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Abstract

Measurement error occurs when a covariate influencing a response variable is corrupted
by noise. This can lead to misleading inference outcomes, particularly in problems where
accurately estimating the relationship between covariates and response variables is
crucial, such as causal effect estimation. Existing methods for dealing with measurement
error often rely on strong assumptions such as knowledge of the error distribution or its
variance and availability of replicated measurements of the covariates. We propose a
Bayesian Nonparametric Learning framework that is robust to mismeasured covariates,
does not require the preceding assumptions, and can incorporate prior beliefs about
the error distribution. This approach gives rise to a general framework that is suitable
for both Classical and Berkson error models via the appropriate specification of the
prior centering measure of a Dirichlet Process (DP). Moreover, it offers flexibility in the
choice of loss function depending on the type of regression model. We provide bounds on
the generalization error based on the Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) loss which
allows for generalization to non-Gaussian distributed errors and nonlinear covariate-
response relationships. We showcase the effectiveness of the proposed framework versus
prior art in real-world problems containing either Berkson or Classical measurement
errors.

Keywords: Errors-in-variables, Input uncertainty, Maximum mean discrepancy, Total least
squares, Bayesian nonparametric learning

1 Introduction

An often encountered problem in statistical inference is when one or more covariate variables
are subject to measurement error (ME). This is known as the ME, errors-in-variables, or
input uncertainty problem and often arises in medical, economic, and natural sciences when
it is hard or impossible to measure quantities in the real world exactly. If ignored, ME in
the covariates can result in biased parameter estimates (see Carroll et al.} [1995). If the goal
is solely to make predictions, ME may not be a significant issue as long as observations
continue to be realizations of the same random variable (RV). However, in many cases, we

are interested in estimating the true parameter that explains the relationship between two
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RVs. For example, suppose we want to estimate a parameter that represents the condition
of patients based on the prevalence of a specific protein in their blood. This information
can help clinicians determine the appropriate dosage of a drug that adjusts the protein
levels. However, the available blood test may only provide an approximate measurement of
the actual protein percentages. If this ME is ignored, the parameter estimates might give
a misleading representation of the effect of the protein levels on the condition, leading to
administering incorrect drug doses which could potentially be harmful to patients.

Moreover, in causal inference, a biased estimate can lead to false conclusions about
the causal relationship between a covariate and the response variable. This problem
has been explored in the causal inference literature by reframing it as a causal effect
estimation problem with unobserved confounders (see Kuroki and Pearl, |2014; |Adams
et al. 2019; |[Finkelstein et al.l 2021). Such causal effect estimation problems are met
in health and epidemiology sciences where we are interested in exposure-response relations
(see Brakenhoff et al., [2018]). Exposures, often measured with error, can include both self-
reported quantities, such as patient lifestyle changes, and laboratory measurements such as
serum cholesterol or the levels of aluminum in the brain (Campbell, 2002).

The ME problem has been extensively researched in both frequentist and Bayesian
contexts. However, many proposed methods rely on knowing the ME distribution or
variance, strong distributional assumptions, or availability of replicate measurements and
instrumental variables. Our primary aim is to develop a broadly applicable Bayesian
approach, robust to ME on covariates when the model doesn’t explicitly address ME and
replicate measurements are unavailable. The focus is to provide informative, well-calibrated
posterior densities for parameters of interest while incorporating any available expert prior
beliefs on ME, without assuming that these are well-specified. If strong prior beliefs are
absent, our method can still be employed by using non-informative priors or reducing the
weight on priors. We introduce a Bayesian Nonparametric Learning (NPL) framework

suitable for both Classical and Berkson error settings to achieve this.

1.1 Problem setting & Related work

Consider two topological spaces X and ) equipped with Borel o-algebras oy and oy
respectively and let Py and Py be the space of Borel distributions on X and ) respectively.

Let also Z := X x Y equipped with g-algebra oz and Pz the space of Borel distributions on



Z. Assume that we have observed data {(w;,v;)}!'; € Z and wish to perform parametric
inference for a model family {Pyg,) : = € X,0 € ©} = Py with regression function
g: 0O x X — R and parameter space © such that z — Py ,)(A) is ox-measurable for all
A e oyandall § € ©. Further assume that we have RVs W, X, N € X such that observations
{w;}!, from W are equal to the unobserved true values {z;}]"; from X corrupted with

additive error {v;}? ; from N. Assume that there exists unknown 6y € © such that:
Y =g(60,X)+E, E~TFy (1)

for unknown F%, with Eg,[E] = 0. We further assume that both N and F are homoscedastic,
i.e. they have constant variance across observations. In this work, we consider the two most
common types of ME, namely Berkson (Berkson, [1950) and Classical. The main difference
lies in the assumptions of dependence between the true and noisy covariates with the

measurement error. Mathematically we define:
e Berkson: X =W+N, WIN, XHN N~TF}
e Classical: W=X+N, WHN, X I N, N~TF

Berkson ME occurs when the user assigns the observed covariates and are hence independent
of the ME. An example is when a group average (W) of the quantity of interest is assigned
to each individual of the group whereas the true individual levels (X)) differ by an additive
error. Another example occurs when a health practitioner prescribes a fixed dose of a drug
(W) whereas the actual quantity of the drug substance absorbed by each body (X)) differs
between individuals with the same prescription. In contrast, classical ME often occurs
when the ME is a source of inaccurate recording methods such as a faulty instrument. As
a result, observed measurements (V) randomly fluctuate around the true value (X) and is
hence correlated with the ME. The difference between Berkson and Classical ME can also
be understood from a graphical representation as illustrated in Figs. and In the
Berkson case, N directly affects X whereas in the Classical case dependence flows from N
to W. In both cases, we assume that N is random and IF?V might not be known exactly. The
goal of this work is to perform parametric inference on 6 € ©, remaining robust with respect
to ME and potential misspecifications of apriori beliefs about its distribution. Below, we

outline key literature on ME, emphasizing their relevance to our work.
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Figure 1: Graphical representation of Berkson and Classical ME. Directed arrows indicate
conditional dependency. The function g(0,-) indicates the regression function explaining
the relationship of Y conditioned on X. The difference between Berkson and Classical
models relies on the dependency relationships between N, W and X.

Numerical optimization Approaches In the numerical optimization literature, the
TLS method (Golub and Loanl [1979; |Golub and Van Loan, 1980|) has been widely used to
approach ME in the covariate. This is a generalization of Ordinary Least Squares (OLS)
wherein the residuals of both the response and covariate variables are minimized. The
ordinary TLS algorithm has been extended to, among others, the regularised TLS (Guo and
Renaut, [2002)) to induce regularisation on the set of admissible solutions and convex TLS
(Malioutov and Slavov, [2014) to deal with varying ME, known error structure and outliers.
Diao et al| (2019) later improved the computational time of solving the TLS problem
through fast sketching methods. This group of methods gives very useful computational
tools for approaching the ME problem, however, their use in nonlinear regression problems
can be challenging while they also make the underlying assumption that the errors are
Normally distributed. Moreover, they fail to incorporate any prior beliefs and quantify
any uncertainty related to inference outcomes. For this reason, we approach TLS from
a probabilistic point of view: we incorporate it as a loss function in the Bayesian NPL
framework (Lyddon et al., 2018), based on randomized objective functions.

The main idea of TLS is to expand OLS to consider perturbations in both the covariates

and response variables. Consider the model described in . The special case of linear

regression corresponds to g(6p, x) = 88 z. For observations w = (w1, ..., w,)T € R"*% and
y=(y1,...,yn)" € R™! with associated unobserved errors v = (vy,...,v,)T € R**% and
€= (e1,...,en)T € R™! such that vq., i£1IF‘S)\, and elmi@F%, we have that:

Vi=1,...,n: inQTxi-l-Ei, T; = w; + Vy; (2)

and we wish to correctly estimate € R%*1, Tt is straightforward to see that if we naively

use OLS to fit {(w;,y;)};~, with the linear model, ignoring ME, the resulting estimator



for 6 will be biased because each w; is correlated with v;. This bias is not present in the
TLS case. Denote by || - || the Frobenius norm, then TLS corresponds to the optimization

problem:

min [[v €]|% subject to y = (w+v)f + ¢

e
or equivalently: n

i 3§ + = (o -+ )01 3)
The solution to the problem in has been derived for real RVs using the Singular Value
Decomposition (SVD) by |Golub and Loan| (1979), and |Golub and Van Loan| (1980) and
later generalized by Van Huffel and Vandewalle| (1988) who relaxed some of the necessary
numerical assumptions for the existence of a solution. A detailed solution to the problem is
given in Appendix[A.2] From a statistical point of view, the TLS objective has an underlying
assumption of Gaussian distributed errors with corresponding to maximizing the joint
log-likelihood in the Classical ME case under the assumption that FQ; and F% are both zero
mean Gaussian distributions (see Appendix . Some finite sample statistical properties
of TLS estimators were given by |Xu et al. (2012). For a more thorough review of TLS
methods, we refer the reader to|Van Huffel (2004) and Markovsky and Van Huffel| (2007).

Frequentist Methods In the statistical literature, most existing methods require knowledge
of the distribution of the ME, or its variance (Cook and Stefanski, |1994)). Specifically,
in Deming regression (Deming, (1943) for Classical ME the ratio of the variances of the
errors associated with the response and covariate variables is assumed to be known. For
Berkson ME, Huwang and Huang| (2000) suggested an iterative re-weighted least squares
for polynomial regression, assuming Gaussian distributed Berkson error. [Wang| (2003)
considered the more general case of nonlinear regression with Gaussian distributed errors
and later generalized it to non-Gaussian error models (Wang), 2004 through a minimum
distance estimation approach.

Cook and Stefanski (1994) proposed the simulation-extrapolation method (SIMEX)
which assumes knowledge of the ME variance or the ability to estimate it. Under this
information, SIMEX simulates additional ME to estimate its effect on the relationship
between covariate and response variables. Although SIMEX has been studied primarily for
the Classical error model, some works have extended it to the case of Berkson error models

(Althubaiti and Donev, [2016)) and of mixtures of Classical and Berkson errors (Carroll et al.}



2006; Misumi et al., 2018]).

Since the ME variance is rarely known in practice, alternative methods assume instead
that we have access to repeated measurements of the mismeasured RV. These methods,
usually dealing with Classical type error, (e.g. see Liu and Liang, 1992;|Li and Vuong, |1998;
Li, [2002) treat the true values of the covariates as latent variables and use the replicate
measurements to estimate them. Kato et al. (2021) showed that such techniques achieve
robustness against identification failure and confidence bands for the marginal distribution
of the true covariate in the Classical ME case. A widely studied method, used in both
Classical and Berkson error models, is Regression Calibration (Carroll et al.; 2006). It
is based on a two-step approach, starting with the regression of X on W and then the
substitution of the fitted model into the regression of Y on X. Although it constitutes a very
powerful method, in practice, the first step requires the existence of replicate measurements
of the unobserved covariate.

Instrumental variable (IV) methods, for example Newhouse and McClellan| (1998));
Bowden and Turkington (1990) in the Classical setting, relax the above assumption but
require access to observations from the so-called IV, which is correlated with the covariate,
but not necessarily a replicate of it. The required conditional independence between the IV
and the response variable, given the unobserved covariate, overcomes the bias induced by
the correlation between the regression error and the covariate in the standard setting. The
IV setting has also been generalized to a kernel-based nonparametric estimation of causal
effect with Classical ME in the cause, in the presence of unobserved continuous confounding
by |Zhu et al.| (2022). In the Berkson error case, [Schennach (2013) deals with nonparametric
regression relying on the availability of an IV. Even in the cases where a candidate RV is
available, it is hard to ensure that the necessary IV conditions hold.

In the nonparametric literature, the problem of Classical ME has been tackled through
the deconvolution kernel methods (Fan and Truong, 1993; \Wang and Wang}, 2011)) for kernel
estimation of nonparametric regression functions. One of the main challenges in this method
is the choice of the deconvolving kernel as these do not generally admit a closed form and can
be sensitive to the selection of bandwidth. [Liitkenoner (2015) provides a family of kernels
which gives rise to an analytical functional representation of the associated deconvolving
kernels when the ME is normally distributed. Later, Delaigle and Hall (2016) relaxed
certain assumptions and provided a deconvolution approach for unknown, symmetric error

distribution. In the same setting, Kato and Sasaki (2018]) constructed uniform confidence



bands under a multiplier-bootstrap method. While the error distribution is assumed to be
unknown, the method requires an auxiliary independent sample from the error distribution
of the response variable. Although this group of methods has desired theoretical properties,
they are usually limited to a particular function class such as sufficiently smooth functions.
Nonparametric methods have also been suggested for treating Berkson-type error models.
Delaigle et al. (2006) provided a flexible nonparametric approach based on trigonometric
functions. The method assumes some knowledge of the ME distribution or availability of

replicate measurements of the error or the covariates.

