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Abstract. Multi-task learning (MTL) is a powerful machine learning
paradigm designed to leverage shared knowledge across tasks to im-
prove generalization and performance. Previous works have proposed
approaches to MTL that can be divided into feature learning, focused on
the identification of a common feature representation, and task cluster-
ing, where similar tasks are grouped together. In this paper, we propose
an MTL approach at the intersection between task clustering and feature
transformation based on a two-phase iterative aggregation of targets and
features. First, we propose a bias-variance analysis for regression mod-
els with additive Gaussian noise, where we provide a general expression
of the asymptotic bias and variance of a task, considering a linear re-
gression trained on aggregated input features and an aggregated target.
Then, we exploit this analysis to provide a two-phase MTL algorithm
(NonLinCTFA). Firstly, this method partitions the tasks into clusters
and aggregates each obtained group of targets with their mean. Then,
for each aggregated task, it aggregates subsets of features with their mean
in a dimensionality reduction fashion. In both phases, a key aspect is to
preserve the interpretability of the reduced targets and features through
the aggregation with the mean, which is further motivated by applica-
tions to Earth science. Finally, we validate the algorithms on synthetic
data, showing the effect of different parameters and real-world datasets,
exploring the validity of the proposed methodology on classical datasets,
recent baselines, and Earth science applications.

Keywords: Multi-Task Learning · Variable Aggregation · Bias-Variance.

1 Introduction

Machine Learning [5, ML] approaches usually consider an individual learning
problem, eventually decomposing complex problems into independent tasks. In-
spired by the possibility of exploiting their interconnections, Multi-task learn-
ing [9, MTL] methods are designed to simultaneously learn multiple related
tasks, leveraging shared knowledge to improve performance and generalization.
In recent years, MTL has gained significant attention across various domains, in-
cluding natural language processing [11], computer vision [3], and healthcare [32].
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Focusing on supervised MTL, task-clustering methods are designed to aggre-
gate different tasks into clusters, exploiting their relationships to learn groups of
tasks with the same model. On the other hand, feature-based MTL approaches
are focused on the identification of a subset of relevant common input features
(feature selection), or the extraction of a combination of relevant original inputs
(feature transformation). In the feature transformation context, a dimensional-
ity reduction approach may be considered to extract a set of relevant features
common to all the tasks, reducing the dimension of the feature space.

In this paper, we propose an MTL approach (NonLinCTFA) at the inter-
section between task clustering and feature transformation with dimensionality
reduction. Firstly, we introduce a specific task clustering, based on partitioning
the targets, aggregating each obtained group of targets with their mean. Then,
for each aggregated task (the mean of the targets of a cluster), we aggregate
subsets of features with their mean. This way, we first learn a single model for
each group of tasks. Then, we aggregate subsets of features with their mean in
each aggregated task, producing a set of reduced features in a dimensionality
reduction fashion. In both cases, we provide theoretical guarantees on the im-
provement (or not worsening) of the mean squared error on each of the original
tasks. A schematic view of this methodology can be found in Figure 1a. Addi-
tionally, Figure 1b shows a variant that will be discussed in the next sections.

The choice to consider the mean as an aggregation function is to preserve
interpretability, following the definition of interpretability as the property of an
ML pipeline to be understood by domain experts, without explanations by ML
experts (see [18] for a broader discussion). Indeed, we aggregate targets and
features, reducing the dimension and the variance of the models and preserving
the meaning of each aggregation, which is a mean of variables. On the other
hand, the aggregations induce an increase in bias that will be controlled in the
analysis.

A motivational example is related to Earth science, where we may be inter-
ested in the prediction of a target variable at different (correlated) locations,
given a set of meteorological features measured in each of them (see Figure
2a). In this context, the proposed algorithm aggregates highly correlated targets
and learns an individual model for their mean, resulting in a reduced number of
models, simplifying data representation (through further aggregating highly cor-
related features) and enhancing the performances without loss of interpretability,
mitigating overfitting, and limiting the computational complexity (see Figure 2b,
further discussed in the experimental section). In this example, preserving the
interpretability is essential for climatologists, filling the gap between advanced
ML methods (considered as black-box algorithms) and their physical meaning.

Contributions After introducing notation, problem formulation, and re-
lated works (Section 2), the contributions of this paper can be summarized as:

1) General theoretical analysis of the asymptotic bias and variance, estimat-
ing a target variable with a linear model, trained considering as target an average
of targets and as features a reduced set of basis functions (Section 3).
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Fig. 1: Block scheme of main algorithm and a homogeneous case variant.

2) Introduction of a novel MTL approach, with theoretical guarantees, ag-
gregating targets and features with the mean for interpretability (Section 4).

3) Extension of recent dimensionality reduction methods [7, 8], both to mul-
tiple targets and generalizing the theoretical results in the single-task case.

4) Validation of the proposed algorithm on synthetic data, benchmark MTL
datasets and methods, and a multi-task dataset from Earth science (Section 5).
Technical proofs and additional results can be found in the Appendix.

2 Preliminaries

Notation Given L learning tasks {Ti}Li=1, each task Ti is a supervised learning
problem with training set Si = {(xi, yi)j}ni

j=1, where ni samples for the i-th task

are available, (xi)j = (xi1, . . . , x
i
Di

)j ∈ RDi is the j-th training sample associated
to task i composed of Di features, and (yi)j is the corresponding target. The
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(a) Motivational example. (b) Basins reduced by NonLinCTFA.

Fig. 2: Figure 2a represents some European sub-regions, identified with different
colors, where a target variable and meteorological features are available. Figure
2b shows the aggregated regions after the application of NonLinCTFA.

random variable yi represents the i-th target, xik denotes the k-th feature of task
Ti, and the random vector xi is the full set of features of the i-th task. The
symbols σ2

a, cov(a, b), ρab and σ̂
2
a, ˆcov(a, b), ρ̂ab denote the variance of a random

variable a, its covariance, and correlation with the random variable b and their
estimators, respectively. Finally, Ea[f(a)] is the expected value of a function f(·)
of the random variable a w.r.t. its distribution.

Remark 1. To simplify the notation, in this paper, we mainly consider a shared
set of D features x := {x1, . . . , xD} := {x11, . . . , x1D1

, . . . , xL1 , . . . , x
L
DL

} and the
same number of training samples n for each task. This simplification motivates
the workflow of Figure 1a. We will also discuss a variant with D task-specific
features (workflow in Figure 1b). Recalling the motivational example, this means
that we will consider the full set of measurements of meteorological features
as a shared set of D features. Then, we will discuss a variant with a set of
meteorological features measured in each individual sub-region associated with
its target. Additionally, this homogeneous-feature variant could be applied in the
heterogeneous settings, aggregating corresponding features (e.g., temperature),
without changing specific features associated to a sub-region (e.g., some snow-
related features may be available only for a mountainous region).

Data generation process We consider the general relationship between
the full set of features and each target with additive Gaussian noise. The noise
variables {ϵk}Lk=1 can be correlated with each other, but independent from fea-
tures.

In the theoretical analysis, we consider a partition P of the tasks. Therefore,
each task Tk belongs to a set of the partition Pι(k). Without loss of generality, in
the analysis we will focus on the i-th task yi = fi(x1 . . . xD) + ϵi, ϵi ∼ N (0, σ2

i ),
and we will denote with Pι := Pι(i) the set of P that contains Ti, and with Kι

its cardinality. The aggregated (mean) target that contains yi is therefore ψι :=
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1
Kι

∑
k:yk∈Pι

yk. Finally, to simplify the computations, we assume the expected
values of features and targets to be zero: E[xk] = E[yi] = E[fi(x1 . . . xD)] =
0, ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , D}, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , L}.

Loss Measure As a natural performance measure for regression and in
line with related works [7, 8], in the theoretical analysis we evaluate the Mean
Squared Error (MSE), focusing on its bias and variance components (bias-
variance decomposition [13], see Equation 8 of Appendix A).

Multi-Task Learning via aggregations In the theoretical analysis of
Section 3, we consider a task yi = fi(x1 . . . xD) + ϵi, ϵi ∼ N (0, σ2

i ), and we
evaluate the effect (in terms of MSE) of learning a linear model trained on a
target ψι, the mean of a given subset of original targets which contains yi. Addi-
tionally, d given transformations {ϕ1, . . . , ϕd} of the D original features are the
inputs. They could be any zero-mean transformations (basis functions), but we
focus on the means of d subsets of original features. Indeed, through Algorithm
1, we exploit the theoretical results to identify iteratively, and aggregate with
the mean, convenient partitions of features and targets in polynomial time.

Remark 2 (Limitations). In the analysis, we focus on linear models to derive
closed-form results. However, the NonLinCTFA algorithm can be applied with
any supervised learning algorithm. In this case, its convenience becomes heuris-
tic, and its effectiveness should be tested empirically. The second main limitation
is the asymptoticity of the analysis, to identify expressions of variance and bias
without considering confidence intervals of each statistical estimator.

2.1 Related Works: Dimensionality Reduction, Multi-Task Learning

Dimensionality Reduction Considering each individual task, the aggrega-
tion of its input features can be considered a dimensionality reduction method.
These approaches map D features into a reduced dataset of dimension d < D,
with transformation functions aimed to maximize specific performance measures.
Linear, non-linear, supervised, and unsupervised methods exist. For broader dis-
cussions and algorithms on dimensionality reduction, we refer to [2, 15, 27]. The
specific idea to aggregate groups of features with their mean resembles group reg-
ularization methods, such as Cluster LASSO [25] and OSCAR [6], although the
method proposed in this paper aggregates features independently from the train-
ing of the supervised model. This is in line with some recent approaches [7, 8],
that we seek to generalize to a multi-task context and by considering the full set
of features to identify the aggregations, rather than their bivariate analyses.

