe as

measurement uncertainties increase relative to the true

spread of values.

The mechanism underlying this attenuation bias can

be understood geometrically: measurement uncertain-

ties in the independent variable x systematically in-

crease the horizontal dispersion of data points. When

these uncertainties are ignored in the regression analysis,

the increased scatter in x leads to a systematic under-

estimation of the true slope coefficient. This effect be-

comes particularly pronounced when the measurement

uncertainty is comparable to the range of x values in the

dataset.

An insight from the mathematical framework is that

measurement uncertainties in the dependent variable y

do not contribute to the attenuation bias. While un-

certainties in x systematically bias the slope estimate

toward zero through the attenuation factor λβ , uncer-

tainties in y do not affect the expected value of β̂. This

asymmetry stems from the fundamental formulation of

ordinary least squares regression, where x and y play
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Figure 1. Visualization of attenuation bias through density plots comparing predicted versus true values. Left panel shows
predictions with σrange/σx = 10, where the fitted regression line between the predicted y as a function of true y (red solid,
λy = 0.99) closely follows the perfect prediction line (black dashed) with only 1% bias. Right panel shows the case where
measurement uncertainties are comparable to signal variance (σrange/σx = 1), where the fitted line (λy = 0.5) demonstrates
substantial attenuation bias, manifesting as systematic underestimation at high values and overestimation at low values.

mathematically distinct roles in the estimation process.

Further, this bias is completely independent of training

sample size n. No amount of additional data can resolve

the bias. The attenuation factor λβ depends solely on

the ratio of signal variances and the measurement un-

certainty of x, making it immune to increases in the

training sample size.

It’s worth noting that, although in the derivation

above, we assume the simple case of OLS where we ig-

nore the errors in the dependent variable. However, even

adopting Generalized Least Squares (GLS) to account

for known heteroscedasticity in the dependent variable

would not alter the conclusions of this paper (see Ap-

pendix A for details).

Recall that, in machine learning applications, our goal

is to train a model on a training dataset and then use

it to make predictions on new, unseen data. In astron-

omy, this typically involves learning relationships from a

training set with known physical parameters and apply-

ing the trained model to make predictions for new ob-

servations. In the context of linear regression presented

above, the linear coefficient plays the role of the “ma-

chine” (like weights in a neuron in a neural network).

However, since we have established that the coefficient

is biased, even after successfully training a model to min-

imize empirical error on the training set, predictions on

new data will systematically deviate from the true val-

ues for y.

To see this mathematically, consider that for a trained

linear model where ypred = β̂xobs, and E[β̂] = λββ, we

can examine the expected predictions on new observa-

tions. For any new observed value xobs, the expected

value of the prediction is:

E[ypred|xobs] = E[β̂xobs]

= E[β̂]E[xobs]

= λββxtrue

= λβytrue

≡ λyytrue (13)

The separation of expectations in line 2 follows from the

independence between β̂ (determined from the training

set) and xobs (from new observations), while the tran-

sition to line 3 uses our assumption of unbiased mea-

surement errors for x. This demonstrates that the at-

tenuation factor λβ directly translates to a bias in the

predicted values for the label y, which we can denote as

λy = λβ . At least in this univariate case, the predictions

are systematically biased by the same factor λ, and the

two lambda factors can therefore be used interchange-

ably.

To understand the practical implications for astro-

nomical applications, consider the case of inferring stel-

lar properties from spectral features. In this univariate

case (representing a single spectral feature), we have es-

tablished that the bias depends solely on the ratio be-
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tween the standard deviation of the true signal and the

measurement error, σrange/σx.

For a concrete example, consider a high-resolution

spectroscopic survey with resolution R ≡ λ/∆λ =

24, 000, where λ is the wavelength and ∆λ is the wave-

length resolution. In normalized spectra, the intrin-

sic variation in flux typically spans at most 10% or

σrange = 0.1 (see also in Section 3). Even with a high

signal-to-noise ratio of SNR = 100 (σx = 0.01), yielding

σrange/σx = 10, Equation 11 predicts λβ = λy = 0.99,

corresponding to a 1% bias. For more typical observa-

tions, especially of distant targets in surveys like DESI

and LAMOST where SNR = 10 (σx = 0.1), the bias be-

comes severe with λβ = λy = 0.5, indicating a 50% un-

derestimation. Even at moderate SNR = 30, we still find

λβ = λy = 0.9, implying a 10% bias. These calculations

demonstrate that attenuation bias is non-negligible in

spectroscopic machine learning applications even under

optimistic conditions, motivating a deeper investigation

of this effect.

Finally, for completeness, while measurement uncer-

tainties in y do not affect the attenuation bias in β̂, they

do influence its variance. If both y and x are centered

(mean substracted), we can show (see Appendix B) that

the variance of the OLS estimator follows:

Var(β̂) =
σ2
y + β2σ2

x

n(σ2
range + σ2

x)
. (14)

This shows that, while the bias depends solely on the

ratio between measurement uncertainty and signal vari-

ance in x, the precision of our estimate is affected by

measurement uncertainties in both variables x and y

and scales with sample size n. Thus, while increasing

the training set size cannot mitigate the fundamental at-

tenuation bias, it can reduce the statistical uncertainty

in our biased estimates.

2.2. Numerical Validations – Univariate Linear

Regression

To validate and illustrate our theoretical analysis of

attenuation bias in the univariate case, we conducted nu-

merical simulations examining its relationship with mea-

surement uncertainties. We generated synthetic data

using a true slope β = 2.0 and sampled xtrue uniformly

from [−5, 5]. We then added Gaussian measurement er-

rors δx ∼ N (0, σ2
x) to create xobs. The choice of a uni-

form distribution for xtrue was deliberate to demonstrate

that attenuation bias persists even with a balanced, un-

biased sample, with no uncertainty in the training label

y and a straightforward one-dimensional relationship.

This confirms that the bias stems solely from measure-

ment uncertainties in the independent variable rather

Figure 2. Impact of measurement uncertainties on coeffi-
cient attenuation bias in univariate regression. The atten-
uation factor for the regression coefficient (λβ) as a func-
tion of σrange/σx shows analytical predictions (lines) and nu-
merical simulations (points) for linear (blue-solid), quadratic
(orange-dashed), and cubic (green-dotted) terms. For each
polynomial order, λβ is defined as the attenuation bias fac-
tor of the highest order coefficient. Linear regression coef-
ficient simulation results follow theoretical predictions per-
fectly. For higher-order terms, the simulations deviate from
theory due to non-linear effects, motivating our focus on
the linear case where exact analytic treatment is possible.
Nevertheless, the key insight remains: even with small mea-
surement uncertainties (σrange/σx = 10), the bias is present
at the percent level in the linear case and becomes more
substantial in higher-order terms, suggesting that attenua-
tion bias affects more flexible machine learning methods even
though analytical solutions may not be tractable.

than from sample imbalance or complex variable inter-

actions.

Although our results show the bias is independent of

sample size, we simulated 10,000 samples to better vi-

sualize the effect at different measurement uncertainty

ratios. To generate the predictions shown in Figure 1, we

first fitted a linear regression using the observed train-

ing data (xobs, yobs) to obtain estimated coefficients β̂,

then used these coefficients to compute predicted val-

ues for the validation set. By regressing these pre-

dictions against true values, we obtain λy that quan-

tifies the attenuation bias in the label y. The results

demonstrate how the magnitude of measurement uncer-

tainties affects predictions: with σrange/σx = 10, the

fitted regression line shows only 1% bias (λy = 0.99)

compared to the perfect prediction line. When mea-

surement uncertainties become comparable to the signal

variance (σrange/σx = 1), we observe substantial atten-

uation (λy = 0.5) where extreme values are systemat-

ically pulled toward the mean. Recall that, for linear

regression, the theoretical derivation shows that the at-
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Figure 3. Comparison of attenuation factor λy between numerical simulations (left) and theoretical predictions (right). The
horizontal axis spans σrange/σx from 0.1 to 10 logarithmically, representing the ratio between true scatter and measurement
uncertainty in x. The vertical axis covers measurement uncertainties in y from 0.7 to 70 logarithmically, spanning two orders
of magnitude in terms of the ratio between measurement error and the range of the data, similar to the x-axis range. The
color scale represents the attenuation factor λy, computed by regressing predicted values against true values, with darker colors
indicating stronger attenuation. The vertical gradient pattern in both panels confirms that the attenuation bias depends solely
on σrange/σx, while remaining independent of the measurement uncertainty in y, validating the theoretical prediction that
λy = λβ = 1/(1 + (σx/σrange)

2).

tenuation factor for the coefficient λβ coincides with the

attenuation factor for the predictions λy.

We further validated the theoretical predictions across

a range of measurement uncertainties, as shown in Fig-

ure 2. For the attenuation in the regression coefficient

(λβ), we performed 100 independent simulations at each

error level and calculated the mean β̂ to obtain robust

statistics. While error bars from these independent sim-

ulations are included in the plot, they are too small to

be visible. The figure shows that for the linear case, the

simulated attenuation factors (blue points) match the

theoretical predictions (blue solid line) exactly across all

values of σrange/σx, confirming the analytical derivation.

Figure 3 extends our analysis to examine the atten-

uation in predictions (λy) across different measurement

uncertainties in both x and y. Following the approach

in Figure 1, we computed λy by performing linear re-

gression on the predicted values of y against true values

of y. The horizontal axis spans σrange/σx from 0.1 to 10

logarithmically, while the vertical axis covers measure-

ment uncertainties in y from 0.7 to 70, with both axes

spanning two orders of magnitude. The true values of

y span from 0 to 25 with a standard deviation of ap-

proximately 7, meaning we examine scenarios where the

ratio of measurement uncertainties to true spread in y is

comparable to σrange/σx in the x-axis. As predicted by

the theoretical framework, the vertical gradient pattern

in both panels demonstrates that the attenuation bias

depends solely on the ratio σrange/σx, while remaining

independent of the measurement uncertainty σy in the

dependent variable.

The agreement between simulation and theory con-

firms that for univariate linear regression with known

σx, we can predict the attenuation in both coefficients

and predictions regardless of the uncertainty in the de-

pendent variable. However, as we will demonstrate be-

low, such calibration against this fundamental bias be-

comes highly challenging, if not impossible, in higher-

order polynomial regression or multivariate cases for lin-

ear regression.

2.3. Attenuation Bias for Higher-Order Regression

While the theoretical framework precisely describes

attenuation bias in linear regression, many astronomi-

cal applications, particularly in spectral analysis, em-

ploy more complex models (Ting et al. 2019; Fabbro

et al. 2018; Leung & Bovy 2019; O’Briain et al. 2021).

For example, The Cannon employs quadratic spectral
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features, while The Payne and AstroNN use neural net-

works. Empirically, attenuation bias has been observed

across various machine learning applications in astron-

omy, from generalized linear regression with extended

features to more sophisticated approaches (see for ex-

ample fig 7 and 8 of Xiang et al. 2019). Different ap-

plications exhibit varying degrees of attenuation bias,

raising the question of how our framework extends to

these cases.

Many machine learning methods can be viewed as lin-

ear regression models with transformed features. Neural

networks, for instance, act as feature extractors where

intermediate layers perform nonlinear transformations

of the input before a final linear transformation layer.

Similarly, Gaussian Processes can be interpreted as ex-

tended linear regression models where the kernel trick

substitutes for explicit feature transformations. While

this suggests our theory should extend to these meth-

ods, a key challenge emerges: for transformed features,

even in simple polynomial regression, the relationship

between measurement uncertainties and true scatter be-

comes non-trivial.

To develop intuition for this complexity, we exam-

ine the univariate case with polynomial features, where

the relationship between observed quantities and physi-

cal parameters often follows higher-order dependencies.

Consider the transformation x → xn with the model:

ytrue = βxn
true, (15)

yobs = ytrue + δy, (16)

where β is the coefficient and δy represents measurement

uncertainty in y. As before, we assume:

xobs = xtrue + δx, δx ∼ N (0, σ2
x). (17)

While this remains a linear regression in terms of xn,

the attenuation bias now depends on the ratio between

the range of xn (denoted σrange,xn) and its measurement

uncertainty (σxn). To estimate this ratio, we employ

logarithmic variance analysis. Assuming small measure-

ment errors (δx ≪ xtrue), we can approximate:

log xobs = log(xtrue + δx) ≈ log xtrue +
δx

xtrue
. (18)

The variance propagates as:

Var(log xobs) ≈
(

σx

xtrue

)2

≈
(

σx

σrange

)2

, (19)

where we approximate xtrue ≈ σrange. For the n-th

power:

Var(log xn
obs) = n2 Var(log xobs) = n2

(
σx

σrange

)2

. (20)

This leads to an approximation for the ratio of uncer-

tainties in transformed space:(
σxn

σrange,xn

)2

≃ n2

(
σx

σrange

)2

, (21)

yielding an attenuation factor for the n-th degree trans-

formation:

λβ,n =
1

1 + n2

(
σx

σrange

)2 . (22)

This result reveals that higher-order terms suffer more

severe attenuation bias: for the same measurement un-

certainty σx, the attenuation factor decreases roughly

quadratically with the polynomial degree n. This has

important implications for astronomical applications

where higher-order relationships are common.

