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Abstract. To address model uncertainty under flexible loss functions in prediction

problems, we propose a model averaging method that accommodates various loss

functions, including asymmetric linear and quadratic loss functions, as well as many

other asymmetric/symmetric loss functions as special cases. The flexible loss function

allows the proposed method to average a large range of models, such as the quantile

and expectile regression models. To determine the weights of the candidate models,

we establish a J-fold cross-validation criterion. Asymptotic optimality and weights

convergence are proved for the proposed method. Simulations and an empirical appli-

cation show the superior performance of the proposed method, compared with other

methods of model selection and averaging.
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1. Introduction
Model uncertainty remains a major challenge in empirical and modeling efforts. In practice, we

may encounter many different models in a prediction problem. However, determining which model

to use for predicting the response variable can be challenging, leading to the model uncertainty
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problem. In many cases, models differ in terms of the explanatory variables they include. At this

point, model uncertainty actually comprises variable uncertainty. To put it another way, we are

often confronted with numerous candidate models including different explanatory variables, which

leads to uncertainty regarding which model and variables we should use. Intuitively, one popular

approach for dealing with this problem is variable selection or, more generally, model selection;

see, for example, Tibshirani (1996), Akaike (1998), Zucchini (2000), Ding et al. (2018) and Zhang

et al. (2023).

Meanwhile, as an alternative to model selection, model averaging has attractive properties that

help address model uncertainty from a different perspective. Specifically, rather than selecting an

individual model, model averaging combines all candidate models and averages their estimators or

predictors using certain weights. Unlike model selection, which “puts all our inferential eggs in one

unevenly woven basket” (Longford 2005), model averaging mitigates prediction errors because it

reveals useful information from the form of the relationship between the response and explanatory

variables and provides a type of insurance against a single selected model exhibiting a poor fit

(Bates and Granger 1969, Leung and Barron 2006). Additionally, it is often the case that several

models fit the data equally well, but may differ substantially in terms of the variables included and

may lead to different predictions (Miller 2002); thus, combining these models seems to be more

reasonable than choosing one of them. Consequently, model averaging methods have the potential

to overperform model selection. Model averaging has been extensively studied over the past two

decades; see, for example, Hansen (2007), Claeskens and Hjort (2008), Hansen and Racine (2012),

Liu and Okui (2013), Nelson et al. (2021) and Li et al. (2024). Due to its good predictive ability,

model averaging can be used to address prediction problems in all areas of science, including

management, finance, economics, biology, etc. More examples of its application can be found in

the research of Zhang et al. (2019) and Steel (2020).

In addition to the challenge of model uncertainty, we are often concerned with the loss function

of estimation in specific prediction problems, as it can profoundly affect our prediction. In many

prediction problems, the most commonly used loss functions—such as the mean squared error and

mean absolute error—are symmetric. Symmetric loss functions are used assuming that upward and

downward biases are equally important. However, in some cases, preferences regarding the costs

of positive and negative prediction errors may differ; thus, we require a flexible loss function that

allows for asymmetries. Suppose that we study the side effects of a drug, while the downsides from

overestimating or underestimating the side effects of the drug differ significantly. Overestimating
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the side effects may lead to a decrease in the dose and, thus, a longer treatment time. However,

underestimating the drug’s side effects may lead to an increase in the dose, thereby threatening the

patient’s life. Similarly, in macroeconomic forecasting, optimistic GDP-growth forecasts can lead

to lower projections of nominal deficit, thus leaving some leeway for the required fiscal adjustment

(see Christodoulakis and Mamatzakis 2008). Some studies illustrate this phenomenon, such as those

conducted by Ray et al. (2006) and Chen et al. (2021). Therefore, in situations where preferences

for the costs of positive and negative prediction errors vary—as in the abovementioned medical or

financial contexts—an asymmetric loss function is preferred.

Specifically, we aim to estimate the response variable 𝑦 under a particular loss function 𝐿 (·),
conditioned on the information provided by observed related covariates x ∈ R𝑘 . In practice, when

historical observations {(x𝑖, 𝑦𝑖)}, 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛 are available, we aim to solve the following optimiza-

tion problem:

min
𝜽∈R𝑘

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐿 (𝑦𝑖 − 𝜽′x𝑖) ,

where 𝐿 (·) is any kind of loss function and may be symmetric or asymmetric. We can handle

different problems with different selections of 𝐿 (·). Some theories regarding estimation under

general loss functions have been presented by Christoffersen and Diebold (1996), Christoffersen

and Diebold (1997), and Granger (1999), among others.

Interestingly, Elliott et al. (2005) proposed a flexible loss function that can help us handle

asymmetric and symmetric losses in a common framework. Following Elliott et al. (2005), we

define the loss function as

𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝜆) = |𝜏 − 1{𝜆 ≤ 0}| · |𝜆 |𝑝, (1)

where 𝜏 ∈ (0,1) represents the asymmetry parameter, while 𝑝 = 1,2, and 1{·} denotes the indicator

function. Note that for 𝑝 = 1 and 𝜏 ≠ 0.5, Equation (1) is an asymmetric linear loss function,

whereas for 𝑝 = 2 and 𝜏 ≠ 0.5, Equation (1) is an asymmetric quadratic loss function. Additionally,

if 𝜏 = 0.5, then Equation (1) is symmetric.

Some studies have explored model averaging under asymmetric loss functions. For instance, Lu

and Su (2015) proposed a quantile regression (QR) model averaging method based on the jackknife

criterion and used an asymmetric linear loss function. Wang et al. (2023) extended this to the high-

dimensional case. Guo and Zhang (2022) considered QR model averaging under varying coefficient

models based on the jackknife criterion. Finally, Xu et al. (2022) considered model averaging

under functional linear QR models via J-fold cross-validation (JCV). Further, Tu and Wang (2020)
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proposed an expectile regression (ER) model averaging method based on the jackknife criterion

using an asymmetric quadratic loss function. Meanwhile, Bai et al. (2022) considered JCV ER

model averaging.

In the present study, we investigate model averaging under the flexible loss function (1). This

function enables us to propose a model averaging method that can be implemented in various situ-

ations and types of models—e.g., QR, ER, and linear models with either asymmetric or symmetric

loss. Importantly, the flexible loss function helps us obtain common theoretical results of model

averaging for the aforementioned types of models.

To implement the proposed method, we must first determine the weights of model averaging.

Methods based on cross-validation (CV) criteria are widely used in model averaging because they

can approximate the prediction loss well and are easy to implement. For instance, Hansen and

Racine (2012) proposed jackknife model averaging for least squares regression, while Zhang et al.

(2013) extended it to dependent data. Cheng and Hansen (2015) extended the jackknife criterion to

leave-ℎ-out CV criteria for prediction, in combination with factor-augmented regression. Gao et al.

(2016) extended this approach to leave-subject-out CV under a longitudinal data setting. Recently,

several studies have used JCV to select model averaging weights, such as Zhang et al. (2018) and

Liu et al. (2019). The basis of JCV is dividing the data set into J groups and treating each group

as a validation data set to evaluate the model. JCV can help in approximating the prediction error

well. Moreover, compared to the jackknife criterion, JCV is much less computationally expensive

because we must only compute the estimates J times. Hence, we adopt a method based on the JCV

criterion to determine the weights of our model averaging method (hereafter, JCV model averaging

[JCVMA]).

