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Abstract

In this paper, we present a study of a kernel-based consensual ag-
gregation on randomly projected high-dimensional features of predic-
tions for regression. The aggregation scheme is composed of two steps:
the high-dimensional features of predictions, given by a large num-
ber of regression estimators, are randomly projected into a smaller
subspace using Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma in the first step, and a
kernel-based consensual aggregation is implemented on the projected
features in the second step. We theoretically show that the perfor-
mance of the aggregation scheme is close to the performance of the
aggregation implemented on the original high-dimensional features,
with high probability. Moreover, we numerically illustrate that the
aggregation scheme upholds its performance on very large and highly
correlated features of predictions given by different types of machines.
The aggregation scheme allows us to flexibly merge a large number of
redundant machines, plainly constructed without model selection or
cross-validation. The efficiency of the proposed method is illustrated
through several experiments evaluated on different types of synthetic
and real datasets.

Keywords: Consensual aggregation, random projection, regression.
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1 Introduction
In supervised machine learning problems, one aims at predicting values of
any quantities of interest using the corresponding input information. When
the quantity of interest or response takes continuous values (which is the
focus of this paper), the task is called regression. On the other hand, it is
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called classification if the response takes values in any finite sets (few unique
values).

Nowadays, several machine learning models are invented, can be easily im-
plemented and used in any supervised prediction problems. Those methods
aim at approximating the relationship between inputs and the corresponding
outputs by minimizing some empirical criterion, which is a function of the
training data. Hence, the performances of those predictive models strongly
depend on the data fed to them. In practice, we may try to implement dif-
ferent types of models according to the context of the problems, and the one
with strong generalization capability would be selected. However, selecting
the best method may require a lot of efforts and consideration. Therefore,
another approach is to automatically combine those candidate predictors in
a flexible way, in a sense that the performance of the combination biases
towards the best basic estimators.

Up to now, many combining estimation methods have been introduced,
for instance, ensemble learning methods which combines an homogeneous
type (trees) of predictors such as Random Forest (Friedman (1996)) and
Boosting (Friedman (2000)). Moreover, some other methods allowing to
combine a bunch of different types of individual estimators using some con-
vex combination are also introduced, for example, in Catoni (2004), Judit-
sky and Nemirovski (2000), Nemirovski (2000), Yang (2000, 2001), Yang
et al. (2004), Györfi et al. (2002), Wegkamp (2003), Audibert (2004), Bunea
et al. (2006, 2007a,b), and Dalalyan and Tsybakov (2008). There are also
a group of combining strategies that aggregate different instance estimators
based on features of predictions given by the basic estimators such as stack
generalization of Wolpert (1992) and stacked regression by Breiman (1996).
Last but not least, some combining estimation methods aggregating different
types of individual estimators based on consensus level of predictions given
by the instances, which is the central idea of this chapter, are also intro-
duced by Mojirsheibani (1999, 2000) and Mojirsheibani and Kong (2016) for
classification problems, by Biau et al. (2016) and Has (2021) for regression
problems, and for both frameworks by Fischer and Mougeot (2019), where
in this last method the combination also takes into account the input part.
The consistency result of each consensual aggregation method is provided
under different assumptions, and is also confirmed through several numerical
simulations.

This study focuses on a high-dimensional setting of combining estimation
strategy for regressions by Has (2021). The method is an extension to a
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regular kernel-based framework of a combining strategy by Biau et al. (2016),
which is a regression configuration of combining classifiers by Mojirsheibani
(1999). More precisely, let r(x) = (r1(x), ..., rM(x)) denote the prediction
vector of x ∈ Rd, given by the M basic regression estimators r1, ..., rM , and
suppose that n iid couples of supervised training data (X1, Y1), ..., (Xn, Yn)
are observed. Moreover, let ‖.‖ denote the Euclidean norm on RM , thus the
prediction at any point x ∈ Rd of the combining strategy by Has (2021) is
defined by

gn(r(x)) =
∑n

i=1 YiKh(‖r(x)− r(Xi)‖)∑n
j=1Kh(‖r(x)− r(Xj)‖)

(1)

for some regular kernel functionK withKh(x) = K(x/h) for some smoothing
parameter h > 0, and the convention of 0/0 = 0. Note that COBRA method
of Biau et al. (2016) corresponds to naive kernel K(x) =

∏M
j=1 1{|xj |<ε} for

some window parameter ε > 0 to be tuned. It is theoretically shown that the
combining strategy asymptotically outperforms the best individual estimator
in L2 sense. Moreover, the implementation of the classical method is available
in COBRA library of R software (see Guedj (2013)), and a slightly different
setting of its kernel-based configuration is available in Python library called
pycobra (see Guedj and Srinivasa Desikan (2018)).

Until now, the study of high-dimensional case of the described consensual
aggregation method has not been considered yet. Therefore, this study aims
at filling this gap by considering exponential kernel-based consensual aggre-
gation for regression on high-dimensional features of predictions. In other
words, we are interested in combining a large number of basic machines,
which might be obtained by varying the hyperparameters of any types of
predictive models, or from mixtures of different types of models. More-
over, these basic machines can be constructed without any model selection
or cross-validation techniques. One can simply see this aggregation scheme
as a method to merge the candidate models into one final prediction that is
asymptotically optimal with respect to all the basic machines.