Figure 2 illustrates how attenuation bias scales with

measurement uncertainty across different functional re-

lationships, comparing the theoretical predictions with

numerical simulations. In our simulations, we gener-

ated 10,000 samples for each case and centered the x

variables to minimize higher-order effects in the Taylor

expansion approximation. For each measurement uncer-

tainty level, as before, we performed 100 independent

simulations to obtain robust statistics.

As shown in the figure, at any fixed measurement

uncertainty, higher-order terms exhibit progressively

stronger attenuation bias, evident in the systematic

downward shift of the curves with increasing polyno-

mial degree. Even at modest measurement uncertainties

(σrange/σx = 10), the attenuation becomes more sub-

stantial: while a linear relationship experiences about

1% attenuation (λβ,1 = 0.99), a quadratic relation-

ship shows approximately 4% attenuation (λβ,2 = 0.96),

and a cubic relationship exhibits nearly 8% attenuation

(λβ,3 = 0.92).

Also notably, for linear regression (n = 1), the simu-

lated attenuation factors (blue points) match the theo-

retical predictions (blue solid line) exactly across all val-

ues of σrange/σx. However, for higher-order polynomials

(n = 2, 3), while the simulations follow the general trend

predicted by theory, they show increasing deviation from

theoretical predictions (orange dashed and green dot-

ted lines) as measurement uncertainties become larger

(σrange/σx < 1). These deviations are expected because

our non-linear approximation above relies on a Taylor

expansion that assumes σx/σrange is small, allowing us

to neglect higher-order terms. When this assumption

breaks down, additional terms in the expansion become

significant, leading to the observed discrepancies.
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Since most sophisticated methods involve highly non-

linear transformations of input features, their attenua-

tion bias cannot be analytically predicted or corrected

and appears to be a fundamental limitation of data-

driven models.

2.4. Theoretical Framework - Multivariate Linear

Regression

Having established the principles of attenuation bias

in the univariate case, we now extend our analysis to

multiple independent variables. This extension is par-

ticularly relevant for astronomical applications, where

observations often involve high-dimensional data such

as spectra with numerous wavelength pixels. While lin-

ear regression is widely applied in spectral analysis (Ness

et al. 2015; Ting et al. 2016; Rix et al. 2016; Hogg et al.

2019), we will show that without proper treatment, it

can introduce non-negligible bias in downstream scien-

tific tasks.

Consider a multivariate linear regression model with

p variables, where p represents the number of pixels. As

before, we absorb the intercept into the feature vector

and write:

ytrue =

p∑
j=1

βjxtrue,j = β⊤xtrue (23)

yobs = ytrue + δy (24)

where βj are the true coefficients and δy represents the

combined measurement uncertainty and intrinsic scatter

in y, with E[δy] = 0 and Var(δy) = σ2
y. As established

earlier in the univariate case, we need not distinguish

between these sources of uncertainty in y as they do not

affect the attenuation bias.

In spectral analysis using discriminative models, each

xj represents a different wavelength pixel in the spec-

trum. For our analysis, we consider continuum-

normalized flux values that contain distinct spectral fea-

tures, while the dependent variable y represents the

physical parameter we aim to infer, such as stellar metal-

licity [Fe/H]. And as in the univariate case, we assume

each flux pixel is observed with measurement uncer-

tainty:

xobs,j = xtrue,j + δx,j , δx,j ∼ N (0, σ2
xj
) (25)

For simplicity, we assume that each normalized flux xj

has uncorrelated and unbiased measurement uncertain-

ties with equal variance, i.e., δx,j ∼ N (0, σ2
x) where δx,j

are independent with E[δx,j ] = 0 and Var(δx,j) = σ2
x.

While this is a simplification, it is reasonable for spectro-

scopic data where different wavelength bins often have

similar noise properties due to common instrumental

and observational conditions (Nidever et al. 2015; Ma-

jewski et al. 2017; Wilson et al. 2019; Guy et al. 2023).

For multivariate linear regression minimizing mean-

squared error, recall that the ordinary least squares

(OLS) estimator has the analytic form:

E[β̂] = (X⊤
obsXobs)

−1X⊤
obsyobs (26)

To analyze how measurement uncertainties affect this

estimator, we must consider the relationship between

Xobs and Xtrue. Let ∆x be the n × p matrix of mea-

surement errors where each element δx,ij represents the

measurement error for the i-th observation of the j-th

input, with n being the number of training samples and

p the number of features.

Substituting Xobs = Xtrue +∆x into Equation (26):

E[β̂] = E[(X⊤
obsXobs)

−1X⊤
obsyobs] (27)

For large n or small measurement uncertainties, we can

use the first-order approximation:

E[β̂] ≈ (E[X⊤
obsXobs])

−1E[X⊤
obsyobs] (28)

First, we compute E[X⊤
obsXobs] by expanding Xobs =

Xtrue +∆x:

E[X⊤
obsXobs] = E[(Xtrue +∆x)

⊤(Xtrue +∆x)]

= E[X⊤
trueXtrue] + E[X⊤

true∆x]

+ E[∆⊤
x Xtrue] + E[∆⊤

x ∆x] (29)

Using E[∆x] = 0 and independence of ∆x and Xtrue,

the cross terms vanish. For E[∆⊤
x ∆x], since measure-

ment errors are uncorrelated across pixels and observa-

tions with variance σ2
x, this matrix multiplication yields

a diagonal matrix where each diagonal element is the

sum of n squared errors, giving us nσ2
x for each diagonal

element. Hence:

E[X⊤
obsXobs] = E[X⊤

trueXtrue] + nσ2
xIp (30)

Next, we compute E[X⊤
obsyobs]:

E[X⊤
obsyobs] = E[(Xtrue +∆x)

⊤(Xtrueβ + δy)]

= E[X⊤
trueXtrueβ +X⊤

trueδy

+∆⊤
x Xtrueβ +∆⊤

x δy] (31)

Taking expectations and noting that cross-terms involv-

ing δy and ∆x have zero expectation:

E[X⊤
obsy] = E[X⊤

trueXtrue]β (32)

Therefore best estimate of the multidimensional β̂

simplifies as:

E[β̂] = (E[X⊤
trueXtrue] + nσ2

xIp)
−1E[X⊤

trueXtrue]β (33)

To further simplify the expression, we examine two

distinct cases, beginning with independent features.
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2.4.1. Case 1: Independent Multivariate Features

Let’s first examine the case where the features xtrue,j

are mutually independent. This scenario commonly oc-

curs when different factors contribute additively to an

outcome without interacting with each other. Consider,

for example, a student’s exam score, which might de-

pend on separate factors like hours of study, quality of

sleep, and completion of practice tests—each indepen-

dently affecting the final result. However, we should

note that this example, while illustrative, rarely applies

directly to astronomical analysis, as astronomical fea-

tures x typically exhibit strong interdependencies. We

will explore these more general and realistic cases in the

next subsection.

When features are independent, E[X⊤
trueXtrue] simpli-

fies to a diagonal matrix where each diagonal element

represents the variance of the corresponding feature mul-

tiplied by the sample size:

E[X⊤
trueXtrue] = ndiag(σ2

range,1, ..., σ
2
range,p) (34)

where σ2
range,j represents the variance of the true signal

in the j-th feature. Substituting this into our previous

derivation:

E[β̂] = (ndiag(σ2
range,j) + nσ2

xIp)
−1(ndiag(σ2

range,j))β

(35)

This diagonal structure, combined with the indepen-

dence of measurement errors across pixels, leads to a

simple form for each coefficient’s expectation:

E[β̂j ] =
σ2
range,j

σ2
range,j + σ2

x

βj = λβ,jβj (36)

This derivation reveals that, for independent features,

the multivariate case preserves the fundamental char-

acteristics of attenuation bias observed in our univari-

ate analysis. Each coefficient experiences attenuation

governed by the ratio of its feature’s true variance to

measurement uncertainty, suggesting that the underly-

ing mechanism of bias remains unchanged in higher di-

mensions, though the magnitude may vary across fea-

tures depending on their individual signal variance.

Further, for the variance of the multivariate coefficient

estimator, we can extend our univariate analysis using

similar reasoning. For independent features and if both

y and x are centered (mean substracted), and x have the

same signal range σrange and measurement uncertainty

σx, (see the derivation in Appendix B), the variance of

each coefficient estimate follows the same form as the

univariate case:

Var(β̂j) =
σ2
y +

∑p
k=1 β

2
kσ

2
x

n(σ2
range + σ2

x)
(37)

However, as established in our univariate analysis, in

many astronomical applications it is more critical to un-

derstand the attenuation in terms of the predicted label

y rather than the bias in individual coefficients. This is

particularly relevant when these coefficients serve as the

“machine” in a data-driven model.

For the multivariate case, the relationship between co-

efficient attenuation and prediction bias follows directly

from our analysis. For any new observation xobs, the

predicted value is:

ypred = β̂
⊤
xobs (38)

The expectation of ypred can be derived by considering

that β̂ is determined from the training set while xobs

comes from new observations, making them statistically

independent. Additionally, since measurement errors

are assumed to be unbiased, E[xobs] = xtrue. Thus:

E[ypred] = E[β̂
⊤
xobs]

= E[β̂]⊤E[xobs]

= E[β̂]⊤xtrue (39)

A key limiting case arises when all features have equal

signal variance, i.e., σrange,j = σrange for all j. In this

case, the expectation of the predicted value becomes:

E[ypred] = E[β̂
⊤
]xtrue

= λββ
⊤xtrue

= λβ

p∑
j=1

βjxtrue,j

= λβytrue (40)

where we have used that all coefficients share the same

attenuation factor λβ when σrange,j = σrange for all j,

and the last equality follows from the definition of ytrue.

Thus, we recover the same form of attenuation bias as in

the univariate case, where the bias in coefficients directly

translates to bias in predicted labels.

This result reveals a crucial insight: for independent

features of equal strength, the attenuation bias is inde-

pendent of the number of features p. In other words,

the bias induced by measurement uncertainties in the

input features cannot be mitigated simply by including

more features in the model. The magnitude of attenu-

ation remains constant regardless of the dimensionality

of the input feature space, maintaining the same form

we derived in the univariate case.

For the more general case where σrange,j varies across

features, the attenuation in ypred takes a more complex



10 Ting

form:

E[ypred] = E[β̂
⊤
]xtrue

=

p∑
j=1

λβ,jβjxtrue,j

=

p∑
j=1

σ2
range,j

σ2
range,j + σ2

x

βjxtrue,j (41)

Comparing this to ytrue =
∑p

j=1 βjxtrue,j , we can de-

fine an effective attenuation factor for the predicted la-

bel:

λy =

∑p
j=1 λβ,jβjxtrue,j∑p

j=1 βjxtrue,j
(42)

This effective attenuation λy represents a weighted

average of the individual coefficient attenuation factors

λβ,j , where the weights depend on the contribution of

each feature to ytrue. For features that carry no informa-

tion (e.g., continuum pixels with σrange,j ≈ 0), both λβ,j

and βj approach zero, effectively removing their contri-

bution to the overall bias. For the informative features

where signal are comparable, i.e. βjxtrue,j is about the

same for all j, then λy approaches the arithmetic mean

of λβ,j over the informative pixels (see Appendix D).

2.4.2. Case 2: Correlated Multivariate Features

The derivations above paint a bleak prospect for miti-

gating attenuation bias, as they apply to the case where

x causes y and all dimensions of the input x contribute

to y independently, like the exam score example laid

out earlier. However, in most astronomical applications,

there is still a saving grace stemming from the fact that

it is the label y, the physical property of the object, that

generates all the features x, i.e., y causes x. By defi-

nition, in many astronomical applications, the features

x are not independent (their measurement errors can

be independent, but not xtrue themselves). As we will

demonstrate below, such correlation in features helps

mitigate the attenuation bias as the number of features

increases.

This is perhaps not surprising; intuitively, with multi-

ple correlated features, the noise needs to conspire in a

single direction to generate the bias. As the dimension-

ality increases, the likelihood of such action happening

becomes smaller for any independent random noise.

For an arbitrary set of features with non-zero correla-

tion, an analytic theory for the attenuation bias becomes

intractable. This is another reason why such attenua-

tion bias, while fundamental to many data-driven ma-

chine learning applications as we have demonstrated, is

hard to eradicate from first principles in real practice.

To derive some analytic expressions and gain insights

for this more general case, we will make the simplifying

assumption of an optimal scenario where all features are

completely correlated with a correlation of one. In this

case, all features can be expressed as linear transforma-

tions of a single underlying variable xtrue, we can thus

assume xtrue,j = ajxtrue are the true independent vari-

ables, with aj being known scaling factors. The scaling

factors aj capture the relative magnitudes of each fea-

ture with respect to this common variable. For example,

in spectral models, aj approximately corresponds to the

oscillator strength when all features lie within the linear

portion of the curve of growth.