We investigate the asymptotic properties of the proposed JCVMA method and find some notable

theoretical results. If all candidate models are misspecified, JCVMA is asymptotically optimal in

terms of minimizing the excess final prediction error proposed by Xu et al. (2022). The excess

final prediction error, which removes the random error term of the final prediction error, is a

more appropriate measure of asymptotic optimality. Therefore, our findings improve the asymptotic

optimality based on the final prediction error used in the aforementioned studies on model averaging

under asymmetric loss functions. We also consider a situation in which at least one correct model is

included in the candidate models, which is rarely considered in the related literature. We demonstrate

that our model averaging estimator of coefficients is consistent. Additionally, we prove that the

sum of the weights assigned to the correct models converges to 1 in probability. To the best of
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our knowledge, this property has never been demonstrated in previous studies on model averaging

under asymmetric loss. Monte Carlo simulations indicate the superiority of the proposed method.

We apply our method to predict the collection volume of shipping carrier stores under a flexible

loss function, thereby demonstrating its advantages.

The main contributions of our work, compared with previous studies, are as follows. First, we

adopt a flexible loss function so that JCVMA can handle various types of models with either

asymmetric or symmetric losses. Consequently, our asymptotic results are generally applicable

to models with both types of loss functions. Second, we derive the asymptotic results under the

condition that all candidate models are misspecified and that there exist correct models. This

highlights the performance of our method in both cases. Third, all theoretical results are established

under the premise that the numbers of covariates and candidate models can diverge as the sample

size increases. Fourth, our asymptotic optimality is based on the excess final prediction error, which

is more appropriate than that used in most previous studies.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes our model averaging

estimation method and proposes the JCV criterion. Section 3 develops some asymptotic properties

and conducts simulation studies to illustrate the finite sample performance. Section 4 applies the

proposed method to predict the collection volume of the shipping carrier stores. Finally, Section 5

presents the conclusions of this study. Proofs of the main results and some experimental results are

provided in the Supplementary Materials (Gu et al. 2024).

2. Methodology
In this section, we present our model and methodology. We explore model averaging under the

flexible loss function (1), which enables us to incorporate a wide range of models, including QR and

ER models. Additionally, we establish a J-fold cross-validation criterion to determine the weights

of the candidate models.

2.1. Model Averaging under Flexible Loss

Let {(𝑦𝑖,x𝑖)}𝑛𝑖=1 be a group of independent and identically distributed (IID) random samples, where

𝑦𝑖 is a scalar dependent variable and x𝑖 = (𝑥𝑖1, 𝑥𝑖2, . . .) is an explanatory variable of countably

infinite dimension. Without loss of generality, we assume that 𝑥𝑖1 = 1. Following Koenker and

Bassett (1982), we consider the following data generation process (DGP):

𝑦𝑖 =

∞∑︁
𝑗=1

𝛽 𝑗𝑥𝑖 𝑗 + ©«
∞∑︁
𝑗=1

𝛼 𝑗𝑥𝑖 𝑗
ª®¬ 𝜖𝑖, (2)
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where 𝛼 𝑗 and 𝛽 𝑗 are unknown parameters, 𝛼1 = 1 for identifiability, and 𝜖𝑖 is an IID unobservable

error term independent of x𝑖. This infinite-dimensional linear model allows heteroskedasticity and

is applicable to many situations.

We use the flexible loss function (1). Define ℰ𝜏,𝑝 (𝜖𝑖) = arg min𝑞∈RE 𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝜖𝑖 − 𝑞) = ℰ𝜏,𝑝 and

rewrite the model (2) as follows:

𝑦𝑖 =

∞∑︁
𝑗=1

(
𝛽 𝑗 +𝛼 𝑗ℰ𝜏,𝑝

)
𝑥𝑖 𝑗 + ©«

∞∑︁
𝑗=1

𝛼 𝑗𝑥𝑖 𝑗
ª®¬
(
𝜖𝑖 −ℰ𝜏,𝑝

)
=

∞∑︁
𝑗=1

𝜃 𝑗𝑥𝑖 𝑗 + 𝜀𝑖

=𝜇𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖, (3)

where 𝜃 𝑗 = 𝛽 𝑗 +𝛼 𝑗ℰ𝜏,𝑝, 𝜀𝑖 =
(∑∞

𝑗=1 𝛼 𝑗𝑥𝑖 𝑗

) (
𝜖𝑖 −ℰ𝜏,𝑝

)
satisfies the following:

arg min
𝑞∈R

E
[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝜀𝑖 − 𝑞) | x𝑖

]
= 0, (4)

and 𝜇𝑖 =
∑∞

𝑗=1 𝜃 𝑗𝑥𝑖 𝑗 1. Thus,

arg min
𝑞∈R

E
[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝑦𝑖 − 𝑞) | x𝑖

]
= 𝜇𝑖 .

In most articles that explore asymmetric loss, the parameters 𝑝 and 𝜏 are typically provided

directly (e.g., Christoffersen and Diebold 1996, Demetrescu and Hacıoğlu Hoke 2019, Salari et al.

2022). In general, we determine our parameters 𝑝 and 𝜏 based on the nature of the problem

being addressed, considering the perspectives and requirements of the forecasters. Specifically,

the parameter 𝑝 = 1 is preferable when dealing with outliers whose influence should be reduced.

The parameter 𝑝 = 2 is suitable when outliers significantly impact model performance, as seen

in financial or security domains where a larger penalty for errors is warranted. The parameter

𝜏 represents the asymmetry parameter, which depends on the degree of loss asymmetry and is

influenced by forecasters’ preferences and knowledge. In the example of studying a drug’s effects,

since underestimation has worse consequences than overestimation, researchers may opt for 𝜏 > 0.5.

In the example of GDP-growth forecasting, as optimistic forecasting can leave some leeway for the

required fiscal adjustment, 𝜏 > 0.5 might be chosen (Christodoulakis and Mamatzakis 2008).

1 We frequently suppress the dependence of 𝜃 𝑗 , 𝜀𝑖 , 𝜇𝑖 on 𝜏, 𝑝 for notational simplicity.
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Some studies delve into determining the asymmetry parameter 𝜏 when having observed a

sequence of forecasts; see Elliott et al. (2005) and Tsuchiya (2016). Specifically, 𝜏 can be esti-

mated based on the moment conditions for a given 𝑝 with instrumental variables. Researchers

have employed direct estimation methods (Elliott et al. 2005) or utilized generalized methods of

moments to estimate 𝜏 (Tsuchiya 2016). Particularly, Tsuchiya (2016) estimated the asymmetry

parameter 𝜏 in the forecasts of the real GDP growth of the next fiscal year in Japan and discovered

that the government employs 𝜏 = 0.7, while the International Monetary Fund adopts 𝜏 = 0.65.

We consider 𝑀 approximate linear models containing different covariates to approximate the

true model (3), where the set of candidate models can be nested or non-nested, while 𝑀 can go to

infinity with sample size 𝑛. For 𝑚 = 1, . . . , 𝑀 , let 𝑘𝑚 be the number of covariates in the 𝑚th model.