Bayesian Approaches In the Bayesian setting, most methods relax the assumptions
discussed above but are often reliant on strong parametric assumptions. In the Classical
error case, for example, Berry et al.| (2002) restrict the distributions of the covariates,
response error and ME to a Gaussian distribution and model the regression function
with smoothing splines and penalized mixtures of truncated polynomial splines. [Sarkar
et al.| (2014]) proposed the use of mixtures of B-splines and mixtures induced by Dirichlet
Processes (DPs) to target the more general case of heteroscedastic errors. More flexible
models based on DPs and Gaussian mixtures have been also proposed by [Miiller and
Roeder| (1997); (Carroll et al. (1999). While these methods overcome the restrictions of
simple parametric forms, they are usually computationally expensive to sample from as
they rely on MCMC techniques. Recently, neural networks have been used in nonparametric
regression with ME (Hu et al. 2022)) to handle more generic regression functions in large-
scale scenarios. In this work, the authors employ variational inference and gradient descent
to overcome the computational challenges of existing MCMC methods. However, knowledge
of the ME distribution type is again required. Finally, in the nonparametric Bayesian
literature, Gaussian Processes (GPs) have been employed to tackle ME on the input
covariate. |Cervone and Pillai| (2015) adopted GP modeling for location error on the input,
based on a Hybrid Monte Carlo algorithm. More recently |Zhou et al. (2023|) proposed
a fully Bayesian approach based on a GP prior on the regression function coupled with
a Dirichlet process Gaussian mixture prior on the distribution of X, offering theoretical
guarantees on the consistency and convergence of the posterior distribution. Gaussian
processes have also been employed in the Berkson error case by Zhang et al.| (2017) who
studied tunnel deformation detection. However, to the best of our knowledge, a more

general, fully Bayesian treatment of Berkson ME has not yet been offered.



Our framework focuses on Bayesian parametric inference via a nonparametric prior
on the unknown conditional distribution of X | W. It can be applied to any parametric
model with continuous response, without assuming a well-specified ME distribution a
priori. Importantly, it is suitable for both Classical and Berkson error models via a flexible
specification of the nonparametric prior. In addition, from a computational point of view,
the method gives rise to a parallelizable algorithm and hence overcomes computational

challenges related to existing Bayesian methods.

1.2 Contributions and paper outline

We introduce a Bayesian framework for regression problems when the covariate is observed
with Berkson or Classical ME. Contrary to existing methods, we do not require replicate
measurements of the covariate or instrumental variables and do not assume that the specification
of the ME or covariate distributions is correct. Our framework can incorporate prior beliefs
about the ME distribution, such as its variance, and the degree of confidence in these. We
offer a simply parallelizable algorithm, across bootstrap iterations, for sampling from the
desired posterior distribution of the parameters of interest and further provide intuition on
the prior specification through theoretical bounds on the generalisation error of our method.
The paper is outlined as follows. Section [2] provides the necessary background on the
Bayesian NPL framework. In Section [3] we present the methodology for robust parametric
inference in the ME model setting (Robust-MEM) for both Berkson and Classical error
models and we suggest two loss functions based on the TLS and the MMD. In Section [4] we
theoretically analyze our framework in the generic, nonlinear regression case by providing
generalisation error bounds using the MMD-based loss function. Finally, in Section [5| we
demonstrate strong empirical results on simulations and mental health and Economics

datasets.

2 Bayesian Nonparametric Learning

A flexible way of approaching model misspecification in a Bayesian framework is through the
Bayesian NPL setting (Lyddon et al.| [2018; |[Fong et al., [2019). By deriving NPL posteriors,
rather than standard Bayesian posteriors, we perform Bayesian inference under misspecified
error distributions whilst fully characterizing model uncertainty: prior beliefs about F?\, are

incorporated through a nonparametric prior whereas the model Py ) is not assumed to



be well-specified as in standard Bayesian inference. The resulting framework provides
robustness with respect to the parametric distributional specifications, straightforward
incorporation of prior beliefs on the ME distribution, and an efficient parallelizable sampling
scheme.

NPL relaxes the standard Bayesian assumption that a parametric model family Pg =
{Pg : § € O} can correctly describe the DGP PV, i.e. that P® € Pg. The approach to
incorporating uncertainty in the parameter of interest involves placing uncertainty directly
on PV and propagating it to 6 € ©. It is accomplished using a conjugate nonparametric prior
and associated posterior on P?, which then induces a posterior on the parameter space ©.
This differs from traditional Bayesian inference, which conditions on the parameters rather
than the DGP. This framework leads to a parallelizable computational framework to sample
from this posterior on @, called the Posterior Bootstrap.

The DGP is modeled using a DP prior, as proposed by [Lyddon et al.| (2018) and |Fong
et al| (2019): P ~ DP(c,F). Here, ¢ > 0 is a concentration parameter and F € P is a

centering measure. Given (z;,y;)1:n @PO, we can obtain the posterior distribution of P by

conjugacy:
c
P ’ (xzayl)lnNDP (C,aF/)a C/:C+na F = ctn C+7”LPn (4)
where P, := %Z?:l O(zs,ys) and J(5, is a Dirac measure at (z,y) € X x V. The value

of ¢ indicates the level of confidence we have in the prior centering measure F. The NPL
framework, in its standard form, is not sufficient to account for ME, since it assumes that
we have access to realizations from the DGP. We introduce an approach, suitable for this

setting, based on the NPL principles.

3 Methodology

We present a Bayesian framework for ME models (MEMSs) by placing a nonparametric prior
on the conditional distributions {X | W = w;}1.,. This is achieved through a flexible DP
distribution, allowing the prior definition for both Berkson and Classical error models. We
explore two loss functions within this framework: one based on the TLS objective and the
other on the MMD. The latter extends the NPL-MMD framework (Dellaporta et al., 2022])

to the ME context, enabling the handling of non-Gaussian and nonlinear models.



3.1 NPL for measurement error (Robust-MEM)

The standard NPL setting (Section assumes the availability of a finite number of observations
from the DGP and allows for inference on a potentially misspecified model. In the MEM
setting, observations from the DGP are not available since we have observations of the pair
of random variables (W,Y), instead of (X,Y). In this case, we are interested in setting
the uncertainty directly on X | W and propagating this on 6 through an NPL posterior.
Recall the observed data {(w;,y;)}"_; such that realizations of X are observed with some
additive, zero mean, and constant variance error, i.e. w; = x; + v; in the Classical case
or ¥; = w; + v; in the Berkson case, for all i = 1,...,n. Denote by Py |,, € P(X) the

distribution of X | W = w;. We set a nonparametric prior on Px |, through a DP:
P; ~ DP(Cv sz) (5)

The prior centering measure is indexed by w; to indicate the dependence on the observed
covariate w;. IFy,, encodes our prior beliefs about the true and noisy covariate relationship
through distributional assumptions on the ME and the true covariate while respecting the
Berkson or Classical structure of the error. We further discuss the choices of F,, and c
in Sections and respectively. Since we only have one data point (wj,y;) for each

conditional X | W = w;, the conjugate posterior DP is:

1
°_F, .

P; |w; ~DP (c+1,F,, ), IFQUZ_=C+1 wit 7 Fu,

(6)

Remark 3.1. Although we focus on the gemeral case when we only have one data point
(wi,y;) for each conditional X | W = wj, in the case of Berkson ME, it is common to
assume that there are multiple observations associated with the same observed covariate w;
but different true covariate value x;. For example, this is the case when a fized dose w; is
assigned to multiple subjects of a trial (see e.g. Burr, |1988). In this case, the posterior DP
conditioned on all the observations from the same set i would be defined as DP (c +nj, EUZ),

nj
ct+n;

o . . . / _ c
where n; is the number of observations in set i and F,, = Ow; + e Fu, -

Let P* = Py Py |. € P(Z) be the true joint DGP where Px € P(X) denotes the
distribution of X and Py |, denotes the true conditional distribution of Y | X = z for any

x € X. The target for any loss function [ : X x Y x © — R is:

69 = arg min E(z ) ~p0 [[(z,y,0)]. (7)
0O

Of course, P? is unknown and we do not have access to observations from Py and consequently

10



Berkson

PY. We instead have a set of posterior distributions for each of the conditional distributions
X | W = w;. The goal is to use the nonparametric posterior of @ to obtain a posterior
on § € ©. This is naturally defined through the push-forward measure (6;)% (u1, ..., (i)
where for probability measures P!,...,P" on P(X):

0F (P, ..., P") := arg minEq ) 1yn pig [[(z,y,0)], (8)
0e© noe= o
pii=DP(c+1,F,), ¥i=1,..n. 9)

Sampling can be performed through the principles of the Posterior Bootstrap (Fong et al.,

2019) where at iteration j:
1. Fori=1,...,n: sample PG L.
2. Calculate 0} (PO P = arg ming.e Epy)~t I COr [[(z,y,0)].

Exact sampling from a DP, as in step 1, is generally not feasible. The stick-breaking process
(Sethuraman, 1994)) offers an exact representation of a DP which can be approximated
using the Dirichlet approximation of the stick-breaking process (Muliere and Secchil, 1996;
Ishwaran and Zarepour, [2002) which we use in this work. We denote by i;, the probability

measure approximating p;, meaning that PCI) ~ 11; is such that:

T
.. , . s iid . . C C

PD) = 2 fllc(sgﬁ}v + €%+16wi7 Tir ~ Fu, gi:TJrl ~ Dir (T? o 1) : (10)

k=1
The intuition of this sampling procedure lies in the fact that different marginal distributions
of P(+7) lead to different joint distributions of the form %Z;;l PC-7) dy,. Uncertainty stems
from the marginal distribution of X due to ME, hence by bootstrapping over different
marginal distributions of X we induce robustness to the inference procedure for the joint

distribution of (X,Y’). The taxonomy of the Robust-MEM framework for different choices

of loss functions and prior DP specifications is outlined in Figure

3.2 Choice of prior centering measure

The choice of the prior centering measure [F,,, in represents our prior beliefs about the
distribution of the true covariate conditionally on an observed noisy covariate w;, which
should respect the Berkson and Classical dependence assumptions.

In the Berkson ME case, we know that the XN whereas W 1. N. Hence, it is

sufficient to define a prior on the distribution of X |W = w; through our prior distributional

11



L Robust-MEM for linear regression
l:=lmg

& Gaussian errors
Fy,(4) == Fyn(Ay,) Robust-MEM
[Berkson]
Robust-MEM f |
Robust-MEM 1 .= MMD; obus or genera

regression & error distributions
n
({Fuw }is, 1)

l:=lrLs Robust-MEM for linear regression
& Gaussian errors

Fu, = Fxju, Robust-MEM
[Classical]

o Robust-MEM for general
L= MMD;, regression & error distributions

Figure 2: Summary of different Robust-MEM frameworks based on the choices of prior
centering measures {IF,,, }!" ; and loss function I.

assumptions on N. Suppose that Fy denotes the prior distribution on N, then following
the Berkson error structure we can define F,, in () such that = ~ F,, implies that = =
w; + v where v ~ Fy. More formally, for every set A € ox, Fy,(4) := Fy(Ay,) where
Ay, :={v:w; +ve A}

Classical In the Classical error case, X I N so prior beliefs should be considered about both the
distribution of N and the marginal distribution of X. The Classical ME assumption tells
us that W | X = x; is centered at x; and is distributed according to the distribution of N.
Hence, given a prior distribution Fx on X with density fx, a prior distribution Fy | x on
W | X such that E[W | X = z] = = with density fy | x and the observation w;, we can use
Bayes rule to obtain the density of X | W = w; through:

_ fwyx(wi|2) fx ()
§fw | x(wi | z) fx(z)dx

The prior centering measure can then be defined as the probability measure with corresponding

(11)

Ixyw(@ | w)

density fx |w (- |w;), which we denote by Fx |,,. Here, if fx is conjugate to fy | x, then
fx|w can be obtained in closed form and sampling from the corresponding probability

measures Fx |,,, becomes trivial. For example, if Fx := N (u., 02) and Fy, | x = N(X, a2)

. 2 2 —
then by conjugacy Fx |, = N (J;:Og w; + a,%i:a; T (é + 0—13) 1)
Remark 3.2. The Classical ME structure naturally arises in the study of DP mixture
models. Since X is independent of N one could choose to set uncertainty directly to the
unknown true distribution of X through a DP and define a mixture model as follows:
w; | T ~ F(.CC,)
z |G ~G

G ~ DP(c,F)

12



where ' denotes the distribution of the error conditionally on x; and G is the mixing
distribution over x. However, such a structure does not lead to a conjugate posterior for
G and more complicated sampling procedures should be used such as the ones described in

Neal (2000).

Understanding the different prior centering measures in each scenario is facilitated by
Algorithms [I] and [2] of the Robust-MEM framework. In the Berkson case (Algorithm [1)),
sampling from I, involves directly sampling from the prior centering distribution for IV,
denoted by Fp. In the Classical case (Algorithm, sampling is conducted directly through
the probability measure Fx |, defined via the density fx|w(-|w;) in . Notably, the
probability measures Fy in the Berkson case and Fyy | x and Fx in the Classical are the
same across all ¢ = 1,...,n representing prior beliefs about the distributions of X and .
Hence, although different DPs are set for each conditional X | W = w;, some information

is shared across all of them via the prior centering specification.

Algorithm 1:  Robust-MEM Algorithm 2:  Robust-MEM
(Berkson) (Classical)
iHPUt: (wi7yi)l:n) Ta -87 C, l7 FN iHPUt: (wi>yi)1:n7 T7 Ba C, l7 ]FNa ]FX
for j — 1 to B do for j — 1 to B do
for i — 1 to n do for i — 1 to n do
Sample uf )Hd]FN Obtain Fy |, from (11)
Set xg T) =w;+ U ~(Z’J) Sample xg )%FX | w;
Sample Sample
. 7‘7] 3
§1 (T+1) ~Dir (£,..., £,1) 51 (T+1) ~Dir (f,...,7,1)
Set P(h7) .= Set P(7) .=
Z § i,7) 5. + é(%] ZT 5(%])(5 4 g(%])&
k=1Sk W) T+1 k=1Sk 5:](;,3) T+1%w
Obtain ) = 9;‘( pa) P ( ’J>) Obtain §0) = g (P19 . P(9)
as in using numerical opt. as in using numerical opt.
return Posterior bootstrap sample return Posterior bootstrap sample
p(L:B) p(1:B)

3.3 Prior elicitation

We now focus on the concentration parameter of the DP prior in . It is clear from the

posterior in @ that ¢ = 0 corresponds to the prior belief that there is no ME present on
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the covariates resulting in all the mass of the posterior centering measure concentrating at
dw,;- This is in contrast to the standard NPL setting (Sec. [2)) where ¢ = 0 corresponds to a
non-informative prior. Moreover, it is evident that ¢ = 1 results in splitting the weight of
the DP posterior centering measure IF;)Z equally between the prior centering measure I,
and the Dirac measure on the observation w;. This choice splits the information between
the prior and observation. Lastly, when ¢ — o0 we see that all the weight is placed in the
prior belief.