If we further assume that β = βa, where β is a scalar

coefficient, i.e., the linear coefficients follow also the di-

rection of the scaling factors, as we will show in Ap-

pendix C, we can still analytically derive the attentua-

tion bias factor for the regression coefficients. The ex-

pected value of the coefficient estimates β̂ is approxi-

mately:

E[β̂] ≈ λpβ, (43)

where the attenuation factor λp is:

λp =

∑p
j=1 a

2
j

nσ2
x

Sx
+
∑p

j=1 a
2
j

. (44)

Here, σ2
x is the measurement error variance, Sx =∑n

i=1 x
2
true,i is the sum of squares of the true signal, n is

the number of samples, and p is the number of features.

As shown in the equation, similar to the univariate

case, the attenuation bias in the correlated case depends

on the ratio of the total measurement error variance

(nσ2
x) to the total signal variance indicator (Sx). How-

ever, it also depends on the scaling factors aj and, more

importantly, the number of variables p, which was not

the case before. If we define an effective signal range vs

measurement error as:

σ′ =

√√√√ Sx

nσ2
x

p∑
j=1

a2j , (45)

the attenuation factor can be rewritten in a more famil-

iar form as before:

λp =
1

1 + 1
σ′2

. (46)

Interestingly, unlike the independent feature case, for

a large number of correlated and non-trivial features

(p → ∞), we have σ′ → ∞, and the attenuation fac-

tor λp approaches 1, indicating that the bias can be

mitigated by increasing the dimensionality of the input

space, provided the features are sufficiently correlated.

The attenuation bias in the correlated case is less severe

than in the independent case, as the correlation among

features allows the model to leverage additional infor-

mation to reduce the impact of measurement errors.
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Figure 4. Effect of dimensionality on attenuation bias in coefficients and predictions for independently drawn input features in
multivariate linear regression. Left panel shows the distribution of coefficient attenuation factors (λβ = β̂/βtrue), pooling results
across all coefficients and simulations for each p, with boxcars showing the distribution over all coefficients and 100 simulations.
Right panel shows prediction attenuation factors (λy), obtained by regressing predicted values against true values across all
samples in each simulation, with boxcars showing the distribution over all simulations. For both panels, we examined three
different signal-variance-to-noise ratios (σrange/σx = 2, 3, 10). The boxes indicate the interquartile range (IQR) with the median
shown as a horizontal line, and whiskers extend to points within 1.5×IQR. The dashed lines show the theoretical predictions of
λ = 1/(1 + (σx/σrange)

2) for each signal-variance-to-noise ratio. The inset plots show the variance of the coefficient estimates
(left) and predicted values (right) as a function of dimensionality, with points showing empirical results and dashed lines showing
theoretical predictions. The consistency between the left and right panels empirically confirms the theoretical derivation that the
attenuation in coefficients directly translates to the same attenuation in predictions when measurement errors are homogeneous
across dimensions, while the stability of attenuation factors across different p values demonstrates that increasing the number
of input dimensions does not mitigate the bias.

2.5. Numerical Validations – Multivariate Linear

Regression

2.5.1. Case 1: Independent Multivariate Features

To validate the theoretical framework of multivariate

attenuation bias, we conducted numerical simulations

examining both coefficient and prediction attenuation

across varying numbers of input dimensions. We will

first focus on the case where the features independently

contribute to the output label.

We generated synthetic data following our established

framework in the case of univariate: for each j-th di-

mension (“pixel”) of the input, we sample true values

uniformly from [-5, 5] (yielding σrange ≈ 2.9) and adding

homogeneous Gaussian measurement errors with a vari-

ance of σ2
x independent of j. We first draw the values of

the input x. The value of all pixels are drawn indepen-

dently, and their linear sum from the noiseless version

with the predefined coefficient is then assumed to be the

true labels.

To explore the relationship between measurement un-

certainty and attenuation bias, we examined three dif-

ferent signal variance to measurement error ratio for

the input (σrange/σx = 2, 3, 10). For each dimension

p ranging from 1 to 100, we performed 100 independent

simulations with 10,000 samples each to ensure robust

statistics. In each simulation, we maintained identical

statistical properties across all dimensions (uniform dis-

tribution, consistent measurement error in x and zero

measurement error in y) and set all coefficients βj to

2.0, ensuring equal contribution to the dependent vari-

able.

Figure 4 presents our findings through a two-panel vi-

sualization comparing coefficient and prediction atten-

uation factors across different numbers of input dimen-

sions. For each simulation, we first fit a linear regres-

sion model using the noised-up observed Xobs to predict

the output label y, obtaining estimates β̂ for the true

coefficients β. To quantify the coefficient attenuation,

we calculate the ratio λβ = β̂/βtrue for each coefficient.

For prediction attenuation, we use the fitted model to

make predictions on the observed features and then per-

form a linear regression of these predictions against the

true values, where the slope of this regression gives us

λy. The left panel shows the distribution of coefficient

attenuation factors (λβ), pooling results across all coef-

ficients and simulations for each p. The boxcar shows
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Figure 5. The lack of impact of training sample size on
prediction attenuations for different ratios of signal range to
measurement error with fixed input dimension p = 5 for the
multivariate linear regression with independent input fea-
tures. Solid lines show mean attenuation factors (λy) with
shaded regions indicating ±1 standard deviation calculated
from 100 independent simulations. Results are shown for
three ratios (σrange/σx = 2, 3, 5). For each ratio, the hori-
zontal dashed line indicates its theoretical attenuation limit
λ = 1/(1+(σx/σrange)

2), while the curved dashed lines show
the 1/

√
n convergence scaling arising from the variance of co-

efficient estimates. The results demonstrate how estimates
become more precise with increasing sample size but remain
fundamentally limited by the ratio of signal range to mea-
surement error in the input features. The solid black line at
λy = 1 indicates the case of no attenuation.

the distribution of λβ over all p coefficients and all sim-

ulations. The right panel displays prediction attenua-

tion factors (λy), obtained by regressing predicted val-

ues against true values across all samples in each simu-

lation, and the boxcar shows the distribution of λy over

all simulations.

As discussed in Section 2.4.1, in this simplifying limit

where features independently contribute to the label, the

attenuation factor for the coefficients λβ is analytically

predictable. Furthermore, when both the coefficients βj

and the features x are homogeneous across all pixels,

we derived that the attenuation factor for predictions

λy should exactly follow λβ . A key prediction from the

theoretical framework is that such attenuation cannot

be mitigated simply by increasing the number of pixels.

Our results, as shown in Figure 4, demonstrate excel-

lent agreement with these theoretical predictions across

all tested input dimensions. The attenuation factors re-

main stable as the number of input dimensions increases,

confirming our analytical finding that for independent

features, additional dimensions do not mitigate the at-

tenuation bias. For all three σrange/σx ratios tested,

the observed attenuation closely matches the theoreti-

cal prediction of λ = 1/(1 + (σx/σrange)
2)—the same

relationship we derived in the univariate case—shown

as dashed lines in both panels. Even in the optimistic

case where the signal range is 10 times the measurement

error, which represents an optimistic limit for spectral

analysis at high-resolution and high-signal-to-noise (see

Section 3), there remains a persistent 1% systematic

bias when the features are independent. Further, the

identical behavior between coefficient attenuation (λβ)

and prediction attenuation (λy) across all dimensions

and signal-to-noise ratios confirms the theoretical frame-

work.

In the case of independent features, not only does in-

creasing the number of pixels fail to mitigate the atten-

uation bias, it actually comes with a cost. As we derived

in Equation 37, the variance of the coefficients increases

with p due to the
∑p

k=1 β
2
k term in the numerator. This

behavior is perhaps not surprising from a geometric per-

spective: as dimensionality increases while the number

of data points remains constant, we encounter the curse

of dimensionality, where estimation of the hyperplane

becomes increasingly stochastic. The variance of these

linear coefficients follows a predictable pattern that we

can derive analytically. Already seen in the boxcar plot,

the spread increases with p. We further calculate the

variance of these spreads. The inset plots in both pan-

els reveal the variance behavior of our estimates as a

function of dimensionality. As shown in the inset plot of

the left panel, the empirical variance of coefficient esti-

mates (points) closely follows the theoretical prediction

(dashed lines) from Equation 37, demonstrating how the

uncertainty scales systematically with the number of di-

mensions.

In the case where the label is simply the linear

weighted sum of these variables, the increase in coef-

ficient variance naturally leads to larger variance in the

predictions. In the limit where the variance of y = β · x
is dominated by the variance of β, the sum of these ran-

dom variables is still just a convolution of the various

Gaussians, and thus larger variance in β translates into

larger variance in the predicted y. However, as shown in

the boxcar plot on the right panel, the prediction of λy

itself remains stable over p, since here we are taking the

average over all pixels instead of the sum. In the inset

plot of the right panel, the variance of ypred increases

with p. We note that, to be conservative, we only calcu-

late the variance of ypred, since we know that ypred also

suffers from an attenuation bias, and hence the variance

of ypred − ytrue would have a dependency on σrange/σx,

but the variance of ypred itself does not.
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Figure 6. Effect of dimensionality on attenuation bias for perfectly correlated features, demonstrating mitigation of bias
through feature correlation. Left panel shows coefficient attenuation factors (λβ) and right panel shows prediction attenuation
factors (λy) for different numbers of perfectly correlated input dimensions. Results are shown for three ratios of signal range to
measurement error (σrange/σx = 2, 3, 10) based on 100 independent simulations. Features are generated as linear transformations
of a uniform random variable on [0,1] (σrange = 1/

√
12) with scaling factors aj varying linearly from 0.2 to 0.4 across dimensions,

chosen to ensure labels remain of order unity. In the left panel, box plots show the distribution of coefficient attenuation across all
coefficients and simulations, with boxes offset horizontally for visibility across different σrange/σx ratios. The right panel shows
the mean prediction attenuation with ±1 standard deviation across simulations. Dashed lines in both panels show theoretical
predictions, demonstrating excellent agreement with the numerical results. Unlike the case with independent features (Figure
4), increasing dimensionality helps mitigate the attenuation bias. The solid black line at λ = 1 indicates no attenuation.

A common suggestion for addressing measurement er-

ror effects is to increase the sample size. Having estab-

lished that increasing the number of input dimensions

cannot mitigate the attenuation bias, we now exam-

ine how prediction attenuation (λy) depends on train-

ing sample size. Following exactly the same simulation

setup as in Figure 4, where we generate independent in-

put features drawn from uniform distribution and add

measurement errors, we now fix the number of input di-

mensions (p = 5) and vary the sample size. As shown
in Equation 37, the variance of the coefficient estimates

scales as 1/n, where n is the sample size. This funda-

mental statistical behavior suggests that while the bias

remains fixed, the precision of our estimates should im-

prove with larger samples. Figure 5 shows this rela-

tionship across three different ratios of signal range to

measurement error (σrange/σx = 2, 3, 5).

The results reveal that as sample size increases, the

attenuation factor for each σrange/σx ratio converges to

its respective theoretical value at a rate that follows a

1/
√
n scaling law (shown as dashed lines). This scal-

ing behavior directly emerges from the variance of β̂

in our theoretical derivation and propagates to the pre-

dictions through the linear relationship. However, the

key finding is that at all training sizes, we observe per-

sistent attenuation in predictions that depends on the

ratio σrange/σx. Even in cases with larger sample sizes,

predictions asymptotically approach their theoretical at-

tenuation limits.

In summary, these results do highlight a fundamental

limitation in multivariate regression with independent

features: the systematic bias introduced by measure-

ment uncertainties cannot be overcome simply by in-

creasing the number of input dimensions or size of the

training sample.

2.5.2. Case 2: Correlated Multivariate Features

While our analysis of independent features presents

a concerning picture for attenuation bias, there is rea-

son for cautious optimism. In most astronomical sce-

narios, such as spectroscopic analysis, the observed fea-

tures (flux at different wavelengths), treated as the in-

put of discriminative models, are not independent but

rather correlated through the underlying physics – it is

the physical parameters that generate the spectra, not

vice versa. As we have derived in Section 2.4.2, this cor-

relation between features could potentially help mitigate

attenuation bias.

To explore this scenario analytically, we consider the

optimistic limiting case of perfectly correlated features.

We generate synthetic data where all features are lin-

ear transformations of a single underlying variable xtrue,

drawn from a uniform distribution over [0,1] (yielding
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σrange = 1/
√
12). Each feature j is scaled by a factor

aj , where we choose aj to vary linearly from 0.2 to 0.4

across the p dimensions. We chose this range of aj , as

it ensures the resulting labels y remain roughly of order

unity across different p, mimicking typical normalized

label in spectroscopy analysis as we will describe below

(e.g., metallicity).