The 𝑚th candidate model is written as follows:

𝑦𝑖 = 𝜽′(𝑚)x𝑖(𝑚) + 𝜀𝑖(𝑚) =
𝑘𝑚∑︁
𝑗=1

𝜃 𝑗 (𝑚)𝑥𝑖 𝑗 (𝑚) + 𝜀𝑖(𝑚) ,

where 𝜽 (𝑚) =
(
𝜃1(𝑚) , . . . , 𝜃𝑘𝑚 (𝑚)

)′
,x𝑖(𝑚) =

(
𝑥𝑖1(𝑚) , . . . , 𝑥𝑖𝑘𝑚 (𝑚)

)′, 𝑥𝑖 𝑗 (𝑚) , 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝑘𝑚 are variables

in x𝑖 that appear as regressors in the 𝑚th model, 𝜃 𝑗 (𝑚) is the corresponding coefficient, and 𝜀𝑖(𝑚) =

𝜇𝑖 −
∑𝑘𝑚

𝑗=1 𝜃 𝑗 (𝑚)𝑥𝑖 𝑗 (𝑚) + 𝜀𝑖 stands for the total error in the 𝑚th model. Specifically, 𝑘𝑚 is allowed to

diverge with 𝑛.

For the 𝑚th candidate model, the estimator of 𝜽 (𝑚) is given by:

𝜽 (𝑚) = arg min
𝜽 (𝑚)

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜌𝜏,𝑝

(
𝑦𝑖 − 𝜽′(𝑚)x𝑖(𝑚)

)
. (5)

Note that when 𝑝 = 1, (5) is a QR estimator (Koenker and Bassett 1978). When 𝑝 = 2, (5) is an

ER estimator (Newey and Powell 1987). Moreover, when 𝑝 = 2 and 𝜏 = 0.5, (1) is the traditional

squared loss function and (5) reduces to the ordinary least squares (OLS) estimator. When 𝑝 = 1

and 𝜏 = 0.5, (1) is the absolute loss function and (5) reduces to the minimum median estimator.

Let w = (𝑤1, . . . , 𝑤𝑀)′ be the weight vector in W =
{
w ∈ [0,1]𝑀 :

∑𝑀
𝑚=1 𝑤𝑚 = 1

}
. For 𝑖 =

1, . . . , 𝑛, the model averaging estimator of 𝜇𝑖 is given by:

�̂�𝑖 (w) =
𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

𝑤𝑚x′
𝑖(𝑚)𝜽 (𝑚) . (6)
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2.2. Weight Choice Criterion

We use JCV to choose the weights. In the case of the OLS estimator, the jackknife criterion

is typically used because the parameter estimators under leave-one-out CV (LOOCV) can be

calculated based on the original parameter estimators. Therefore, there is no need to calculate 𝑛

times and the computational complexity substantially decreases. However, under flexible loss, there

is no simple calculation method for the parameter estimator under LOOCV. If 𝑛 is large, using

LOOCV is computationally expensive. Therefore, we choose to use JCV to select the weights, as it

is much less computationally expensive.

To implement JCV, we randomly divide the dataset into 𝐽 groups (𝐽 ≥ 2 is a positive finite

integer), each with 𝑄 = 𝑛/𝐽 observations. When 𝑛/𝐽 is not an integer, let each of the first 𝐽 − 1

groups contain 𝑄 = ⌊𝑛/𝐽⌋ observations and the last group contain 𝑛− (𝐽 −1)𝑄 observations, where

⌊·⌋ denotes the integer part of ·. To simplify the proof, let 𝑛/𝐽 be an integer.

For 𝑚 = 1, . . . , 𝑀 , let 𝜽 [− 𝑗]
(𝑚) denote the estimator of 𝜽 (𝑚) in the 𝑚th model after excluding the 𝑗 th

group of observations. For 𝑖 = ( 𝑗 − 1)𝑄 + 1, . . . , 𝑗𝑄 in the 𝑗 th group, we form the estimator of 𝜇𝑖

as follows: �̃�[− 𝑗]
𝑖

(w) =∑𝑀
𝑚=1 𝑤𝑚x′

𝑖(𝑚)𝜽
[− 𝑗]
(𝑚) . Furthermore, we define 𝜇∗

𝑖
(w) =∑𝑀

𝑚=1 𝑤𝑚x′
𝑖(𝑚)𝜽

∗
(𝑚) , 𝑖 =

1,2, . . . , 𝑛. Our JCV criterion is formulated as follows:

CV𝐽
𝑛 (w) = 1

𝑛

𝐽∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑄∑︁
𝑞=1

𝜌𝜏,𝑝

(
𝑦 ( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞 − �̃�

[− 𝑗]
( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞 (w)

)
. (7)

The JCV weight vector ŵ = (�̂�1, . . . , �̂�𝑀)′ is obtained by choosing w ∈W to minimize the above

criterion function; that is,

ŵ = arg min
w∈W

CV𝐽
𝑛 (w). (8)

Then, by substituting ŵ into (6), we obtain the JCVMA estimator as follows:

�̂�𝑖 (ŵ) =
𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

�̂�𝑚x′
𝑖(𝑚)𝜽 (𝑚) .

According to Lu and Su (2015) and Bai et al. (2022), we can convert the constrained optimization

problem (8) to the following linear or quadratic programming problem, which can be solved quickly
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and stably. When 𝑝 = 1, (8) is equivalent to a linear programming problem of the following form:

min
w,u,v

{
𝜏1′𝑛u+ (1− 𝜏)1′𝑛v

}
s.t.

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

𝑤𝑚x′(( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞) (𝑚)𝜽
[− 𝑗]
(𝑚) + 𝑢( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞 − 𝑣 ( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞 = 𝑦 ( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞,

𝑢( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞 ≥ 0, 𝑣 ( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞 ≥ 0, 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝐽, 𝑞 = 1, . . . ,𝑄,

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

𝑤𝑚 = 1,0 ≤ 𝑤𝑚 ≤ 1, 𝑚 = 1, . . . , 𝑀,

where u = (𝑢1, 𝑢2, . . . , 𝑢𝑛)′ and v = (𝑣1, 𝑣2, . . . , 𝑣𝑛)′ are the positive and negative slack variables,

respectively, and 1𝑛 is a 𝑛× 1 vector of ones. When 𝑝 = 2, (8) is equivalent to a quadratic program-

ming problem of the form

min
w,u,v

{𝜏u′u+ (1− 𝜏)v′v}

s.t.
𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

𝑤𝑚x′(( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞) (𝑚)𝜽
[− 𝑗]
(𝑚) + 𝑢( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞 − 𝑣 ( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞 = 𝑦 ( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞,

𝑢( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞 ≥ 0, 𝑣 ( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞 ≥ 0, 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝐽, 𝑞 = 1, . . . ,𝑄,

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

𝑤𝑚 = 1,0 ≤ 𝑤𝑚 ≤ 1, 𝑚 = 1, . . . , 𝑀,

where u = (𝑢1, 𝑢2, . . . , 𝑢𝑛)′ and v = (𝑣1, 𝑣2, . . . , 𝑣𝑛)′ are the positive and negative slack variables,

respectively.

3. Performance Guarantees
Following Zhang et al. (2020), Racine et al. (2022), and Liu and Zhang (2022), we call a model

that includes all regressors with nonzero coefficients and only these regressors a true model. This

is also referred to as the just-fitted model (Zhang and Liu 2019). A correct model refers to a model

in which the regressors contain all regressors in the true model.

In this section, we provide theoretical performance guarantees for the proposed JCVMA method.

In reality, we have no idea whether the true model or the correct models are included in the set

of candidate models. Therefore, we consider two scenarios to cover all possible situations when

investigating the asymptotic properties of the JCVMA method. The first scenario is where all

candidate models are misspecified. The second scenario is where at least one of the candidate

models is correct. These two scenarios provide us with deeper insight into the statistical properties

of our method and lead to notable theoretical results.
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In the first scenario, we show that our JCVMA-selected weight vector ŵ is asymptotically optimal

for minimizing the excess final prediction error. In the second scenario, we establish the estimation

consistency of the proposed model averaging estimator. Additionally, we find that the sum of the

weights assigned to the correct models converges to 1 in probability.