However, working in high-dimensional spaces often brings along some dif-
ficulties such as highly computational cost and curse of dimensionality, which
refers to the situation where Euclidean distance loses its meaning. In this
study, these problems are handled using dimensional reduction technique
based on Johnson and Lindenstrauss Lemma (J-L). Johnson and Linden-
strauss showed that for any δ > 0 given, one can embed a given finite set of
high-dimensional vectors of Euclidean spaces into a lower-dimensional sub-
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space, preserving the pairwise Euclidean distances between data points up
to an error δ, with high probability (see, for example, Johnson and Linden-
strauss (1984) and Johnson et al. (1986)). This result has become a very
powerful technique of dimensional reduction aiming at preserving pairwise
Euclidean distances between data points (Frankl and Maehara (1988, 1990)
and Dasgupta and Gupta (2003)). J-L method is suitable for our setting not
only because of the pairwise-distance preserving property, but also because
of its computational efficiency. The implementation of this method is as
simple as simulating M independent random vectors (rows of projection ma-
trix), and performing a matrix multiplication. Dimensional reduction based
on J-L technique has also been applied in several machine learning studies,
for instance, in image processing and text analysis by Bingham and Man-
nila (2001), in Lipschitz embeddings of graphs into normed spaces by Frankl
and Maehara (1988), in approximating nearest-neighbor in high-dimensional
spaces by Kleinberg (1997) and Indyk and Motwani (1998), in linear regres-
sion framework by Maillard and Munos (2012), and also in unsupervised
clustering in Hilbert spaces by Biau et al. (2008a).

In this work, we propose an aggregation scheme on random projected fea-
tures of high-dimensional predictions. The scheme is composed of two steps.
First, we randomly embed the original features of predictions of dimension
M (large) into a lower subspace of dimension m (m < M) using dimen-
sional reduction based on J-L Lemma. Then, the consensual aggregation (1)
is implemented on the projected features of predictions in the second step.
We aim in this study to provide a probability bound of the difference be-
tween the classical consensual aggregation and the aggregation implemented
on projected features of predictions. We also numerically illustrate the per-
formance of the full aggregation scheme on several simulated and real-world
datasets.

This chapter is organized in the following manner. Section 2 details the
construction of the proposed aggregation scheme. Section 3 provides the
theoretical performance of the method. Section 4 illustrates performance
of the method through several numerical experiments evaluated on different
types of datasets. Lastly, the proofs of the theoretical results stated in this
paper are collected in Section 6.
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2 The aggregation method

2.1 Notation

Assume that (X, Y ) is an Rd × R-valued generic random variable, and that
we have at hand a training dataset containing iid copies of (X, Y ):

Dn = {(X1, Y1), (X2, Y2), ..., (Xn, Yn)}.

We assume moreover that M basic regression estimators or machines r1, r2,
..., rM , are constructed independently of Dn (otherwise, a simple splitting
technique can be used as described, for example, in Biau et al. (2016) and
Has (2021)). These basic machines can be any regression estimators of the
same type (with different parameters), or constructed based on completely
different theories. We only require that they can predict the training data
and any new data points since the aggregation is done based only on those
predictions.

To alleviate notation, when the context is clear, all Euclidean norms will
be denoted by ‖.‖ without mentioning the dimension of the space. Moreover,
this paper deals with exponential kernel, K(t) = exp(−tα/σ), for some σ > 0
and α ≥ 0, which has numerically been shown to be the most outstanding
one so far in the previous studies. Moreover, let µ denote the distribution of
X with respect to Lebesgue measure, and the regression function is denoted
by η(x) = E[Y |X = x].

2.2 Random projection: Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma

In the sequel, the prediction matrix of the training data is denoted by

r(X ) =


r1(X1) r2(X1) . . . rM(X1)
r1(X2) r2(X2) . . . rM(X2)

...
...

...
...

r1(Xn) r2(Xn) . . . rM(Xn)


n×M

. (2)

For any positive integer m < M , let G = (Gij)1≤i≤M,1≤j≤m be a random
projection matrix where the entries Gij are iid centered Gaussian random
variables with variance 1/m, for all i = 1, 2, ...,M and j = 1, 2, ...,m. Em-
bedding the predicted features (2) into a subspace of dimension m via J-L
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random projection is simply done by multiplying the matrix of original fea-
tures r(X ) by a random projection matrix G i.e.,

r̃(X ) = r(X )×G

=

r1(X1) . . . rM(X1)
... . . . ...

r1(Xn) . . . rM(Xn)

×
G11 . . . G1m

... . . . ...
GM1 . . . GMm



=


r̃1(X1) r̃2(X1) . . . r̃m(X1)
r̃1(X2) r̃2(X2) . . . r̃m(X2)

...
...

...
...

r̃1(Xn) r̃2(Xn) . . . r̃m(Xn)


n×m

.