We have established that deriving the analytic attenu-

ation factor is challenging, if not impossible, for general

cases for correlated features. To make the theoretical

analysis tractable, as assumed in the theoretical frame-

work, we set the regression coefficients β equal to the

scaling factors a, allowing us to derive analytical predic-

tions for the attenuation factor of coefficients as shown in

Equation 45 and 46. If we further assume homogeneous

and identical (but not independent) xtrue, the attenua-

tion factor λβ then translates into the attenuation factor

of the label as we take the expectation through the lin-

ear transformation. With this framework, we can check

with simulations to build insight but to ensure also that

the theoretical framework is accurate.

Figure 6 demonstrates how attenuation bias behaves

in this idealized correlated case. As in Figure 4, we

perform 100 independent simulations for each dimen-

sionality, but now with perfectly correlated features. In

both panels, the markers show the mean attenuation

factors, while dashed lines indicate the theoretical pre-

dictions. The left panel displays the distribution of coef-

ficient attenuation factors (λβ) through box plots, with

boxes showing the interquartile range. The variance is

shown for all collected coefficients over all simulations.

For better visibility, the box plots for different σrange/σx

ratios are horizontally offset. The right panel shows

the prediction attenuation factors (λy) across simula-

tions. The empirical results (box plots) closely match

the theoretical predictions (dashed lines) across differ-

ent σrange/σx ratios. Like in the case of independent

features, the left panel reveals additional complexity

through the spread in coefficient attenuation factors λβ ,

particularly at higher dimensions, suggesting that indi-

vidual coefficients still suffer from high degrees of varia-

tions even when their collective effect is better behaved.

The key difference from the independent case is im-

mediately apparent: increasing the number of correlated

features does help mitigate the bias. For σrange/σx = 10,

the attenuation factor improves from about 0.8 at p = 1

to nearly 1.0 at p = 100. Even for more challenging

cases with σrange/σx = 2, we see substantial improve-

ment from 0.13 (almost random prediction) at p = 1 to

0.97 at p = 100 as dimensionality increases.

It’s worth noting that this represents a best-case sce-

nario for several reasons. First, perfect correlation be-

tween features is unrealistic in practice. Second, our

assumption that β = a likely overestimates the mit-

igation effect. In real applications, as the number of

features increases, the individual coefficients typically

become smaller to maintain reasonable output scales.

This means the sum
∑p

k=1 α
2
k grows more slowly than

in our idealized case, resulting in less mitigation of the

attenuation bias as we will see in the real scenario below.

3. ATTENUATION BIAS IN SPECTRAL ANALYSIS

Having established the theoretical framework for at-

tenuation bias in both univariate and multivariate cases,

we now examine its implications in a specific astronom-

ical context: the inference of stellar properties from ob-

served stellar spectra. We use APOGEE-like mock spec-

tra as a case study to demonstrate how attenuation bias

manifests in spectral inference tasks when training data

contains measurement noise.

Spectra present a unique challenge in astronomical

data analysis due to their high dimensionality. Each

spectrum typically contains thousands of flux measure-

ments across different wavelength pixels, encoding stel-

lar properties through absorption features. Understand-

ing how measurement errors propagate through dis-

criminative machine learning models—which are becom-

ing increasingly prevalent in modern data-driven re-

search—is crucial.

We chose APOGEE as our case study for several rea-

sons. First, we can take advantage of a well-tested

spectral emulator which allows us to simulate spec-

tra efficiently. Second, and perhaps more importantly,

APOGEE high-resolution stellar spectra represent a

conservative test case. With its high resolution (R =

∆λ/λ ≃ 24, 000) and typical signal-to-noise ratio of

O(100), APOGEE should present the most favorable

conditions where attenuation bias would be minimal.

Stellar features generally exhibit sharper features with

more observable variation compared to galaxy spectra

or integrated light spectra from stellar populations (Cid

Fernandes et al. 1998; Cardiel et al. 2003; Dressler et al.

2004; Cid Fernandes et al. 2005; Coelho et al. 2020).

However, even under these optimal conditions of

APOGEE, attenuation bias remains significant. When

varying [Fe/H] from −1 to 0, only the strongest absorp-

tion features show variations of order 10% in normalized

flux, setting a natural scale of σrange ≈ 0.1. This yields

σrange/σx ≈ 10. As demonstrated in Section 2.1, even

this favorable ratio produces an appreciable attenuation

bias of 1% for a single feature. Given that most spectral

features show variations significantly smaller than 10%

in flux, attenuation bias remains non-negligible under

most assumptions.
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Figure 7. Demonstration of linear relationships between metallicity and spectral features using APOGEE-like spectra emulated
with The Payne spectral emulator (Ting et al. 2019). Left panel: Spectral variations around the Fe absorption line at 16200Å
for a red clump star (Teff = 4750K, log g = 2.5) across different metallicities from [Fe/H] = −1.0 to 0.0. The color gradient
indicates metallicity values, showing how line strength increases with [Fe/H]. Throughout this study, we adopt this 40Å region
containing 179 wavelength pixels as our inference regime. Middle panel: Validation of the linear model through residual analysis.
The gray bands show 68% (dark) and 95% (light) confidence intervals of flux residuals from linear fits, calculated using 1000
randomly drawn [Fe/H] values. The narrow, uniform bands around zero demonstrate the good performance of linear model
across all wavelengths. Right panel: Detailed examination of flux-metallicity relationships for wavelength pixels showing more
substantial variation (> 0.1 in normalized flux comparing the case with [Fe/H] = −1 and 0) across the [Fe/H] range. Each set of
points represents a different pixel’s relationship with [Fe/H], with red lines showing their linear fits. The predominantly linear
relationships across multiple pixels support our use of linear regression for metallicity estimation from spectral features for this
case study.

Such bias has been broadly observed in many machine

learning tasks applied to APOGEE spectra (see for ex-

ample fig 7-8 in Fabbro et al. 2018 or fig 9-11 in Leung

& Bovy 2019). While much of the consensus often at-

tributes these effects to the precision of training labels or

sample size limitations, the theoretical framework and

numerical validation show that these factors have no im-

pact on such attenuation bias.

Nonetheless, predicting the attenuation bias in

APOGEE spectra requires consideration beyond the

simple univariate case, as spectral features in physical

systems are inherently correlated. When varying only

one label (here [Fe/H]) while fixing other parameters,

the information content across pixels should be perfectly

correlated through the underlying physics. As developed

in Section 2.4.2, such correlation between input dimen-

sions (while measurement noise remains independent)

should help mitigate the attenuation bias.

The theoretical framework predicts that as the num-

ber of correlated features p increases, the attenuation

factor should improve, potentially approaching unity as

p → ∞. However, the exact analytical prediction re-

lies on several strong assumptions that may not hold

in practice. Given these limitations, we must turn to

numerical simulations to understand attenuation bias in

realistic spectroscopic applications.

3.1. Numerical Investigation of Attenuation Bias

Using Synthetic APOGEE Spectra

For our analysis, we use The Payne spectral emula-

tion (Ting et al. 2019) to generate normalized synthetic

APOGEE spectra, though the exact accuracy of the

model is not critical to our conclusions about attenu-

ation bias. We chose The Payne emulator because it is

publicly available and allows us to efficiently simulate

spectra across the APOGEE parameter range. Follow-

ing APOGEE’s wavelength sampling rate, we assume

three pixels per resolution element, and all SNR values

discussed below refer to the SNR per such pixel.

Figure 7 demonstrates both the spectral variations

and their relationship with metallicity. The left panel

displays synthetic spectra around the Fe absorption line

at 16200Å, illustrating how spectral features vary sys-

tematically with [Fe/H]. Throughout this study, we

focus on a ±20Å region around this wavelength that

contains 179 pixels rich in absorption features, allow-

ing us to study attenuation bias across varying num-

bers of input dimensions up to O(100) pixels. To en-

sure the validity of our linear regression analysis, we

restrict our parameter range to a regime where spec-

tral features vary approximately linearly with stellar

parameters. Specifically, we fix the effective temper-

ature and surface gravity to typical red clump values

(Teff = 4750K, log g = 2.5) and vary only metallicity

([Fe/H]) from −1.0 to 0.0, as this regime is well-tested

in the emulation (Ting et al. 2019). For simplicity, we

assume all elemental abundances [X/H] trace [Fe/H], al-

lowing us to capture the full variation across all pixels.
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Figure 8. Demonstration of measurement uncertainties in APOGEE-like spectra at 16200Å analyzed in Figure 7. All panels
show the identical underlying spectrum (Teff = 4750K, log g = 2.5, [Fe/H] = −0.5) but with different measurement uncertainties:
no noise (σx = 0, top left), high signal-to-noise (σx = 0.01, SNR = 100, top right), moderate signal-to-noise (σx = 0.05, SNR
= 20, bottom left), and low signal-to-noise (σx = 0.2, SNR = 5, bottom right). Note how the absorption features become
increasingly obscured as measurement uncertainty increases. The range of σx values chosen spans typical uncertainties in
normalized flux from high-resolution surveys like APOGEE, with SNR∼ 100, σx ∼ 0.01 (Majewski et al. 2017; Holtzman
et al. 2018), to low-resolution surveys like LAMOST (Luo et al. 2015; Bai et al. 2021) and DESI (Cooper et al. 2023; DESI
Collaboration et al. 2024), with SNR∼ 5 − 10 σx ∼ 0.1–0.2. This increasing measurement uncertainty in the input features
directly impacts the attenuation bias as derived in our study.

The right panel examines individual pixels that show

more substantial variation (> 0.1 in normalized flux

from [Fe/H] = −1 to 0), demonstrating predominantly

linear relationships between flux and [Fe/H]. We vali-

date this linearity in the middle panel, where for each

pixel, we first fit a linear relation between [Fe/H] and

flux, then predict the flux for 1000 randomly generated

spectra from The Payne using their [Fe/H] values. The

residuals from these predictions show that most pixels

fall within a 0.1% range at 1σ, and even in the worst

cases only reach 0.5-1%, demonstrating narrow confi-

dence intervals around zero across all wavelengths. This

confirms that linear relationships provide a sufficient

model for our restricted study. Further, recall from Sec-

tion 2 that for polynomial terms of order n, the attenu-

ation factor scales as 1/(1+n2(σx/σrange)
2), suggesting

that our analysis focusing on the linear case is conser-

vative in estimating the impact of attenuation bias in

more complex spectral modeling approaches, as in real

applications, higher order fits are often shown to be bet-

ter descriptors of how spectral features vary with labels

(Rix et al. 2016; Różański et al. 2024).

Having established the validity of our linear approxi-

mation, we now examine how measurement noise affects

spectral inference. Figure 8 illustrates the progressive

degradation of spectral features with increasing noise

levels. Starting from a noiseless spectrum (σx = 0),

we add uncorrelated Gaussian noise corresponding to

different SNR values: SNR = 100 (σx = 0.01), typi-

cal of APOGEE and other high-resolution stellar sur-

veys where features remain clearly discernible; SNR =

20 (σx = 0.05), characteristic of low-resolution surveys
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Figure 9. Impact of correlated features on attenuation bias in [Fe/H] estimation from APOGEE spectra. We select pixels
in order of decreasing sensitivity to [Fe/H]. The solid black line shows the theoretical prediction for the most sensitive pixel
(λ = 1/(1+(σx/σrange,max)2)), with yellow points showing empirical results using only this pixel. Points show attenuation factors
(λy) for different numbers of input features, shown in yellow (1 pixel), green (3 pixels), red (10 pixels), and blue (100 pixels),
with error bars indicating ±1 standard deviation across 100 independent trials. Bottom x-axis shows measurement uncertainty
(σx) in normalized flux units, while top x-axis shows the corresponding signal-to-noise ratio. The panels on top show predicted
versus true [Fe/H] for both 10-pixel (top row, red) and 100-pixel (bottom row, blue) cases at selected σx values. Even at
SNR = 100, the 10-pixel case shows visible attenuation, which becomes even more obvious at SNR = 10. The improvement
in attenuation factors with increasing number of pixels demonstrates the advantage of correlated features over the independent
case, though the effect remains non-negligible in most spectral analysis scenarios, particularly for elemental abundances that
contribute to only a finite number of spectral features and/or at low SNR.
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like LAMOST where noise begins to significantly im-

pact the spectrum; and SNR = 5 (σx = 0.2), common

for faint targets where spectral features become severely

degraded.

To quantify the attenuation bias in this realistic set-

ting, we generate training and validation sets of 1000

spectra each, with no noise in the [Fe/H] labels. As es-

tablished in the theoretical framework, the size of the

training set and label precision do not affect the ex-

pected attenuation bias. To make our analysis more

physically relevant, we sort pixels by their “sensitivity”

- calculated as their standard deviations across the full

metallicity range. This approach mimics common prac-

tice in spectroscopic analysis where reliable absorption

lines of particular atomic species are identified for pa-

rameter estimation (Sousa et al. 2014; Heiter et al. 2021;

Smith et al. 2021).