Then, we conduct Monte Carlo simulations to emulate both scenarios and evaluate the finite

sample performance of the proposed JCVMA method, which supports our theoretical results.

3.1. Notation

We adopt the following notation. First, all limit processes are with respect to 𝑛 → ∞, unless

otherwise specified. The notations
𝑝

−→ and 𝑑−→ denote convergences in probability and distribution,

respectively. “a.s.” denotes “almost surely.” For a 𝑑×1 vector v = (𝑣1, . . . , 𝑣𝑑)′, we use ∥·∥ to denote

its Euclidean norm; that is, ∥v∥ =
(∑𝑑

𝑖=1 𝑣
2
𝑖

)1/2
. For an 𝑚×𝑛 matrix 𝐴, we denote its transpose by 𝐴′.

When 𝐴 is symmetric, we use 𝜆max(𝐴) and 𝜆min(𝐴) to denote the largest and smallest eigenvalues,

respectively.

3.2. Asymptotic Optimality

Here, we present an important result on the asymptotic optimality of the selected weight vector w

for minimizing its excess final prediction error.

Let (𝑦𝑛+1,x𝑛+1) be an independent copy of (𝑦𝑖,x𝑖) , 𝑖 = 1,2, . . . , 𝑛. We define �̂�𝑛+1(w) =∑𝑀
𝑚=1 𝑤𝑚x′

𝑛+1(𝑚)𝜽 (𝑚) , where x𝑛+1(𝑚) = (𝑥𝑛+1,1(𝑚) , . . . , 𝑥𝑛+1,𝑘𝑚 (𝑚))′ and 𝑥𝑛+1,1(𝑚) , . . . , 𝑥𝑛+1,𝑘𝑚 (𝑚) are

variables in x𝑛+1 that appear as regressors in the 𝑚th model for 𝑚 = 1, . . . , 𝑀 . Given ŵ, we can

obtain the model averaging estimator of 𝜇𝑛+1 as

�̂�𝑛+1(ŵ) =
𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

�̂�𝑚x′
𝑛+1(𝑚)𝜽 (𝑚) .

Let 𝒟𝑛 = {(𝑦𝑖,x𝑖)}𝑛𝑖=1. Define the final prediction error (FPE) or out-of-sample prediction error

used by Lu and Su (2015) as

FPE𝑛 (w) = E
[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝑦𝑛+1 − �̂�𝑛+1(w)) |𝒟𝑛

]
.

According to Xu et al. (2022), we define the excess final prediction error (EFPE) as

EFPE𝑛 (w) = FPE𝑛 (w) −E
[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝜀𝑛+1)

]
= E

[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝑦𝑛+1 − �̂�𝑛+1(w)) |𝒟𝑛

]
−E

[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝜀𝑛+1)

]
.
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Clearly, EFPE𝑛 (w) ≥ 0 for any w ∈W (see Lemma 4 in the Supplementary Materials), and when

�̂�𝑛+1(w0) = 𝜇𝑛+1 a.s. for some w0 ∈W, EFPE𝑛 (w0) = 0 a.s.

For the convenience of studying the candidate models under misspecification, we define the

pseudo-true parameter as follows:

𝜽∗(𝑚) = arg min
𝜽 (𝑚)

E
[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝

(
𝑦𝑖 − x′

𝑖(𝑚)𝜽 (𝑚)
)]

.

As 𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝜆) is convex, 𝜽∗(𝑚) exists and is unique. Then, we define 𝜇∗
𝑛+1(w) = ∑𝑀

𝑚=1 𝑤𝑚x′
𝑛+1(𝑚)𝜽

∗
(𝑚)

and

EFPE∗
𝑛 (w) = E

[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝

(
𝑦𝑛+1 − 𝜇∗𝑛+1 (w)

) ]
−E

[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝜀𝑛+1)

]
,

and let 𝜉𝑛 = infw∈W EFPE∗
𝑛 (w) denote the minimum EFPE in the class of model averaging estimators

associated with 𝜽∗(𝑚) .

We consider the following two situations:

(i) all candidate models are misspecified, but 𝜉𝑛 → 0; and

(ii) at least one correct model exists in the set of candidate models.

Under either situation, we can show that infw∈W EFPE𝑛 (w)
𝑝

−→ 0 under some regularity conditions

(see Lemma 4 in the Supplementary Materials). Hence, compared with EFPE𝑛 (w), FPE𝑛 (w) has a

nonnegative random error term E
[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝜀𝑛+1)

]
, which is a constant and, thus, the dominant term in

the FPE. This means that the asymptotic optimality based on the FPE makes no sense. Therefore,

we use the EFPE as a criterion to evaluate the prediction performance, rather than the FPE.

Let 𝑓 (· | x𝑖) and 𝐹 (· | x𝑖) denote the conditional probability density function (PDF) and cumu-

lative distribution function (CDF) of 𝜀𝑖 given x𝑖, respectively. We define 𝜓𝜏 (𝑢) = 𝜏 − 1{𝑢 ≤ 0},
Ψ𝜏 (𝑢) = |𝜏 − 1{𝑢 ≤ 0}|𝑢 and �̄� = max1≤𝑚≤𝑀 𝑘𝑚 . We now state some regularity assumptions for

establishing the asymptotic properties.

Assumption 1. E
(
𝜇16
𝑖

)
<∞, E

(
𝜀16
𝑖

)
<∞, and sup 𝑗≥1 E

(
𝑥16
𝑖 𝑗

)
≤ 𝑐x for some 𝑐x <∞.

Assumption 1 imposes restrictions on the moments. This type of restriction is commonly used

under flexible loss and is similar to Assumption A.1 of Lu and Su (2015) and C.1 of Bai et al.

(2022). These moment conditions imply that E
x𝑖(𝑚)

𝑠 ≤ 𝑐x𝑘
𝑠/2
𝑚 , 𝑚 = 1,2, . . . 𝑀, 𝑠 = 1, . . . ,16 and

are crucial in subsequent proofs, such as in the application of Bernstein and Markov inequalities.
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Assumption 2. (i) max1≤𝑚≤𝑀

𝜽 (𝑚) − 𝜽∗(𝑚)

 =𝑂𝑝 (𝑐𝑛);

(ii) max1≤ 𝑗≤𝐽 max1≤𝑚≤𝑀

𝜽 [− 𝑗]
(𝑚) − 𝜽∗(𝑚)

 =𝑂𝑝 (𝑐𝑛).

Assumption 2 is a high-level condition, which ensures that 𝜽 (𝑚) and 𝜽 [− 𝑗]
(𝑚) uniformly converge

to 𝜽∗(𝑚) at a rate of 𝑐𝑛. Note that 𝑐𝑛 is determined by the sample size 𝑛 and largest dimen-

sion of the models �̄� . Additionally, from Lu and Su (2015) and Tu and Wang (2020), we have

𝑐𝑛 = 𝑛−1/2 �̄�1/2(log𝑛)1/2 for diverging 𝑀 and 𝑐𝑛 = 𝑛−1/2 �̄�1/2 for finite 𝑀 under some regularity

conditions. This 𝑐𝑛 may be improved, but we leave this for future research.