The interplay between parameter ¢, ME variance and prior specification can be further
demonstrated with an example of polynomial regression with Berkson, Normally distributed
ME in Figure [3l Here, the average MSE over the three parameters of interest is reported
for the three limiting choices of ¢, for an increasing ME variance. In the case of a well-
specified prior (left), when the ME variance is close to zero, i.e. when there is no ME, all
three ¢ values perform similarly since the prior correctly indicates no ME, making inference
data-driven. Choices of ¢ > 0 perform similarly, yielding lower MSE for non-zero ME
variance. Conversely, in the case where the true ME distribution is Gaussian and the
prior centering measure IF[])V is a Student-t distribution with 3 degrees of freedom (right
plot), ¢ = 1 corresponds to the lowest average MSE, as expected. A setting of ¢ = 1
appropriately balances prior beliefs and observations, whereas ¢ = 0 wrongly assumes no
ME, and ¢ = 100 overly weights the misspecified prior. Overall, overlapping standard
deviations in most cases indicate the method’s robustness to ¢ values. In the absence of
strong prior beliefs on the ME distribution, setting ¢ = 1 splits the weight sensibly between

prior beliefs and observations.

3.4 Choice of loss function

In this section, we explore the adaptability of the Robust-MEM framework to various
prevalent cases of ME. We propose two distinct loss functions suitable to address these
scenarios comprehensively. The initial choice stems from the Total Least Squares objective,
offering rapid and robust solutions, particularly tailored for scenarios such as linear regression
and Gaussian-distributed ME. To ensure broad applicability across diverse model families

and regression relationships, we introduce the MMD-based loss function as a further approach.
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Figure 3: Average MSE of polynomial regression parameters in the presence of Berkson,
Gaussian ME with increasing standard deviation over 50 replications. Left: Robust-MEM
method with well-specified prior results in a lower MSE for non-zero values of c¢. Right:
Robust-MEM method with a misspecified (Student-t with 3 degrees of freedom) prior. The
case of ¢ = 1 which splits the posterior weight between the data and the prior results to
the lowest MSE in most cases.

3.4.1 Robust-MEM with the Total Least Squares

We first suggest a loss function based on the TLS objective function. Consider the linear

regression model in . Then we can define the loss function I11,5: X x Y x © — R as

lris (i, yi, 0) := |vil3 + (yi — 07 (z; + 14))*.

Using this loss function in , the minimization objective for each set of DP samples

(P, P() as in[i0]is

OrLs(P7),.. PUY)) = ar%gng(x,y)N% s B s, [res(z,y,0)] (12)

n T

1 irj ~ (i, i\j

—argmin 3| 3 & s (@), i, 0) + €57 lres (wi, i, 0)
€ i=1 [t=1

(13)
where in —, optimization over v is omitted since the parameter of interest is §. This
loss function is equivalent to minimizing the joint likelihood between (W, Y") conditionally on
X in the case of Gaussian distributed errors, i.e. when F% = N(0,02) and F = N(0,02)
(see Appendix |[A.1). The pseudo-code for the Robust-MEM with the TLS objective is
outlined in Algorithm [3] We note that similarly to the general NPL framework, Algorithm
is parallelizable across the number of Bootstrap iterations. This framework allows for

flexible Bayesian parameter inference in MEMs while accounting for prior beliefs on the ME.
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However, it only allows for inference on Gaussian distributed errors and linear regression
functions, which can be limiting and prone to misleading outcomes if the assumptions are
misspecified. To address this limitation, we will now introduce a loss function based on
the MMD that can accommodate any parametric model and any regression function which

might arise in modern statistical and machine learning applications.

Algorithm 3: Robust-MEM with the TLS
input: (wi,yi)1:n, T, B, ¢, (Fuw,)1:mn
for j «— 1 to B do

for i — 1 to n do

Sample ar:g )) i Fo,
(4,

Sample §1T+1 Dir(c ...,T,l)
Set PO:) .= ST ¢ld)5 s + &89 5.

Calculate 1) = g%, o (P17 >, ., PO as in (12)
return Posterior bootstrap sample §(1:5)

3.4.2 Robust-MEM with the Maximum Mean Discrepancy

The use of distance-based loss functions in the NPL framework was suggested by [Dellaporta
et al.| (2022) to perform robust inference for simulator-based models with the Maximum
Mean Discrepancy (MMD). The MMD is defined in a Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space
(RKHS) #Hj with associated kernel k : Z x Z — R and norm | - |3,. The MMD has
already been used in the context of universal robust regression by [Alquier and Gerber
(2024) and is defined through the notion of kernel mean embeddings For a function f € Hy,
the kernel mean embedding up € Hy with respect to probability measure P € Pz is defined
as up(+) := Ezp[k(Z, )] € Hi. The MMD between the probability measures P and Q is
defined as MMDy (P, Q) = ||up — pgllz, - For a parametric model family {Pp : 6 € ©} and a
sample {z;}7", ifig]P)D, the squared MMD can be used as a loss function in , resulting in a
minimum MMD estimator (Briol et al., 2019), given by:

Oyvp 1= arg égcf) MMD? (I@)n, Pg)

2 n
= f P IP’ — ]P’
= arg 52@ JZXZ k(z1,22) Py(dz1) Py(dza) — - ; J (zi,21) Py(dz1)

where P,, = %ZZ;I d,, and z; := (x;,y;) for each ¢ = 1,...,n. In practice, this is
approximated using a U-statistic and optimized with gradient-based methods. This loss

function allows for the specification of nonlinear regression functions g(6, x) as well as non-
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Gaussian distributed errors for both X and Y.
We denote by PV the joint DGP of X and Y, such that P? = IP’O IE” Y- Then the target

parameter of interest is:
OVp = arg Inf MMDy (P, Px Pyq..)- (14)

In words, the target in represents the parameter value that best explains the relationship
between X and Y. The uncertainty here is twofold: firstly P¥ is unknown and secondly, we

do not have access to samples from Py, as we only observe realizations {(w;,y;)}!"_; of:
1
P"(A x B) : 52 w,(A) x Py | y_,,(B), AxBeosz.

We follow the same nonparametric framework for each of the distributions P ,,, as in
and @ This leads to the NPL posterior density for 6 through the push-forward measure
(Oup) ™ (11, - - - ptn) With p; as in @ The Posterior bootstrap algorithm (Algorithm
facilitates sampling from this measure by iteratively optimizing the following objective:
) ) 18 . 13 ..

0% i (PUJ), . ,PW)) = arg inf MMDy (n Zl B0 g, ; pi-d) Pg((,,.)> (15)
where P ~ fi; for each i = 1,...,n and if (X,Y) ~ Pp(i-7) Py, then X ~ P(7) and
Y | X =z ~ Py mirroring the definition of |Alquier and Gerber| (2024).

Algorithm 4: Robust-MEM with the MMD
inI)Ut: (wiayi>1:na T, B, C, (Fwi)lsn
for j < 1 to B do
for i — 1 tondo
Sample xg T) id ~ Ty,
Sample 51 (T+1) ~ Dir (5 ...,T,l)
Set PO9) 1= 331 678, + €710u
Obtain 00) = 0% D (P(l’J), e ,IP’(”J)) as in [15{ using numerical optimization.
return Posterior bootstrap sample §(5)

4 Theoretical results for Robust-MEM with the MMD

In this section, we provide generalization error bounds for the Robust-MEM framework
with the MMD. We define the target distribution for the Berkson and Classical cases and
outline technical assumptions in Section The main results are presented in Section [4.2]

Finally, we analyze the theoretical results under common assumptions in the ME literature,
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Berkson

Classical

including known error distribution and Gaussian-distributed ME, in Section

4.1 Target distribution & assumptions

The goal is to bound the expected error in terms of the MMD between the true joint
distribution of X, Y, namely P°, and the estimated model. The Berkson and Classical error
cases lead to different forms of P, due to the dependence structures of X, N, W.

Recall that in the Berkson error case, NAX but N I W. Since the focus is on the true
relationship between X and Y, we consider the fixed design case by treating the observations
{w;} | as fixed points. This is a common assumption in the Berkson case as the values are
often assigned by an expert (see e.g. the discussion in Delaigle et all [2006]). Recall that
by assumption Y 1L W | X hence the true joint distribution for any sets dz,dw € oy and

dy € oy is:

n

Z w (dw) P |, (da) PY | (dy) (16)

PO(W € dw, X € dz,Y € dy) =

3\**

where ]P’g( |w and IP’g), |z denote the true conditional distributions of X |W = wand Y| X =z
respectively. By marginalizing out W we obtain the target joint distribution of X,Y which

is equal to:
PO(X € da,Y € dy) := PY"(dx) B |, (dy), (17)

where  PY"(dz) := ZPXW (18)

Further notice that by the assumption of the Berkson error, for each i = 1,...n, PY X | wi is
such that z; ~ IP’g( |, T€ANS that r; = w; +v; and v; ~ IF?V for the true error distribution IF'?V
or equivalently for any A € oy we have PS s (A) = FQ (Ay,) where Ay, := {v: w;+v € A}.
In the Classical error case, X 1. N hence it is not sufficient to define the joint distribution
via the conditional distribution of X | W. Instead, we need to go beyond the fixed design

case and consider the true marginal distribution of X. In this case, the joint distribution

of W, XY is:
PY(X € da, W € dw,Y € dy) = P (dx) Py, |, (dw) Py |, (dy). (19)
whereas the target joint distribution of X,Y is simply
PY(X € dz,Y € dy) = P& (dz) Py, |, (dy). (20)

We can now define the desired generalization error given the target joint and marginal

18



Berkson

Classical

distributions. For random samples (P* ~ 1;)1.n,, with p; as in @ define P := (P!,... P").
The estimated model Py« (p), relative to the noise-free covariates, for each of the Berkson

and Classical ME cases is:

Pg*(P) (dz x dy) = Pg&”(dac) Py o+ (p) )(dy) or (21)

Pos oy (dz x dy) := P (dx) Py(gx(p), (dy) (22)

respectively. The goal is to examine how well Pg*(P) approximates PY in expectation if we
had access to the distribution of the true covariates. That is, we check if the resulting
model captures the relationship between the true covariates and the response variable.

In what follows, we provide results for the exact DP case for clarity. The exact DP
is represented through the stick-breaking process (Sethuraman, |1994) as follows: for each

P ~ p1; := DP(c + 1LF,):

w .
iid

P’ = Z 512(55?2, i'il:oo ~ Fiuia 51:00 ~ GEM(C + 1). (23)
k=1

Using this notation we also define the joint model under samples from the DP posteriors:

13 . I & A
Poi=— > P'Pyoy = — > D ks Poos) - 24
n = N k=

Recall that X and Y are two topological spaces, equipped respectively with the Borel o-
algebra Gy and &y, andlet Z = X x ), 6z = Gx®Gy and P(Z) be the set of probability
distributions on (Z,&z). We let k : 22 — R be a reproducing kernel on Z and denote by
‘Hj. the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) over Z with k. We assume throughout

this work that the following standard condition on & holds:

Assumption 4.0.1. The kernel k is &z-measurable and satisfies |k| < 1. Moreover,

¢ Z = My, is such that k((z,y), (2",y)) = (¢(z,y), o(2",y)) 2, -

Next, we let kx be a kernel on X, ky be a kernel on ) and we denote by kx &® ky
the product kernel on Z such that kx ® ky((z,y), (2',y")) = kx(x,2")ky(y,y’) for all

(z,y), (2',y") € Z. With this notation in place, we further assume:

Assumption 4.0.2. There is a continuous kernel kx on X and a kernel ky on Y such

that [kx| <1, [ky| <1 and k = kx ® ky-.

As noted in|Alquier and Gerber| (2024), from [Szab6 and Sriperumbudur{ (2017) it follows
that under Assumption [£.0.2] k is characteristic if kx and ky are characteristic, continuous,
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translation invariant and bounded. When X = R% and J = R% examples of such kernels
kx and ky include the widely-used RBF, exponential kernel and Matérn kernels. Here we

restrict our results to the case where kx is a translation invariant kernel:

Assumption 4.0.3. There exists a bounded, continuous, real-valued, positive definite function

Y on M =R% such that kx(x,2') = (x — z').

While this assumption is not strictly necessary for deriving generalization error bounds
similar to the ones that follow, it demonstrates the error decomposition relative to the
MMD between the true ME distribution and the prior centering measure. This choice also
makes intuitive sense for the case of additive ME, as in this work, since the distance between
any two points x + v; and x + 15 is characterized by the distance between v; and vs.

Lastly, we make an assumption regarding the existence of a bounded conditional mean
operator for the model (Py( ,))zex, Which was introduced in |Alquier and Gerber; (2024).
Define Py := % Dy P* for P as in . The conditional mean embedding operator is used
to bound the MMD between Py := Px Py ) as defined in and }P’gClaSSical =PY% Py,
or PJPeTEER — phn Py, in terms of the MMD between Py and P% or Py and P
respectively. Under Assumptions[£.0.1]and the conditional mean embedding operator
of a probability measure P = Px Py |. € P(Z) is a mapping Cy | x : Hx — Hy such that
Cy | xkx(z,-) = ppy \x—, Where pp, s the kernel mean embedding of Py | x—,. Using

this definition we make the following assumption:

Assumption 4.0.4. For all 8 € O, there exists a bounded linear conditional mean operator

Co: Hx — Hy for (Pygq))zex and A := supyeg [Colo < o0, for || - ||, the operator norm.