Figure 9 shows how attenuation bias manifests in

this correlated case. The solid black line represents

the theoretical prediction for the most sensitive pixel

(λ = 1/(1+(σx/σrange,max)
2)), which serves as our best-

case reference if we have one pixel or if all pixels are

independent and equally sensitive. Using only the sin-

gle most sensitive pixel (yellow points), our simulations

closely follow this theoretical prediction, validating our

framework in this simplified case where analytical treat-

ment remains tractable.

As expected with correlated features, the empirical

results demonstrate a clear departure from the inde-

pendent features case (see Appendix D)—increasing

the number of correlated pixels consistently improves

the attenuation factor. For 100 pixels at SNR = 100

(σx = 1%), the attenuation is nearly negligible (mean

λy = 0.998), compared to λy = 0.6 seen with indepen-

dent features. However, this improvement diminishes at

lower SNR; even with 100 pixels at SNR = 10, we find

λy = 0.85, demonstrating how even correlated features

struggle to overcome some of the more reasonable flux

measurement noise from modern spectroscopic surveys

like LAMOST and DESI.

The practical implications become particularly rele-

vant when considering realistic spectroscopic scenarios.

With 10 informative pixels at SNR = 100, we observe

λy = 0.99, already introducing a 1% systematic error.

This quickly degrades to λy = 0.63 at SNR = 10. For

any reasonable spectral analysis, there are usually only

finite features from an atomic species that contribute

meaningfully (e.g. Heiter et al. 2021; Smith et al. 2021).

While major elements like Fe that have myriad of fea-

tures can achieve minimal attenuation bias by combining

> 100 lines at high SNR, the bias becomes increasingly

problematic either as SNR decreases or when analyzing

elements with fewer (< 10) clean spectral features. In-

deed, for atomic species that have ∼one strong absorp-

tion feature (e.g., potassium and vanadium abundances

for APOGEE), even at relatively high SNR = 30, we see

λy = 0.97, with rapid deterioration at lower SNR.

The top panels visualize predicted versus true [Fe/H]

relationships at different noise levels for both 10-pixel

and 100-pixel cases, where the 10-pixel case shows visi-

ble attenuation even at SNR = 100 that becomes severe

at SNR = 10, while the 100-pixel case demonstrates bet-

ter resilience against attenuation through correlated fea-

tures, although the bias is still quite visible at SNR =

10.

These results demonstrate that while natural corre-

lations in spectral features provide notable protection

against attenuation bias, particularly at moderate to

high SNR and for labels that contribute to multiple fea-

tures, this mitigation is not absolute. The effect remains

detectable and potentially significant in many practical

scenarios encountered in spectroscopic analysis.

The analysis above, while being more realistic than

the independent feature case, still represents an opti-

mistic scenario. Our assumption of perfect correlation

achieved by varying only [Fe/H] likely overestimates the

attenuation mitigation effect compared to real spectra.

In practice, multiple stellar labels (especially stellar pa-

rameters) vary simultaneously. For example, variations

in effective temperature alter the stellar atmosphere, af-

fecting all spectral features—including those sensitive

to [Fe/H]—even at fixed metallicity values. This cou-

pling between parameters weakens the perfect correla-

tion between pixels that would arise from [Fe/H] varia-

tions alone.

To show how this idealized scenario breaks down in

practice, we examine a simpler case showing how varia-

tions in effective temperature affect the correlations be-

tween spectral features and their resulting attenuation

bias. Figure 10 demonstrates this effect by introducing,

on top of the [Fe/H] variation, different levels of temper-

ature scatter around our fiducial red clump temperature

(Teff = 4750K) while still fixing the log g. Focusing on

the 100-pixel case that showed promising mitigation in

our previous analysis, we demonstrate that even in this

optimistic high-dimension scenario with high SNR and

resolution, adding realistic parameter variations can ac-

centuate again the attenuation bias.

For each temperature range, we calculate the corre-

lation matrix for our 100 most sensitive pixels. Taking

the upper triangular portion of this matrix to avoid re-

dundancy, we compute the distribution of unique pair-

wise correlation coefficients. The left panel shows these

distributions using kernel density estimation (KDE with
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Figure 10. Impact of stellar parameter variations on pixel correlations and attenuation bias. Left panel shows the distribution
of pairwise correlation coefficients among the 100 most [Fe/H]-sensitive pixels for different ranges of temperature variation,
calculated using kernel density estimation (bandwidth = 0.03). Vertical lines indicate mean correlations for each temperature
range. With fixed temperature (orange), all pixels are perfectly correlated by construction. As temperature variations increase
from Teff±200K (blue) to Teff±500K (green) and Teff±2000K (purple), correlations weaken and their distributions broaden. Right
panel shows how these weakened correlations affect attenuation bias in the 100-pixel case, with points showing mean attenuation
factors and error bars indicating ±1 standard deviation across 100 independent trials. Bottom x-axis shows measurement
uncertainty (σx) in normalized flux units, while top x-axis shows the corresponding signal-to-noise ratio assuming σrange = 0.1.
The increasing temperature variations progressively diminish the protective effect of correlated features.

bandwidth 0.03), with vertical lines indicating the mean

correlation for each temperature range. By definition

with zero temperature spread, we only have correlation

of one which is shown as the solid vertical line on right

panel. As expected, increasing temperature variation
progressively weakens pixel correlations. With no tem-

perature variation (orange), the pixels show nearly per-

fect correlation as expected from our previous analy-

sis. However, as we increase the temperature range to

Teff±200K (blue), Teff±500K (green), and Teff±2000K

(purple), the correlation distributions broaden and shift

toward lower values even for these most sensitive pixels

responding to [Fe/H]. This decorrelation occurs because

different spectral features respond differently to tem-

perature changes—some features become stronger while

others weaken, even at the same [Fe/H].

This weakened correlation then translates into a

smaller mitigation of the attenuation bias as shown in

the right panel. The impact on attenuation bias is

clear in the right panel. As temperature variations in-

crease and correlations weaken, the attenuation becomes

more severe at all SNR levels (here we also assumed

σrange = 0.1 to calculate the SNR). Even at high SNR

= 100, the attenuation factor becomes λy = 0.97 at

Teff ± 500K, but then reaches λy = 0.81 at Teff ± 2000K,

dropping visibly with increasing temperature spread.

This demonstrates that our earlier analysis with fixed

temperature represents an optimistic scenario—in real

applications where multiple stellar parameters vary si-

multaneously corrupting the perfect correlations, the

protective effect of correlated features is diminished.

Finally, throughout this study, we have focused on

APOGEE’s high-resolution regime (R = 24,000) as our

baseline case. Even in this optimistic scenario, we as-

sumed σrange ∼ 0.1 based on typical spectral variations.

To examine how this assumption and our earlier conclu-

sions might change with spectral resolution, we conduct

a systematic analysis across different resolutions from

APOGEE (R = 24,000) down to LAMOST/DESI-like

resolution (R = 3,000).

To ensure a fair comparison across resolutions, we

maintain the same number of pixels by proportion-

ally increasing the wavelength range as resolution de-

creases, essentially assuming the same CCD real estate.
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Figure 11. Impact of spectral resolution on feature strength and attenuation bias. Left panel shows example spectra at different
resolutions (R = 24000, 12000, 6000, 3000), with wavelength range proportionally increased at lower resolutions to maintain
the same number of pixels, mimicking fixed CCD real estate. Inset highlights the progressive blending of absorption features
with decreasing resolution. Middle panel shows kernel density estimation of absolute flux differences between [Fe/H] = −1
and 0 spectra for the 50 strongest features at each resolution, with vertical dashed lines indicating median values. While
feature strength naively should decrease with R, blending effects partially compensate at lower resolutions. Right panel shows
the resulting attenuation factors as a function of measurement uncertainty, demonstrating increasingly severe attenuation at
lower resolutions. Top axis shows the corresponding SNR assuming the optimistic case of σrange ∼ 0.1. The analysis shows
that even in the optimistic high-resolution limit of APOGEE (red), attenuation bias is non-negligible, and the effect becomes
substantially worse for LAMOST/DESI-like resolutions (orange) due to decreased feature strength and variation compared the
flux measurement error.

When degrading the spectra, we account for the initial

APOGEE resolution by calculating the effective Gaus-

sian kernel width as σeff =
√
σ2
target − σ2

APOGEE.

The left panel of Figure 11 illustrates the degrada-

tion of spectral features with decreasing resolution. At

APOGEE’s high resolution (R = 24, 000, red), individ-

ual absorption features are clearly resolved, as shown

in both the main panel and the zoomed inset. As res-

olution decreases (blue through orange), these features

become progressively blended (see also Figure 8), effec-

tively reducing the information content per pixel as the

range of variation (σrange) decreases. For clarity of visu-

alization, we truncate the R = 3, 000 case to the range

16,000Å-16,400Å. Following the theoretical framework,

this reduction in σrange at fixed SNR should lead to more

severe attenuation bias at lower resolutions. While we

maintain the same number of pixels across all resolu-

tions, the larger wavelength resolution elements at lower

resolution result in broader wavelength coverage.

The middle panel quantifies this degradation by show-

ing the distribution of absolute flux differences between

spectra at [Fe/H] = −1 and 0 for the 50 strongest fea-

tures at each resolution. The vertical dashed lines indi-

cate the median difference at each resolution. Naively,

we should expect the strength to decrease by the ratio

of R, but in practice, the low resolution features regain

some strength through blending effects.

This analysis refines our earlier assumption of σrange ∼
0.1 for APOGEE resolution. While the maximum peak-

to-peak variation in flux is indeed about 0.1, the ac-

tual σrange is smaller when considering multiple pixels.

For example, with 50 pixels, the effective σrange is ap-

proximately a factor of 3 smaller (or more precisely,√
12 smaller assuming uniform distribution). Therefore,

while our original assumption of σrange ∼ 0.1 provides

useful intuition, the exact value depends on the number

of strongest pixels considered in the analysis.

While we have quantified specific attenuation values,

the key insight of this paper is more fundamental: even

in optimistic scenarios, attenuation bias remains non-

negligible. This conclusion stems from two critical fac-

tors: (a) the measurement uncertainty in flux (σx) is

typically only a factor of a few smaller than the intrin-

sic variation range (σrange), and (b) although increas-

ing the number of pixels can mitigate attenuation bias

when features are correlated, this mitigation is moder-

ate—especially when only 10 atomic features contribute

significantly to the signal, even in the optimistic limit of

perfect correlation.

The impact of this feature degradation on attenuation

bias is shown in the right panel of Figure 11. For each

resolution, we calculate attenuation factors following the

same methodology as our earlier analysis, but now us-

ing the resolution-appropriate spectra. The results show

progressively more severe attenuation at lower resolu-
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tions across all SNR values. Even at relatively high

SNR = 100, the attenuation becomes significantly worse

as resolution decreases. The systematic degradation of

feature strength with decreasing resolution suggests that

attenuation bias becomes increasingly important to con-

sider in lower-resolution surveys, even when high SNR

can be achieved through long exposures or instrument

design. This highlights the fundamental trade-offs be-

tween resolution, SNR, and feature strength that must

be carefully considered in survey design and analysis.

4. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This study examines the fundamental nature of at-

tenuation bias in astronomical machine learning appli-

cations, demonstrating that when directly mapping from

input features to output labels—a common practice in

machine learning—this bias is inherent and widespread.

The challenge stems from how modern machine learn-

ing methods, especially neural networks, typically han-

dle uncertainties. While output uncertainties can be in-

corporated into loss (objective) functions, the treatment

of input uncertainties remains challenging within most

standard frameworks. This stands in contrast to tra-

ditional Bayesian approaches where input uncertainties

can be explicitly considered in the analysis, although

such treatment of input uncertainties is also often over-

looked in practice in Bayesian inference applications to

astronomical studies.

We find that the magnitude of the attenuation bias de-

pends primarily on input measurement precision, rather

than on label precision or training sample size. Using

spectral analysis as a case study, we investigate a do-

main where regression tasks are routinely applied (Ho

et al. 2017; Guiglion et al. 2020; Xiang et al. 2019; An-

gelo et al. 2024; Li et al. 2024; Zhang et al. 2024; Hattori

2024). While we focus on spectroscopy, the implications

of attenuation bias extend broadly across observational

astronomy, where measurement uncertainties are ubiq-

uitous.

Our analysis centers on linear regression, a choice mo-

tivated by two key considerations. First, linear regres-

sion permits analytical prediction of attenuation bias

under certain assumptions, providing concrete mathe-

matical insights into the effects of measurement uncer-

tainties. Second, despite its simplicity, linear regression

serves as a foundation for many astronomical analysis

methods. Many power-law relations in astronomy (e.g.,

Kennicutt-Schmidt relation, Tully-Fisher relation, M-σ

relation) can be transformed into linear regressions in

logarithmic space. Furthermore, many classical machine

learning approaches are effectively generalized linear re-

gression with extended, curated features, and neural

networks can be viewed as a combination of a feature

transformer and linear regression. Indeed, we demon-

strated analytically that superlinear relationships typi-

cally suffer from even more severe attenuation bias.