The ith row-vector of r̃(X ) is the vector of embedded features evaluated at
Xi, denoted by r̃(Xi) = (r̃1(Xi), r̃2(Xi), ..., r̃m(Xi)) for i = 1, 2, ..., n. It is
easy to check that given the original features r(Xi) and r(Xj), the Euclidean
distance between its projection ‖r̃(Xi) − r̃(Xj)‖, is equal to the Euclidean
distance between the original pair ‖r(Xi)−r(Xj)‖ in expectation with respect
to G. More precisely, since Gij are centered and iid, one has

EG[‖r̃(Xi)− r̃(Xj)‖2|r(Xi), r(Xj)]

=
m∑
p=1

EG[(r̃p(Xi)− r̃p(Xj))
2|r(Xi), r(Xj)]

=
m∑
p=1

EG
[( M∑

k=1

(rk(Xi)− rk(Xj))Gkp

)2
|r(Xi), r(Xj)

]
=

m∑
p=1

M∑
k=1

(rk(Xi)− rk(Xj))
2EG[G2

kp|r(Xi), r(Xj)] (EG[Gkp] = 0)

=
m∑
p=1

M∑
k=1

(rk(Xi)− rk(Xj))
2/m (EG[G2

kp] = 1/m)

=
M∑
k=1

(rk(Xi)− rk(Xj))
2 = ‖r(Xi)− r(Xj)‖2,

where EG denotes the expectation with respect to G. Moreover, as the pth
coordinate of vector r̃(Xi)− r̃(Xj) is given by
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(r̃(Xi)− r̃(Xj))p = r̃p(Xi)− r̃p(Xj) =
M∑
k=1

(rk(Xi)− rk(Xj))Gkp,

and one has

(r̃(Xi)− r̃(Xj))p ∼ N (0, ‖r(Xi)− r(Xj)‖2/m), for all p = 1, 2, ...,m.

Therefore,

m
‖r̃(Xi)− r̃(Xj)‖2

‖r(Xi)− r(Xj)‖2
∼ χ2(m).

Then, the gap between the original and projected features can by controlled
using concentration inequalities, for example, by applying Chernoff bound
for χ2(m) distribution (see Chernoff (2011)), for any rows r(Xi) and r(Xj)
of r(X ), and for any δ > 0, one has

PG
(‖r̃(Xi)− r̃(Xj)‖2

‖r(Xi)− r(Xj)‖2
− 1 > δ

)
≤ em[−δ+ln(1+δ)]/2 (3)

and
PG
(‖r̃(Xi)− r̃(Xj)‖2

‖r(Xi)− r(Xj)‖2
− 1 < −δ

)
≤ em[δ+ln(1−δ)]/2, (4)

where PG denotes the probability under the law of G. The union bound of
inequalities (3) and (4), together with the following inequalities{

ln(1 + δ) ≤ δ − δ2

2
+ δ3

3

ln(1− δ) ≤ −δ − δ2

2
− δ3

3

, (5)

for any δ ∈ (0, 1), yields the following proposition.

Proposition 1 (Johnson-Lindenstrauss) Let Sn = {zj ∈ RM : j = 1, 2, ..., n}
denote a subset containing n points of RM and z0 ∈ RM fixed. Moreover, let
z̃0 and z̃j denote the projected point of z0 and zj respectively into Rm using
random projection described above. Thus, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability
at least 1− 2n exp(−m(δ2/2− δ3/3)/2), one has:∣∣∣‖z̃0 − z̃j‖2‖z0 − zj‖2

− 1
∣∣∣ ≤ δ, for all zj ∈ Sn.
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2.3 Aggregation on random projected features

We are now in a position to formally describe our aggregation strategy on
random projected features of high-dimensional predictions. We first embed
the original M -dimensional features of predictions r(X ) using J-L random
projection, simply by multiplying r(X ) by a random projection matrix G
to obtain the projected features r̃(X ). Then, the aggregation method (1) is
implemented on the projected features r̃(X ) in the last step. More precisely,
the prediction of any point x ∈ Rd is defined by

gn(r̃(x)) =

∑n
i=1 YiKh(‖(r̃(x)− r̃(Xi)‖)∑n
j=1Kh(‖r̃(x)− r̃(Xj)‖)

. (6)

Note that for any x ∈ Rd one has r̃(x) ∈ Rm and the Euclidean norm used
in (6) is defined on Rm while the one used in (1) is defined on RM .

3 Theoretical performance
In the sequel, we assume that dimensionM of the predicted features is large.
Moreover, the consensual aggregation method implemented on the original
M -dimensional features of predictions (respectively m-dimensional projec-
tion features) is called full (respectively projected) aggregation method.

We are now in a position to state the main theoretical result regarding
the difference between the full and projected aggregation methods. More
precisely, for any ε > 0, we are interested in controlling the following proba-
bility:

P
(
gn(r(X))− gn(r̃(X))| > ε

)
(7)

where gn(r(.)) and gn(r̃(.)) are the two aggregation methods defined respec-
tively in (1) and (6). The key difference between the two methods is the
features of predictions used for the aggregation, therefore the proof relies on
the theoretical result of J-L Lemma. The control of this probability is given
in the following theorem.