A more detailed analysis of kernel mean embeddings can be found in |[Klebanov et al.
(2020). We refer the reader to |Alquier and Gerber (2024]) for a thorough discussion on
sufficient conditions for the existence of a bounded linear conditional mean operator. Table
summarises the target joint and marginal distributions alongside the equivalent joint

model probability measures for each of the two types of ME.

4.2 Main results

We now bound the generalization error of our method. Proofs for all theoretical results of
this section are provided in Appendix[B] Note that even when the functional relationship g is

known, Py ) might still be misspecified so the expected error is trivially lower bounded by
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Berkson

Classical

Observed distribution of W
Target distribution of X
Target distribution of (X,Y)
Joint model of (X,Y)
DP posterior for Py |,
Prior centering measure
Joint model of (X,Y") from

PT‘}V = %Z?:l 51111‘
Pgén = %22‘21 Pg{ | w;
PO = PY"PY |,
PY := P} Py,
pi := DP(c+ 1,F,,)
Fwi (A) = FN<Awi>
Py :=Px Pgw,.)

Py = %Z?zl Ouw,
P
PO =P Py |,
Py :=P% Py,
pi := DP(c+ 1,F,,)
Fwi =Fx | w;
Py := Px Pyeo.)

Table 1: Summary of notation for for Berkson and Classical error models.

infgee MMD}, (PP, ]P’g). Although this type of model misspecification is not directly targeted
in this work, we expect to naturally remain robust to such misspecifications due to the
robust nature of minimum MMD estimators as studied in Briol et al. (2019); (Chérief-

Abdellatif and Alquier| (2022)); Dellaporta et al.| (2022).

Theorem 4.1 (Berkson). Let k_%( = kx®kx andP? = ]P’gén IP’?, 2 Then under Assumptions

1-4 and A as in Assumption [{.0.4] we have:

Generalisation error

Ve

0 m0 : 0 m0
E g )ty |Eop | MMDR (B ). ) || = inf MMD, (P, )

4 1 c 1
< — +2(1+A ——  MMD,2 (Fn,F%) + —— MMD,2 (F%, 4,

~
ME deviation from 0

Prior specification

1

where expectation under P := (P*,... ,P") ~ u denotes the expectation under:

Pi~,ul-, Vi=1,...,n.

Recall that for any set A € oy, ]P’g( | w; (A) = FQ(Ay,). As expected, the upper bound of
the generalization error depends on the DP prior both through the concentration parameter
¢ and the quality of the prior Fy with respect to IF(])V as well as the deviation of the true
ME from zero. Theorem highlights an error trade-off based on the selection of ¢ and
the prior beliefs about X | W = wj;, providing a mathematical interpretation of the prior

elicitation discussion in Section B.3l The three discussed cases can be seen as follows:

e ¢ — o0: this case corresponds to putting all the posterior weight in @ to the prior
centering measure Fy. As a result, the generalization error is upper bounded by % +

2(1 + A) MMDy;3 (Fy,FY), and it depends on the quality of Fy.
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e ¢ = 0: the prior belief is that there is no ME since the posterior centering measure is
concentrated on the observed data. In this case, the generalization error in Theorem

is upper bounded by % +2(1+A) MMD,2 (Fn,d0) + 2(21172/\) where the second term

quantifies the distance of the true ME terms 1, from zero.

e ¢ = 1: The case of equally splitting the weight between the prior and observations in the
nonparametric posterior centering measure. This can be seen in Theorem since the

two last terms are equally indexed by a constant.

In the Classical error case, we get a similar bound which we present in Theorem
Unsurprisingly, the error bound now depends on the quality of the prior centering

distribution with respect to P%.

Theorem 4.2 (Classical). Let kg( = kx®kx andP® = IP’()]( ]P’(}], X Then under Assumptions

1-4 and A as in Assumption [{.0.4] we have:

Generalisation error
A

~

E y)1.0~50 | B~y [MMDR (P, PG, )| | inf MMD;, (P, )

4 1 1 c 1
<—+2(14+A MMD,» (P% F) + —— MMD,» (F%, 6
Jn (1+4) Vet Nevz T eor1 i BB+ i (Fv; )

J

~
Prior specification ME deviation from 0

where F := %Z?:l Fx |w, and expectation under P := (P,...,P") ~ u denotes the expectation

under:
Pt ~u,, Yi=1,...,n.

Similar to the Berkson case, Theorem provides clarity on the role of the prior
specification. Here, IF incorporates prior beliefs about both the marginal distribution of X
through Fx and about the ME distribution through Fy; | x. Hence, the quality of the prior
will be influenced by both these terms and will depend on how well the resulting measures

Fx |, describe the true distribution IP&.

4.3 Special cases

Theorems [£.1] and provide generalization error bounds in the general cases where no
assumptions are made regarding the correct specification of the distributions of X, X | W

or N.
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In many real-world cases (see e.g. Berry et al., [2002; Fung and Krewski, [1999)), the
distribution of ME is known or can be estimated. In the Berkson error case, when F%; is
known or can be estimated, we can obtain a tighter bound for the generalization error,

which vanishes as the data sample size grows large provided that we set ¢ large enough.

Corollary 4.2.1 (Berkson). Consider the special case when Fy = IF(])V. Then, if kgf 18

characteristic:

0 m0 : 0 m0
Efy ), b0 [Epw [MMDk(P 7199*@))]] — inf MMD, (", P})

4 1 1
<—+2(1+A MMD, . (F ) 2

In the above Corollary, kg( being characteristic is needed to ensure that MMD is a
probability metric, i.e. MMD’@ (P,Q) = 0 <= P = Q (Sriperumbudur et all 2010].
We note that if IF‘(])V is known a priori, then it would make sense to set ¢ large so that the
nonparametric posterior is centered around the well-specified prior. Taking the limiting
case of ¢ — o0, we observe that the upper bound of the generalization error approaches
% and hence that the error decreases at a 4/n rate. In the Classical error case, since the

target joint distribution involves the marginal distribution of X a similar assumption has

to be made about the knowledge of P%.

Corollary 4.2.2 (Classical). Consider the special case when F = ]P’%. Then, if k:gf 18

characteristic:

0 0 : 0 o
E g g)1np? | Eposs | MMD(P, PG, 5)) | | — inf MMD, (F°, B)

4 1 1 1
< In +2(1+A) (\/ﬁ(c =y + + MMD,2 (F%,d@) : (26)

c+2 c+1
Another common assumption is that NV follows a Gaussian distribution (see f.ex. /Cochran,
1968; |Spiegelman and Gray, [1991). While not an assumption in our method, we explore
this specific scenario when kx is the Gaussian kernel with parameter [ > 0. This allows for

a closed form of the bound in Theorem for X < R,

Corollary 4.2.3 (Berkson). Let kx be the RBF kernel, ¥} = N(0,0%I) and Fy =
N(0,03I). Then:

0 w0 : 0 w0
E (g g)r.0np? |Epp | MMDR(P, P, )| | — inf MMD, (P, )

4 1 c Cy
<—+4+2(1+A C
\/ﬁ+(+ )( cr2 lc+1+c+1>
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Classical

dx
2

where C? := ( e )dX/2 -2 (L)dxm + ( 12 )dX/2 and C2 = ( 12 )

l2+40% l2+20'%+2¢7% 12+4cr§ l2+40%
dx

2\
2 (l2+2a§) +1.
As expected, in the absence of ME, that is when o1 ~ 0, we have Cs ~ 0. Similarly, we
see that the closer o1 is to o9, the smaller Cy is. This occurs because Fy is closer to the
true ME distribution F%,. Under the further assumption that the ME variance is known,

i.e. 01 = 09, as made by various existing methods (see Section , we have C'1 = 0.

5 Simulations & Applications

In this section, we investigate the empirical performance of our method for both Berkson
and Classical ME. We first asses the robustness of our method to varying ME sizes in
linear and nonlinear regression with synthetic data. Then, we examine two case studies in

Econometrics and mental health science covering both Berkson and Classical error models.

5.1 Simulations

Linear regression We give an illustrative example of the performance of Robust-MEM
with the TLS in Section As is widely known (see e.g. [Berkson|, 1950), Berkson
ME does not generally lead to biased inference outcomes in linear regression so we will
consider this simulation in the Classical error case. However, we note that there are cases
where ignoring Berkson ME in linear regression would still introduce bias, for example in
the presence of unobserved confounders as discussed in Haber et al.| (2021). Consider the

following linear regression model:

y=0,+02+¢ €~ N(0,02)

w=xz+v, v~ N(0,02).

We sample n = 100 points from a Gaussian distribution x1., ~ N(10,4) and perform
inference for the parameters 6y = (61,602) = (1,2). We consider the Robust-MEM with TLS
described in Section and we further report results from frequentist Ordinary Least
Squares (OLS) and TLS estimators as well as the SIMEX algorithm (Cook and Stefanski,
1994) provided by the simex R package. In the Robust-MEM (TLS) algorithm We set
T =100 and ¢ = 1 and vary o2 while keeping o, fixed at 0.5 throughout this experiment.

We want to examine the case where the ME distribution is not known exactly hence we use
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Method ME variance
1e-06 0.5 1.0 2.0
OLS 61 0.063 (0.083) 1.632 (1.232) 16.945 (7.153)  103.85 (21.629)
62 0.001 (0.001) 0.016 (0.012) 0.17 (0.071) 1.035 (0.209)
R-MEM (TLS) 6; 1.618 (0.128) 1.585 (0.161) 1.464 (0.222) 1.011 (0.335)
6 0.013 (0.002) 0.013 (0.003) 0.012 (0.004) 0.011 (0.008)
SIMEX 61 0.07 (0.073) 1.127 (0.681) 15.404 (4.712)  99.524 (16.695)
6> 0.001 (0.001) 0.011 (0.007) 0.154 (0.046) 0.993 (0.159)
TLS 01 0.313 (0.561) 1.47 (1.948) 14.871 (11.412)

0.118 (0.156)
(

6, 0.001 (0.002)  0.003 (0.006) 0.015 (0.019)  0.15 (0.112)

Table 2: Mean Squared Error with associated standard deviation for 8 = (61,63) in the
Linear Regression example with Classical ME. Results are reported for an increasing ME

2) in the observed data, over 100 simulations.

variance (o,

a prior centering measure Fy = N(0,0.2) for all different true values of o2. We set the same
value of apriori variance of 0.2 in the SIMEX algorithm. Results for the well-specified case
of error distribution are provided in Appendix The linear regression fit is illustrated
in Figure [4] for all methods and the corresponding MSE and standard deviations of the
parameter estimates over 100 runs are reported in Table [2l We observe that the Robust-
MEM (TLS) method remains robust to ME even under a misspecified prior variance. In the

absence of ME (o2

1/:

le—06), OLS performs best whereas for small ME variance (02 = 0.5)
TLS achieves the smallest MSE with all methods performing well. The suggested method
has the lowest MSE for higher values of the variance.

ME variance = 1.0 ME variance = 4.0

ME variance = 1e-08 ME variance = 0.25

30] - True 21 30 2 30 | 30
-- Least Squares // j/ /
RMEM(TLS)  / 77 &7
251 —— SIMEX / 25 / 25 4 25 >
/ 7/ // y ///
/ /./ // /-
7
>20 / >20 Y 4 >20 >20 7
// & % 7
// /"' [ P 5
151 7 15 15 15
Y Ve
/ Z
10 10 10 10
5 10 5 10 5 10 5 10
X X X X

Figure 4: Model fit for linear regression in the misspecified prior case for an increasing ME
variance (from left to right) over 100 simulations. The true model fit is shown along with
our method (R-MEM (MMD)), nonlinear least squares (Least Squares) and SIMEX.

Nonlinear regression We now consider an example where the mean regression function

is nonlinear to illustrate the effectiveness of the MMD-based loss function discussed in
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Berkson

Section In the nonlinear case, directly addressing the TLS objective can result
in inconsistent parameter estimates (Kukush and Zwanzig, 2002; [Van Huffel, [2004). We

consider a sigmoid-shaped curve defined by:

_ exp(a + br)
YT14 exp(a + bx)

+6, €~ N(0,0%)
with parameter of interest § = (a,b). We generate n = 200 observations with 6y = (1, 3)
and o, = 0.5. Further experimental details are provided in Appendix [C] In the Classical
error case, we compare again with SIMEX, which is readily available to use with Classical
ME. In the Berkson case, we also report the frequentist minimum MMD estimator of [Briol
et al.| (2019)). This allows us to investigate how much of the robustness is gained by the
NPL framework in comparison to the choice of loss function alone.