4.1. Why Attenuation Bias Particularly Matters for

Astronomy

While attenuation bias receives relatively little atten-

tion in general machine learning applications, it poses

a particular challenge for astronomy due to the inher-

ent dynamic range of astronomical measurements. For

univariate or independent multivariate cases, the rele-

vant scale is the ratio of signal variance to measurement

error (σrange/σx). The theoretical framework predicts

that even at a ratio of 10—meaning the dynamic range

of the data is approximately tenfold the measurement

error—coefficient and label bias manifests at the per-

cent level. This roughly corresponds to a SNR of 10.

While general machine learning applications typically

operate with much higher SNR (e.g., natural image pro-

cessing), astronomy frequently operates in this critical

regime where measurement uncertainties are significant

relative to the signal range.

This challenge pervades astronomy as we attempt to

leverage order-of-magnitude measurements to achieve

percent-level understanding through statistical samples.

Consider the case study presented here: flux variations

in normalized spectra versus flux measurement errors.

Even in the optimistic scenario of high-resolution spec-

tra, typical variations are only 5-10%, while measure-

ment errors in dedicated spectroscopic surveys remain

around 1% (De Silva et al. 2015; Holtzman et al. 2018;

Gilmore et al. 2022). This places σrange/σx squarely in

the O(1)-O(10) regime where attenuation bias becomes

prominent.

Similar examples appear throughout astronomy. Stel-

lar age measurements, except for the small subset of

stars with precise asteroseismology, typically have un-

certainties ofO(1) Gyr—approximately 10% of the Hub-

ble time (Lebreton & Goupil 2014; Aerts 2015; Valle

et al. 2015; Xiang et al. 2017; Wu et al. 2018; Valen-

tini et al. 2019; Claytor et al. 2020; Hayden et al.

2022). Elemental abundance measurements, even in

dedicated studies, typically achieve precisions of 0.05-

0.1 dex, again about 10% of the full dynamic range for

[X/H] (Feltzing & Gustafsson 1998; Carretta et al. 2002;

Kirby et al. 2008; Xiang et al. 2017; Pancino et al. 2010;

Holtzman et al. 2018).

The situation becomes particularly relevant for power-

law relationships when transformed into log-log space for

linear regression. For instance, supermassive black hole

mass measurements spanning three-fiver orders of mag-
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nitude can only tolerate uncertainties of about 0.3-0.5

dex (e.g. Merritt & Ferrarese 2001; Graham 2012; Shen

2013; Li et al. 2023)—corresponding to roughly a factor

of three in linear scale—to avoid significant attenuation

bias. Similar precision limitations appear in measure-

ments of stellar mass and gas mass, where O(0.1) dex or

more uncertainties are common in multi-dex power law

studies (Conroy et al. 2009; Swindle et al. 2011; Leja

et al. 2017, 2020). Thus, attenuation bias systemati-

cally affects astronomical measurements exactly where

precision matters most.

While some studies can tolerate attenuation bias when

it merely compresses the dynamic range of labels while

preserving relative ordering, this bias becomes crucial

when comparing results to physical models or perform-

ing parameter estimation. Cosmological studies provide

a compelling example: in photometric redshift estima-

tion, high accuracy is essential because biases can propa-

gate through cosmological analyses, significantly affect-

ing parameter inference (Cunha et al. 2014; Almosal-

lam et al. 2016; McLeod et al. 2017; Davis et al. 2019;

Stölzner et al. 2021). This sensitivity to bias is com-

monly assessed through the Probability Integral Trans-

form (PIT) test, where a uniformly distributed sample

(similar to our study) is simulated to verify recovery of

the uniform distribution (e.g. Dey et al. 2021; Lin et al.

2024).

Common mitigation strategies in cosmology focus on

addressing potential bias sources through careful sample

selection—for example, collecting training samples that

span the Self-Organizing Map (SOM) space to ensure

unbiased representation of galaxy properties, or gather-

ing high-quality spectroscopic redshifts (Masters et al.

2015; Wright et al. 2020; Johnston et al. 2021). However,

these approaches implicitly assume that bias primarily

stems from training sample distribution and label qual-

ity. Our theoretical framework demonstrates that this

assumption may be incomplete, as attenuation bias per-

sists regardless of training sample properties, suggesting

that these mitigation strategies warrant reevaluation.

Similar misconceptions appear in other domains, such

as the inference of stellar ages from asteroseismic data

(Chaplin et al. 2014; Serenelli et al. 2017; Li et al. 2020),

where calls for collecting more asteroseismic ages reflect

the same assumption. Our analysis shows that such ef-

forts, while valuable for other reasons, are unlikely to

address the fundamental issue of attenuation bias.

4.2. Implications of Attenuation Bias for Spectral

Analysis with Machine Learning

While this paper’s primary goal is to provide a general

framework for understanding attenuation bias—which

can be partially predicted in the simplistic limit of lin-

ear regression—we showcase a specific application: spec-

tral analysis with machine learning. We chose this ex-

ample for several compelling reasons. First, as noted

above, the ratio between flux measurement error and

flux variation naturally falls in the regime where atten-

uation bias becomes significant. Second, spectra pro-

vide an ideal test case for the theoretical framework,

offering naturally correlated multivariate features that

allow us to extend our analysis beyond univariate cases.

Third, spectroscopy represents one of astronomy’s most

important observational modes, yet remains largely un-

explored in general machine learning literature, which

has led the astronomical community to independently

develop numerous specialized machine learning applica-

tions for spectral analysis (Fabbro et al. 2018; Leung &

Bovy 2019; Ting et al. 2019; Guiglion et al. 2020).

This interest has been further fueled by the need to

analyze vast datasets of low-resolution, often low signal-

to-noise ratio spectra from surveys such as LAMOST,

DESI, and 4MOST. The prevalence of low-resolution

data stems largely from modern spectroscopic surveys

being cosmology-driven, where high resolution, while

crucial for stellar studies, is less critical for galaxy ob-

servations.

The challenge extends beyond traditional spec-

troscopy to even lower-resolution regimes, including

narrow-band filters like the Gaia XP spectra and

ground-based surveys such as J-PLUS (Cenarro et al.

2019; Wang et al. 2022a), S-PLUS (Mendes de Oliveira

et al. 2019), and JPAS (Bonoli et al. 2021; Yuan et al.

2023). Given the persistent challenges in generating ro-

bust ab initio spectral models and the systematic un-

certainties in theoretical models at these resolutions, re-

searchers increasingly favor data-driven approaches, us-

ing high-resolution spectral observations or other pre-

cise measurements (from eclipsing binaries, astrometry,

asteroseismology, or high-quality spectra) as training la-

bels for machine learning models (Süveges et al. 2017;

Ambrosch et al. 2023; Bello-Garćıa et al. 2023).

While it is often argued that machine learning mod-

els can effectively transfer and match labels across dif-

ferent surveys, our study reveals potential problems

with this assumption. Even for elemental abundances

under optimal conditions—APOGEE resolution and

SNR—attenuation bias remains non-negligible, com-

pressing the dynamic range of inferred labels away from

their original scale. Although this bias depends on the

number of features employed and the range of stellar

parameters (e.g., effective temperature as a nuisance

parameter), and strongly correlated features can help

minimize the impact, such mitigation is only possible for
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atomic species with numerous spectral features. Key ele-

ments, including widely studied species like oxygen, have

limited atomic features in the optical wavelength ranges

(Prakapavičius et al. 2013; Ting et al. 2018), leading to

potentially severe attenuation (e.g. fig 13 in Xiang et al.

2019, fig 4 in Zhang et al. 2024). This effect is frequently

observed in label transfer applications, particularly at

low resolution, where one-to-one comparisons between

training labels and predictions show more prominent

skewing for elements with weaker and/or fewer features

(e.g., figure 9-11 Leung & Bovy 2019).

This attenuation bias can have important implica-

tions, particularly for fundamental measurements of

Galactic structure. For example, spectra contain infor-

mation about stellar parameters that, when combined

with apparent magnitudes, enable estimation of abso-

lute magnitudes and hence distances—a variation of

spectroscopic-photometric distance determination. The

systematic underestimation of distances due to attenu-

ation bias, which to our knowledge has not been well

recognized or treated, can have cascading effects on our

understanding of Galactic dynamics and chemical evo-

lution.

When these attenuated distances are used to map the

Milky Way’s rotation curve, the radius R at which the

orbital velocity vc is measured is systematically underes-

timated. Given that the enclosed mass within radius R

is determined byM(< R) =
v2
cR
G , the percentage attenu-

ation in distance measurements directly translates to the

same percentage underestimation in the enclosed mass

M(< R). As we have established in this study, atten-

uation bias in low-resolution surveys can be significant

even under conservative estimates, reaching the percent

level. This systematic underestimation of the Milky

Way’s mass has far-reaching implications for our under-

standing of the Galactic rotation curve, dark matter dis-

tribution, and overall Galactic dynamics. These findings

suggest the need to revisit data-driven spectroscopic-

photometric distance determinations in studies of the

Milky Way.

4.3. Mitigation Strategies for Attenuation Bias

Given the significant implications of attenuation bias,

it is natural to consider potential mitigation strategies.

The most obvious approach involves calibration, either

theoretical or empirical, acknowledging that this funda-

mental bias stems naturally from input uncertainty and

is independent of training sample size and label accu-

racy. Importantly, the presence of this bias does not

indicate that our machine learning models are incorrect

or inadequately trained.

Yet, theoretical calibration through analytic calcula-

tions has its own limitations. While in this study we

have shown that bias can be accurately predicted for uni-

variate cases with homogeneous errors when uncertain-

ties are well-measured, real data typically exhibits het-

eroskedastic (inhomogeneous) errors, making theoretical

calculations substantially more complex. Although such

calculations might be warranted for high-stakes studies

of fundamental one-dimensional relationships, e.g., M-σ

(Colless et al. 1999; Gültekin et al. 2009; Sani et al. 2011;

Zubovas & King 2012; Shankar et al. 2016), Kennicutt-

Schmidt relations (Robertson & Kravtsov 2008; Schaye

& Dalla Vecchia 2008; Gnedin & Kravtsov 2010; On-

odera et al. 2010; Liu et al. 2011; Lada et al. 2013; Shi

et al. 2018), their full development lies beyond the scope

of this paper.

More generally, as demonstrated in our multivari-

ate linear regression analysis, theoretical prediction be-

comes challenging when features are not completely in-

dependent. Even in the linear case with homogeneous

errors, the theoretical framework requires impractical

assumptions such as perfect correlation between features

and stringent constraints on linear coefficients. These

theoretical limitations become even more pronounced

for nonlinear machine learning methods with unknown

causality structures between the variables.

Empirical calibration of attenuation bias presents sig-

nificant challenges. In the simplest case where both in-

put x and output y have homogeneous errors, one might

assume that the attenuation bias λy applies uniformly

to all data points and could be calibrated globally using

validation data. However, in practice, both inputs and

outputs typically exhibit heteroskedastic errors, lead-

ing to different attenuation factors for individual data

points. Consequently, global calibration, while poten-

tially mitigating the overall bias, likely introduces new
systematic effects that are difficult to control.

Simulation-based calibration might seem like an alter-

native approach, as demonstrated in our spectral analy-

sis. However, the need for data-driven machine learning

often arises precisely because physical models contain

non-negligible systematics. As we have shown, atten-

uation bias strongly depends on the statistical proper-

ties of correlated features (spectral features in our case),

making simulation-based calibration potentially unre-

liable when these properties are not well understood.

Nonetheless, our spectral analysis suggests a possible

path forward: for a given set of underlying physical mod-

els, the attenuation bias scales predictably with SNR,

potentially enabling data-driven empirical calibration

based on the empirical SNR dependence of the atten-

uation bias.
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Our study has shown that when features are not inde-

pendent, their combined effect can help negate random

input noise, thereby mitigating attenuation bias. This

suggests that when possible, using data in its more raw

form with multiple correlated estimators—each subject

to independent noise—can be beneficial. For example,

full spectral fitting based on individual pixels could help

mitigate these issues compared to approaches using lim-

ited spectral indices or summary statistics that restrict

the number of input features. Furthermore, more re-

stricted models like linear regression might offer advan-

tages in that their bias can be better predicted or cali-

brated, and they suffer less from attenuation compared

to super-linear regression.