Theorem 1 Assume that all the machines r1, r2, ..., rM and the response
variable Y are bounded almost surely by R0, thus for any h, ε > 0, n ≥ 1, and
for any δ ∈ (0, 1), with the choice of m satisfying:

m ≥ C1
log[2/(1− n

√
1− δ)]

h2αε2
, with C1 = 3(2 + α)2(2R0)

2(1+α)/σ2,
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one has:

P
(
|gn(r(X))− gn(r̃(X))| > ε

)
≤ δ.

The probability of Theorem 1 is computed under the laws of X, the training
data Dn = {(Xi, Yi)

n
i=1} and the random projection matrix G. It can be

viewed as the loss of aggregation method when projecting the features of
predictions into smaller subspace of dimension m. Note that in this result,
the constant C1 depends on R0, which is in practice can be scaled to be, for
example, less then 1. Therefore, the constant C1 ≈ 12 for Gaussian kernel,
and the lower bound of m is roughly of order:

O
( log(2n/δ)

ε2h2α

)
,

for large n and small δ.

4 Numerical simulation
This section is devoted to numerical experiments carried out on several simu-
lated and real datasets to illustrate the performance of the proposed method.
The basic regression machines considered in this section are of five different
types:

• kNN: k-nearest neighbors for regression (R package FNN, see Li (2019)).

• Elas: lasso and elastic-net regularized generalized linear models (R
package glmbet, see Jerome et al. (2021))

• Bag: bagging tree for regression (R package ipred, see Andrea et al.
(2021)).

• RF: regression random forest (R package randomForest, see Liaw and
Wiener (2002a)).

• Boost: gradient boosting (R package gbm, see Brandon et al. (2020)).

To produce high-dimensional features of predictions, we construct the basic
machines of each type using various options of the corresponding parameters
as described below:
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• 200 values of k ∈ {2, 3, ..., 201} for kNN.

• The coefficients of elastic-net model are defined by

β̂ = argmin
β
{‖Y − βX‖22 + λ[α‖β‖1 + (1− α)‖β‖22]},

where α is the trade-off parameter between L1 and L2 penalty, and λ is
the penalty parameter. In this case, 5× 100 = 500 values of the couple
(α, λ) ∈ {0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1} × {0.00005, ..., 1} are considered. Note
that α = 0 (respectively α = 1) corresponds to Ridge (respectively
Lasso) regression.

• 100 values of ntree ∈ {18, 21, ..., 315} for the three remaining tree-based
methods: Bag, RF and Boost.

Remark 1 With the choices of parameters of each model, one may expect
the features of predictions to be very highly correlated or redundant. For
example, many values of parameter k of kNN, and ntree of Bag and RF are
not very interesting in a normal setting, however, in our context, it is quite
interesting to see the performance of the aggregation method in such a large
highly correlated features. This is interesting in a sense that, without model
selection or cross-validation technique, the aggregation method can merge the
features of predictions in a robust way.

Therefore, the features of predictions are of dimension 1000. The perfor-
mance of any regression estimator f is measured using the following root
mean square error (RMSE) evaluated on an independent testing dataset:

RMSE(f) =

√√√√ 1

ntest

ntest∑
i=1

(f(xi)− yi)2

where ntest denotes the number of testing sample.

4.1 Simulated datasets

In this part, we consider 5 simulated models of size n where the d-dimensional
input data is uniformly distributed on [−1, 1]d, denoted by X ∼ U([−1, 1]d).
The five simulated models are defined as follows:
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Model 1 : n = 600, d = 10,
Y = X2

1 −X2
3 + 3X4 exp(−X5)−X3

7 exp(−X8X9 +X5X10) +N (0, 1).

Model 2 : n = 800, d = 30,

Y =
5∑
j=1

[3X3
2j exp(X30−j −X2j+1)− 2X3

2j−1 exp(X2j −X30−3j)] +N (0, 1).

Model 3 : n = 800, d = 50,

Y =
1−X2

1 + 2X3X4

1.1 +X5

− 2

√√√√1 +
5∑
j=1

1 +X5+j

2−X45+j

exp(−X10 + X20 − X30) +

N (0, 1).

Model 4 : n = 800, d = 100,

Y = (X2
1 −X2

2 )(1− exp(−X5X7)) + 3X3 exp(−
10∑
j=1

X10j) +N (0, 1).

Model 5 : n = 800, d = 100,

Y =
1 + sin(X1 +X2)

1− sin(X1X2)
−

10∑
j=1

2j + 1

2j − 1
X5jX10jXj +N (0, 1).

In each simulation, we randomly split the simulated data into 80% and 20%
training and testing set respectively. Then, the training data is split further
into two parts of sizes n1 and n2 such that n1 = dntrain/2e = ntrain−n2. The
first part of the training data of size n1 is used to construct the 1000 ma-
chines yielding predictions of the remaining parts. On top of that, to study
the impact of the projected dimension m, the matrix of original features of
predictions r(X ) is embedded into two groups of subspaces. The first group
corresponds to the case of m ∈ {100, 200, ..., 900}, and the second group
consists of much smaller values of m ∈ {2, 3, ..., 9}, associated with different
random projection matrices G. Then, the kernel-based consensual aggrega-
tion method of equation (6) is implemented. Moreover, the aggregation on
the original features defined in equation (1) is also computed and used to
compare with all the projected cases.