Assumption 3. (i) 𝜉−1
𝑛 𝑐𝑛 �̄�

𝑝−1/2 = 𝑜(1),
(ii) 𝑛−1 �̄�2𝑝𝑀

[
log( �̄� 𝑝 log𝑛) − log 𝜉𝑛

]
= 𝑜(1),

(iii) 𝜉−4
𝑛 𝑛−3𝑀5 �̄�4𝑝 [

log( �̄� 𝑝 log𝑛) − log 𝜉𝑛
]4

= 𝑜(1).

Assumption 3 imposes restrictions on the largest dimension of the models �̄� , the number of

candidate models 𝑀 and 𝜉𝑛. Furthermore, it requires that all candidate models be misspecified

because we need 𝜉𝑛 ≠ 0 for all 𝑛 (otherwise, 𝜉𝑛 ≤ E
[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝑦𝑛+1 − 𝜇𝑛+1)

]
− E

[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝜀𝑛+1)

]
= 0).

Nevertheless, we allow 𝜉𝑛 to go to zero at a much slower rate than 𝑛.

The following theorem states that our JCVMA-selected weight vector ŵ is asymptotically optimal

in terms of minimizing the EFPE. That is, among all feasible weight vectors, ŵ makes EFPE𝑛 (w)
as small as possible when 𝑛→∞.

Theorem 1. If Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold, then ŵ is asymptotically optimal, in the sense that

EFPE(ŵ)
infw∈W EFPE(w)

𝑝
−→ 1. (9)

Note that Lu and Su (2015), Wang et al. (2023), and Tu and Wang (2020) established asymptotic

optimality by minimizing the FPE instead of the EFPE. Our asymptotic optimality in Theorem 1

improves upon their results by using a more appropriate prediction error measure. Moreover, we

obtained a similar result in the following theorem, which shows the asymptotic optimality of ŵ in

terms of minimizing the FPE.

We make the following assumption as an alternative to Assumption 3, which is used in the

following theorem.

Assumption 4. (i) 𝑐𝑛 �̄�
𝑝−1/2 = 𝑜(1),

(ii) 𝑛−1 �̄�2𝑝𝑀 log( �̄� 𝑝 log𝑛) = 𝑜(1),
(iii) 𝑛−3𝑀5 �̄�4𝑝 [

log( �̄� 𝑝 log𝑛)
]4

= 𝑜(1).
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Assumption 4 imposes restrictions on the largest dimension of the models �̄� and the number of

candidate models 𝑀 . As FPE(w) ≥ E
[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝜀𝑛+1)

]
> 0, we need not consider the infimum of FPE.

Therefore, it does not require the misspecification of candidate models.

Then, we have the following theorem, which shows that our JCVMA-selected weight vector ŵ is

asymptotically optimal in terms of minimizing the FPE.

Theorem 2. If Assumptions 1, 2, and 4 hold, then ŵ is asymptotically optimal in the sense that

FPE(ŵ)
infw∈W FPE(w)

𝑝
−→ 1. (10)

Because FPE𝑛 (w) −EFPE𝑛 (w) = E
[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝 (𝜀𝑛+1)

]
is a constant, we can obtain (10) from (9). Specif-

ically, if (9) holds, we have the following:

FPE(ŵ) − infw∈W FPE(w)
infw∈W FPE(w)

=
EFPE(ŵ) − infw∈W EFPE(w)

infw∈W EFPE(w)
infw∈W EFPE(w)
infw∈W FPE(w)

= 𝑜𝑝 (1). (11)

Therefore, the asymptotic optimality of Theorem 2 is weaker than that of Theorem 1. However,

compared with Theorem 1, Theorem 2 does not require all candidate models to be misspecified.

Note that (10) makes sense only if neither of the aforementioned situations (i.e., [i] or [ii]) is

satisfied. The proof of Theorem 2 is similar to that of Theorem 1 and, thus, omitted.

3.3. Estimation Consistency

Here, we consider the case where the set of candidate models includes at least one correct model

but not necessarily the true model. Let D be the subset of {1, . . . , 𝑀} that comprises the correct

models. Further, assume that D is not empty.

Next, assume that 𝜇𝑖 is given by 𝜇𝑖 = x′
𝑖,0𝚯0, where x𝑖,0 = (𝑥𝑖1, . . . , 𝑥𝑖 �̄� )′ and 𝚯0 =

(
𝜃1, . . . , 𝜃 �̄�

)′.
Let Π(𝑚) be the selection matrix of the 𝑚th model, such that Π(𝑚) = (I𝑘𝑚 ,0𝑘𝑚×( �̄�−𝑘𝑚)) or a column

permutation thereof, where I𝑘𝑚 denotes a 𝑘𝑚 × 𝑘𝑚 identity matrix and 0𝑘𝑚×( �̄�−𝑘𝑚) denotes a 𝑘𝑚 ×(
�̄� − 𝑘𝑚

)
matrix of zeros. Under the 𝑚th candidate model, we denote �̂�(𝑚) = Π′

(𝑚)𝜽 (𝑚) as the

estimator of the coefficient 𝚯0, which is a �̄� × 1 vector. Therefore, the model averaging estimator

of 𝚯0 is given by

�̂�(w) =
𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

𝑤𝑚�̂�(𝑚) ,



Gu, Liu, and Zhang: Model Averaging under Flexible Loss Functions
14 Article submitted to INFORMS Journal on Computing

and the model averaging estimator of 𝜇𝑖 becomes the following: �̂�𝑖 (w) = ∑𝑀
𝑚=1 𝑤𝑚x′

𝑖,0�̂�(𝑚) =

x′
𝑖,0�̂�(w). Similarly, denote �̃�

[− 𝑗]
(𝑚) = Π′

(𝑚)Θ̃
[− 𝑗]
(𝑚) and �̃�

[− 𝑗] (w) =
∑𝑀

𝑚=1 𝑤𝑚�̃�
[− 𝑗]
(𝑚) . Then,

�̃�
[− 𝑗]
( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞 (w) =∑𝑀

𝑚=1 𝑤𝑚x′( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞,0�̃�
[− 𝑗]
(𝑚) = x′( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞,0�̃�

[− 𝑗] (w).
To ensure the consistency of the coefficient model averaging estimator �̂�(w), we impose the

following assumption.

Assumption 5. For any 𝑚 in D, we have:

(i)
�̂�(𝑚) −𝚯0

 =𝑂𝑝 (𝑛−1/2 �̄�1/2);
(ii)

�̃�[− 𝑗]
(𝑚) −𝚯0

 =𝑂𝑝 (𝑛−1/2 �̄�1/2) uniformly for 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝐽.

Assumption 5 states the convergence rate of the estimator of the coefficient 𝚯0 under the correct

model, which is derived under some regularity conditions (e.g., Lu and Su 2015, Bai et al. 2022).

Assumption 6. There exist constants 0 < 𝜅1 ≤ 𝜅2 <∞ such that

𝜅1 ≤ 𝜆min

(
𝑛−1

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

x𝑖,0x′𝑖,0

)
≤ 𝜆max

(
𝑛−1

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

x𝑖,0x′𝑖,0

)
≤ 𝜅2,

and

𝜅1 ≤ 𝜆min
©«𝑄−1

𝑄∑︁
𝑞=1

.x( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞,0x′( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞,0
ª®¬ ≤ 𝜆max

©«𝑄−1
𝑄∑︁
𝑞=1

,x( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞,0x′( 𝑗−1)𝑄+𝑞,0
ª®¬ ≤ 𝜅2

a.s. uniformly for 𝑗 = 1, . . . , 𝐽.

Assumption 6 is used in Zhang et al. (2020), who assumed the predictors have reasonably good

behavior.