Multi-Task Learning The main algorithm of this paper is an MTL ap-
proach that identifies subsets of targets, learning a single model for their mean,
that we claim to be convenient for the original individual tasks. A classical
description of MTL is [9], and more recent algorithms are in [31]. Following
their taxonomy, we briefly revise parameter-based and feature-based MTL ap-
proaches. A few instance-based approaches also exist, designed to share samples
across tasks.
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Parameter-based methods can be based on the assumption that similar tasks
have similar model parameters, forcing the coefficient matrix to be low-rank
(low-rank approaches, e.g., [30]); they can estimate and exploit task relation-
ships such as covariances (task-relation approaches, e.g., [34]); they can share
sets of parameters (decomposition approaches, e.g., [19]); or they can assume
that different tasks form several clusters (task-clustering approaches, e.g., [22]).
Some recent parameter-based MTL algorithms aim to identify groups of related
tasks exploiting different metrics, such as the effect of the gradient of the loss
associated with one task on the loss of another task [12], or summary statis-
tics [17]. The approach of this paper can be considered a task-clustering method
since we identify disjoint groups of tasks, averaging the corresponding targets.

Feature-based methods are based on the assumption that tasks share a com-
mon feature representation. Some approaches learn this feature representation
by maximizing the information to each task (feature transformation). Among
them, deep learning-based approaches are the most commonly used (e.g., [29]).
Other approaches select subsets of original features, maximizing their relevance
to the targets (feature selection). They usually optimize a loss function that
both penalizes the selection of different features across tasks and minimizes the
number of important features (e.g., [33]). The proposed algorithm combines the
task-clustering phase with a feature transformation phase, where for each cluster
of tasks, we identify and aggregate subsets of features.

3 Bias-Variance Analysis: Theoretical Results

In this section, we present the main theoretical results, deriving the asymptotic
bias and variance of aggregated tasks. We consider a generic task Ti:

yi = fi(x1 . . . xD) + ϵi, ϵi ∼ N (0, σ2
i ), (1)

and the set of targets Pι, that contains yi. In this setting, we estimate the target
yi with a linear model, trained with the mean of the elements of Pι as target,
and d inputs {ϕ1, . . . , ϕd}. Recalling that ψι :=

1
Kι

∑
k:yk∈Pι

yk, we estimate:

ŷi = ψ̂ι = ŵι1ϕ1 + · · ·+ ŵιdϕd, (2)

with ŵιj least squares estimates. In particular {ϕ1, . . . , ϕd} = {x1, . . . , xD} is
the case with original features, and Pι = {yi} identifies the single-task case.

Variance We firstly derive the variance of the linear model ψ̂ι (Equation
2), for the i-th target yi. Proofs and additional discussions are in Appendix A.

Theorem 1. Let the relationship between the features and the target of a task
Ti be defined as Equation 1. Let also each estimator converge in probability to
the quantity that it estimates. In the asymptotic case, let varιd be the variance
of a linear regression trained with the basis functions {ϕ1, . . . , ϕd} as inputs and
the mean of a cluster of targets ψι, defined in Equation 2, as output. It holds:

varιd =
σ̄2
ι

(n− 1)
· d, (3)
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where σ̄2
ι := var( 1

Kι

∑
k:yk∈Pι

ϵk) is the variance of the mean of noises of the
targets in Pι, n is the number of training samples, and d is the number of inputs.

Remark 3. The theorem follows the intuition that the asymptotic variance is
proportional to the number of inputs d (i.e., the number of estimated coefficients)
and the variance gets smaller as the number of samples increases, since the
estimate is more accurate. Finally, the asymptotic variance increases with σ̄2

ι ,
which is the distortion associated with the averaged target ψι.

Remark 4. Some specific cases are particularly relevant.

1) When the inputs are the D original features, we get varιD =
σ̄2
ι

(n−1) · D.

For a single-task approach, the variance is varid =
σ2
i

(n−1) · d. Combining them,

(D features and a single-task), the variance is variD =
σ2
i

(n−1) ·D.

2) When the variance of the noises is constant (∀i : σ2
i = σ2), we get: σ̄2

ι =
σ2

Kι
(1 + (Kι − 1)ρ̄ι), with ρ̄ι average correlation among noises of the targets

in Pι. Therefore, if ρ̄ι = 1, the task aggregation does not reduce the variance
since the variance of the averaged noise is equal to the individual (σ2). On the
contrary, since ρ̄ι ≥ 1

1−Kι
by non-negativity of variance, maximum variance

gain corresponds to the minimum average correlation among noises ρ̄ι =
1

1−Kι
.

Finally, when the noises are independent (ρ̄ι = 0), the aggregated noise variance
is reduced by a factor Kι (

1
Kι
σ2). Intuitively, when the noises are less correlated,

the different tasks are better exploited to refine the knowledge about each task.
3) In [7, 8] a similar asymptotic result is provided in the single-task setting,

with an asymptotic variance equal to
2σ2

i

(n−1) in the bivariate case and
σ2
i

(n−1) in the

univariate one. Theorem 1 generalizes that result to d input features, revealing

a cost of σ2

n−1 for each feature considered. Therefore, by reducing the features

from D to d < D, the asymptotic variance decrease is σ2

n−1 · (D − d).

Bias We now focus on the bias of the linear model ψ̂ι (Equation 2), w.r.t.
the i-th target yi. Proofs and more discussions can be found in Appendix B.

Theorem 2. Let the relationship between the features and the target of a task
Ti be defined as Equation 1. Let also each estimator converge in probability to
the quantity that it estimates. In the asymptotic case, let biasιd be the bias of a
linear regression trained with the basis functions {ϕ1, . . . , ϕd} as inputs and the
mean of a cluster of targets ψι, defined in Equation 2, as output. It is equal to:

biasιd = σ2
fi − σ2

ψι
R2
d,ι + 2(cov(ψι, fi − ψι|Φ)− cov(ψι, fi − ψι)), (4)

with σ2
fi

variance of the function of inputs defining the i-th task, σ2
ψι

variance of

the aggregated target ψι, R
2
d,ι squared coefficient of multiple correlation between

the d inputs and the aggregated target ψι, and cov(ψι, fi−ψι|Φ) partial covariance
between the two random variables ψι, fi − ψι, given the inputs Φ.
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Corollary 1. Considering the single-task setting, i.e., assuming ψι = yi, the
asymptotic bias of Theorem 2 reduces to:

biasid = σ2
fi(1−R2

d,i). (5)

Remark 5. Intuitively, Corollary 1 shows that, in single-task problems, the bias
is proportional to the information, measured through the coefficient of multiple
correlation, that the inputs share with the target. Additionally, the bias is pro-
portional to the variance of the function fi that regulates the i-th data generation
process. More generally, Theorem 2 shows that estimating the i-th target with a
linear model trained with the aggregated target ψι, the bias is still proportional
to the variance of the original i-th target, which is an irreducible cost. Then, the
bias decreases proportionally to the coefficient of multiple correlation between
aggregated target and features, representing the skill of the linear model to pre-
dict the aggregated target, weighted by the variance of the aggregated target
itself, which accounts for the simplification introduced by aggregating. Finally,
the third term of Equation 4 is the difference of the covariance, with and without
conditioning on the inputs, between the aggregated target and the gap between
the i-th task and the aggregated target itself. This way, if the features reduce
the information shared between ψι and its gap with fi, the bias reduces since
we are exploiting the features to improve the learning of the i-th task.

Remark 6. Some specific cases can also be derived from the results on the bias.

1) Considering theD original features, the results of Theorem 2 and Corollary
1 hold, evaluating the quantities of the expressions with them (e.g., R2

D,ι).

2) In [7, 8] a similar (bivariate) asymptotic analysis is provided in the single-
task setting. Corollary 1 extends those findings to a general case with d inputs.
Therefore, if we perform a single-task dimensionality reduction, aggregating d
sets of features with their mean, the asymptotic bias variation is σ2

fi
(R2

D,i−R2
d,i).

Theoretical bounds for aggregations We conclude this Section by show-
ing a condition for a convenient aggregation of two tasks and another for features
in single-task problems. Both results can be deduced from Theorem 1 and 2, and
they will be exploited in the two phases of the main algorithm, respectively.

Corollary 2. Considering two tasks Ti, Tj regulated by Equation 1, training an
individual linear model with the mean of the two targets as output is profitable
w.r.t. the individual single-task models, in terms of MSE, if and only if:

σ2
i

(n−1) ·D + σ2
ψι
R2
D,ι ≥

σ2
ι

(n−1) ·D + 1
2 [σ

2
fi
R2
D,i + σ2

fj
R2
D,j ]

σ2
j

(n−1) ·D + σ2
ψι
R2
D,ι ≥

σ2
ι

(n−1) ·D + 1
2 [σ

2
fi
R2
D,i + σ2

fj
R2
D,j ].

(6)

Proof. We compute variance and bias from Theorem 1 and 2, substituting ψι =
yi, ψι = yj, and ψι =

yi+yj
2 . Then, we impose that the sum of variance and bias

of the aggregated case is not worse than the individual one for both models.
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Following the intuition, Equation 6 shows the convenience of aggregating two
targets if the variance of the noise is reduced or when the predictive capability
of the aggregated model is better than the average of the single-task ones.