The average RMSE and the associated standard error (into bracket) over
30 independent runs of each model are reported in Table 1 below. For the
sake of readability, only the best performance of each type of the five ba-
sic machines is reported, followed by the performance of all the aggregation
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methods. In this table, the first block consists of five columns (2nd to 6th),
corresponding to the performances of the best cases of the five basic ma-
chines (kNN, Elas, Bag, RF and Boost), and the second block contains
9 columns (two rows in each column) corresponding to the results of the
aggregation method with different values of m. The column’s names of this
block are of the form m1/m2, where m1 and m2 are the dimensions of the
projected subspaces reported in the first and second row respectively (ex-
cept for the last column 900/Comb_Full). More precisely, the first row
of this block contains the results of the projected aggregation methods with
m ∈ {100, 200, ....900}, and the second row contains the performances of the
methods with m = 2, 3, ..., 9, plus the full aggregation method, which is the
aggregation on the original predicted features of dimension M = 1000 (the
second row of the last column). In each case, the best performance of each
block is written in boldfaced.

We observe in Table 1 that Boost shows the best performance comparing
to other basic machines in the first block. In the second blocks, we see that
the performances of all aggregation methods are quite similar which confirms
the theoretical result stated in Theorem 1. Moreover, the performances of
the aggregations bias towards, sometimes even outperform, the best method
of the first block. We can also see that the full aggregation method (second
row of the last column) performs really well despite being implemented on
a very large redundant set of machines. And more interestingly, the perfor-
mances of all the proposed methods are preserved in much lower dimensional
spaces (second rows of the second block). In addition to that, Figure 2 below
provides the computational efficiency of the method implemented using a
computational machine with the following characteristics:

• Processor: 2x AMD Opteron 6174, 12C, 2.2GHz, 12x512K L2/12M L3
Cache, 80W ACP, DDR3-1333MHz.

• Memory: 64GB Memory for 2 CPUs, DDR3, 1333MHz.

Remark 2 Note that in all simulations, smoothing parameter h is estimated
using gradient descent algorithm discussed in Has (2021). In all cases, the
same learning rate is used, that is why on some datasets, the algorithm strug-
gles around the optimal values of parameter, leading to slower computational
times (Model 4 and Model 5 of Figure 2). In real situation, this can be
improved by choosing more suitable values of parameter in the optimization
method for any given datasets.
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Figure 1: Boxplots of average RMSEs computed on simulated datasets. From
left to right, the first ten boxplots are the best and the worst performance of
kNN, Elas, Bag, RF and Boost machines respectively. The last eighteen
boxplots represent the performances of the aggregation methods Combm
with m = 2, 3, ..., 9, 100, 200, ..., 900 and Comb_Full respectively. The
full aggregation performs well on 1000 dimensional predicted features (very
highly correlated). Moreover, the performances of the aggregation scheme
on much lower dimensional subspaces are almost preserved compared to the
full aggregation with slightly larger variances.
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Figure 2: Running times of all the combining methods on simulated datasets.
With approximately the same accuracy, the proposed methods are at least 3
times faster than the full aggregation.

15



4.2 Real datasets

We consider in this section two public datasets (available and easily accessible
on the internet) and two private energy datasets. The first dataset called
Abalone (available at Dua and Graff (2017a)) contains 4177 rows and 9
columns of measurements of abalones observed in Tasmania, Australia. We
are interested in predicting the age of each abalone through the number of
rings (Rings) using its physical characteristics such as gender, size, weight,
etc. The second dataset, named Boston, is available in MASS library of R
software (see Brian et al. (2021)), comprises of 14 columns corresponding to
median house prices (medv) and other variables of 506 suburbs in Boston such
as per capita crime rate (crim), average number of rooms per dwelling (rm),
pupil-teacher ratio by town (ptratio), nitrogen oxides concentration (ox), etc.
Then, the goal is to predict the median house prices of those suburbs using
all quantitative characteristics.

The third dataset (Air) considered in this section is a private dataset
containing six columns corresponding to Air temperature, Input Pressure,
Output Pressure, Flow, Water Temperature and Power Consumption, along
with 2 026 rows of hourly observations of these measurements of an air com-
pressor machine provided by Cadet et al. (2005). The goal is to predict the
power consumption of this machine using the five remaining explanatory vari-
ables. The last dataset (Turbine) is provided by the wind energy company
Mäıa Eolis. It contains 8 721 observations of seven variables representing
10-minute measurements of Electrical power, Wind speed, Wind direction,
Temperature, Variance of wind speed and Variance of wind direction mea-
sured from a wind turbine of the company (see Fischer et al. (2017)). In this
case, we aim at predicting the electrical power produced by the turbine using
the remaining six measurements as explanatory variables.

The performances obtained from 30 independent runs, computed using
the same computer mentioned in the previous section, are provided in Ta-
ble 2 below. We observe that the performances of the aggregation meth-
ods approach, and sometimes outperform the best estimator on all datasets.
Moreover, all the aggregation methods perform equally well in each case re-
gardless of the size of projected dimension. In addition, the performances
(the best and the worst cases) of all machines and the aggregation methods
are summarized in boxplots of Figure 3 below. Finally, Figure 4 illustrates
time efficiency of the proposed methods.