Assumption 7. (i) There exists a constant 𝜚 > 0, such that |𝜇𝑖 − 𝜇∗
𝑖
(w) | < 𝜚 a.s. uniformly for

𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛 and w ∈W.

(ii) There exist constants 0 < 𝛿1 ≤ 𝛿2 <∞, such that 𝛿1 ≤ 𝑓 (𝑠 | x𝑖) ≤ 𝛿2 a.s. uniformly for |𝑠 | ≤ 𝜚

and 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝑛.

Assumption 7 is used in Xu et al. (2022), which is mild and excludes some pathological cases in

which 𝜇𝑖 − 𝜇∗
𝑖
(w) explodes.

Theorem 3. Suppose that D is not empty.

(i) For 𝑝 = 1, if Assumptions 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7 hold, then the model averaging estimator �̂�(ŵ)
satisfies �̂�(ŵ) −𝚯0

 =𝑂𝑝 (𝑐1/2
𝑛 �̄�1/4 + 𝑛−1/4𝑀1/4).
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(ii) For 𝑝 = 2, if Assumptions 1, 2, 5, and 6 hold, then the model averaging estimator �̂�(ŵ)
satisfies

�̂�(ŵ) −𝚯0
 =𝑂𝑝 (𝑐𝑛).

Theorem 3 establishes a convergence rate for the model averaging estimator �̂�(ŵ), which is

determined by 𝑐𝑛, 𝑀 , and �̄� . If 𝑐1/2
𝑛 �̄�1/4 and 𝑛−1/4𝑀1/4 approach 0 as 𝑛 increases, we can obtain

the consistency of �̂�(ŵ).

3.4. Weight Convergence

The third justification is that the proposed averaging prediction asymptotically assigns all weights

to the correct models included in the model set. Here, we consider a case where D is not empty.

Let 𝜏 =
∑

𝑚∈D �̂�𝑚 be the sum of the JCVMA-selected weights assigned to the correct models. We

aim to demonstrate that 𝜏→ 1 in probability under certain regularity conditions.

Let W𝐹 =
{
w ∈W :

∑
𝑚∉D 𝑤𝑚 = 1

}
be the subset of W that assigns all weights to the misspeci-

fied model. The following assumption is imposed for the case in which some models are specified

correctly.

Assumption 8. There exists a constant 𝑐0, such that infw∈W𝐹
E

[ (
𝜇∗
𝑛+1(w) − 𝜇𝑛+1

)2
]
≥ 𝑐0 > 0.

Assumption 8 is similar to Assumption 5 in Yu et al. (2022). It requires that some candidate models

are misspecified and the corresponding misspecification error does not vanish as 𝑛→∞.

Theorem 4. Suppose that D is not empty.

(i) For 𝑝 = 1, if Assumptions 1, 2, 4, 7, and 8 hold, then we have 𝜏
𝑝

−→ 1.

(ii) For 𝑝 = 2, if Assumptions 1, 2, 4, and 8 hold, then we have 𝜏
𝑝

−→ 1.

Theorem 4 shows that the proposed averaging method asymptotically assigns all weights to the

correct models included in the model set. This result corresponds to the consistency property in

model selection.

Remark 1. Theorem 3 and Theorem 4 are different. The former concerns parameter estimation,

while the latter concerns averaging weights. Nevertheless, both are important.

3.5. Examples

3.5.1. Quantile Regression Model Averaging. When 𝑝 = 1, 𝜌𝜏,1(𝜆) = [𝜏−1{𝜆 ≤ 0}]𝜆, which is

an asymmetric linear loss function, and our model averaging method becomes QR model averaging.

The following Corollaries 1 and 2 state that our JCVMA-selected weight vector ŵ is asymptotically

optimal for minimizing EFPE and FPE, respectively.
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Corollary 1. For 𝑝 = 1, if Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold, then ŵ is asymptotically optimal, as

EFPE(ŵ)
infw∈W EFPE(w)

𝑝
−→ 1.

Corollary 2. For 𝑝 = 1, if Assumptions 1, 2, and 5 hold, then ŵ is asymptotically optimal, as

FPE(ŵ)
infw∈W FPE(w)

𝑝
−→ 1.

Note that almost all studies on QR model averaging established asymptotic optimality by minimizing

the FPE, such as Lu and Su (2015) and Wang et al. (2023). Meanwhile, our asymptotic optimality

in Corollary 1 improves these results. Moreover, to the best of our knowledge, no study has shown

the estimation consistency and weight convergence of the QR model averaging estimator. We prove

the convergence rate of �̂�(ŵ) and the weight convergence of our QR model averaging estimator,

which are shown in the Corollaries 3 and 4, respectively.

Corollary 3. We assume that D is not empty. For 𝑝 = 1, if Assumptions 1, 2, 5, 6, and 7 hold,

then the QR model averaging estimator �̂�(ŵ) satisfies:�̂�(ŵ) −𝚯0
 =𝑂𝑝 (𝑐1/2

𝑛 �̄�1/4 + 𝑛−1/4𝑀1/4).

Corollary 4. We assume that D is not empty. For 𝑝 = 1, if Assumptions 1, 2, 4, 7, and 8 hold,

then we get 𝜏
𝑝

−→ 1.

Note that if 𝑐1/2
𝑛 �̄�1/4 and 𝑛−1/4𝑀1/4 approach 0 as 𝑛 increases, we can obtain the consistency of

�̂�(ŵ) from Corollary 3.

3.5.2. Expectile Regression Model Averaging. When 𝑝 = 2, 𝜌𝜏,2(𝜆) = |𝜏 − 1{𝜆 ≤ 0}|𝜆2, which

is an asymmetric quadratic loss function, while our model averaging method becomes ER model

averaging. The Corollaries 5 and 6 state that our JCVMA-selected weight vector ŵ is asymptotically

optimal for minimizing the EFPE and FPE, respectively.

Corollary 5. For 𝑝 = 2, if Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold, then ŵ is asymptotically optimal, in

the sense that
EFPE(ŵ)

infw∈W EFPE(w)
𝑝

−→ 1.

Corollary 6. For 𝑝 = 2, if Assumptions 1, 2, and 5 hold, then ŵ is asymptotically optimal in

the sense that
FPE(ŵ)

infw∈W FPE(w)
𝑝

−→ 1.
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Note that research on ER model averaging has typically established asymptotic optimality by min-

imizing the FPE, such as the study of Tu and Wang (2020). Meanwhile, our asymptotic optimality

in Corollary 5 improves upon these results. Moreover, the Corollaries 7 and 8 show the convergence

rate of �̂�(ŵ) and the weight convergence of our ER model averaging estimator, respectively.

Corollary 7. Suppose that D is not empty. For 𝑝 = 2, if Assumptions 1, 2, 5 and 6 hold, then

the model averaging estimator �̂�(ŵ) satisfies

�̂�(ŵ) −𝚯0
 =𝑂𝑝 (𝑐𝑛).

Corollary 8. Suppose that D is not empty. For 𝑝 = 2, if Assumptions 1, 2, 4 and 8 hold, then

we have 𝜏
𝑝

−→ 1.

Note that if 𝑐𝑛 approaches 0 as 𝑛 increases, we can obtain the consistency of �̂�(ŵ) from Corollary 7.

3.6. Simulation Evidence

In this subsection, we conduct Monte Carlo experiments to evaluate the finite sample performance

of the proposed JCVMA method. We consider two simulation designs. In the first design, all

candidate models are misspecified. In the second design, at least one correct model is included in

the set of candidate models.