Corollary 3. Considering a task Ti, the aggregation of D features into d < D
aggregated ones is profitable, in terms of MSE of a linear model, if and only if:

σ2
i

(n− 1)
· (D − d) ≥ σ2

fi(R
2
D,i −R2

d,i). (7)

Proof. The result follows comparing the single-task bias and variance that are
particular cases of the general results of Theorem 1 and 2.

Following the intuition, Equation 7 shows the convenience in terms of vari-
ance to reduce the number of features or in terms of bias when the predictive
capability of the linear regression is better when the features are aggregated.

4 Multi-Task Learning via Aggregations: Algorithms

In this section, we present the NonLinCTFA algorithm, assuming L tasks and
D shared features. The algorithm is depicted in Figure 1a, while a multi-input
variant, discussed in Remark 1, is depicted in Figure 1b. Algorithm 1 reports the
pseudo-code of NonLinCTFA, exploiting the loop of Algorithm 2 (in Appendix
D) to iteratively aggregate targets firstly, and features subsequently.

Phase I: task-aggregation. Firstly, the algorithm iteratively adds targets
to a set, forming a partition until no aggregation is convenient. At any iteration,
Equation 6 is exploited to test the convenience of adding a target variable yj into
a set of the partition, initialized as a singleton of a random target. Additionally,
a hyperparameter ϵ1 regulates the propensity of the algorithm to aggregate.

Equation 6 regulates the convenience of an aggregation of two targets. There-
fore, the algorithm starts with L individual tasks, and it identifies two tasks that
benefit from the aggregation (e.g., T1, T2), moving to L− 1 linear models. Then,
the algorithm further aggregates a third task (e.g., T3) with them, moving to
L− 2 linear models, if the new aggregation (y1+y2+y33 in the example) is conve-

nient w.r.t. the aggregate two-task model (y1+y22 ) and the univariate one (y3).
The new aggregation is therefore convenient w.r.t. the original individual tasks,
and it is further convenient w.r.t. the previous two-task aggregation.

Similar to forward feature selection, we add a target in the current set, if
convenient, without inspecting all the possible combinations, which would be
combinatorial. This way, we do not identify the optimal partition of targets, but
a convenient one w.r.t. the single-tasks, with a quadratic number of comparisons
in the number of tasks (O(L2)) in the worst case, i.e., with no aggregations.

Additionally, the aggregation depends on the ordering of targets. For this
reason, we randomize it to avoid systemic biases. A possible variation could be
to introduce a heuristic (e.g., the correlation between couples of targets) to rank
them and test for the aggregations based on this ranking.
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Phase II: cluster-level feature-aggregation. In the second phase, Non-
LinCTFA identifies groups of features to aggregate with their mean for each of
the l reduced tasks. This way, for each reduced task ι, we identify dι reduced
features, reducing the dimension and improving the performance.

Specifically, we exploit Equation 7 to iteratively identify couples of features
that are convenient to average, following the same iterative procedure of the
target aggregation phase. This is quadratic w.r.t. the number of comparisons
for each aggregated task (O(l ·D2)). Additionally, since the terms σ2

i , σ
2
fi
, n are

constant across different comparisons, we include them in the hyperparameter
ϵ2, which regulates the propensity of the algorithm to aggregate features.

Algorithm 1 NonLinCTFA:Non-Linear Correlated Target-Feature Aggregation

Input: features x = {x1 . . . xD}; targets y = {y1 . . . yL}; n samples, tolerances ϵ1, ϵ2
Output: reduced tasks {ψ1, . . . , ψl}, reduced features {ϕ1, . . . , ϕdι}lι=1

function Compute threshold features(xcurr, y, zP , zj , ϵ) ▷ From Equation 7
Rsep ← R2score(xcurr, y)
Raggr ← R2score((xcurr \ {zP , zj}) ∪ {mean(zP , zj)}, y)

return Rsep −Raggr ≤ ϵ
end function

function Compute threshold targets(x, yP , yj , ϵ) ▷ From Equation 6
yag ← mean(yP , yj)
RP , σ

2
P , σ

2
fP ← R2score(x, yP), var res(x, yP), var(yP)− var res(x, yP)

Rj , σ
2
j , σ

2
fj
← R2score(x, yj), var res(x, yj), var(yj)− var res(x, yj)

Rag, σ
2
ag, σ

2
fag
← R2score(x, yag), var res(x, yag), var(yag)− var res(x, yag)

threshold1 = D
(n−1)

(σ2
ag − σ2

P) +
1
2
(RPσ

2
fP +Rjσ

2
fj
)−Ragσ

2
fag

threshold2 = D
(n−1)

(σ2
ag − σ2

j ) +
1
2
(RPσ

2
fP +Rjσ

2
fj
)−Ragσ

2
fag

return (threshold1 ≤ ϵ) AND (threshold2 ≤ ϵ)
end function

function NonLinCTFA(Input) ▷ Main function
PHASE I: task aggregations
{ψ1, . . . , ψl} ← Aggregation(z = y, phase = 1, ϵ = ϵ1,x = x, y = None)
PHASE II: feature aggregation for each task
for each ι ∈ {1, . . . , l} do
{ϕ1, . . . , ϕdι} ← Aggregation(z = x, phase = 2, ϵ = ϵ2,x = None, y = ψι)

end for
return {ψ1, . . . , ψl}, {ϕ1, . . . , ϕdι}lι=1

end function

Remark 7. Algorithm 1 outputs a set of reduced tasks and the associated sets of
reduced features. We do not include a final regression to decouple the algorithm
from the regression model, which can be run independently, with theoretical
guarantees in linear regression. In this sense, we propose a filter method.
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Remark 8. Recalling Remark 1, we may want to consider a multi-input setting,
with D features for each task individually {xi1, . . . , xiD}Li=1. In our example, they
can be D meteorological features measured at each location and associated with
its specific target. A variant of Algorithm 1 (Figure 1b) compares, at each itera-
tion, the model trained with the features associated with each individual target
and the model for the aggregated task, trained on averaged features. This way, in
a single phase, we aggregate couples of targets and pairwise couples of features.
In our example, we would compare individual measurements of temperature and
precipitation for single-task problems and the means of temperatures and precip-
itations as the two inputs of the averaged model. This variant can be extended
to a heterogeneous case where, for example, the first task has a snow-related
feature not available for the other. In this case, we consider it when the first
task appears, keeping unchanged the aggregation of targets and other features.

5 Experimental Validation

In this section, we show synthetic experiments, validating the proposed algo-
rithm w.r.t. single-task regressions, showing its behavior varying parameters,
and with an ablation study of its two phases. Then, applications to real-world
data show the competitiveness of the method w.r.t. single task and benchmark
MTL approaches. Code can be found at: https://github.com/PaoloBonettiP
olimi/NonLinCTFA.

5.1 Synthetic Experiments and Ablation Study

We start with synthetic experiments, validating the NonLinCTFA against single
tasks. Specifically, we consider L = 10 tasks, D = 100 features shared across all
tasks, n = 250 training samples (same number for testing), the standard devia-
tion of (independent) noises σ = 10, and hyperparameters ϵ1 = 0, ϵ2 = 0.0001.
Each target is obtained as a linear combination of all the features, with additive
Gaussian noise, randomly sampling each coefficient from a uniform distribution
in the interval [−1,−0.5] or [0.5, 1], obtaining two groups of tasks similar among
themselves. We perform linear regression on individual tasks and on aggregated
tasks after the first phase of the algorithm or fully applying NonLinCTFA. We
repeat the experiment 10 times to produce confidence intervals, and we consider
as metrics the MSE and the coefficient of determination (R2), both in terms of
absolute values and of percentage increase w.r.t. single-task. We obtain a single-
task averageR2 score of 0.48±0.02, which increases to 0.64±0.01(+33.45±3.31%)
considering the aggregated tasks and 0.67 ± 0.01(+39.82 ± 3.42%) adding the
feature aggregation. Similarly, the MSE is equal to 9.34 ± 0.04, reducing to
6.54± 0.03(−29.44± 1.45%) and 5.98± 0.06(−35.36± 1.27%). The L = 10 tasks
become l = 2.5± 0.6, and the D = 100 features reduce to d = 3.43± 1.76. These
results empirically validate the improvement provided by the proposed algorithm
w.r.t. the single-task counterparts in linear regression. Additionally, they show a

https://github.com/PaoloBonettiPolimi/NonLinCTFA
https://github.com/PaoloBonettiPolimi/NonLinCTFA
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Fig. 3: Test MSE (first row) and corresponding percentage decrease w.r.t. single-
task (second row), varying one parameter at a time, only aggregating targets
(Phase I) or adding the feature-aggregation phase (Phase I+II).

significant benefit with task-aggregation, with a subsequent feature-aggregation
phase refining the performances, with the added value of simplifying models.

We further tested the proposed approach, varying one parameter at a time
and fixing the others. Figure 3 reports the results, in terms of MSE and of per-
centage increase of MSE w.r.t. the single-task, showing the improvement with
task-aggregation and then the combination with feature aggregation. The first
column of the figure shows that, with a small number of samples, both phases
provide significant improvement, which is mitigated by a large number of sam-
ples. In the second column, when the number of features increases, the feature
aggregation phase is more relevant. Similarly, the third column shows that the
task-aggregation phase is more relevant when the number of tasks increases, as-
suming a constant number of features. Finally, the fourth column shows that
the problem becomes more difficult when the noise of the targets increases, with
the task aggregations that become more relevant. Figure 4 in Appendix E.1
also shows the behavior of the MSE when the hyperparameters ϵ1, ϵ2 are varied.
In particular, ϵ1 represents the propensity to aggregate tasks, spanning from
the single-task case to a single aggregated task, with a value equal to 0 that
balances the aggregation. Similarly, ϵ2 regulates the propensity to aggregate fea-
tures, spanning from preserving all original inputs to a single aggregation.