We start with the Berkson ME case in the misspecified case. The results in the
well-specified case are similar and reported in Appendix The true ME distribution
is Gaussian with increasing variance whereas the prior centering measure is set to be a

Student-t distribution with 3 degrees of freedom. Results are reported for 100 simulations

in Figure[5| We observe that for small values of ME variance (< 0.25), all methods perform

ME variance = 1e-08 ME variance = 0.25 ME variance = 1.0 ME variance = 4.0

1.2
1.0 P 1.0 o .
/ V4 = 1.0
0.8 !{ 0.8 /;/
!! ‘,{/ 0.8
0.6 / 0.6 / 0.6
> / |
0.4 / 0.4 / 0.4
,;, »»»»»»» True ".’! 0.2
0.2 ,_';' ---- Least Squares 0.2 Vi )
V4 R-MEM (MMD) 4 0.0{ ==
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Figure 5: Model fit for the sigmoid curve regression function with Berkson ME for an
increasing ME variance (from left to right) over 100 simulations. The true model fit is
shown along with our method (R-MEM (MMD)), nonlinear least squares (Least Squares)
and minimum MMD estimator (MMD).

equally well, but as the variance increases the Robust-MEM (MMD) methodology remains
the most robust to the ME. As previously mentioned, we wish to investigate the source of
robustness from the Robust-MEM framework as compared to a frequentist minimum MMD
estimator. To better study this, we report the associated MSE and their variances in table
Compared to the frequentist minimum MMD estimator we can see that robustness is

induced from the NPL framework and is not just a consequence of robustness properties of
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Method ME variance
le — 08 0.25 1.0 4.0

MMD 6, 0.245 (0.503)  0.192 (0.503)  0.213 (0.219)  0.49 (0.335)
6, 1.335(2.106)  0.953 (1.386)  1.526 (1.224)  3.846 (1.524)

R-MEM (MMD) 6, 0.148 (0.257) 0.125 (0.226) 0.13 (0.179)  0.247 (0.293)
6, 0.19 (0.238)  0.271 (0.431) 0.431 (0.651) 0.769 (0.961)

Table 3: Mean Squared Error with associated standard deviation for 6 = (61, 62) in the
Nonlinear Regression example with Berkson ME. Results are reported for an increasing ME

2) in the observed data, over 100 simulations.

variance (o,

ME variance
1le-08 0.25 1 4

01 086 0.92 094 0.87
0y 1 099 099 0.99

Table 4: Coverage probability for the Robust-MEM (MMD) method in the Berkson error
model with misspecified prior distribution for the ME. The coverage probability is calculated
as the frequency over 100 simulations that the 90% posterior credible interval included the
true parameter value.

the MMD-based loss function. We further report the coverage of the obtained posteriors of
our method in Table 4

Classical We now evaluate the same model for the Classical ME case. We report results for both
the well-specified and misspecified cases of prior centering measures. In the well-specified
case in , we set Fx := N(0,1) and Fy | x := N(x,07) where o7, is the true ME variance.
The prior centering measure Fy |,, then has density fx |, (z | wi)ocfw | x(wi|z)fx ()
and is again a Normal distribution. In the misspecified case, we set Fx := N(0,1) and
Fy | x =N (x,0.2). The obtained mean regression fit over 100 simulations is illustrated in
Figure [6] along with the estimates obtained from standard nonlinear least squares and the
SIMEX procedure. In the SIMEX procedure we use the same a priori values for the ME
variance, i.e. the true ME variance in the well-specified case and 0.2 in the misspecified.
We observe that the Robust-MEM (MMD) remains more robust to ME in both the well-
specified and misspecified cases for all degrees of ME. We further assess the average MSE
and associated standard deviation over 100 simulations. In Table [l we observe the case of
well-specified ME variance. As expected, in the absence of ME on the covariates, Robust-
MEM (MMD) performs slightly worse however remains the most robust over increasing
values of ME. To further study the effect of a misspecified prior we look at the same

metrics in the misspecified case in Table [6] The impact of a misspecified ME variance
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Figure 6: Model fit for the sigmoid curve regression function for Classical ME for an
increasing ME variance (from left to right) over 100 simulations. The true model fit is
shown along with our method (R-MEM (MMD)), nonlinear least squares (Least Squares)
and SIMEX.

Method ME variance
le — 08 0.25 1.0 4.0
LS 6; 0.096 (0.179) 0.077 (0.093) 0.118 (0.201) 0.139 (0.127)
02 0.264 (0.551) 0.385 (0.314) 1.455 (0.491) 2.926 (0.36)

R-MEM (MMD) 6,

0.1 (0.117)

0.101 (0.118)

0.106 (0.122)

0.113 (0.128)

6 0.059 (0.078)  0.056 (0.079) 0.058 (0.087) 0.06 (0.09)
SIMEX 6, 0.096 (0.179) 0.111 (0.202)  0.261 (1.562)  0.13 (0.127)
6, 0.264 (0.552) 0.323 (0.663)  0.748 (1.019)  2.244 (0.576)

Table 5: Mean Squared Error with associated standard deviation for @ = (6, 62) in the
nonlinear regression example with Classical ME of known ME variance (well-specified case).

Results are reported for an increasing ME variance (o

simulations.

v
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Berkson

Method ME variance
le — 08 0.25 1.0 4.0
LS 61 0.096 (0.179) 0.077 (0.093) 0.118 (0.202) 0.139 (0.127)
02 0.264 (0.551) 0.385 (0.314) 1.455 (0.491) 2.926 (0.36)
Robust-MEM (MMD) 6; 0.1 (0.12) 0.137 (0.154) 0.252 (0.236) 0.642 (0.408)
6 0.052 (0.063) 0.066 (0.08)  0.121 (0.134) 0.358 (0.295)
SIMEX 6; 0.121 (0.27)  0.081 (0.093) 0.131 (0.31)  0.139 (0.128)
0 0.46 (1.275)  0.337 (0.305) 1.414 (0.49)  2.919 (0.362)

Table 6: Mean Squared Error with associated standard deviation for @ = (61,62) in the
nonlinear regression example with Classical ME of unknown ME variance (misspecified
case). Results are reported for an increasing ME variance (02) in the observed data, over

100 simulations.

ME variance
1e-08 0.5 1.0 2.0

Well-specified 6; 0.96 0.97 0.98 0.98

0o 1 1 1 1
Misspecified 6y 096 0.97 0.98 0.97
0 1 1 1 1

Table 7: Coverage probability of the Robust-MEM (MMD) method for the nonlinear
regression example with Classical ME. Coverage probability was calculated as the frequency
over 100 simulations that the 90% posterior credible interval included the true parameter
value. Well-specified refers to the case of known ME variance whereas misspecified refers
to the misspecification of the ME variance.

appears minimal when the variance is small, indicating a lesser degree of misspecification.
However, it becomes increasingly significant as the variance grows larger. Robust-MEM
maintains a smaller overall MSE while also achieving satisfying coverage as reported in

Table [7] for both well-specified and misspecified cases.

5.2 Berkson and Classical Measurement Error Studies

ME is especially important in health and social sciences applications in which contamination
of the covariate observations can significantly bias the quantification of causal effects and
consequently misguide decision-making. In this section, we explore two real-world datasets,

one for each case of ME.

California Test Scores We first study the CASchools dataset which is available in the
AER R package and provides data on various school districts in California between 1998

and 1999. Some of the features include school characteristics such as number of students,
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teachers and income as well as data on students’ grades in topics such as Mathematics and
Reading. We employ a polynomial regression model to study the effect of school’s income
on students’ test scores, as studied in [Hanck et al.| (2021]), by considering a single outcome
variable ’Score’ to be the average score between Maths and Reading. To introduce Berkson
ME in the dataset we consider the case of group averages which is a common and natural
way that Berkson ME arises in real world problems. This is the case when the individual
measurements of a covariate are missing but we have data on the group level. People often
assign to each individual the group value depending on the group they belong to and then
proceed to perform inference ignoring the fact that this produces Berkson ME. To mimic
this, we divide the income values range into 15 levels and we assign the within-group average
income to all schools of the same income level. This creates Berkson ME in the covariates
as each school in level income i € {1,...,15} has some true income z, but we assign to
it the group average income w; which means that x = w; + v for some unknown error v,

independent of w;. We consider a second degree polynomial regression model, i.e.
Y =a+br+cx’+¢ e~ N(002).

Figure[7]shows the regression fit for 200 posterior samples along with the true and observed
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Figure 7: Posterior model fits with pointwise 90% credible sets obtained by Robust-MEM
(MMD). Scattered points indicate the observed group level average incomes (w) with
associated scores (y) as well as the true unobserved individual incomes (x) with associated
scores (y).

covariates. As an oracle, we also plot a standard nonlinear Least Squares fit to the clean
data, i.e. the data without ME. To assess the coverage of the suggested methods we repeat

the procedure of obtaining posterior samples 100 times with different random seeds. We

30



Classical

then compute the coverage probability as the percentage of times that the 90 % credible
interval of the posterior included the true parameter values. Again, as true parameter values
here we take the coefficients obtained by fitting a standard nonlinear Least Squares method
to the non noisy data, i.e. the individual incomes and scores. The coverage probability for
both parameters over 100 simulations was 100% at a 90% credible level whereas the average
mean squared error of the residuals conditional on the true covariates over 100 runs was

0.25 with a standard deviation of 0.37.

Mental Health Study We now examine a treatment effect estimation problem in the
presence of ME, in a mental health study introduced in Berry et al.| (2002). The associated
dataset and code for inference were later released in Harezlak et al. (2018) and code for
the semiparametric Bayesian approach with penalized splines can be found in the HRW R
package. The study consists of data from a six-week clinical trial of a drug versus a placebo.
A physician-assessed score of the patient’s mental health is given at baseline and the score
is noted again at the end of treatment. The scores are transformed and scaled and the
resulting values are shown in Figure |8l Let I; be the indicator function for the observation
(w;, y;) being in the placebo group, i.e. I; = 0 if patient 4 is in the treatment group and
I; = 1 otherwise. The aim is to model the relationship between the scores at the end of
treatment and at baseline, for the treatment and placebo groups, in order to estimate the
average treatment effect (ATE) of the drug. The ATE here is defined as the difference

between the mean response scores conditional on the true baseline scores. We denote it by:
ATE(z) =R[Y | X =2, =0] —E[Y | X = 2,1 = 1] := ¢'(6',2) — ¢°(6°, 2)

where ¢°(0°, ) and g'(#',2) correspond to the mean response scores, conditional on the
baseline scores, for the placebo and treatment groups respectively, indexed by parameters
of interest @ = (A°,9'). Full details of the model can be found in Appendix

Following |Berry et al.| (2002) and Harezlak et al.| (2018) we assume that the covariates
x; are observed with ME such that for each ¢ = 1,...,n we observe w; where x; | w; ~
N (w;,0.35). We hence set Fy | x = N(X,0.35) in the DP prior and we further set Fx =
N(0,1). By conjugacy we can obtain the prior centering measure Fyx |, as in (11). The
ATE for posterior value estimates for 6 is plotted in Figure 8] with pointwise 90% credible
sets along with the HRW approach denoted by BCR. We observe that the two estimates of

the ATE differ especially for higher baseline scores. Some differences in performance with
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treatment effect

N Status -4 Method

= control -- BCR
4 treatment — Robust-MEM (MMD)
-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 -2 -1 0 1 2
w baseline score

Figure 8: Left: Observed baseline scores (w) with associated end-of-treatment scores (y)
for the control and treatment groups in the Mental Health study considered in Berry et al|
. Right: Posterior model fits for ATE(z) = ¢g* (8, z) — ¢ (6°, z) with pointwise 90%
credible sets obtained by Robust-MEM (MMD) and the BCR method of Berry et al. (2002))
and [Harezlak et al.| (2018).

this method were also discussed by Sarkar et al.| (2014)) who note that this might be due to

the strong parametric assumptions in the model considered by Berry et al| (2002).

To further assess our method and examine whether similar parametric assumptions
might be a potential downfall, we simulate data from the obtained parameters of the
BCR method and obtain posterior samples from each of the two methods. Specifically, we
utilize the posterior means for each parameter obtained from the BCR method to generate
new data (wj,y;);_, according to the suggested model. In this scenario, the ground truth
parameters are known, enabling us to compute the Mean Squared Error (MSE) of the
residuals and the MSE of the posterior mean parameters compared to the ground truth.
Table | presents the average MSE of the residuals across 100 simulations of the experiment,
along with their associated standard deviations. Additionally, we report the MSE of the
parameter estimates, where each method’s estimated parameter is taken as the posterior
mean. To evaluate the uncertainty quantification of the methods, we also provide the
coverage probabilities of the 90% credible posterior intervals for each parameter over 100
simulations. We observe that the suggested method outperforms BCR in terms of both

residuals and parameter MSE, albeit achieving slightly lower coverage probabilities.

Remark 5.1. Similarly to other NPL-based methods, there’s a trade-off between MSE and
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Residuals MSE  Parameter MSE  Coverage
Robust-MEM (MMD) 29.66 (18.85) 0.107 (0.024) 94%
BCR 101.91 (392.5) 0.37 (1.55) 99%

Table 8: Mental Health study experiment with simulated data from the suggested model
with the posterior mean parameters obtained from the BCR method. New data are
generated independently 100 times. Residuals MSE denotes the average MSE of the
regression residuals based on the posterior mean parameters with associated standard
deviation over the experiment repetitions. Parameter MSE denotes the mean squared
error of the posterior mean values with respect to the true parameter value averaged over
all 64 parameters.

coverage probability due to the initialization of optimization in each bootstrap iteration,
especially when the objective isn’t convex. To achieve targeted coverage probabilities, random
initialization from a wide uniform distribution is effective, increasing posterior uncertainty.
Conversely, for minimizing MSE, a small pre-processing step (Appendz'a: can be used to

identify an optimal point for all iterations, potentially leading to lower coverage probabilities.