More broadly, while our study focuses primarily on

error-ignorant discriminative models—which unfortu-

nately remain common in astronomical applications,

especially with modern architectures like neural net-

works—the community has developed several sophis-

ticated statistical approaches to address measurement

uncertainties. Errors-in-variables models explicitly in-

corporate measurement error variances in the input to

provide unbiased parameter estimates. Bayesian hierar-

chical models offer another powerful framework, partic-

ularly well-suited to handling complex error structures

and incorporating prior information. These approaches

can account for measurement uncertainties at multiple

levels, from individual observations to population-level

parameters, providing a more robust foundation for as-

tronomical inference.

4.4. Discriminative Models versus Generative Models

Our analysis highlights an asymmetry in how mea-

surement errors affect regression models: uncertainties

in dependent variables (outputs) do not cause attenu-

ation bias, while uncertainties in independent variables

(inputs) systematically bias the results. This insight has

important implications for choosing between discrimi-

native and generative approaches in astronomical data

analysis.

Discriminative models, which directly map from ob-

servables to physical parameters (e.g., from spectra to

stellar properties), treat the noisy measurements as in-

put features. As we have demonstrated through our the-

oretical framework, measurement uncertainties in these

inputs inevitably lead to attenuation bias in an error-

ignorant framework, regardless of training sample size

or label quality.

In contrast, generative models first learn to predict ob-

servables from physical parameters, then use optimiza-

tion methods (e.g., χ2 minimization) or sampling ap-

proaches (e.g., MCMC) to infer parameters from data.

This approach naturally accommodates measurement

uncertainties in two ways. First, during the forward

modeling phase, measurement uncertainties appear in

the dependent variables where they only affect variance

of the model estimate, not bias. Second, during the pa-

rameter inference phase, measurement uncertainties can

be explicitly incorporated into the likelihood function or

objective function.

This theoretical advantage becomes particularly rele-

vant in scenarios where training labels have higher preci-

sion than the observed data. Consider, for example, the

common task of analyzing low-resolution survey spectra

using training labels derived from high-resolution ob-

servations. Discriminative models must contend with

significant measurement uncertainties in their input fea-

tures (the low-resolution spectra), leading to inevitable

attenuation bias. Generative models, by learning the

forward mapping from parameters to spectra, can bet-

ter preserve the precision of the training labels.

5. CONCLUSION

A persistent challenge in astronomical machine learn-

ing has been systematic bias where predictions compress

the dynamic range of true values—the highest true val-

ues are consistently predicted too low while the low-

est values are predicted too high. This bias is particu-

larly relevant in modern astronomy, where data-driven

models increasingly attempt to extract information from

low-quality data by leveraging high-quality training la-

bels from other companion observations. While conven-

tional wisdom has attributed this bias to factors such

as inaccurate labels, insufficient training data, or non-

uniform sampling of training data, the theoretical anal-

ysis reveals a more fundamental origin, and surprisingly

demonstrates that all of these commonly cited factors

are irrelevant to solving this issue.

Through examination of linear regression with noisy

data, we demonstrate that this systematic bias naturally

emerges from attenuation bias (or regression dilution)—

a direct consequence of how measurement uncertainties

in input variables spread the observed distribution and

fundamentally lead to underestimation of regression co-

efficients. This bias persists regardless of training sam-

ple size, label accuracy, or parameter distribution.

For univariate or independent multivariate cases, we

prove that the attenuation factor λ follows a simple rela-

tionship. This relationship reveals that even with signal-

variance-to-noise ratios of 10 (σrange/σx = 10), predic-

tions suffer from 1% bias, with the effect becoming se-

vere at lower ratio. Since this range of signal-variance-

to-noise of 10 and lower is common in astronomical ob-

servations but rare in typical machine learning appli-
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cations, this effect has been largely overlooked in the

broader astronomy literature despite its significant im-

pact on astronomical inference.

Our further investigation of multivariate linear regres-

sion yields several insights: for independent features, the

bias depends solely on the ratio of measurement uncer-

tainty to signal variance, independent of sample size or

dimensionality. Adding more independent features can-

not overcome this fundamental limitation. However, we

demonstrate that correlated features can help mitigate

this bias. The degree of mitigation depends on both

the number of correlated features and their correlation

strength, which is particularly relevant for spectroscopic

analysis where features are naturally correlated through

underlying physics. In the theoretical limit of infinite

perfectly correlated features, the attenuation bias can be

completely resolved, though this limit is rarely achiev-

able in practice.

Using high-resolution stellar spectroscopy as a case

study, we show that even in optimal conditions—

APOGEE resolution (R = 24, 000) with high SNR—

attenuation bias remains detectable. The effect becomes

substantially more severe at lower resolutions or SNR

values typical of surveys like LAMOST and DESI. This

has particular implications for abundance measurements

of elements with limited spectral features, where the pro-

tective effect of correlated features is reduced. Further-

more, we demonstrate that variations in other stellar

parameters (like effective temperature) can weaken fea-

ture correlations, diminishing their ability to mitigate

attenuation bias.

The attenuation biases of 1-10% we have identified can

have profound implications for fundamental astronomi-

cal relationships, particularly when propagated through

subsequent analyses. The naive application of machine

learning models that ignore input uncertainties can in-

troduce systematic biases in key parameter estimations.

These biases could significantly impact our understand-

ing of fundamental astronomical relationships across

multiple scales: from galactic-scale relations like the

Kennicutt-Schmidt law and the M-σ relation between

black hole and galaxy properties, to more specific spec-

troscopic analyses such as age-metallicity correlations

and the Milky Way’s rotation curve.

This attenuation bias stems from the fundamental

asymmetry in how measurement errors affect regression

models: uncertainties in dependent variables (outputs)

only increase variance, while uncertainties in indepen-

dent variables (inputs) directly contribute to attenua-

tion bias. This asymmetry has important implications

for model choice in astronomical applications. Gener-

ative models that predict observables (such as spectra)

from physical parameters, followed by parameter infer-

ence through optimization or sampling, may be practi-

cally more robust than discriminative approaches that

attempt to infer parameters directly from noisy observa-

tions. This advantage arises because in generative mod-

els, the noisier measurements appear in the dependent

variables where they only affect variance, while in dis-

criminative approaches, these same noisy measurements

serve as independent variables where they inevitably in-

troduce attenuation bias.

While our analytical treatment focuses on linear re-

gression and spectral analysis, the insights about atten-

uation bias naturally extend to more complex nonlinear

models as well as all applications of machine learning

in the astronomical context. As astronomy continues to

embrace larger surveys with varying data quality, under-

standing and accounting for attenuation bias becomes

increasingly crucial for reaching more robust and accu-

rate inference, ensuring that upstream label determina-

tion does not inadvertently propagate systematic errors

to downstream scientific conclusions.
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APPENDIX

A. ATTENUATION BIAS UNDER GENERALIZED LEAST SQUARES (GLS)

In the main text, we established that measurement errors in the independent variable (x) lead to systematic under-

estimation of regression coefficients, known as attenuation bias, when using ordinary least squares (OLS) regression.

A natural question arises: can employing Generalized Least Squares (GLS) mitigate this bias? GLS can provide more

efficient estimates than OLS by accounting for known heteroskedasticity or correlation structures in the residuals of

the dependent variable. However, as we will demonstrate, the fundamental attenuation bias due to errors in x remains

unaltered by the switch from OLS to GLS.

Consider the univariate linear model:

ytrue,i = βxtrue,i, (A1)

with observed values given by:

xobs,i = xtrue,i + δx,i, (A2)

yobs,i = ytrue,i + δy,i, (A3)

where E[δx,i] = 0, E[δy,i] = 0, Var(δx,i) = σ2
x, and δx,i, δy,i are independent of xtrue,i. The variance of the measurement

errors in y may vary with i, so we define wi = 1/σ2
y,i as the GLS weight.

The GLS estimator for the slope β takes the form:

β̂GLS =

∑
i wixobs,iyobs,i∑

i wix2
obs,i

. (A4)

Substituting yobs,i = βxtrue,i + δy,i and xobs,i = xtrue,i + δx,i:

β̂GLS =

∑
i wi(xtrue,i + δx,i)(βxtrue,i + δy,i)∑

i wi(xtrue,i + δx,i)2
. (A5)

Taking the expectation and using E[δx,i] = E[δy,i] = 0, along with the independence assumptions, we obtain:

E[β̂GLS ] =

∑
i wiE[xtrue,iβxtrue,i]∑
i wi(σ2

range + σ2
x)

=

∑
i wiβσ

2
range∑

i wi(σ2
range + σ2

x)
. (A6)

Since the weights wi are just multiplicative factors, they cancel out in the proportional sense:

E[β̂GLS ] = β
σ2
range

σ2
range + σ2

x

. (A7)

This result is exactly the same attenuation factor derived for OLS. Thus, even if the error model in y is accounted

for by GLS, the fundamental bias from measurement errors in x persists. The weighting of observations by wi does

not alter the ratio that characterizes attenuation: it only affects the relative contribution of each data point, not the

underlying relationship between xobs and yobs.

To demonstrate, we repeat the simulations described in the main text (see Section 2.1 and Figure 3), but now using

GLS instead of OLS. The simulation setup remains largely the same, with a two-dimensional parameter space defined

by the ratio of signal range to measurement error (σrange/σx) and the measurement uncertainty in the dependent

variable (σy). The key difference lies in the regression method: we now employ GLS, with weights set to 1/σ2
y to

account for the known variances in y.

The GLS estimates for the coefficients β̂ = [β̂1, β̂0] are obtained using the normal equation:

β̂ = (X⊤WX)−1X⊤Wy
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where X is the design matrix (observed x values with a column of ones for the intercept) and W is the diagonal weight

matrix. We then compute the predicted y values using these estimated coefficients and perform a simple OLS regression

of the predicted values against the true values to obtain the attenuation factor λy (the slope of this regression).

The GLS-based simulation results, shown in Figure 12, reinforce the conclusions drawn from the OLS case. Despite

GLS accounting for known variances in y through appropriate weighting, the results closely resemble those obtained

using OLS. The attenuation factor λy exhibits the same dependence on σrange/σx, with no discernible influence from

σy. This confirms that GLS does not mitigate the fundamental attenuation bias introduced by measurement errors in

the independent variable x.

Figure 12. Similar to Figure 3, which presented ordinary least squares (OLS) results, this figure shows the two-dimensional
attenuation factor λy as a function of σrange/σx (horizontal axis) and σy (vertical axis) using Generalized Least Squares (GLS).
Although GLS accounts for known variances in y by adjusting the weights, the resulting attenuation factor maps remain
effectively unchanged compared to OLS. This confirms that simply weighting the dependent variable according to its uncertainty
does not mitigate the fundamental attenuation bias caused by measurement errors in the independent variable x. The color
scale and contours are identical to those in Figure 3, enabling direct comparison.

B. VARIANCE OF LINEAR COEFFICIENT ESTIMATOR

While the attenuation bias in the linear coefficient estimator is independent of both the training set size n and the

uncertainty in the dependent variable σy, the variance of the estimator depends on both quantities. Here we derive

this dependence explicitly for centered variables (i.e., xobs = yobs = 0).

To derive the variance of β̂ in the univariate case, let’s begin with its fundamental expression and systematically

show how it relates to the residuals. Starting with the OLS estimator:

β̂ =

∑
i xobs,iyobs,i∑

i x
2
obs,i

(B8)

We can substitute yobs,i = βxtrue,i + δy,i = βxobs,i − βδx,i + δy,i into this expression:

β̂ =

∑
i xobs,i(βxobs,i − βδx,i + δy,i)∑

i x
2
obs,i

(B9)

Distributing xobs,i gives us:

β̂ = β +

∑
i xobs,i(−βδx,i + δy,i)∑

i x
2
obs,i

(B10)
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Now, to find Var(β̂), we note that β is constant, so:

Var(β̂) = Var

(∑
i xobs,i(−βδx,i + δy,i)∑

i x
2
obs,i

)
(B11)

To evaluate this variance, treating xobs,i/
∑

i x
2
obs,i as our constant (conditional on xobs) and applying this property

element-wise:

Var(β̂) =
∑
i

(
xobs,i∑
j x

2
obs,j

)2

Var(−βδx,i + δy,i)

=

∑
i x

2
obs,i

(
∑

i x
2
obs,i)

2
(σ2

y + β2σ2
x) (B12)

For large samples, we can use the fact that 1
n

∑
i x

2
obs,i approaches Var(xobs) = σ2

range + σ2
x. Therefore:

Var(β̂) =
σ2
y + β2σ2

x

n(σ2
range + σ2

x)
. (B13)

This result reveals several important insights about the precision of our coefficient estimates. First, unlike the

attenuation bias discussed in the main text, the variance scales inversely with sample size n, indicating that larger

training sets do improve estimation precision even if they cannot address the fundamental bias. Second, measurement

uncertainties in both x and y contribute to the variance through the numerator term, showing how both sources of

error affect our estimation uncertainty.

Having derived the variance of the linear coefficient estimator in the univariate case, we now extend this analysis to

the multivariate setting with p features. We maintain our previous assumptions of centered variables (x = 0, y = 0)

and homogeneous uncertainties (σx for all features), while adding the requirement that features are independent and

identically distributed with variance σ2
range.