5.2 Real World Datasets

As a first investigation on real data, we consider two classical datasets, compar-
ing single-task regression performance, applying NonLinCTFA, and with some
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Table 1: Experiments on SARCOS and School datasets, considering 70% of data
for training and 30% for testing, randomizing over 5 seeds for confidence inter-
vals. NRMSE is the performance measure (lower is better, best result in bold).

SARCOS 1000samples SARCOS full School 27tasks School full

# samples n 1000 48933 15362 15362

# tasks L 7 7 27 193
Reduced # tasks (ours) 6.0± 0.0 6.0± 0.0 6.0± 0.0 23.2± 2.7

# features D 21 21 27 (for each task) 27 (for each task)
Reduced # features (ours) 7.1± 0.3 6.9± 0.4 27 (for each aggregation) 27 (for each aggregation)

NRMSE random 0.363± 0.015 0.235± 0.011 0.634± 0.123 0.641± 0.294
NRMSE single-task LR 0.085± 0.001 0.069± 0.002 0.183± 0.002 0.165± 0.003
NRMSE single-task SVR 0.142± 0.010 0.092± 0.008 0.181± 0.009 0.162± 0.005
NRMSE single-task MLP 0.069± 0.002 0.045± 0.003 0.182± 0.003 0.174± 0.008

NRMSE ASO 0.075± 0.002 0.049± 0.001 0.172± 0.003 0.152± 0.006
NRMSE cASO 0.068± 0.001 0.048± 0.001 0.173± 0.002 0.154± 0.006
NRMSE CMTL 0.111± 0.001 0.067± 0.002 0.843± 0.316 1.187± 0.562

NRMSE NonLinCTFA + LR (ours) 0.054± 0.003 0.035± 0.002 0.162± 0.005 0.159± 0.002
NRMSE NonLinCTFA + SVR (ours) 0.154± 0.021 0.115± 0.024 0.159± 0.003 0.155± 0.004
NRMSE NonLinCTFA + MLP (ours) 0.049± 0.009 0.031± 0.001 0.160± 0.004 0.167± 0.003

standard MTL approaches. In particular, the SARCOS dataset [28] is composed
of 7 regression tasks, 21 shared features, and n = 48933 samples. We consider
n = 1000 and the full set of n = 48933 samples to investigate the effect of
the number of samples. Then, the School dataset [4] consists of 15362 samples,
exam records, distributed across 139 tasks (schools), with 27 features. This is an
example where different measures of the same features are associated to their
tasks, allowing to apply the variant of NonLinCTFA discussed in Remark 8. In
this case, we consider 27 tasks and 27 features, as well as the full set of 139 tasks.

We apply NonLinCTFA, combined with linear regression (LR), support vec-
tor regression (SVR), and multi-layer perceptron (MLP), in comparison with the
corresponding single-task models. Additionally, we consider a random prediction
as a trivial baseline and Alternating Structural Optimization [1, ASO], its convex
relaxation [10, cASO], and Convex Clustered MTL [14, CMTL], as benchmarks
representing feature-based and clustered-based MTL methods (adapting the im-
plementation of https://github.com/chcorbi/MultiTaskLearning). In line
with the implementation of these baselines, we evaluate test performance with
normalized root mean squared error (NRMSE), randomly selecting the 30% of
samples, with five different seeds, to produce test confidence intervals.

The results of Table 1 show that NonLinCTFA outperforms single-task mod-
els and is competitive w.r.t. MTL baselines, with the advantage of reducing the
number of models and parameters, still preserving the interpretability.

In a second real-world application, we consider the QM9 dataset [24], a chal-
lenging quantum chemistry dataset with L = 19 tasks (properties of molecules),
with 139000 graph inputs (molecules structures). We averaged node features,
position, and edge attributes, obtaining D = 19 features. Following the experi-
mental setup of [23], we retrieved the dataset from PyTorch Geometric, randomly
selecting 10000 samples for testing and the others for training, normalizing each
task and repeating the experiments three times to produce confidence intervals.

https://github.com/chcorbi/MultiTaskLearning
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Table 2: Experiments on QM9 dataset. 10000 random samples are used for test-
ing (∼ 138000 for training), 3 different seeds for confidence intervals. MSE is the
performance measure (lower is better). Training time is also reported.

QM9 Test Results # reduced tasks # reduced features MSE Time (minutes)

Single-task LR 19 20 0.969± 0.049 ∼ 1
Single-task MLP 19 20 0.518± 0.032 ∼ 11

Single-task baseline of [26] 19 13 0.533± 0.041 NA
HPS GNN + RLW 19 11+graph 0.619± 0.254 ∼ 1× 300epochs
Best GNN of [26] 19 11+graph 0.216± 0.009 NA

NonLinCTFA + LR (ours) 12± 1.2 10.05± 2.96 0.955± 0.038 ∼ 2
NonLinCTFA + MLP (ours) 12± 1.2 10.05± 2.96 0.469± 0.024 ∼ 14

Table 3: Experiments on climate dataset with NonLinCTFA, varying the hyper-
parameter ϵ. The number of aggregations and MSE are obtained cross-validating.

NonLinCTFA ϵ = 1 (single-task) ϵ = 0.5 ϵ = 0.1 ϵ = 0.05 ϵ = 0.01
# reduced tasks 29934 28024 2354 1345 969

MSE 1.058± 0.224 1.045± 0.221 0.758± 0.148 0.755± 0.143 0.753± 0.143

ϵ = 0 ϵ = −0.01 ϵ = −0.05 ϵ = −0.1 ϵ = −1
# reduced tasks 944 844 680 252 1

MSE 0.750± 0.140 0.746± 0.142 0.756± 0.146 0.909± 0.189 1.132± 0.193

Table 2 shows the performance, in terms of test MSE, of the single-task linear
regression (LR) and multi-layer perceptron (MLP), together with the MSE as-
sociated to the same models, applying NonLinCTFA. Additionally, we exploited
the implementation of LibMTL [21] of some state-of-the-art MTL methods and
its integration with the QM9 dataset for further benchmarking. In particular, the
architecture of the library compatible with graph neural networks is the hard pa-
rameter sharing (HPS GNN) that we trained with all the 14 weighting strategies
implemented in the library (we refer to it for details), up to 300 epochs, identi-
fying the Random Loss Weighting strategy [20, RLW] as best performing. For
further comparison with the literature, in the table, we also show the MSE of the
baseline and the best-performing graph neural network (GNN) proposed in [26].
Together with the MSE, Table 2 shows the computational time. We can conclude
that the NonLinCTFA provides significant aggregations, improving single task
performances, especially combined with the MLP. Additionally, it is competitive
w.r.t. GNN-based approaches, without outperforming all of them given its much
simpler tabular methodology, as also highlighted by the computational time.

A final experimental setup shows an application of the NonLinCTFA Algo-
rithm to meteorological data, as depicted in Figure 2, where L = 29934 European
hydrological basins are considered as tasks, each with a satellite signal as target
and D = 16 meteorological measurements and climate indices as inputs. In this
context, we apply the variant of the algorithm described in Remark 8, with lin-
ear regression (given the small amount of monthly measurements n = 102 and
the necessity to preserve the interpertability of the entire workflow).
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Table 3 shows confidence intervals, in terms of MSE, associated with differ-
ent values of the hyperparameter ϵ. As expected, the MSE on the original tasks
reduces when reducing the value of ϵ since the aggregations of tasks are conve-
nient. However, when the hyperparameter is too small, the algorithm aggregates
too many tasks, becoming detrimental to the understanding of the behavior of
the original tasks until the limit case of a single aggregated task. The average
number of reduced tasks is also reported in the table to confirm this behavior.

6 Conclusions and Future Developments

In this paper, we introduced a two-phase MTL approach that aggregates sets of
targets and features with their mean, motivated by meteorological applications,
and aimed to improve the final regression performance, preserving interpretabil-
ity. We provided a bias-variance analysis, considering linear regression, and we
empirically validated the approach with synthetic and real-world datasets, show-
ing promising results also outside the context of linear regression. A future devel-
opment can be an extension of the analysis to general ML models. Additionally,
an applicative work with meteorological data is under development.
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A Analysis of Variance and proof of Theorem 1

In this Section we firstly report the bias-variance decomposition equation, that
will be exploited in this section to prove the variance expression reported in the
main paper, and the bias in the next section.

Considering a task Ti, the Mean Squared Error (MSE), can be decomposed
into three terms (bias-variance decomposition [13]):

Ex,yi,Si
[(MSi

(x)− yi)
2]︸ ︷︷ ︸

MSE

= Ex,Si
[(MSi

(x)− M̄i(x))
2]︸ ︷︷ ︸

variance

+Ex[(M̄i(x)− ȳi(x))
2]︸ ︷︷ ︸

bias

+Ex,yi [(ȳi(x)− yi)
2]︸ ︷︷ ︸

noise

,
(8)

where x, yi are respectively features and the target of a test sample associated
with task Ti and Si is the related training set. MSi

(·) is the model trained with
Si, and M̄i(·), ȳi, are its expected value w.r.t. Si and the expected value of the
test target yi w.r.t. the input features x.