3.6.1. Simulation Design I. Simulation Design I examines how the proposed model averaging

method performs when the data are generated from a model that is not included in the candidate

set. We consider the following three DGPs. The first DGP is linear and considers nested models

with divergent dimensions, the second one is linear and considers non-nested models with fixed

dimensions, and the third one is nonlinear and considers nested models with divergent dimensions.

The first DGP is obtained from the research of Lu and Su (2015):

DGP 1: 𝑦𝑖 = 𝜃
∑1000

𝑗=1 𝑗−1𝑥𝑖 𝑗 + 𝜀𝑖, (linear, nested and divergent 𝑀)

where 𝑥𝑖1 = 1 and 𝑥𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 2,3, . . . ,1000 are IID 𝑁 (0,1) and mutually independent of each other.

We only consider heteroskedasticity, where 𝜀𝑖 =
∑6

𝑗=2 𝑥
2
𝑖 𝑗
𝜖𝑖, while 𝜖𝑖 is 𝑁 (0,1) and independent of

𝑥𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 2,3, . . . ,1000. This DGP is an approximation of (2), which is a high-dimensional regression

model. Unlike Lu and Su (2015), we set the number of models 𝑀 =
⌊
5𝑛1/5⌋ , which increases with

the sample size 𝑛. We consider 𝑀 nested models by specifying x𝑖(1) = (𝑥𝑖1)′ ,x𝑖(2) = (𝑥𝑖1, 𝑥𝑖2)′, etc.

The second DGP is as follows:

DGP 2: 𝑦𝑖 = 𝜃
∑30

𝑗=1 𝛽 𝑗𝑥𝑖 𝑗 + 𝜀𝑖, (linear, non-nested and fixed 𝑀)
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where 𝑥𝑖1 = 1, 𝑥𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 2,3, . . . ,30 are IID 𝑁 (0,1) and mutually independent of each other, and

(𝛽1, 𝛽2, . . . , 𝛽30) = (1,1,1,0,0,1,2,3,1,1, . . . ,1). We set 𝜀𝑖 =
∑8

𝑗=2 𝑥
2
𝑖 𝑗
𝜖𝑖, where 𝜖𝑖 is 𝑁 (0,1) and

independent of 𝑥𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 2,3, . . . ,30. Compared with DGP 1, this DGP reduces the dimension of the

regression model and the coefficients do not decay. We assume that the first eight covariates are

observable, where the first three variables must be included in the candidate models and the last five

uncertain variables may not be included in the candidate models. Consider non-nested candidate

models; that is, 𝑀 = 25 = 32, where 𝑀 is fixed.

The third DGP is obtained from the study of Lu and Su (2015):

DGP 3: 𝑦𝑖 = 𝜃

[
𝑥𝑖1 +

∑25
𝑗=2 𝑗−1Φ

(
𝑥𝑖 𝑗

) ]
+ 𝜀𝑖, (nonlinear, nested and divergent 𝑀)

where 𝑥𝑖1 = 1, 𝑥𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 2,3, . . . ,25 are IID 𝑁 (0,1) and mutually independent of each other, and Φ(·)

is the standard normal CDF. We set 𝜀𝑖 =
(
0.01+∑11

𝑗=2 𝑥
2
𝑖 𝑗

)
𝜖𝑖, where 𝜖𝑖 is 𝑁 (0,1) and independent

of 𝑥𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 2,3, . . . ,25. Unlike DGPs 1 and 2, DGP 3 is nonlinear. Unlike Lu and Su (2015), we

consider 𝑀 =
⌊
5𝑛1/5⌋ nested models by specifying x𝑖(1) = (𝑥𝑖1)′ ,x𝑖(2) = (𝑥𝑖1, 𝑥𝑖2)′, etc.

We use the population 𝑅2 = [var (𝑦𝑖) − var (𝜀𝑖)] /var (𝑦𝑖) to control 𝜃, such that 𝑅2 =

0.1,0.2, . . . ,0.9. For 𝑛 = 50,100,200,400, 𝑝 = 1,2, and 𝜏 = 0.5,0.05, we consider the following

model averaging methods:

(1) JCVMA proposed in Section 2 with 𝐽 = 5 (JCVMA5);

(2) JCVMA with 𝐽 = 10 (JCVMA10);

(3) Smoothed Akaike information criterion model averaging (SAIC);

(4) Smoothed Bayesian information criterion model averaging (SBIC); and

(5) Equal weight averaging (EWA).

Remark 2. We also consider the corresponding model selection methods, namely, the Akaike

information criterion (AIC), the Bayesian information criterion (BIC), 5-fold CV, and 10-fold CV.

As none of them perform better than the corresponding model averaging methods, the results are

not shown.

Following Demetrescu and Hacıoğlu Hoke (2019), for the 𝑚th model with 𝑘𝑚 regressors, AIC

and BIC are defined as follows:

𝐴𝐼𝐶𝑚 =
2
𝑝
𝑛 log

[
1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜌𝜏,𝑝

(
𝑦𝑖 − Θ̂′

(𝑚)x𝑖(𝑚)
)]

+ 2𝑘𝑚, and

𝐵𝐼𝐶𝑚 =
2
𝑝
𝑛 log

[
1
𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜌𝜏,𝑝

(
𝑦𝑖 − Θ̂′

(𝑚)x𝑖(𝑚)
)]

+ 𝑘𝑚 ln(𝑛).
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Then, following Buckland et al. (1997), SAIC and SBIC weights for the 𝑚th model are obtained as

follows:

�̂�𝐴𝐼𝐶
𝑚 =

exp (−𝐴𝐼𝐶𝑚/2)∑𝑀
𝑚=1 exp (−𝐴𝐼𝐶𝑚/2)

and �̂�𝐵𝐼𝐶
𝑚 =

exp (−𝐵𝐼𝐶𝑚/2)∑𝑀
𝑚=1 exp (−𝐵𝐼𝐶𝑚/2)

.

For the 𝑟th replication, we generate
{
(𝑦 (𝑟)𝑛+𝑠,x

(𝑟)
𝑛+𝑠)

}100

𝑠=1
from each DGP as out-of-sample observa-

tions. The excess final prediction error is calculated as follows:

EFPE(𝑟) = 1
100

100∑︁
𝑠=1

𝜌𝜏,𝑝

(
𝑦
(𝑟)
𝑛+𝑠 − �̂�

(𝑟)
𝑛+𝑠

)
−E

[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝

(
𝜀
(𝑟)
𝑛+1 − arg min

𝑞∈R
E

[
𝜌𝜏,𝑝

(
𝜀
(𝑟)
𝑛+1 − 𝑞

)
| x(𝑟)

𝑛+1

] )]
,

where �̂�
(𝑟)
𝑛+𝑠 is determined using each method. Then, we average the excess out-of-sample prediction

error over 𝑅 = 500 replications: EFPE = 1
𝑅

∑𝑅
𝑟=1 EFPE(𝑟). The smaller the EFPE, the better the

method in terms of excess out-of-sample prediction error. Following Hansen (2007), we normalize

the EFPE by dividing by the EFPE of the infeasible optimal single model.

Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4 visualize the relationship between the normalized FPE and 𝑅2 under

different configurations of 𝑝, 𝜏, and 𝑛. Overall, JCVMA outperforms SAIC and SBIC, and is much

more stable than EWA. JCVMA5 is almost indistinguishable from JCVMA10. Specifically, when

𝑝 = 1, 𝜏 = 0.5, while 𝑛 is very small, JCVMA is better than SAIC and SBIC, and inferior to EWA.