6 Conclusion

We introduce a Bayesian NPL framework that is robust to Berkson or Classical ME and
misspecified priors. Empirical findings demonstrate the robustness to ME and improved
estimation accuracy of the Robust-MEM (TLS) method compared to prior art. We further
instantiate our framework with the MMD-based loss enabling robust inference for nonlinear
and non-Gaussian models, offering theoretical guarantees by bounding the generalization
error of the Robust-MEM (MMD) method for both Berkson and Classical error models.
The proposed framework is not limited to specific parametric assumptions or availability
of replicate measurements but it is flexible to incorporate such information, if it becomes
available. For example, replicate measurements could be incorporated into the prior centering
measures through an empirical measure. This work opens up the possibility to explore
further specialized loss functions suitable for different data spaces, such as discrete, and
allows the possibility to handle heteroscedastic and systematic ME scenarios via alternative
nonparametric prior structures. Future work could also focus on the study of distributional
properties of posterior NPL estimators, for example through extending the results of loss-
likelihood bootstrap methods (Lyddon et all 2019). Such results would further impact

other related works based on the NPL framework.
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Appendix

In Section [A] we provide further details on the specification, solution and optimization of
the TLS problem. In Section [B| we provide proofs to all theoretical results presented in the
main text and finally in Section [C] we give further experimental details on the simulations

and real-world applications as well as additional experimental results.

A Further details on the TLS problem

A.1 Connection to Gaussian distributed errors

We describe how the TLS objective function is equivalent to maximising the joint log-
likelihood in the Gaussian distributed errors case. For simplicity we are going to present
the univariate Gaussian case, but the multivariate case follows easily. Consider a linear

MEM model with Gaussian noise:

yi = axi + €, € ~ N(0,0?) (27)

wW; = T; + v, Vi~ N(O, Ug) (28)

Let Y = (y1,...,yn) ER™, w = (wy,...,w,) ER™, = (21,...,2,) ER™, € = (€1,...,€,) €
R™ and v = (v1,...,v,) € R™ Then it follows that

Y |o,z,00 ~ N(Y|az,o1)

w|x,0, ~ N(w|z,o2I)

hence under the assumption that W 1L Y | X the joint negative log-likelihood is

1 n
—l(w,Y | v, 0¢,0,,x) =nlog(o,) + nlog(oe) + nlog(2m) + Z(wl —x;)

% Zn: — ax;)? (29)

Substituting and above we see that minimising the negative joint log-likelihood

above is equivalent to minimising the objective

nlog(o,) + nlog(oe) + nlog(27) + 1 Z v 4 1 Z(yz —a(z; + 1))? (30)



So for parameters of interest § = («a, v) then the MLE estimator would be

n
0= argminZ [1/22 + (yi — afw; + Vi))2]
ne =1
which is precisely the TLS objective. If we don’t have any extra information on v, this is

generally a non-identifiable problem hence TLS uses numerical optimization techniques to

overcome this.

A.2 Solution of the TLS problem

Let € R™*% denote the matrix with w; € R% as its i’th row and Y € R"*% bhe the
matrix with y; € R% in the i’th row. Further denote by D € R™*(d=+dy) the data matrix
D := [z Y]. Let D = uXV7T be the SVD of D where ¥ = diag(o1,...,04,+4,) With
01 = -+ = 04,14, the singular values of D. Moreover denote by Va3 € R% >4y the bottom
right block of V. Then the TLS optimization problem in has a unique solution if and
only if V3 is non-singular and o4, # 04,+1. The solution is given by A = —V12V251 where
Vig € R% >4 ig the top right partition of V. A full derivation of the solution can be found
at |Golub and Van Loan| (1980).

B Proofs

We now provide proofs for all technical results of Section 4/ We begin with all theoretical
results for the Berkson case in section The proofs for the results for the Classical error

case are in section
B.1 Proofs of theoretical results for the Berkson error model

B.1.1 Proof of Theorem (Berkson)

We start with the following Lemma provided in |Alquier and Gerber| (2024).

Lemma B.1. (Alquier and Gerber| (2024), Lemma S6) Let S be a set (equipped with a o-

algebra). Let S1,...,Sy be independent RVs on S with respective distributions Q1, ..., Qn.
Define Q = (1/n) Y, Qi and Q = (1/n) Y1, 8s,. Then under assumptions and
we have:

S|

ES,.~Q1m [MMDk(Q,Q)] < \/1% and Es,., ~qs.. [MMD%(Q,Q)] <
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where we denote with Eg, . ~q,., the expectation under S; ~ Q; for alli=1,...,n.

We now prove an important lemma bounding the expected MMD between the target

marginal distribution of X, namely ]P’gé" = %Z?:HP where quwi is as defined in

0
X | w;
, and the empirical sample from the exact DPs Px. First, denote by F?\, the true ME

e 0 iid o
distribution, i.e. vy, ~ Fy.

Lemma B.2. (Berkson) For i = 1,...,n let P! be a sample from the evact Dirichlet

process ji; = DP(c + 1,F,, ) and Py = %Z?:l P'. Then for any kernel kx on X satisfying

Assumptions[{.0.9 and[4.0.5 the following statement holds:

[Ep~,[MMDy, (P, Px)]] <

PO,n
T1n~IE
1 Cc 0 1 0
Joro T og 1 MMDix(F, Fw) + T MMDy (Ey, 90)

Proof. We use the stick-breaking process representation (Sethuraman),[1994) of a DP, meaning
that for each i € {1,...,n}, P = Zj.ozl {;64 where £1.50 ~ GEM(c + 1) and 214 1391{4‘2% For
clarity we use the separate expectations Egg’m~GEM(c +1) and E | 4

/
?1:0 Fwi

each i € {1,...,n}. Further let F/ := L 3" T, . Using the triangle inequality we have

induced by u; for

MMDy,, (PY", Px) < MMDy, (Px, F') + MMDy,, (P, F) (31)
We first bound the expected MMD between Px and F'. We have that:

Ep~u[MMDZ (Px,F')] = Ep~p[lupy — 1wl ]

1« i
= Ep~y Hn Z(M]Pﬂ' - “Fiﬂi)
i=1 Hi
1 n 0 ) ) 2
= Eg%;;~GEM(c+1) Ezm iid n Z (Z Ekx (2,7) = “Fiul-)
1:0 wy i=1 j=1 Hk
X
1 n . . 2
<o 2B o | By wp || 2 GRx(E) —
i=1 b =1 Hy
B X
1 n LA . 2
1 & [ _oo 9
B ; . )2 L)
= DB e By g | 26 () = s |,

+22 313 <k?X(Zjv ) = pw, s kx (20 0) — >Hk ” : (32)

wy
Jj#t
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For any j # t and each i € {1,...,n} we have:

EZJ,Zt 1’1‘C’1F/ |:<kX(z]7 ) - /”LFLJ'L Y k’X(Zt, ) /’LF/ >HkX:|

- ]Ezj,Zt e, [<kX(Zj’ ) =By, [hx (2, )] kx (ot ) = B[ (hx (22, ')]>’Hkx:|

=E_ g [hx(z,2)] = By, [kx (2 )1 B, o, [Rx (2, 0)]
= By, [ox (20 ) By, o (255 )] + Bay o, [Rx (225 )] B o, [Rx (255 0)]

=B gy [kx (25, 2)] — E . o, kx(zj,20)] —E_ war, [kx(25,2)] +E  war, [kx (25, 20)]

2,2 ~ Ty, 25,2 ~ Yy,
(33)
Moreover, for any j = 1,2,... and each i € {1,...,n} we have
E.,m, | Ihx (o) = i, By | = Eoomr, [Ihx (o) = Bey o, Do (s )]s |
= B, Mo (i W, — 2 (Fox (ks ), By, T (25, 1)
By, Box (ot )] B |
= E. o, [Ihx (o) By, | =2 (Beum, lox (o)),

By s, o (o)1) + | By, Do (2

=E

S [ED I BT [N E)

| Eey o lhx (s )] B

= By, Lox o )y = 1By o, Do (o 1

<E. o, [ (e )y,

— B, [l (a2 ) (34)

Substituting and in :

n o

1
EPNH[MMDi (Px,F’ nZZEg ~GEM c+1)[(§])] zk~F;Ui[|kX(ZkaZk)|]
i=1j5=1
1 n oo
sz > ZEg ~ceMern(€)7]
i=1j5=1
i c—l—lj !
]=1 (c+3)i(c+2)
B 2 i c+ 1\’ 7!
_(c+3)(c—|—2)j=1 c+3

43



2 1

(c+3)(c+2)1—
1

c+2

where in the third equality we used the second moment of the GEM distribution namely

2(c+1)7-1 s ;
E&mNGEM(CH)[sz-] = % By Jensen’s inequality we have that

1

Ep,[MMD,  (Px,F \/E - MMD2 Px,F . 35
P ,u[ kx( X P M ( X )] \/m ( )
We now bound the second term in . By definition of F’ it follows that
c 1 c 1
IF = Fo. Ow, | = —=F+——P},
Z Z[c+1 “’Z+c+1wl] 11 Terl
where F := 1 ZZ 1 Fu, and Py := ZZ 1 0w, is the empirical measure of the observed,

noisy covariates. By linearity of expectations it follows that Ep[-] = -5 Er[-] + ; +1 Epyp, []

and the kernel mean embedding of F’ is

c 1 c 1
=K, wlk(z,-)] = E. rlk(z,- E, p [k(z,)] = n .
20 o~ [k(2, )] crl rlk(z )]+C+1 z IP’W[ (2,)] C+1MF+C+1MPW
Using this we can first bound the objective as:
1
MMDy, (P%", F) = | 0.0 — ——— pig — .
kx( X ) N[pgé +1,UIF C+1N1P’W .
X
1
< C—l— 1””[@0” ,UIFHHkX + m”/@»&n _UIP@LVH’HL(X
1
= MMDy, (P%", F) + —— MMDy,, (P%", P} 36
c—l—l kX(X7)+C+1 kx Py Pyy) (36)

where we used the triangle inequality for both inequalities. Let ¢x be the feature map

associated with the kernel function kx. Then,

MMDy,, (PY",F) = IE x <o [0x (X)] = Ex~r[ox (X)][34,

= Ex.riyn s [0x(X)]=Ex_ 1yn g, [0x(X)]|n

X | w;

- *EEXJP’O‘ [px (X —*ZEX~FUJ [ox (X)]

My

= —ZEVNFO ¢X(wZ+V —*ZEV~]FN ¢X(wl+y)]

=1 =1

Hiy

//\

- Z IE, <po, [0x (wi + V)] = Byury[dx (wi + v)] |2,
z 1

y LS MDD, (K, )
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where for each i € {1,...,n}, k& (v,V) = kx(v + wi, v + w;) and wy,...,w, denote the

observations. By assumption kx is translation invariant so for any i € {1,...,n},
Ky (v, V) = kx(v +wi, vV +w;) = (v +w; — vV —w;) = ¢Y(v — V') = kx (v, V)
hence
MMD, (Y. Fx) = By en e (K (7)) — 2, g iy [ (020)] + By [ (0,1

=B, 5o s [ox (v, V)] = 2B, 5o gy [ox (v, )] + Epry iy [hx (v, )]

= MMDj,_ (F},Fn)

and MMDy, (P%,F) < ;37 MMDy (FR, Fiv) = MMDy (FY, Fiy). Similarly,

MMDy (B Bly) = |- ) [Epong,  [0x(0)] - 6x(wi)]

wy

Hi

= |3 [ [ (i )] = (i)

Hi

= | By )] — K 0,

1 n

=)
=1

1 n
— = 3 MM (R, 80)
=1

= MMDy, (F%;, do).

Hiy

N

E, s, [k (v, )] = Kx (0, )|

Hi

Substituting in , we obtain:

[MMDy,, (PY",F)] < —

0,n
Trn~Px c+1

Finally, using and in we obtain the required result:

E

1
MMDy,, (F, Fx) + o) MMDy,, (F%,d0).  (37)

E [Ep~ . [MMDy, (P}, Px)]] <

1 c 1
c+2 T +1 MMDy (F, Fiv) + c+1 MMDs (F, o)

T1:n "’P%n

We now restate a Lemma provided by |Alquier and Gerber| (2024):

Lemma B.3 (Alquier and Gerber (2024), Lemma 2). For Py, P% € P(X) let P' = Py Py .

and P = P% Py .. Assume that (Py|)zex admits a bounded linear conditional mean
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embedding operator Cy | x. Then
MMD, (P, ") < [Cy | x s MMD,z (P, P%).
where kg( =kx®kx.
Lemma B.4. (Berkson) Let P := P4 Py = L3 6, . and Pxy = PxP} =

% 2ict Zjo'il fp(%m) where 2., ~ ”d F..&.n ~ GEM(c + 1). Then under assumptions
1-3:
E(J}vy)l:nwpo [EPNN [MMD]C (Po’nv IP)XY)]]

1 1 c
< —+ -
Vnooye+2  c+1

Proof. Since Py does not depend on X, it admits the trivial conditional mean embedding

1
MMD; s (FR, Fx) + —— MMD; s (FY;, 6o)

operator Cy : Hyy, — Hy, defined by Cy f = upy for any f € Hy, . Hence, for any f € Hyy,
and using Assumption £.0.2] we have:

Z ky (yi, ) = sup < Z (i> yi) ’I’L2 Z ky(yi,yj)) =1
Hiy

Sup | ep 130, = = sup
vt -1 i#
hence sup,,  |upy [2,, <1 and |[Cy |, < 1. Therefore,

E(1.4)1.0 00 [Ep~u[MMDy, (PO Pxy)]] < [Cy [oE,,  _po.n [Ep~u [MMDyz (P%, Px)]]

<E,  <pgn[Ep~pu[MMD;2 (B, Px)]]

0’
s Em;wPEg" [EPW[MMDk? (P ,Px) + MMD;2 (P, P
1
<E,, g [Bey[MMDyg (B3, PX)]) + —=
1 1 c

< —+ + MMD, 2 (F%,F
vt vere t o MMPe )

1 0
— - MMDy (F, )