In this section, recalling the data generation process underlying the relation-
ship between features and target of a generic task i as: yi = fi(x1 . . . xD)+ϵi, ϵi ∼
N (0, σ2

i ), and the general linear regression model under analysis: ŷi = ψ̂ι =
̂1

Kι

∑
k:yk∈Pι

yk = ŵι1ϕ1+ · · ·+ ŵιdϕd, we will firstly focus on a simplified version
and subsequently extend the analysis to this more general case.

A.1 Linear model of the original features, single-task

Firstly we estimate the output yi with a multivariate linear regression on the D
original features. Each model is predicted as:

ŷi = ŵi1x1 + · · ·+ ŵiDxD. (9)

To compute the variance of the linear model, we need the variance and the
expected value of the coefficients, which are reported in the following Lemma.

Lemma 1. In the asymptotic case, the variance and the expected value (condi-
tioned to the training set feature matrix X) of the linear regression coefficients
of the model in Equation 9, trained to estimate the i-th task, are respectively:

varT (ŵ
i|X) =

σ2
i

(n− 1)
PD

=
σ2
i

(n− 1)


1

σ2
x1|x−1

−ρx1,x2|x−1,2

σx1|x−1 ·σx2|x−2
. . .

−ρ
x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

. . . . . . . . . . . .
−ρ

x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

−ρ
x2,xD|x−2,D

σx2|x−2 ·σxD|x−D
. . . 1

σ2
xD|x−D

 ,
(10)
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ET [ŵ
i|X] =

1

(n− 1)
PDX⊺yi

=


cov(x1,fi(x))
σ2
x1|x−1

−∑D
k=1
k ̸=1

(
ρ
x1,xk|x−1,k

σx1|x−1 ·σxk|x−k

)
cov(xk, fi(x))

. . .
cov(xD,fi(x))
σ2
xD|x−D

−∑D
k=1
k ̸=D

(
ρ
xD,xk|x−D,k

σxD|x−D ·σ
xk|x−k

)
cov(xk, fi(x))

 ,
(11)

where PD is the inverse of the covariance matrix, i.e., the precision matrix,
σxj |x−j is the partial variance of a feature xj given the others, and ρxj ,xk|x−j,k

is the partial correlation between the features xj , xk, given the others.

Proof. Recalling that in general, for a linear regression model [16]:

varT (ŵ|X) = (XTX)−1σ2,

we compute the variance of the estimated coefficients conditioned on the
training set:

varT (ŵ
i|X) =

(x11 . . . xn1. . .
x1D . . . xnD

x11 . . . x1D. . .
xn1 . . . x

n
D

)−1

σ2
i

=

(
∑n
i=1(x

i
1)

2
∑n
i=1(x

i
1x
i
2) . . .

∑n
i=1(x

i
1x
i
D)∑n

i=1(x
i
1x
i
2)

∑n
i=1(x

i
2)

2 . . .
∑n
i=1(x

i
2x
i
D)

. . . . . . . . . . . .∑n
i=1(x

i
1x
i
D)
∑n
i=1(x

i
2x
i
D) . . .

∑n
i=1(x

i
D)

2


)−1

σ2
i

=
σ2
i

(n− 1)

( σ̂2
x1

ˆcov(x1, x2) . . . ˆcov(x1, xD)
. . . . . . . . . . . .

ˆcov(x1, xD) ˆcov(x2, xD) . . . σ̂2
xD

)−1

=
σ2

(n− 1)
PD.

The last equality holds since the inverse of the covariance matrix of the D
original features is the precision matrix PD (or concentration matrix), which can
be rewritten as follows (directly considering the asymptotic case to substitute
the estimators with the quantities they estimate):

PD =


1

σ2
x1|x−1

−ρx1,x2|x−1,2

σx1|x−1 ·σx2|x−2
. . .

−ρ
x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

. . . . . . . . . . . .
−ρ

x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

−ρ
x2,xD|x−2,D

σx2|x−2 ·σxD|x−D
. . . 1

σ2
xD|x−D

 .
In the equation, the partial variance is the variance of the residual of the regres-
sion of the other features on the current one, while the partial correlation is the
correlation of the residual of the linear regression of the other features on them.

This proves the expression of variance of the lemma. Similarly, with the
expected values, we have:
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ET [ŵ
i|X] = (X⊺X)−1X⊺yi =

1

(n− 1)
PDX⊺yi

=
1

(n− 1)


∑n
j=1

[
xj
1

σ2
x1|x−1

−∑D
k=1
k ̸=1

ρ
x1,xk|x−1,k ·xj

k

σx1|x−1 ·σxk|x−k

]
· fi(x)j

. . .∑n
j=1

[
xj
D

σ2
xD|x−D

−∑D
k=1
k ̸=D

ρ
xk,xD|x−k,D ·xj

k

σ
xk|x−k ·σxD|x−D

]
· fi(x)j



=


cov(x1,y)
σ2
x1|x−1

−∑D
k=1
k ̸=1

(
ρ
x1,xk|x−1,k

σx1|x−1 ·σxk|x−k

)
cov(xk, fi(x))

. . .
cov(xD,y)
σ2
xD|x−D

−∑D
k=1
k ̸=D

(
ρ
xD,xk|x−D,k

σxD|x−D ·σ
xk|x−k

)
cov(xk, fi(x))


This concludes the proofs, showing the second equality reported in the lemma.

Remark 9. In the case of D-dimensional linear data generation process, the ex-
pected value of the coefficients is the vector of the coefficients of the data gen-
eration process itself, and the model is unbiased, as expected.

We are now ready to show the variance of the model in this single-task setting.

Theorem 3. In the asymptotic case, the variance of the linear regression model
of Equation 9, trained to estimate the i-th task, is related to the characteristics
of the features and with the coefficients of the linear regression model as:

variD =
σ2
i

(n− 1)
·
D∑
k=1

{ σ2
xk

σ2
xk|x−k

−
D∑

j=1,j ̸=k

cov(xk, xj) · ρxk,xj |x−k,j

σxk|x−k · σxj |x−j

}

=
σ2
i

(n− 1)
·
D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
k
k |X],

where ET [ŵ
k
k |X] is the expected value of the coefficient associated with the

variable xk of the regression of the full set of features (including the variable xk
itself) on xk, which is equal to 1 (and the other coefficients equal to 0) when the
features are independent.

Furthermore, it is equal to:

variD =
σ2
i

(n− 1)
·D.

Proof. By definition of variance of the model, in this setting it is defined as
variD := Ex ET [(ŵ

i
1x1 + · · ·+ ŵiDxD − ET [ŵ

i
1x1 + · · ·+ ŵiDxD])

2]. Recalling the
expression of variance of the coefficients of the previous lemma, in the asymptotic
case we get:
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variD =Ex ET [(ŵ
i
1x1 + · · ·+ ŵiDxD − ET [ŵ

i
1x1 + · · ·+ ŵiDxD])

2]

=

D∑
k=1

σ2
xk

· varT (ŵik) + 2

D−1∑
k=1

D∑
j=k+1

covx(xk, xj) · covT (ŵik, ŵij)

=
σ2
i

(n− 1)
·
{ D∑
k=1

σ2
xk

σ2
xk|x−k

− 2

D−1∑
k=1

D∑
j=k+1

cov(xk, xj) · ρxk,xj |x−k,j

σxk|x−k · σxj |x−j

}
.

Firstly, exploiting the expression of expected values of coefficients adapted
from the previous lemma, we prove the first expression of the theorem:

variD =
σ2
i

(n− 1)
·
{ D∑
k=1

σ2
xk

σ2
xk|x−k

− 2
D−1∑
k=1

D∑
j=k+1

cov(xk, xj) · ρxk,xj |x−k,j

σxk|x−k · σxj |x−j

}

=
σ2
i

(n− 1)
·
D∑
k=1

{ σ2
xk

σ2
xk|x−k

−
D∑

j=1,j ̸=k

cov(xk, xj) · ρxk,xj |x−k,j

σxk|x−k · σxj |x−j

}

=
σ2
i

(n− 1)
·
D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
k
k |X].

For the second result, recalling the expression of the variance, The following
considerations hold:

variD =

D∑
k=1

D∑
j=1

covx(xk, xj) · covT (ŵik, ŵij).

This is the sum of D × D elements, basically the sum of the elements of the
Hadamard product between the elements of the covariance matrix of the coeffi-
cient and the covariance matrix of the features. Recalling that varT (ŵ

i
D|X) =

σ2
i

(n−1) (X
⊺X)−1 and cov(x) = X⊺X, the following equivalences hold, proving the

result:

variD =

D∑
k=1

D∑
j=1

covx(xk, xj) · covT (ŵik, ŵij) =

=
σ2
i

(n− 1)

[
1 . . . 1

]
(X⊺X)−1(X⊺X)

 1
. . .
1

 =
σ2
i

(n− 1)
D.

Remark 10. The result can be trivially confirmed in the settings that consider
two and three input features, where the inverse (X⊺X)−1 can be computed
explicitly, exploiting the closed form of the inverses of 2× 2, 3× 3 matrices.
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A.2 Extension to transformed features and aggregated targets

In this section, we elaborate on the results of the previous subsection.
Firstly, given the original targets y1 . . . yL, we apply a multivariate linear

regression after having aggregated clusters of targets, resulting in l aggregated
targets ψ1 . . . ψl. We still consider the D original features. Focusing again on the
i-th task with target yi and assuming that it is associated with the ι cluster
ψι =

1
K

∑
k:yk∈Pι

yk, we estimate the target yi with:

ŷi = ψ̂ι =
̂1

Kι

∑
k:yk∈Pι

yk = ŵι1x1 + · · ·+ ŵιDxD.