16



M
od

el
B

as
ic

m
ac

h
in

es
A

gg
re

ga
ti

on
m

et
h
od

C
om

b
m

k
N

N
E
la

s
B

ag
R

F
B

oo
st

10
0/

2
20

0/
3

30
0/

4
40

0/
5

50
0/

6
60

0/
7

70
0/

8
80

0/
9

90
0/

C
om

b
_

F
u
ll

A
b
al

on
e

2.
05

2
2.

09
2

2.
17

4
2.

21
3

2.
10

6
2.

13
5

2.
10

5
2.

11
4

2.
11

3
2.

11
3

2.
11

5
2.

11
2

2.
11

4
2.

11
3

(0
.0

51
)

(0
.0

46
)

(0
.0

51
)

(0
.0

47
)

(0
.0

48
)

(0
.0

45
)

(0
.0

49
)

(0
.0

44
)

(0
.0

47
)

(0
.0

61
)

(0
.0

55
)

(0
.0

60
)

(0
.0

52
)

(0
.0

55
)

2.
19

8
2.

16
5

2.
14

3
2.

14
4

2.
15

6
2.

13
8

2.
14

9
2.

15
2

2.
11

4
(0

.1
55

)
(0

.0
95

)
(0

.0
66

)
(0

.0
61

)
(0

.0
67

)
(0

.0
67

)
(0

.0
78

)
(0

.0
63

)
(0

.0
44

)

B
os

to
n

6.
85

5
5.

03
9

4.
41

0
3.

57
4

3.
81

1
3.

04
8

3.
03

9
3.

07
3

3.
04

1
3.

05
5

3.
04

3
3.

04
9

3.
04

9
3.

05
1

(0
.3

51
)

(0
.3

48
)

(0
.3

78
)

(0
.3

76
)

(0
.3

73
)

(0
.3

69
)

(0
.3

72
)

(0
.3

52
)

(0
.3

83
)

(0
.5

47
)

(0
.5

76
)

(0
.4

68
)

(0
.4

02
)

(0
.4

37
)

4.
03

3
3.

43
1

3.
43

6
3.

45
9

3.
22

7
3.

34
4

3.
19

8
3.

29
3

3.
04

4
(1

.0
99

)
(0

.7
24

)
(0

.6
72

)
(0

.5
96

)
(0

.7
37

)
(0

.6
31

)
(0

.5
55

)
(0

.6
79

)
(0

.3
62

)

A
ir

29
1.

43
5

17
7.

58
1

34
1.

51
4

21
0.

91
0

15
3.

53
8

13
6.

42
4

13
6.

53
5

13
6.

53
2

13
6.

48
7

13
5.

96
1

13
6.

42
4

13
6.

10
8

13
6.

50
9

13
6.

07
5

(3
.1

78
)

(4
.2

76
)

(4
.5

35
)

(4
.1

22
)

(3
.7

04
)

(4
.3

83
)

(4
.5

80
)

(4
.2

37
)

(4
.5

07
)

(9
.0

84
)

(4
.7

63
)

(1
6.

11
0)

(1
5.

89
9)

(5
.8

68
)

16
9.

59
2

15
1.

75
7

14
8.

34
4

14
6.

90
5

14
4.

37
1

14
3.

11
8

14
2.

61
9

14
3.

02
8

13
6.

82
8

(2
0.

12
7)

(9
.6

02
)

(5
.5

56
)

(7
.0

05
)

(6
.2

94
)

(4
.5

99
)

(4
.5

72
)

(5
.7

43
)

(3
.6

16
)

T
u
rb

in
e

39
.3

48
67

.9
78

68
.1

10
35

.9
32

39
.8

50
36

.9
68

36
.6

71
36

.6
94

36
.6

02
36

.6
75

36
.5

68
36

.6
43

36
.6

35
36

.6
22

(1
.1

27
)

(1
.1

46
)

(1
.0

99
)

(1
.1

48
)

(1
.1

84
)

(1
.0

92
)

(1
.0

34
)

(1
.1

23
)

(1
.1

25
)

(1
.1

19
)

(2
.5

05
)

(1
.4

98
)

(1
.0

38
)

(0
.9

76
)

38
.9

16
37

.8
43

37
.3

90
37

.1
83

36
.9

70
36

.5
42

36
.6

73
36

.4
90

36
.4

65
(2

.3
63

)
(1

.2
01

)
(1

.2
28

)
(1

.2
44

)
(1

.0
35

)
(0

.7
45

)
(0

.7
59

)
(0

.8
80

)
(1

.1
17

)

Ta
bl
e
2:

Av
er
ag

e
R
M
SE

s
of

re
al
-li
fe

da
ta
se
ts
.

17



Figure 3: Boxplots of average RMSEs computed on real-life datasets.