_I_

where we used Lemma for the first inequality, the triangle inequality for the third
inequality and Lemma with k% for the last inequality. The fact that k% satisfies the
required conditions of Lemma follows from Assumptions and In particular,
if kx| <1 then |k%| < 1 and if kx is translation invariant then k% (z,2") = (2 — 2/ )b (x —
W, 2’ € X and kX is also translation invariant. Finally, for the fourth inequality, we

used Lemma with S; = (z;) ~ Q; := X ;- O

Lemma B.5. (Berkson) Let P := Pg&n Pyo,) and Py := Px Py ). Under Assumptions
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1-4, for any 0 € ©:

07
Ew1;n~lP’§g" [E]P’~u [MMDk (PX” Pg(0,~) , Py Pg(97.))]]

1 c 1
<A <m + 7 MMDyg (FQ, Fy) + 7 MMDyg (F?V,ao)>

Proof. Using Lemma and Assumption 4 we have that for any 6 € ©:

0, 0,
Em;wl}‘&” [EPNH[MMDk(PXn Pg(gj.)), Px Pg(g,.)]] < AE [EPN#[MMD@ (IPX", Px)]]

T1:n "P%n

and the result follows by Lemma for kg( O
We are now ready to prove Theorem

Proof. We have that for any 6 € ©:

MMDy, (P°, P, ) < MMDy (P, 3), Pxy) + MMDy(P’, Pxy)
< MMDy,(Pgs (), Pxy) + MMDy (By. (p), Po+(p)) + MMDy(P’, Pxy)
< MMDy,(Py, Pxy) + MMDk(IP’g*(P), Po«(p)) + MMDy (P°, PO™)
+ MMDy (P*™, Pxy)
< MMDy, (P, P°) + MMDy (PG ), Por (p)) + 2 MMDy (Y, ")
+ 2 MMDy,(P*", Pxy)
< MMDy (PY, P%) + MMDy (P, Pg) + MMDk(IP’g*(IP,), Po-(p))
+ 2 MMDy (P?, P%™) + 2 MMDy, (P*", Pxy)
where we used the triangle inequality in the first two and last two inequalities and the
definition of #*(P) in the third inequality. Using lemma with S; = (z;,y;) ~ Q; =
POX | ws Pg, |z We have that:
L
NG
Using equation and lemmas and we have that:

(38)

E (1 )1~ [MMD(PY, P>")] <

0 0 : 0 0
Ep )1t | Ep~s | MMDe(P’, Pf. )| | — inf MMD, (°, F)

4 1 c 1
<—+2(14+A —— MMD,. (Fp, F9 — MMD,2 (F%.d) | .
\/54‘ (1+ )( 12 oxi k2 (Fw, N)+c+1 rz (B, 0)>

O]
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B.1.2 Proof of Corollary 4.2.1| (Berkson)

Proof. The result follows from theorem by noting that for kg{ characteristic,

MMDys (Fy, Fyy) =0 if and only if Fy =FY, .

O
B.1.3 Proof of Corollary |4.2.3| (Berkson)
Proof. First we have that for any z, 2’ € R9¥,
k?2 AN 1 72 ? _ 1 112
d@a) = (ew ] —sple—21P) = et —ple— 2|
By definition of the MMD,
MMD?, (Fy,F%) = k% (z,2")dFQ dFQ —2 k3 (z,2")dFS dFy
kX Rd)( RdX Rd)( ]RdX
+f f k% (z,2")dFy dFy (39)
Réx JRx

Let I = % Following the argument provided in Section 3.1 of the supplementary material
in Rustamov| (2021)) and the definition of the Gaussian kernel and Gaussian density function,

the second term above is:

1
f f k% (z,2")dF dFy = J f exp{ Slz—a' 2} (2mo?)dx/? exp{—2 |ZL‘||2}
Rix JRAX Réx JRAx 207

(2102)~4¥/2 exp {—MJHV} dxdz’
2

1
2 —dx /2 2
- [, [, oo { gl — 2} robydezexn {1}

1
(2102)~4*/2 exp {*02 |z’ — w2} dxdz’

2

1
— 12 d)(/2 12 7dx/2 _ ! 2
(2ml"™) fRdX <JRdX(27rl ) exp{ ] [z — 2| }
1
(2mo}) "/ 2 exp { —— |zt dz
207

1
(2m02)~4%/2 exp {—256/ - wz} dx’
205

where in the second equality we rewrote exp {—#Hx’ HQ} = exp{ 202 2" — wl|? } which
2

holds true in the case w = 0. The inner integral is the density function of the sum of two

Gaussian RVs with mean 0 and variances [? and o? respectively. We will denote the sum of

these RVs Z = X +Y where X ~ N(0,/2I) and Y ~ N(0,071) such that the inner integral
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corresponds to the probability density function of Z. Hence the above becomes

1
f J K (2, ') B dFy = 2nt?) %2 [ () 2r02) 4 exp d — L ja? — wf? | do!
Rix Jrix 205

Rx
The remaining integral corresponds to the probability density function of the sum of W =
Z 4+ U where Z = X +Y as above and U ~ N(0,031). Hence, the double integral is equal
to the probability density function of W = X +Y + U ~ N(0, (I + 0 + 03)I) at w = 0

and
1
J f kzg((x,x')d]F?V dFy = (27rl/2)dX/2j fZ(x/)(Qﬂag)_dX/Qexp {256/ — wQ} dx’
Rix JRAx Réx 20’2
1
2\dx /2 2 2 2\\—dx /2 2
= 2rl?) ¥ 2 (27 (1? + 03 4 03)) "%/ 2 exp {_2(1’2 ) [0] }

l/2 dX/2
- <l’2 +o?+ a§>
12 dx /2
- <l2+20%+203> '

We can use the same argument to derive the other two terms in (39) to obtain

) ; l2 dx /2 l2 dx /2 l2 dx /2
MMD;, (Fn,Fy) = | 5—— 259 12 + 402 ’
kg(( N> N) <l2+40'%> <l2+20'%+20'%> + (l2+40'%>

Similarly,

2
MADR; (R, 80) = [B,, s [ 0] ~ 10,

H, 2
kX

= EV~F9\,,1/~]F?V [k’%((yv V/)] -2 EV~F9\, [l{g{(l/, 0)] + k%((oa O)
dy d

2o 2o\t
() —o( 1
<l2+40%> <l2+20%> *

E,, g [MMDkg((FS{,,dO)] g\/EVO g [MMD%{(FO ,50)]

By Jensen’s inequality,

1:n 1:n

1
dx dx 2

12 2 12 2
= -2 =——= 1
<l2+40%) <l2+20%) +

(2 y)1.0~P° [EP~u [MMDk(POa Pg*([@))“ — inf MMDy,(B°, Py)

4 1 C CQ
< 4201 4A) (4
\/ﬁ+(Jr )< C+2+Clc+1+c+1>

So by Theorem [£.1] it follows that:
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w‘;?‘

where C? := ( 2 %>dX/2 -2 (Lyb{ﬂ + (%)dg{m and C2 := (L)

l2+20%+20'§ l2—&-4¢72 l2+40'%

12
2(plem) © +1 O

B.2 Proofs of theoretical results for the Classical error model

B.2.1 Proof of Theorem (Classical)

We first prove a lemma bounding the expected MMD between the true empirical measure
of the unobserved {z;}} ;, namely P and the empirical sample from the exact DPs Px in

the classical error case.

Lemma B.6. (Classical) Fori = 1,...,n let P* be a sample from the exact Dirichlet

process j; = DP(c+ 1, IF;UZ) and Px = %2?21 P'. Then for any kernel kx on X satisfying

Assumptions[{.0.9 and[4.0.5 the following statement holds:

1 1 c 1
+ + MMDy,, (P%,F) +
Vale+1) T Vet2 e+l e (P, F) + 229

Proof. We use the stick-breaking process representation (Sethuraman),[1994) of a DP, meaning

that for each i € {1,...,n}, P! = Z;Ozl §§-62¢_ where £1.00 ~ GEM(c + 1) and 21.4 ii~dIE‘2Ui. For

MMDy,,, (F%;, do)

clarity we use the separate expectations E¢i _gpm(cr1) and E, JSE, induced by p; for

each i € {1,...,n}. Further let F' := 1 3%  F/ . Using the trlangle 1nequality we have
MMDy,, (P&, Px) < MMDy, (Px, ') + MMDy,, (P%, F') (40)
We first bound the expected MMD between Px and F'. We have that:

Ep~u[MMDZ (Px,F')] = Ep~p[lupy — 1wl ]
2

1
=Ep.y “n Z(,U[Pﬂ' - M]F;Ui)
i=1

Hiy
n e} 2
= Ee1n LgEM(c+1) Ezizn iid > Z Eikx (2,7) —
100 wy,
i — j=1 H,
1 n ee} 2
i i
S5 Z Eei <cEM(ctr1) | E R Z Eikx (25,) = puwr,
“ : = "
- » ]
Z
n Z Eél o ~GEM(c+1) Ez; idp Z J (kX 2 “lFi_u.)
_ 100 Wy _ g
= i ‘ i J=1 Hiy
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2

0
= — Z Egl w~GEM(C+1) [ iA ud [Z é.j HkX j’ — Mg’

1 kx

+225§5§<kx(2j7') — b, s kx (21, 0) = >Hk ” : (41)

wq
j#t

For any j # t and each i € {1,...,n} we have:

Wy

EZJ,Zt ud]Fwi |:<kX(Z]7 ) - IU“IF;]Z Y kX(zt7 ) /’LF’ >HkX:|

=E__up [<kx(2j, ) = By, [Rx (25, kx (26, 0) = Bopop [ (R (21, ')]>Hkx]
=E .. W, [kx (25, 2)] = By, [Rx (25, ) B, [Rx (26, )]
= Beonry, [Fx (2, N Bajnry, [Fx (25, )] + Bay o, [Rx (26, ) B, [Rx (255 0)]
=B e, x(@ )] m B e Bx(z 20l =B g (bx (20l # B, g (2, 20)]

/ /
I le t"‘F

- 0. (42)

Moreover, for any j = 1,2,... and each i € {1,...,n} we have
By, | ox (i) = ey, B | = Bopermy, [ Ve (o) = B, Do (s )1y |
= E.om,, [lhx (o ), =2 (kx (o), Eaper, [l (22, )])
By, Box (o ) B |
= E.om, [Ihx (o) By | =2 (Beeum, ox (o)),
Byt o (2 )]} + | By, Do (2 ),
= B, |Gt M, | = 2 ayaiy, Lox (o, IR,
By lhx o ) B
= B, [V (e ) ] = 1 Eeyop, Do s )]
< E.m, [lkx (a3, ]
— ., s, [hx (20, 20)1] (43)

Substituting and in :

n o

Ep~.[MMDJ, (Px, F)] < iZZEg ~GEM c+1)[(§J)] 2~ [kx (zks 21)]]
i=1j5=1
Z S Ee_coernl(€)7]
z 15=1

o1



i 2c+1ﬂ 1

]=1 (c+3)i(c+2)

(c+3)(c+2)1—c<cL
1
c+2

where in the third equality we used the second moment of the GEM distribution namely

2(c+1)7-1 s ;
E§1;w~GEM(c+1)[§]2'] = % By Jensen’s inequality we have that

1
Epu[MMDy, (Px, F')] < /Ep-,[MMD}, (Px.F')] < = (44)
We now bound the second term in . By definition of F’ it follows that
1 ¢ 1 ¢ 1 c 1
F = = Ow: | = F Py
nz=21 ng[ c—l—lwl] c+1 +c+1 w
where F := 1 ZZ 1 Fu, and Py := 722 1 0w, is the empirical measure of the observed,

noisy covariates. By linearity of expectations it follows that Ep[-] = -5 Er[-] + c+71 Epr []
and the kernel mean embedding of F’ is

c 1 c 1

V= E, _wlk(z,)] = E, x[k B [k(2,))] =
K ~F [k(z,°)] cr1 rlk(z, )] + 1 e, [K(2, )] C+1HF+C+1

HPE, -

Using this we can first bound the objective as:

1
MMD,. . (P%. F') = _ ¢ _ .
kx (Px, F) ‘Mpg( ST T TR

Hiy

1
o L s L e 1 R A L

1 1
ol — irlang + e — mey g + o lwg, — ey g

MMDy,, (P, F) +

c+1 c

1 1
[ MMDy (P, Pyy) + 7 MMDy, (PY%, P%)
(45)
where we used the triangle inequality for both inequalities. Using Lemma with S; =

~ Q; = Pg( we have

1
0 7
E$1; nd [MMDkX (]P) B ]P) )] %

Next, let ¢x be the feature map associated with the kernel function kx and let kg((y, V) =

kx(w; — v,w; — V') for each ¢ € {1,...,n} where {w;}I",; denote the observations. By
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assumption kx is translation invariant so for any i € {1,...,n},
ki (v, ) = kx(w; —v,w; — V') = p(w; —v —w; + V) = (V' —v) = kx(V,v).
hence

MMD;; (Ffy,do) = E [k (v,0)] = 2B, _gg [k (v,0)] + ki (0, 0)

0 / 0
v~y v ~Fiy

=E, 5 g, [kx (', V)] = 2E, po [kx (0,v)] + kx(0,0)

= MMDj,_ (F%;, &)

where we have used the fact that kernels are symmetric by definition of a Reproducing

Kernel Hilbert Space. Using this result we have,

1 n
By g [MMDy (P, Piy)] = By po | | Z [¢x (wi) — dx(wi)]

i=1 HkX
1 n
=By x| |~ 2 [ox(wi = vf) = dx(w)]
i=1 HkX
1& .
5 0 [Buparg I (] = K0,
=1 HkX

Substituting in , we obtain:

1 1 c 1

E MMDy, (P%,F)] < —— — MMDy, (P%,F MMDy,, (F%, dg).
x1;n~]P’0X[ kx( ) )] C—i—l\/ﬁ—i_c-l—l kx( ) )+c+1 kx( N> 0)
(46)

Finally, using (44) and in we obtain the required result:

Exm~1P8( [EPNH[MMD/CX (Pgﬁ Py)]] <
1 1 c
+ + MMDy,, (P&, F) + MMDy,, (F%;, 8
Vnle+1)  Vet2 e+l b (P ) + = kx (Fv, 9o)

L]

Lemma B.7. (Classical) Let P := P% Py = L3705, .. and Pxy = Px Py =

IS Z;’;l E50(z, ) where 21, wd Fr. . &lp ~ GEM(c + 1). Then under assumptions 1-3:

E(may)lzn"‘PO [EPNN [MMD]f (P07n7 PXY)]]
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c+2 1 c 0 1 0
< + + MMD, 2 (P, F) + MMD, 2 (Fy, 6
Vvnlec+1)  Ve+2 c+1 k§<( xF) c+1 kg(( N+ %)

Proof. Since Py does not depend on X, it admits the trivial conditional mean embedding
operator Cy : Hyxy — Hi, defined by Cy f = ppp for any f € Hy,. Hence, for any f € Hyy,
and using Assumption we have:

ZkY y’L’

hence sup,,  |ppy [#,, <1 and |Cy |, < 1. Therefore,

sup 173 HHk = sup
Y1:

—Sup< Z (¥i> i) 3 Zk‘y(yz-,yj)) =1
Y

i=1 i#j

)10 (B [MMD, (P27, Py )]] < [[Cy [oE [Ep~[MMDys (P, Px)]]

E(907y Il;HNPg{

SE,, 5o [Epvyu[MMDy2 (P, Px)]]

<E,,, g [Ep~p[MMDys (P%, Px) + MMD;s (P, P%)]]
1

<E,,,p [Ep~u[MMDyg (P Px)]] + —=

2 1
et ~— MMDyg (F%,Fy)

< + +
Vvnle+1)  Ve+2 c+1

1 0
— = MMDy (F, )

_I_

where we used Lemma [B.3] for the first inequality, the triangle inequality for the third and

Lemmawith kg( for the last inequality. The fact that k’g( satisfies the required conditions

of Lemma follows from Assumptions |4.0.2| and [4.0.3| In particular, if |kx| < 1 then

|k%| < 1 and if kx is translation invariant then k% (z,2') = ¥(z — 2/)(z — 2/)Vz,2' € X
and k2 % is also translation invariant. Finally, for the fourth inequality, we used Lemma
with S; = (z;) ~ Q; := P%. O

Lemma B.8. (Classical) Let P := P} Py, and Py := Px Py .y. Under Assumptions
1-4, for any 0 € ©:

E,,, 5, [Ep~u[MMD(P% Pyo.), Px Pyip,))]]

1 1 c

<ﬁ<c+1)+m+c+1

Proof. Using Lemma [B.3] and Assumption 4 we have that for any 0 € ©:

1
<A MMDyz (Fy, i) + 7 MMDy (F%, 50)>

E,, 29, [Ep~pu [MMDy(B Pyg ), Px Pyg )] < AE,, po [Ep~y[MMDa (B, Px)]]
and the result follows by Lemma for k%. O

We are now ready to prove Theorem

o4



Proof. We have that for any 6 € O:

MMDy, (P, Py 5)) < MMDy,(Pg. ), Pxy) + MMDy (P, Pxy)

< MMDy (Py+ p), Pxy') + MMDy (P, ), Pye (p)) + MMDy (P°, Pxy)

< MMDy,(Py, Pxy) + MMDy (P (5, Pye(p)) + MMDy,(P?, P*")
+ MMD,, (P, Pxy)

< MMDy,(Pg, B?) + MMDy, (P, 5, Po+ () + 2 MMDy, (P?, P*™)
+ 2MMD; (P, Pxy)

< MMDy, (P, P°) + MMDy, (PG, Pg) + MMDy (P, ), Py (p))
+ 2MMDg (PY, PY") + 2 MMDy, (P*™, Pxy)

where we used the triangle inequality in the first two and last two inequalities and the

definition of *(P) in the third inequality. Using lemma with S; = (z4,9) ~ Qi := PV

we have that:

1
0 m0,n -
E (2 )1 ~PO [MMD(P”, P*")] < T (47)
Using equation and lemmas and we have that:
E g g)1np® | Ep~ [MMDR(P’, P )| | = inf MMD, (P°, P)
4 1 1 c
<—+2(1+A N MMD,. (P%,F
\/ﬁ+ (1+ )<\/ﬁ(c+1)Jr c+2 ot & (Px, F)
1 0
O
B.2.2 Proof of Corollary |4.2.2| (Classical)
Proof. The result follows from Theorem by noting that for k§< characteristic,
MMDy; (P%,F) =0 if and only if P} =F.
O

C Experimental setup & additional results

In this section, we provide details of our experimental setup in Section[5] For all applications

of the Romust-MEM (MMD) method, we used automatic differentiation with the Adam
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optimizer (Kingma and Bal 2014) provided by JAX, to minimize the MMD objective which
is approximated via a U-statistic as in |Gretton et al.| (2012)) using independent samples. In
particular, for i.i.d samples {x;}7_, p and {yi} ii~d(@ the squared MMD between P, Q
can be approximated as:
n n
MMDk(IP’ Q) = ZZ (i, x)) EZk Yi, Uj) —ZZI{ i, Yj)-
i=1j%#i i=1j#i i=1j=1

In practice, we take n = m to be equal to the number of observations. To initialize
the optimization several different approaches can be taken. In the nonlinear regression
simulation, we sample uniformly at random from [—1,4] at each bootstrap iteration for
each regression coefficient. One could also initialize from the nonlinear Least Squares (NLS)
estimate however adding randomness to the initialization procedure can aid numerical
stability and increase posterior uncertainty leading to better coverage probabilities. In the
real-world California Test Scores study we combine the above methods by first finding the
NLS estimates and then sampling uniformly from intervals centered around these estimates.
Initialization for the Mental Health study which has a more complicated model and a higher
number of parameters is discussed in Section

We further used the RBF kernel for both kx and ky throughout our experiments. For
the nonlinear regression simulation the length scales for kx and ky were set to 100 in the
Classical error case, whereas the median heuristic (Gretton et all) 2012) was used in the
Berkson case as well as the California Test Scores study. For the Mental Health study the
length scales for kx and ky were set to 10 and 100 repsectively. These values were chosen

to ensure the loss and gradient do not vanish during optimisation.

C.1 Additional results for the Linear Regression case

We present the results of the Linear Regression simulation from section in the well-
specified case, i.e. when Fy = F% := N(0,0%) and Fx = P% := N(0,1), for 0% €
{107%,0.5,1,2}. The linear regression fit is illustrated in Figure {4 for all methods. As
expected, the SIMEX method performs better than in the misspecified case whereas all
other methods perform similarly. We also report the corresponding MSE and standard
deviations of the parameter estimates over 100 runs are reported in Table )} We observe a
decline in performance compared to the misspecified scenario for the first parameter in the
Robust-MEM case with smaller ME variance values. Nonetheless, the method maintains

its robustness, even when the ME variance equals 4.
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Figure 9: Model fit for linear regression in the well-specified case for an increasing ME
variance (from left to right) over 100 simulations. The true model fit is shown along with
our method (R-MEM (MMD)), nonlinear least squares (Least Squares) and SIMEX.

Method ME variance
1le-06 0.5 1.0 2.0
LS 61 0.063 (0.083) 1.632 (1.232) 16.945 (7.153) 103.85 (21.629)
62 0.001 (0.001) 0.016 (0.012) 0.17 (0.071) 1.035 (0.209)
Robust-MEM (TLS) 6; 1.615 (0.129) 1.603 (0.166) 1.548 (0.273)  1.319 (0.573)
62 0.013 (0.002) 0.013 (0.003) 0.013 (0.004)  0.012 (0.006)
SIMEX 61 0.032 (0.046) 0.165 (0.213) 0.984 (1.004)  26.326 (12.685)
62 0.0 (0.0) 0.002 (0.002) 0.01 (0.01) 0.264 (0.125)
TLS 61 0.118 (0.156) 0.313 (0.561) 1.47 (1.948) 14.871 (11.412)
62 0.001 (0.002) 0.003 (0.006) 0.015 (0.019)  0.15 (0.112)

Table 9: Mean Squared Error with associated standard deviation for § = (61, 62) in the
Linear Regression example with Classical ME and well-specified prior. Results are reported

for an increasing ME variance (02) in the observed data, over 100 simulations.

C.2 Additional results for the nonlinear Regression case with Berkson

error

Similarly, we consider the example of nonlinear regression with Berkson ME from section
in the well-specified case where both the true and the prior ME distributions are Gaussian
with increasing variance. Results are reported for 100 simulations in Figure We observe
very similar behaviour to the misspecified case. For ME variances of < 0.25, all methods
exhibit comparable performance. However, as the variance escalates, the Robust-MEM
(MMD) approach stands out as the most resilient to ME effects. This is also seen by
observing the associated MSE and their variances in table The coverage probabilities

in the well-specified case are presented in Table
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Figure 10: Model fit for the sigmoid curve regression function with Berkson ME for an
increasing ME variance (from left to right) over 100 simulations with a well-specified prior
centering measure. The true model fit is shown along with our method (R-MEM (MMD)),
nonlinear least squares (Least Squares) and minimum MMD estimator (MMD).

Method ME variance
le — 08 0.25 1.0 4.0
MMD 61 0.245 (0.503) 0.192 (0.503) 0.213 (0.219) 0.49 (0.335)
02 1.335(2.106) 0.953 (1.386) 1.526 (1.224) 3.846 (1.524)
Robust-MEM (MMD) 6; 0.139 (0.24)  0.127 (0.22)  0.13 (0.179)  0.244 (0.279)
02 0.442 (0.346) 0.238 (0.278) 0.4 (0.613) 1.264 (1.223)

Table 10: Mean Squared Error with associated standard deviation for 6 = (6;,62) in the

Nonlinear Regression example with Berkson ME and a wellspecified prior centering measure.

Results are reported for an increasing ME variance (02) in the observed data, over 100

simulations.

C.3 Mental Health Study

In this section we give details of the model used in Harezlak et al.| (2018) for the treatment
effect estimation in the Mental Health study which we also adopt in Section

In particular, for each observation ¢ = 1,...,npiacebo in the placebo group we model

K
g°(0°,2) = Bo + Brz + > uorzr(),
i=1

ME variance

le-08 0.25 1 4
61 0.73 0.84 0.92 0.890000
02 1 1 0.99 0.99

Table 11: Coverage probability for the Robust-MEM (MMD) method in the Berkson error
model with a well-specified prior distribution for the ME. The coverage probability is
calculated as the frequency over 100 simulations that the 90% posterior credible interval
included the true parameter value.
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Yi | Ty ~ Pg()(go,xi) = N(go(ﬁo,xi), 0'62)

for parameters 0° = (B, B1,uo1, ..., uox) and spline basis {Zk}szl- Similarly, for each
patient ¢ = 1, ..., Nyreatment iN the treatment group we model
d d X
g' (0", x) = Bo + B + (B1 + B ) + > uarar(),
k=1

Yi ‘ T ~ ]P)gl(@l,mi) = N(gl(917xi)7052)'

We define the parameter of interest 8 = (3, ug,u1) where g = (Bo, f1, grug, (lirug), uy =
(wots---,uor) and w1 = (u1,...,uik). Let N = Nyeatment + Nplacero and define Y =
(y1,--.,Yn) and the design matrices
1 I 1—[1 (1—[1):(}1 112’1([131) IlzK<$1)
x=1: : : ,  Zo= : : and
1 z, 1-1, (1-1I1)z, Inzi(zyn) .. Inzr ()
(1—1)zi(x1) ... (1—=1I)zg(z1)
A
(1 —=1Iy)z1(xp) ... (L—=1Ip)zr(zp)

Based on this notation, the full Bayesian model proposed in Harezlak et al.| (2018]) is
Y ‘ T ~ Pg(gﬂ[}) = N(l‘ﬁ + Zogug + Ziuq, 062[).

Based on this model, the average treatment effect given a baseline score x is:

K
ATE(x) ~ B3™ + B2 + " (uak — uor) z(2).
k=1

We use the same spline basis as the one used in the HRW package by Harezlak et al.| (2018)),
namely the penalized spline defined by

z(x) = (¢ — ki)t

where z; = max(z,0) and the knots {nk}szl are approximately equally spaced points with
respect to the quantiles of the {z;}" ;.

For the implementation of the Robust-MEM (MMD) algorithm in this application we
set ¢ =1 and T' = 100. For the optimization step we used a learning rate of n = 0.001 and
we employ a random restart method for the initialisation of the optimization: 100 points are

sampled uniformly at random and the MMD loss is calculated using the observed data. The
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point with the smallest loss is used as the initial point and the resulting parameter estimate
with the smallest loss during optimisation is picked. The uniform intervals are set to [0, 2]
for the regression parameters 8 and [—0.1,0.1] for the spline parameters ug, u;. Posterior
samples are obtained from 200 bootstrap iterations. Of course, when the optimisation
objective is non-convex, there is usually a trade-off between coverage capability and MSE
of the posterior estimates or intervals depending on the initialisation of the optimisation.
A wider uniform interval usually leads to higher uncertainty in our posterior beliefs which
can exhbit better coverage probability of estimated intervals. On the contrary, if one is
interested in the MSE of the posterior estimations then one can perform the above procedure
for more than 100 times to get a better initial point of the optimisation or use a narrower

uniform distribution based on prior beliefs or historic data.
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