Defining σ̄2
ι := var( 1

Kι

∑
k:yk∈Pι

ϵk), recalling that we have the same features
of the previous subsection, we can write the variance of the coefficients as:

varT (ŵ
ι
D|X) =

σ̄2
ι

(n− 1)
PD

=
σ̄2
ι

(n− 1)


1

σ2
x1|x−1

−ρx1,x2|x−1,2

σx1|x−1 ·σx2|x−2
. . .

−ρ
x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

. . . . . . . . . . . .
−ρ

x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

−ρ
x2,xD|x−2,D

σx2|x−2 ·σxD|x−D
. . . 1

σ2
xD|x−D

 .
Then, we estimate each task with a single-task multivariate linear regression

on the d reduced features ϕ1 . . . ϕd. The i-th model is therefore predicted as:

ŷi = ŵi1ϕ1 + · · ·+ ŵidϕd.

The variance of the coefficients, therefore, becomes:

varT (ŵ
i
d|X) =

σ2
i

(n− 1)
Pd(ϕ)

=
σ2
i

(n− 1)


1

σ2
ϕ1|ϕ−1

−ρϕ1,ϕ2|ϕ−1,2

σϕ1|ϕ−1 ·σϕ2|ϕ−2
. . .

−ρ
ϕ1,ϕD|ϕ−1,d

σϕ1|ϕ−1 ·σϕd|ϕ−d

. . . . . . . . . . . .
−ρ

ϕ1,ϕd|ϕ−1,d

σϕ1|ϕ−1 ·σϕd|ϕ−d

−ρ
ϕ2,ϕd|ϕ−2,d

σϕ2|ϕ−2 ·σϕd|ϕ−d
. . . 1

σ2

ϕd|ϕ−d

 .
Finally, combining both aggregations of targets and features, we get the fol-

lowing variance of the coefficients:

varT (ŵ
ι
d|X) =

σ̄2
ι

(n− 1)
Pd(ϕ)

=
σ̄2
ι

(n− 1)


1

σ2
ϕ1|ϕ−1

−ρϕ1,ϕ2|ϕ−1,2

σϕ1|ϕ−1 ·σϕ2|ϕ−2
. . .

−ρ
ϕ1,ϕD|ϕ−1,d

σϕ1|ϕ−1 ·σϕd|ϕ−d

. . . . . . . . . . . .
−ρ

ϕ1,ϕd|ϕ−1,d

σϕ1|ϕ−1 ·σϕd|ϕ−d

−ρ
ϕ2,ϕd|ϕ−2,d

σϕ2|ϕ−2 ·σϕd|ϕ−d
. . . 1

σ2

ϕd|ϕ−d

 .
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Therefore, we can exploit these results to obtain the expression of the variance
in the three configurations. Note that the last configuration is the most general.
It contains all the previous ones as particular cases, and it proves Theorem 1
of the main paper.

Theorem 4. In the asymptotic case, estimating the i-th task with the average
ψι of a set of tasks that contains yi, the variance of the model is:

varιD =
σ̄2
ι

(n− 1)
·D.

On the other hand, estimating the i-th task in a single-task setting, with a
set of transformed features ϕ1 . . . ϕd, the variance of the model is:

varid =
σ2
i

(n− 1)
· d.

Finally, combining the aggregation of targets and the transformation of fea-
tures, we get the expression reported in Theorem 1 in the main paper:

varιd =
σ̄2
ι

(n− 1)
· d.

Proof. Exploiting the expression of variance of the coefficients, with similar ar-
guments of the previous subsection, in the first case, we get:

varιD =

D∑
k=1

D∑
j=1

covx(xk, xj) · covT (ŵιk, ŵιj) =

=
σ2
ι

(n− 1)

[
1 . . . 1

]
(X⊺X)−1(X⊺X)

 1
. . .
1

 =
σ2
i

(n− 1)
D.

In the second case we get:

varid =

d∑
k=1

d∑
j=1

covx(ϕk, ϕj) · covT (ŵik, ŵij) =

=
σ2
i

(n− 1)

[
1 . . . 1

]
(Φ⊺Φ)−1(Φ⊺Φ)

 1
. . .
1

 =
σ2
i

(n− 1)
d.

Finally, by combining the two cases, we get:

varιd =

d∑
k=1

d∑
j=1

covx(ϕk, ϕj) · covT (ŵιk, ŵιj) =

=
σ2
ι

(n− 1)

[
1 . . . 1

]
(Φ⊺Φ)−1(Φ⊺Φ)

 1
. . .
1

 =
σ2
ι

(n− 1)
d.
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B Analysis of Bias and proof of Theorem 2

As in the previous section, to show the bias of the model, we will first focus on
a single-task linear regression of the original features, subsequently extending to
the general case of an aggregated target ϕι and a reduced set of inputs ϕ1, . . . , ϕd.

B.1 Linear model of the original features, single-task

Firstly we estimate the output yi with a multivariate linear regression on the D
original features. Each model is predicted as shown in Equation 9. To compute
the bias of this linear model, we will exploit the expression of the expected value
of the coefficients that can be found in Lemma 1. Additionally, we will exploit
the following Lemma, that shows the expression of the coefficient o multiple
correlation in a linear regression setting.

Lemma 2. Considering the linear regression on the target yi of the features
x1, . . . , xD, the coefficient of multiple correlation R2

D,i is:

R2
D,i =

D∑
k=1

{ σ2
xk

σ2
xk|x−k

ρ2xk,yi
− ρxk,yi

D∑
h=1
h̸=k

( ρxh,xk|x−h,k

σxh|x−h · σxk|x−k

)
ρxh,yiσxh

σxk

}

=
1

σ2
yi

D∑
k=1

{cov(xk, yi)2
σ2
xk|x−k

− cov(xk, yi)

D∑
h=1
h̸=k

( ρxh,xk|x−h,k

σxh|x−h · σxk|x−k

)
cov(xh, yi)

}
.

Proof. Considering the definition of coefficient of determination (i.e., squared
coefficient of multiple correlation):

R2
D,i =

[
ρx1,yi . . . ρxD,yi

]
corr(X)−1

ρx1,yi

. . .
ρxD,yi

 ,
we need to compute the inverse of the correlation matrix of the features.

Given the inverse of the covariance matrix:

cov(X)−1 =


1

σ2
x1

|x−1

ρx1,x2|x−1,2

σx1|x−1 ·σx2|x−2
. . .

ρ
x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

. . . . . . . . . . . .
ρ
x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

ρ
xD,x2|x−D,2

σxD|x−D ·σx2|x−2
. . . 1

σ2
xD

|x−D


decomposing it as follows:

cov(x) =

σ1 0 . . . 0
. . . . . . . . . . . .
0 . . . 0 σD

 1 ρx1,x2 . . . ρx1,xD

. . . . . . . . . . . .
ρx1,xD

ρx2,xD
. . . 1

σ1 0 . . . 0
. . . . . . . . . . . .
0 . . . 0 σD

 ,
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and recalling that the inverse of a product is the product of the inverses (ABA)−1 =
A−1B−1A−1, we get:

corr(X)−1 =

σ1 0 . . . 0
. . . . . . . . . . . .
0 . . . 0 σD

 cov(X)−1

σ1 0 . . . 0
. . . . . . . . . . . .
0 . . . 0 σD



=

σ1 0 . . . 0
. . . . . . . . . . . .
0 . . . 0 σD




1
σ2
x1

|x−1 . . .
ρ
x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

. . . . . . . . .
ρ
x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D
. . . 1

σ2
xD

|x−D


σ1 0 . . . 0
. . . . . . . . . . . .
0 . . . 0 σD



=


σ2
x1

σ2
x1

|x−1

σx1
σx2

ρx1,x2|x−1,2

σx1|x−1 ·σx2|x−2
. . .

σx1σxD
ρ
x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

. . . . . . . . . . . .
σx1σxD

ρ
x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

σxD
σx2ρxD,x2|x−D,2

σxD|x−D ·σx2|x−2
. . .

σ2
xD

σ2
xD

|x−D

 .
Therefore:

R2
D,i =

[
ρx1,yi . . . ρxD,yi

]


σ2
x1

σ2
x1

|x−1 . . .
σx1σxD

ρ
x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D

. . . . . . . . .
σx1σxD

ρ
x1,xD|x−1,D

σx1|x−1 ·σxD|x−D
. . .

σ2
xD

σ2
xD

|x−D


ρx1,yi

. . .
ρxD,yi



=

[
σ2
x1

σ2
x1|x−1

ρx1,yi
−
∑D
h=1
h ̸=1

(
ρ
xh,x1|x−h,1

σ
xh|x−h ·σ

x1|x−1

)
ρxh,yi

σxh
σx1

. . .
]ρx1,yi

. . .
ρxD,yi


=

D∑
k=1

{ σ2
xk

σ2
xk|x−k

ρ2xk,yi
− ρxk,yi

D∑
h=1
h̸=k

( ρxh,xk|x−h,k

σxh|x−h · σxk|x−k

)
ρxh,yiσxh

σxk

}
.

Remark 11. The same result of the Lemma can be computed by considering the
definition of the coefficient of determination in terms of the residual and total
sum of squares:

R2
D,i =

SSreg
SStot

=
ŵ⊺X⊺yi − 1

N (1⊺yi)
2

y⊺
i yi − 1

N (1⊺yi)2
.

The following theorem finally shows the expression of bias of the model in
this linear single-task setting.