Figure 4: Running times of the combining methods on real-life datasets.
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5 Conclusion
This chapter fills the gap by studying high-dimensional case of consensual ag-
gregation for regression. The aggregation scheme is composed of two steps:
high-dimensional features of predictions are first random projected into a
smaller space using Johnson-Lindenstrauss method, then the exponential
kernel-based aggregation method is implemented on the projected features.
First, we theoretically show that the performance of the projected and full
aggregation methods are close, with high probability. Then, we numerically
illustrate that the full aggregation method upholds its performance on very
large redundant features given by different types of predictors. Together, this
indicates the robustness of the method in a sense that, one can plainly con-
struct several types of predictive models with different values of parameters in
parallel, then flexibly aggregate them directly without any model validation
step. All these results are confirmed through several numerical experiments
carried out on different types of simulated and real datasets. On top of that,
in term of computational speed, the proposed method is often much faster
(from 3 to 20 times) compared to the full aggregation method according the
optimization process (learning rate, for instance).
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6 Proofs

6.1 Proof of proposition 1

Under the assumption of the proposition, using the results of (3), (4) and
(5), the union bound probability implies for any δ ∈ (0, 1):

P
(
∃zj ∈ Sn :

∣∣∣‖z̃0 − z̃j‖2‖z0 − zj‖2
− 1
∣∣∣ > δ

)
= P

(
∃zj ∈ Sn :

‖z̃0 − z̃j‖2

‖z0 − zj‖2
− 1 > δ

)
+ P

(
∃zj ∈ Sn :

‖z̃0 − z̃j‖2

‖z0 − zj‖2
− 1 < −δ

)
≤

n∑
j=1

P
(‖z̃0 − z̃j‖2
‖z0 − zj‖2

− 1 > δ
)
+

n∑
j=1

P
(‖z̃0 − z̃j‖2
‖z0 − zj‖2

− 1 < −δ
)

≤
n∑
j=1

em[−δ+ln(1+δ)]/2 +
n∑
j=1

em[δ+ln(1−δ)]/2

≤ ne−m(δ2/2−δ3/3)/2 + ne−m(δ2/2+δ3/3)/2

≤ 2ne−m(δ2/2−δ3/3)/2.

We conclude the proof using the complementary probability,

P
(∣∣∣‖z̃0 − z̃j‖2‖z0 − zj‖2

− 1
∣∣∣ ≤ δ,∀zj ∈ Sn

)
≥ 1− 2ne−m(δ2/2−δ3/3)/2.

�

6.2 Proof of Theorem 1

For the sake of readability, for any j = 1, 2, ..., n, let

• Kj
h = Kh(‖r(X)− r(Xj)‖).

• K̃j
h = Kh(‖r̃(X)− r̃(Xj)‖).
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For any x ∈ Rd and for any h > 0,

|gn(r(X))− gn(r̃(X))| =
∣∣∣∑n

i=1 YiK
i
h∑n

j=1K
j
h

−
∑n

i=1 YiK̃
i
h∑n

j=1 K̃
j
h

∣∣∣
=
∣∣∣∑n

i=1 YiK
i
h∑n

j=1K
j
h

−
∑n

i=1 YiK̃
i
h∑n

j=1K
j
h

+

∑n
i=1 YiK̃

i
h∑n

j=1K
j
h

−
∑n

i=1 YiK̃
i
h∑n

j=1 K̃
j
h

∣∣∣
≤ R0

∑n
i=1 |Ki

h − K̃i
h|∑n

j=1K
j
h

+R0

[ n∑
j=1

K̃j
h

] |∑n
i=1 K̃

i
h −

∑n
i=1K

i
h|[∑n

j=1K
i
h

][∑n
j=1 K̃

j
h

]
≤ R0

∑n
i=1 |Ki

h − K̃i
h|∑

j=1K
j
h

+R0

∑n
i=1 |K̃i

h −Ki
h|∑n

j=1K
j
h

= 2R0

∑n
i=1 |Ki

h − K̃i
h|∑n

j=1Kh

= 2R0

∑n
i=1K

i
h|1− K̃i

h/K
i
h|∑n

j=1K
j
h

≤ 2R0 max
1≤i≤n

∣∣∣1− K̃i
h

Ki
h

∣∣∣.
Therefore, for any ε > 0, one has:

P
(
|gn(r(X))− gn(r̃(X))| > ε

)
≤ P

(
2R0 max

1≤i≤n

∣∣∣1− Kh(‖r̃(X)− r̃(Xi)‖)
Kh(‖r(X)− r(Xi)‖)

∣∣∣ > ε
)

= 1− P
(
2R0 max

1≤i≤n

∣∣∣1− Kh(‖r̃(X)− r̃(Xi)‖)
Kh(‖r(X)− r(Xi)‖)

∣∣∣ ≤ ε
)
.