In the multivariate setting, the ordinary least squares estimator for each coefficient takes the form:

β̂j =

∑
i xobs,ij(

∑p
k=1 βkxtrue,ik + δy,i)∑
i x

2
obs,ij

(B14)

To analyze this estimator, we first substitute xobs,ij = xtrue,ij + δx,ij in the appropriate terms:

β̂j =

∑
i xobs,ij(

∑p
k=1 βkxtrue,ik + δy,i)∑
i x

2
obs,ij

=

∑
i xobs,ij(βjxtrue,ij +

∑
k ̸=j βkxtrue,ik + δy,i)∑

i x
2
obs,ij

=

∑
i xobs,ij(βj(xobs,ij − δx,ij) +

∑
k ̸=j βkxtrue,ik + δy,i)∑

i x
2
obs,ij

=

∑
i xobs,ij(βjxobs,ij − βjδx,ij +

∑
k ̸=j βkxtrue,ik + δy,i)∑

i x
2
obs,ij

= βj +

∑
i xobs,ij(−βjδx,ij + δy,i +

∑
k ̸=j βkxtrue,ik)∑

i x
2
obs,ij

(B15)

To compute Var(β̂j), we condition on the observed features xobs, treating xobs,ij/
∑

i x
2
obs,ij as constant, similar to

our approach in the univariate case:

Var(β̂j) =
∑
i

(
xobs,ij∑
ℓ x

2
obs,ℓj

)2

Var(−βjδx,ij + δy,i +
∑
k ̸=j

βkxtrue,ik) (B16)
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The independence of δx,ij , δy,i, and xtrue,ik allows us to decompose the variance term:

Var(−βjδx,ij + δy,i +
∑
k ̸=j

βkxtrue,ik) = β2
jσ

2
x + σ2

y +
∑
k ̸=j

β2
k Var(xtrue,ik) (B17)

The crucial step comes in evaluating Var(xtrue,ik) conditional on xobs:

Var(xtrue,ik|xobs) = Var(xobs,ik − δx,ik|xobs)

= Var(−δx,ik|xobs)

= σ2
x (B18)

Substituting back and simplifying:

Var(β̂j) =

∑
i x

2
obs,ij

(
∑

i x
2
obs,ij)

2
(σ2

y +

p∑
k=1

β2
kσ

2
x) (B19)

For large samples, 1
n

∑
i x

2
obs,ij approaches σ2

range + σ2
x for each feature j, yielding our final result:

Var(β̂j) =
σ2
y +

∑p
k=1 β

2
kσ

2
x

n(σ2
range + σ2

x)
(B20)

This multivariate generalization reveals how the variance of each coefficient estimator depends not only on its own

parameter value but also on all other coefficients in the model. The denominator retains the same form as in the

univariate case, showing that the fundamental scaling with sample size and feature variance remains unchanged.

However, the numerator now includes contributions from all features’ measurement uncertainties, weighted by their

respective coefficients, reflecting how noise in any feature affects the precision of all coefficient estimates. As the

dimension p increases, the variance of individual estimators grows through the summation term
∑p

k=1 β
2
kσ

2
x. This

behavior is not surprising: given the same constraints from the training data, the determination of the hyperplane

becomes more stochastic at higher dimensions, reflecting the fundamental challenge of maintaining precision in high-

dimensional parameter estimation.

C. DERIVATION OF THE ATTENUATION BIAS FOR CORRELATED MULTIVARIATE FEATURES

We have shown in Section 2.4.1 that in the case of independent features, the number of dimensions in the input

would not mitigate the attenuation bias, and the attenuation bias calculation follows the case of the univariate scenario.

However, when the features are correlated, the random noise would need to conspire to create the attenuation bias,

making it possible to reduce the attenuation bias as the dimensionality increases.

In general, deriving an analytic theory for multivariate linear regression with correlated features is challenging. For

simplicity, the results we have laid out in Section 2.4.2 assume perfect correlation between all the features. In this

case, without loss of generality, we can assume xtrue,j = ajxtrue, where aj is a scaling factor for the j-th feature, with

j ranging from 1 to p, and xtrue is a scalar random variable representing the underlying true signal.

Recall that, from Equation 33, we have:

E[β̂] ≈ (E[X⊤
trueXtrue] + nσ2

xIp)
−1E[X⊤

trueXtrue]β (C21)

We will calculate the individual terms in this expression. First, we compute E[X⊤
trueXtrue]. Under the assumption

of perfect correlation, Xtrue can be expressed as:

Xtrue = xtrueA, (C22)

where xtrue is the random variable representing the underlying intrinsic input data, and A is a fixed 1× p row vector

of scaling factors [a1, a2, . . . , ap].

Now, we can calculate E[X⊤
trueXtrue]:

E[X⊤
trueXtrue] = nE[(xtrueA)⊤(xtrueA)]

= nE[x2
true]A

⊤A. (C23)
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Let Sx =
∑n

i=1 x
2
true,i = nE[x2

true], which represents the evaluation of the expectation over n samples of the training

data. Thus, the matrix E[X⊤
trueXtrue] can be estimated as:

E[X⊤
trueXtrue] ≈ SxA

⊤A. (C24)

Substituting these expressions into Equation (C21), we have:

E[β̂] ≈
(
SxA

⊤A+ nσ2
xIp
)−1

SxA
⊤Aβ.

=

(
A⊤A+

nσ2
x

Sx
Ip

)−1

A⊤Aβ. (C25)

Let κ =
nσ2

x

Sx
, which represents the relative magnitude of the measurement error variance to the signal variance scaled

by the sample size. To compute (A⊤A+ κIp)
−1, note that A⊤A is a rank-1 matrix if A is a non-zero vector. Let a

be the p× 1 vector of scaling factors aj . Then:

A⊤A = aa⊤. (C26)

Therefore, the matrix we need to invert is:

M = aa⊤ + κIp. (C27)

We can use the Sherman-Morrison formula to find the inverse of M:

(aa⊤ + κIp)
−1 = κ−1

(
Ip −

aa⊤

κ+ a⊤a

)
. (C28)

Substituting back, we have:

E[β̂] ≈ κ−1

(
Ip −

aa⊤

κ+ a⊤a

)
aa⊤β

= κ−1

(
aa⊤β − aa⊤aa⊤

κ+ a⊤a
β

)
. (C29)

Note that a⊤β is a scalar, so aa⊤β = (a⊤β)a. Similarly, a⊤a =
∑p

j=1 a
2
j . Compute the numerator in the second

term:

aa⊤a = (a⊤a)a. (C30)

Therefore, the expression simplifies to:

E[β̂] ≈ κ−1

(
(a⊤β)a− (a⊤β)(a⊤a)a

κ+ a⊤a

)
= κ−1(a⊤β)a

(
1− a⊤a

κ+ a⊤a

)
. (C31)

Simplify the term in parentheses:

1− a⊤a

κ+ a⊤a
=

κ

κ+ a⊤a
. (C32)

Therefore:

E[β̂] ≈ κ−1(a⊤β)a

(
κ

κ+ a⊤a

)
=

a⊤β

κ+ a⊤a
a (C33)

≡ λpa. (C34)

We have the expected attenuation factor:

λp =
a⊤β

κ+ a⊤a
. (C35)
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However, in this form, we still cannot write E[β̂] as a factor of the true β. In general, this is not possible. However,

if we further assume that β = βa, where β is a scalar coefficient, then a⊤β = βa⊤a, and the expected value of β̂

becomes:

E[β̂] ≈ βa⊤a

κ+ a⊤a
a. (C36)

Thus, each element of E[β̂] is:
E[β̂j ] ≈ λpβaj = λpβj , (C37)

and we arrive at the analytic expression for the attenuation factor λp:

λp =
a⊤a

κ+ a⊤a
=

∑p
j=1 a

2
j

nσ2
x

Sx
+
∑p

j=1 a
2
j

. (C38)

This is the expression we discussed in Section 2.4.2. We derived this analytic formula under strong assumptions about

the scalability and alignment between β and a. While such explicit expressions may not exist for general multivariate

linear regression, the goal of this calculation is to demonstrate a key principle: as the number of non-trivial and

correlated features increases, the attenuation bias decreases, with the attenuation factor approaching unity.

D. EMPIRICAL VALIDATION OF INDEPENDENT FEATURE PREDICTIONS WITH VARYING FEATURE

STRENGTHS

In Section 2.4.1, we demonstrated that for independent features with equal strengths, attenuation bias persists

regardless of the number of features used. For features with varying sensitivities, the theoretical framework predicts

that the effective attenuation factor represents a weighted average of individual feature attenuations, with the final

predictions being pulled toward the mean of the parameter range. Here, we use synthetic APOGEE spectra to validate

these theoretical predictions.

In spectroscopy, features are naturally correlated through underlying physics—when varying a single parameter

like [Fe/H], all spectral features should respond in a physically consistent way. To test the theoretical predictions

about independent features, we need to artificially break these physical correlations. We begin by generating 1,000

synthetic spectra using The Payne spectral emulator, focusing on the same ±20Å wavelength range around 16200Å

as in our main analysis, with [Fe/H] uniformly distributed from −1 to 0. For each pixel, we derive an empirical linear

relationship between flux and [Fe/H] from these synthetic spectra. As validated in Figure 7, these linear relationships

adequately describe the pixel-wise dependence of flux on metallicity.

Using these empirical relationships, we create a pool of 10,000 samples by independently sampling flux values at

each pixel, maintaining the observed flux distributions but breaking the natural correlations between pixels. For each

sample, we estimate [Fe/H] by inverting these linear relationships pixel-by-pixel, then take the mean across all pixels

as the final [Fe/H] label. This approach, by treating pixels independently, allows different [Fe/H] values to contribute
to the final label from each pixel. Because we treat all pixels as contributing independently to [Fe/H], the final label

average close to the mean of the input range ([Fe/H] ∈ [−0.6,−0.4]).

Using multivariate linear regression, we analyze the relationship between the label [Fe/H] (y) and the normalized

flux values (x) across wavelength bins, with each pixel j having a corresponding coefficient βj . For each simulation

configuration, we train the model using 1,000 mock spectra with known [Fe/H] values and validate on another 1,000

independent mock spectra.

Figure 13 demonstrates how the attenuation factor varies with measurement uncertainty and number of input

pixels. The gray shaded regions show the theoretical predictions for attenuation factors expected across all 179 pixels,

with darker and lighter bands indicating 1σ (16th-84th percentile) and 2σ (2nd-98th percentile) ranges respectively.

This spread arises because different pixels show varying sensitivities to [Fe/H] (different σrange), leading to different

attenuation factors at fixed σx.

To validate these predictions, we perform 100 independent trials for each configuration of pixel number (p =

1, 3, 10, 100) and measurement uncertainty (σx). The colored points show the mean attenuation factor (λy) from

these trials, with error bars indicating the standard deviation. These results empirically validate the theoretical pre-

dictions about independent features with varying strengths. When features contribute independently and have different

sensitivities (σrange), they experience different degrees of attenuation (λβ,j), and their weighted average pulls the final

prediction toward the mean.
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Figure 13. Empirical validation of theoretical predictions for attenuation bias with independent features of varying strengths.
Using synthetic APOGEE spectra where pixel-wise correlations are artificially broken, we demonstrate how attenuation bias
manifests when features contribute independently to [Fe/H] estimation. Gray shaded regions show theoretical 1σ (dark) and
2σ (light) ranges of attenuation factors, reflecting the spread in feature sensitivities across different pixels. Colored points show
empirical attenuation factors (λy) for different numbers of input features (p = 1, 3, 10, 100 pixels in yellow, green, red, and
blue respectively), with error bars indicating ±1 standard deviation across 100 independent trials. As predicted by theory, the
mean attenuation represents a weighted average of individual feature attenuations and shows no dependence on feature count,
though variance decreases with more pixels. Bottom x-axis shows measurement uncertainty (σx) in normalized flux units, with
corresponding signal-to-noise ratio on top. Top panels show predicted versus true [Fe/H] for the 100-pixel case at selected σx

values, illustrating how the attenuation bias increases with measurement uncertainty.
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Also as predicted by the theoretical framework for independent features, the mean attenuation shows no significant

dependence on the number of pixels used—demonstrating that including more independent features cannot mitigate

the bias. The variance does decrease as more pixels are included, reflected in smaller error bars for larger p, because

with fewer pixels, each random selection might include predominantly strong or weak features, leading to more variable

attenuation.

The top panels show predicted versus true [Fe/H] for the 100-pixel case at different noise levels, illustrating increasing

attenuation as measurement uncertainty grows. Notably, even at relatively high SNR = 100 (σx = 0.01), we observe

measurable attenuation.

We note that this represents a pessimistic limit of independent features. In real physical systems, where features are

naturally correlated, increasing the number of features can help mitigate the attenuation bias—a point we explored in

detail in the main text.
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