Theorem 5. In the asymptotic case, the bias of the linear regression model of
Equation 9, trained to estimate the i-th task, is related to the characteristics of
the features and with the coefficients of the linear regression model as:

biasiD = varx(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]xk) + σ2

fi − 2cov(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]xk, fi(x)),
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where the expected values of the regression coefficients ET [ŵ
i
k] can be com-

puted with the results of Lemma 1.
Furthermore, it is equal to:

biasiD = σ2
fi(1−R2

D,i).

Proof. The first expression can be obtained by definition of bias of the model
and exploiting the hypothesis of null expected values of fi and x1, . . . , xD, as:

biasiD = Ex[(
D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]xk − fi(x))

2] = varx(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]xk − fi(x))

= varx(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]xk) + varx(fi(x))− 2cov(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]xk, fi(x)).

This already shows that the bias depends on the variance of the predicted
and the real model, decreased by how much the real and the predicted model are
related (through covariance). However, by exploiting the coefficient of multiple
correlation and the partial correlation, we can refine this expression to estimate
it directly from the data.

Exploiting the expression of the expected value of the coefficients, the last
term of the equation above can be written as:

− 2cov(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]xk, fi(x)) = −2

D∑
k=1

cov(xk, fi)ET [ŵ
i
k]

= −2

D∑
k=1

{cov(xk, fi)2
σ2
xk|x−k

−
D∑
h=1
h̸=k

( ρxh,xk|x−h,k

σxh|x−h · σxk|x−k

)
cov(xh, fi)cov(xk, fi)

}
= −2σ2

fiR
2
D,i.

The bias is, therefore, equal to:

biasiD = varx(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]xk) + σ2

fi − 2σ2
fiR

2
D,i.

We finally characterize the first term, i.e. the variance of the linear estimator,
concluding the proof of the theorem.

Lemma 3. The following equality holds:

σ2
fiR

2
D,i = varx(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]xk).
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Proof. Exploiting the properties of variance:

varx(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]xk) =

D∑
k=1

D∑
j=1

cov(xk, xj)ET [ŵ
i
k]ET [ŵ

i
j ]

=

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]
( D∑
j=1

cov(xk, xj)ET [ŵ
i
j ]
)
,

and recalling that, from above:

σ2
fiR

2
D,i =

D∑
k=1

cov(xk, fi)ET [ŵ
i
k],

we need to show that, for each k ∈ {1, . . . , D}, the following equality holds:

D∑
j=1

cov(xk, xj)ET [ŵ
i
j ] = cov(xk, fi).

This equality can be shown by exploiting the definition of partial covariance:

0 = cov(xk, fi|X) = cov(xk, fi)− cov(xk,X)cov(X)−1cov(X, fi)

where the first equality holds because the residual of the regression of X on
xk is zero since xk is among the regressors, and the second equality holds by
definition of partial covariance. Rewriting the equality that we want to show as:

cov(xk, fi) =

D∑
j=1

cov(xk, xj)ET [ŵ
i
j ] = cov(xk,X)ET [ŵ

i]

= cov(xk,X)(X⊺X)−1X⊺fi = cov(xk,X)cov(X)−1cov(X, fi),

proves the statement of the lemma and concludes the proof of the theorem.

Remark 12. The result is confirmed in the two- and three-dimensional case and
in the case of D mutually independent features, where all the quantities can be
explicitly computed.

B.2 Extension to transformed features and aggregated targets

As done for the variance, in this section, we elaborate on the results of the
previous subsection and extend them.

Firstly, given the original targets y1 . . . yL, we apply a multivariate linear
regression after having aggregated clusters of targets, resulting in l aggregated
targets ψ1 . . . ψl. We still consider the D original features. Focusing again on the
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i-th task, defining f̄ι(x) :=
1
K

∑
k:yk∈Pι

fk(x), the expected values of coefficients
are:

ET [ŵ
ι
D|X] =


cov(x1,f̄ι(x))
σ2
x1|x−1

−∑D
k=1
k ̸=1

(
ρ
x1,xk|x−1,k

σx1|x−1 ·σxk|x−k

)
cov(xk, f̄ι(x))

. . .
cov(xD,f̄ι(x))
σ2
xD|x−D

−∑D
k=1
k ̸=D

(
ρ
xD,xk|x−D,k

σxD|x−D ·σ
xk|x−k

)
cov(xk, f̄ι(x))

 .
Theorem 6. In the asymptotic case, estimating the i-th task with the average
ψι of a set of tasks that contains yi, the bias of the model is:

biasιd = σ2
fi + σ2

ψι
R2
d,ι − 2(cov(fi, ψι)− cov(fi, ψι|Φ))

= σ2
fi − σ2

ψι
R2
d,ι + 2(cov(ψι, fi − ψι|Φ)− cov(ψι, fi − ψι)).

(12)

Proof. In this case, the bias w.r.t. the i-th task is:

Ex[(
D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
ι
k]xk − fi(x))

2] = varx(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
ι
k]xk − fi(x))

= varx(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
ι
k]xk) + varx(fi(x))− 2cov(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
ι
k]xk, fi(x)).

Considering the linear regression on the target ψι of the features x1, . . . , xD
the coefficient of multiple correlation R2

D,ι is:

R2
D,ι =

D∑
k=1

{ σ2
xk

σ2
xk|x−k

ρ2xk,ψι
− ρxk,ψι

D∑
h=1
h̸=k

( ρxh,xk|x−h,k

σxh|x−h · σxk|x−k

)
ρxh,ψισxh

σxk

}

=
1

σ2
ψι

D∑
k=1

{cov(xk, ψι)2
σ2
xk|x−k

− cov(xk, ψι)

D∑
h=1
h̸=k

( ρxh,xk|x−h,k

σxh|x−h · σxk|x−k

)
cov(xh, ψι)

}
.

Recalling the expression of the expected value of each coefficient:

ET [ŵ
ι
k|X] =

cov(xk, ψι)

σ2
xk|x−k

−
D∑
h=1
h̸=k

( ρxh,xk|x−h,k

σxh|x−h · σxk|x−k

)
cov(xh, ψι),

the bias can be rewritten as:

biasιD = σ2
ψι
R2
D,ι + σ2

fi − 2cov(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
ι
k]xk, fi(x)).

It remains to explicit the last term:

− 2cov(

D∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
ι
k]xk, fi(x)) = −2

D∑
k=1

cov(xk, fi)ET [ŵ
ι
k]
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= −2

D∑
k=1

{cov(xk, fi)cov(xk, ψι)
σ2
xk|x−k

− cov(xk, fi)

D∑
h=1
h ̸=k

( ρxh,xk|x−h,k

σxh|x−h · σxk|x−k

)
cov(xh, ψι)

}
= −2cov(fi,X)cov(X,X)−1cov(X, ψι)

= −2(cov(fi, ψι)− cov(fi, ψι|X)),

which concludes the proof.

The single-task and multi-task settings with transformed inputs ϕ1, . . . , ϕd
can be proved with the same passages used in this section to prove the results
related to the regression with original features. Therefore, the following theorem
concludes the overview of results related to biases, proving Theorem 2 of the
main paper.

Theorem 7. In the asymptotic case, estimating the i-th task in a single-task
setting, with a set of transformed features ϕ1 . . . ϕd, the bias of the model is:

biasid = σ2
fi(1−R2

d,i).

Finally, combining the aggregation of targets and the transformation of fea-
tures, we get the expression reported in Theorem 2 in the main paper:

biasιd = σ2
fi + σ2

ψι
R2
d,ι − 2(cov(fi, ψι)− cov(fi, ψι|Φ))

= σ2
fi − σ2

ψι
R2
d,ι + 2(cov(ψι, fi − ψι|Φ)− cov(ψι, fi − ψι)).

(13)

Proof. In the first case, with the same considerations of the previous subsection,
we get:

biasid = varx(

d∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]ϕk) + varx(fi(x))− 2cov(

d∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]ϕk, fi(x))

= varx(

d∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]ϕk) + varx(fi(x))− 2cov(

d∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]ϕk, fi(x))

= varx(

d∑
k=1

ET [ŵ
i
k]ϕk) + σ2

fi − 2σ2
fiR

2
d,i

= σ2
fi(1−R2

d,i).

Similarly, in the second case the theorem follows with the same argumenta-
tions of Theorem , proving also Theorem 2 in the main paper.

C Additional results: bias-variance comparisons between
models

Single vs. Multi task model Firstly, focusing on the comparison between the
two settings with the original set of D features and comparing the case with a
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single-task with a multi-task model that learns on an aggregated target that is
the average of a cluster of features ψι, the asymptotic decrease of variance when
the target is aggregated is equal to:

∆vari−ιD := variD − varιD

=
σ2
i − σ̄2

ι

(n− 1)
·
{ D∑
k=1

σ2
xk

σ2
xk|x−k

− 2

D−1∑
k=1

D∑
j=k+1

cov(xk, xj) · ρxk,xj |x−k,j

σxk|x−k · σxj |x−j

}
=
σ2
i − σ̄2

ι

(n− 1)
·D σ2

i=σ
2
k∀k∈Pι
= (

K − 1

K
) · σ

2
i (1− ρ̄i)

(n− 1)
D,

Where ρ̄i :=
1

K(K−1)
2

·∑h̸=k ρh,k is the average correlation among noises. As

discussed in the main paper, remembering that by non-negativity of variance
ρ̄i ≥ 1

1−K , no variance gain corresponds to ρ̄i = 1, while the maximum one cor-

responds to the minimum average correlation ρ̄i =
1

1−K . The gain is satisfactory

when the noises are independent, ρ̄i = 0, leading to K−1
K · σ2

i

(n−1)D. This is in

line with the intuition that the learning problem is simpler when the target is
an average of less correlated tasks. However, this is balanced by the asymptotic
difference of biases, which increases if we aggregate tasks that are less:

∆biasι−iD = σ2
fi − σ2

ψι
R2
D,ι − 2(cov(ψι, fi − ψι)− cov(ψι, fi − ψι|X))−

σ2
fi + σ2

fiR
2
D,i

= σ2
fiR

2
D,i − σ2

ψι
R2
D,ι − 2(cov(ψι, fi − ψι)− cov(ψι, fi − ψι|X))

= σ2
ψι
R2
D,ι + σ2

fiR
2
D,i − 2(cov(fi, ψι)− cov(fi, ψι|X))

Full vs. Aggregated features Focusing on the single-task case for simplic-
ity, we can inspect the effect in terms of bias and variance due to the transforma-
tion of features from the D original ones to a set of d < D basis functions. The
results are valid for general zero-mean transformation of features, although the
main interest of our approach is in the aggregation with the mean of d groups
of features that form a partition of the original ones.