One can compute the last probability using independency of (Xi)
n
i=1 and

Fubini’s theorem as follow
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P
(
2R0 max

1≤i≤n

∣∣∣1− Kh(‖r̃(X)− r̃(Xi)‖)
Kh(‖r(X)− r(Xi)‖)

∣∣∣ ≤ ε
)

=

∫
RM

∫
RM×m

P(Xi)ni=1

(
2R0 max

1≤i≤n

∣∣∣1− Kh(‖(r(x)− r(Xi))G‖)
Kh(‖r(x)− r(Xi)‖)

∣∣∣ ≤ ε
)
PG(G)µ(dx)

=

∫
RM

∫
RM×m

[
PX1

(
2R0

∣∣∣1− Kh(‖(r(x)− r(X1))G‖)
Kh(‖r(x)− r(X1)‖)

∣∣∣ ≤ ε
)]n

PG(G)µ(dx)

=

∫
RM

∫
RM

[
PG
(
2R0

∣∣∣1− Kh(‖(r(x)− r(v))G‖)
Kh(‖r(x)− r(v)‖)

∣∣∣ ≤ ε
)]n

µ(dv)µ(dx)

≥
[ ∫

RM

∫
RM

PG
(
2R0

∣∣∣1− Kh(‖(r(x)− r(v))G‖)
Kh(‖r(x)− r(v)‖)

∣∣∣ ≤ ε
)
µ(dv)µ(dx)

]n
.

The last bound of the above inequality is obtained by Jensen’s inequality.
Next, for any x, v ∈ Rd, given all the basic machines (rk)

M
k=1, Johnson-

Lindenstrauss Lemma implies that for any δ0 ∈ (0, 1), with probability at
least 1− 2e−m(δ20/2−δ30/3)/2, one has:∣∣∣‖r̃(x)− r̃(v)‖2

‖r(x)− r(v)‖2
− 1
∣∣∣ ≤ δ0

⇔ (1− δ0)‖r(x)− r(v‖2 ≤ ‖r̃(x)− r̃(v)‖2 ≤ (1 + δ0)‖r(x)− r(Xj)‖2

⇔ (1− δ0)α/2‖r(x)− r(v)‖α ≤ ‖r̃(x)− r̃(v)‖α ≤ (1 + δ0)
α/2‖r(x)− r(v)‖α.

Thus for any x, v ∈ Rd, with probability at least 1 − 2e−m(δ20/2−δ30/3)/2 such
that∣∣∣Kh(‖r̃(x)− r̃(v)‖)
Kh(‖r(x)− r(v))

− 1
∣∣∣ ≤ exp

[
− (‖(r̃(x)− r̃(v))/h‖α − ‖(r(x)− r(v))/h‖α)/σ

]
− 1

≤ exp
(
(1− (1− δ0)α/2)‖(r(x)− r(v))/h‖α/σ

)
− 1

≤ exp
(
(1− (1− δ0)α/2)(2R0/h)

α/σ
)
− 1

≤ exp
(
δ0(1 + α/2)(2R0/h)

α/σ
)
− 1,

where the last inequality above is obtained using the following inequality:

1− (1− δ0)α ≤ δ0(1 + α),∀δ0 ∈ (0, 1),∀α > 0.
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And if one take ε = 2R0

(
exp

(
δ0(1 + α/2)(2R0/h)

α/σ
)
− 1
)
, thus

δ0 =
σ ln(1 + ε/(2R0))

(1 + α/2)(2R0)α
hα

= C0
σεhα

(1 + α/2)(2R0)1+α
,

where the constant C0 ≈ 1 for small ε > 0, and will be ignored. Therefore, for
any x, v ∈ Rd, and using the fact that for any δ0 ∈ (0, 1) : δ20/2−δ30/3 ≥ δ20/6,
one has

PG
(
2R0

∣∣∣1− Kh(‖(r(x)− r(v))G‖)
Kh(‖r(x)− r(v)‖)

∣∣∣ ≤ ε
)
≥ 1− 2 exp

(
− m(δ20/2− δ30/3)

2

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

(
− mδ20

12

)
≥ 1− 2 exp

[
− m(σhαε)2

3(2 + α)2(2R0)2(α+1)

]
= 1− 2 exp

(
− mh2αε2

C1

)
,

where the constant C1 = 3(2 + α)2(2R0)
2(α+1) > 0. Therefore, one has

P
(
2R0 max

1≤i≤n

∣∣∣1− Kh(‖r̃(X)− r̃(Xi)‖)
Kh(‖r(X)− r(Xi)‖)

∣∣∣ ≤ ε
)
≥
[
1− 2 exp

(
− mh2αε2

C1

)]n
.

And this implies

P
(
|gn(r(X))− gn(r̃(X))| > ε

)
≤ P

(
2R0 max

1≤i≤n

∣∣∣1− Kh(‖r̃(X)− r̃(Xi)‖)
Kh(‖r(X)− r(Xi)‖)

∣∣∣ > ε
)

≤ 1−
[
1− 2 exp

(
− mh2αε2

3R2
1

)]n
.

Thus, for any δ ∈ (0, 1),

1−
[
1− 2 exp

(
− mh2αε2

3R2
1

)]n
≤ δ

⇔ m ≥ C1
log[2/(1− n

√
1− δ)]

h2αε2
.
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Moreover, for any large n, one has (1 − n
√
1− δ) ≈ − log(1 − δ)/n, which

implies that the lower bound of m is approximately

C1
log[−2n/ log(1− δ)]

h2αε2
.

Moreover, for small δ, the order of this bound is roughly

O
( log(2n/δ)

h2αε2

)
.

�
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