The asymptotic decrease of variance in this single-task setting is therefore:

∆variD−d =
σ2
i

(n− 1)
·
{[ D∑

k=1

σ2
xk

σ2
xk|x−k

−
d∑
k=1

σ2
ϕk

σ2
ϕk|ϕ−k

]
− 2
[D−1∑
k=1

D∑
j=k+1

cov(xk, xj) · ρxk,xj |x−k,j

σxk|x−k · σxj |x−j

−
d−1∑
k=1

d∑
j=k+1

cov(ϕk, ϕj) · ρϕk,ϕj |ϕ−k,j

σϕk|ϕ−k · σϕj |ϕ−j

]}
=

σ2
i

(n− 1)
· (D − d).
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On the other hand, the increase of bias is equal to:

∆biasid−D = σ2
fi(1−R2

d,i)− σ2
fi(1−R2

D,i) = σ2
fi(R

2
D,i −R2

d,i).

From the variance comparisons, we clearly see that the asymptotic advantage
of dimensionality reduction resides in a reduced number of coefficients that need
to be estimated. Additionally, the bias shows that it is profitable to reduce
features as long as the amount of information shared with the target, measured
in terms of the (squared) coefficient of multiple correlation, remains satisfactory.

D Algorithm

Algorithm 2 reports the pseudo-code of the auxiliary aggregation loop consid-
ered both for the target and the task aggregation phase. In particular, in the
first phase, it receives as input the full set of targets, the set of features, the
hyperparameter, and an indication of the phase. The loop iterates over targets,
forming the partition through the exploitation of the threshold function defined
in Algorithm 1. Similarly, in the second phase, the algorithm receives the current
aggregated target and the full set of features, iteratively identifying the feature
aggregations exploiting the threshold function for features defined in Algorithm
1.

E Experimental Validation

E.1 Synthetic Experiments

This section includes additional results related to subsection 5.1 of the main pa-
per, where synthetic experiments are introduced. Considering the configuration
described in the main paper, where the effect of varying different parameters has
been described, Figure 4 shows the test performances varying the hyperparam-
eters of the NonLinCTFA approach. From the first column of the figure, we can
see that ϵ1 regulates the propensity to aggregate targets, with a value close to
zero that balances the aggregations, large negative value that tends to produce
a singleton with all tasks averaged (which becomes detrimental for the final per-
formance on the original tasks when too many aggregations are performed) and
large positive values that tend to the single-task case, without any aggregation.
In this case, the subsequent feature aggregation phase is beneficial when suffi-
cient information is preserved by the task aggregation. The second column of
the figure shows the behavior of the algorithm varying the hyperparameter ϵ2,
which is stable for values close to zero, while it tends to aggregate all features
when the value is large, becoming detrimental.

E.2 Real World Experiments

In this subsection we provide additional details and results on the real-world
experiments performed. All experiments have been conducted with an HPC-
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Fig. 4: Test Mean Squared Error (first row) and corresponding percentage de-
crease w.r.t. the single task model (second row), varying one hyperparameter
at a time, only aggregating targets (Phase I) or adding the feature aggregation
(Phase I+II). The first parameter ϵ1 refers to the propensity of the user to aggre-
gate tasks. On the other hand, the second parameter ϵ2 refers to the propensity
of the user to aggregate features.



Interpetable Target-Feature Aggregation 33

system, specifically a BullSequana XH2000 supercomputer using the 3rd gener-
ation of AMD EPYC CPUs (Milan), NVIDIA A100 GPUs, and a 130 Petabyte
DDN filesystem. On this machine, we exploited 4 nodes of CPU and 2 GPUs for
training neural networks.

In the first set of experiments, we consider School and SARCOS data, as
described in the main paper, comparing the regression scores obtained with LR,
SVR, and MLP after the application of the NonLinCTFA. We selected these
datasets to test the algorithm on classical data, exploiting the implementation
of some MTL baselines available for benchmarking, as described in Section 5.
The SARCOS dataset considers D shared features, therefore the main algorithm
has been applied on it. On the contrary, the School dataset presents the same
features, measured differently for each school (task). Therefore, we applied the
variant of the algorithm discussed in 8. Additionally, given the different amounts
of samples available for each school, in the aggregated case, we randomly ex-
tracted a number of samples from the school with more samples equal to the
number of samples of the other school, ordering both samples depending on the
target and aggregating consequently. The idea is that in this way, we are ag-
gregating a sample of the best student of one school with a sample of the best
student of the other school, then the second best student of the first is aggregated
with the second best of the other school, and so on. We considered the NRMSE
as a performance score, being a valid elaboration of the MSE, the metric that
we are optimizing, and exploiting the fact that it was already implemented for
the benchmark MTL approaches considered.

In the second real-world framework, we consider the QM9 dataset, as dis-
cussed in Section 5. This is a recent, challenging graph-based dataset, where
thousands of molecule structures are provided as inputs, with their characteris-
tics being the targets. In this case, we could therefore apply Algorithm 1. We
had to adapt the input to be a tabular set of features, therefore we averaged the
features of nodes and edges, as done in other literature approaches. To provide a
fair comparison, we exploited a state-of-the-art library, LibMTL, as described in
the main paper, producing 14 results with a hard parameter sharing graph neu-
ral network, trained considering 14 different weighting strategies (all described
in the paper of the library [21] and implemented from recent papers. Addition-
ally, we added some results, in terms of MSE, from a recent paper that considers
the QM9 dataset similarly, to show the best performance, to our knowledge, of
a GNN architecture on these data. From the results, we conclude that our ap-
proach is able to outperform the single-task counterparts and to be competitive
with graph neural network architectures with hard parameter sharing. However,
it does not achieve the performance of the best GNN architecture to the best of
our knowledge. This is reasonable since we are transforming the graph inputs to
tabular data, losing the graph information. However, we consider this result an
instructive example of a tradeoff between reaching the best possible performance
with a completely black box approach, such as a complex graph neural network,
and an approach like NonLinCTFA, where the entire pipeline is interpretable,
aimed to produce a simple yet effective ML workflow.
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Finally, we conclude the experimental section, providing an example of the
application of our method to Earth science data. In particular, we consider about
30000 hydrological sub-basins of Europe, for which we have a satellite target vari-
able and a set of meteorological features and climate indices at each location. In
this case, we show the performance of our approach, w.r.t. the single-task coun-
terparts (which corresponds to ϵ = 1, showing a clear improvement of the MSE
when a balanced aggregation is performed and a deterioration of the perfor-
mances when the algorithm aggregates too much or when it does not aggregate
enough. We did not consider additional MTL baselines in this context since its
main purpose is to conclude the experimental validation section providing a reli-
able example of application in line with the motivational example that has been
mentioned throughout the paper. Additionally, the main applicative interest is
to provide an improvement w.r.t. single task, preserving the interpretability of
the pipeline and improving existing climate indices, as will be further described
in a future applicative work.
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Algorithm 2 Auxiliary loop for the iterative aggregation of a set of variables
with the mean, used both for targets and features, holds for generic random
vector.

Input: Input variables z = {z1, . . . , z|z|}; D input features x = {x1, . . . , xD} if we are
aggregating targets, one aggregated target y = ψι if we are aggregating features for
an aggregated task in the second phase, flag phase identifies it; tolerance ϵ.

Output: reduced variables (tasks or features): {zP1 , . . . , zPK}
function Aggregation(z, phase, ϵ,x, y)
▷ Iterative aggregation of sets of variables with the mean, used both for targets and
features, holds for generic random vector z

P ← {}
V ← {} ▷ Set of already considered elements
for each i ∈ {1, . . . , |z|} do

if i ̸∈ V then
P ← {i}
V ← V ∪ {i}
for each j ∈ {i+ 1, . . . , |z|} do

zP ← mean(zk : k ∈ P) ▷ Mean of elements in current set
if phase == 1 then ▷ First phase, we are aggregating targets

threshold← Compute threshold targets(x, zP , zj , ϵ)
else

xcurr ← {xk : k /∈ V} ∪ {mean(xh : h ∈ Pk), k ∈ {1, . . . , |P|}}
threshold← Compute threshold features(xcurr, y, zP , zj , ϵ)

end if
if threshold == True then ▷ Add j-th element to current set
P ← P ∪ {j}
V ← V ∪ {j}

end if
end for
P ← P ∪ {P}

end if
end for
K ← |P|
for each k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} do

zPk = mean(zh : h ∈ Pk)
end for

return {zP1 , . . . , zPK}
end function
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