However, EWA deteriorates sharply with increasing 𝑛, especially for large 𝑅2, whereas JCVMA

shows stable performance. When 𝑝 = 1, 𝜏 = 0.05, JCVMA is obviously better than SAIC and SBIC,

while EWA deteriorates with an increase in 𝑛 for large 𝑅2. Similar results are obtained for 𝑝 = 2.

Together, this shows that when 𝑛 is very small, instead of using complex methods to choose weights,

using the simplest equal-weight averaging to make predictions can be a better choice. When 𝑛 is

large, the advantage of JCVMA, which has asymptotic optimality, is evident.

The simulation results of DGP 2 and 3 are similar to those of DGP 1, as shown in Section S.5 in

the Supplementary Materials.

Remark 3. Additionally, we compare the results of model averaging by LOOCV (or jackknife

model averaging, JMA) and JCVMA. We consider DGP 1 in Section 3.6.1 as an example. For

𝑛 = 400, 𝑝 = 1,2, and 𝜏 = 0.5,0.05, we compare EFPE of JCVMA5 and JMA, as well as their

computing time. As shown in Figure S.9 in the Supplementary Materials, the EFPEs of the two

methods are similar. However, for 𝑝 = 1, the calculation time of JMA is approximately 65 times that

of JCVMA5. For 𝑝 = 2, the calculation time of JMA is approximately 10 times that of JCVMA5.
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Figure 1 Normalized EFPE: DGP 1, 𝑝 = 1, 𝜏 = 0.5
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Figure 2 Normalized EFPE: DGP 1, 𝑝 = 1, 𝜏 = 0.05
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Figure 3 Normalized EFPE: DGP 1, 𝑝 = 2, 𝜏 = 0.5
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Figure 4 Normalized EFPE: DGP 1, 𝑝 = 2, 𝜏 = 0.05
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3.6.2. Simulation Design II. In Simulation Design II, we assume that the data are generated

from one of the candidate models, i.e., the set of candidate models includes at least one correct

model. We consider the following DGP:

𝑦𝑖 =

5∑︁
𝑗=1

𝛽 𝑗𝑥𝑖 𝑗 + 𝜖𝑖,

where 𝑥𝑖1 = 1, 𝑥𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 2,3, . . . ,5 are IID 𝑁 (0,1) and mutually independent of each other,

(𝛽1, 𝛽2, . . . , 𝛽5) = (1,1,1,1,0), and 𝜖𝑖 is 𝑁 (0,1) and independent of 𝑥𝑖 𝑗 , 𝑗 = 2,3, . . . ,5. Assume

that the first variable 𝑥𝑖1 must be included in the candidate models and the last four uncertain

variables may not be included in the candidate models. Consider non-nested candidate models, i.e.,

𝑀 = 24 = 16, where there are two correct models among the candidate models.

For the 𝑟th replication, the mean squared error (MSE) is calculated as follows:

MSE(𝑟) =
�̂�(𝑟) (ŵ) −𝚯0

2
,

where �̂�
(𝑟) (ŵ) denotes the model averaging estimator of 𝚯0. We then average the MSE over

𝑅 = 500 replications and obtain: MSE = 1
𝑅

∑𝑅
𝑟=1 MSE(𝑟). Similarly, we calculate the average sum

of weights 𝜏 given to the correct models based on 500 replications.

We consider the cases 𝑛 = 100,200,400,800,1600, 𝜏 = 0.5,0.05, and 𝑝 = 1,2 with both JCVMA5

and JCVMA10. The results are shown in Tables 1 and 2, respectively. As 𝑛 increases, the MSE

decreases to 0, demonstrating the consistency of �̂� (ŵ). Moreover, the sum of the weights given

to the correct models approaches 1 as 𝑛 increases, which demonstrates that 𝜏 converges to 1 in

probability.

4. Empirical Evaluation
In this section, we validate the theoretical results by applying JCVMA to predict with a real data

set: the collection volume of shipping carrier stores.

4.1. Prediction of the Collection Volume of Shipping Carrier Stores

Our objective is to predict the collection volume of shipping carrier stores. A proper prediction of

the collection volume of shipping carrier stores will help improve operations management, thus

creating improved customer service and a significant decrease in waste. Note that an overestimation

of collection volume may lead to idle resources. Meanwhile, an underestimation can lead to untimely

delivery, thus affecting service quality. Therefore, a flexible loss function is needed.
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Table 1 MSE of the model averaging estimators

𝑛 100 200 400 800 1600

𝑝 = 1, 𝜏 = 0.5
JCVMA5 0.091 0.042 0.019 0.010 0.004

JCVMA10 0.090 0.042 0.018 0.017 0.004

𝑝 = 1, 𝜏 = 0.05
JCVMA5 0.335 0.150 0.070 0.029 0.015

JCVMA10 0.333 0.147 0.066 0.029 0.014

𝑝 = 2, 𝜏 = 0.5
JCVMA5 0.050 0.023 0.011 0.005 0.003

JCVMA10 0.049 0.023 0.010 0.005 0.003

𝑝 = 2, 𝜏 = 0.05
JCVMA5 0.147 0.067 0.036 0.020 0.012

JCVMA10 0.144 0.066 0.036 0.020 0.012

Table 2 The sum of weights given to the correct models

𝑛 100 200 400 800 1600

𝑝 = 1, 𝜏 = 0.5
JCVMA5 0.842 0.913 0.956 0.977 0.987

JCVMA10 0.850 0.923 0.959 0.978 0.989

𝑝 = 1, 𝜏 = 0.05
JCVMA5 0.668 0.806 0.891 0.945 0.969

JCVMA10 0.666 0.816 0.901 0.948 0.972

𝑝 = 2, 𝜏 = 0.5
JCVMA5 0.947 0.973 0.987 0.994 0.997

JCVMA10 0.958 0.980 0.990 0.995 0.998

𝑝 = 2, 𝜏 = 0.05
JCVMA5 0.800 0.889 0.942 0.969 0.981

JCVMA10 0.810 0.901 0.950 0.973 0.984

We use the collection volume of the shipping carrier stores and other related variables with a

sample size of 𝑛 = 175. The logarithm of the monthly collection volume of different outlets is the

response variable, and there are 14 potential predictors. Since it is time-consuming to consider all

potential models, we first sequence the variables and then use nested models as candidate models.

For candidate models, we consider two different designs. In Design I, the variables are sorted by

the absolute value of the correlation coefficient with the response variable, while nested candidate

models are used. In Design II, we first conduct the least squares regression of the full model, then

sort the variables according to the 𝑝-value corresponding to the significance test of each variable

and use nested candidate models.

We compare the out-of-sample prediction performance of JCVMA with alternative model aver-

aging methods, such as SAIC, SBIC, and EWA. Because JCVMA5 is almost indistinguishable



Gu, Liu, and Zhang: Model Averaging under Flexible Loss Functions
24 Article submitted to INFORMS Journal on Computing

from JCVMA10 and model averaging outperforms model selection, we consider the following four

model averaging methods: JCVMA5, SAIC, SBIC, and EWA.

4.2. Prediction Results in Two Designs

4.2.1. Design I. In Design I, the variables are sorted by the absolute value of the correlation

coefficient with the response variable, as shown in Table 3. We consider the following 15 nested

candidate models: {1}, {1, 𝑥1} , . . . , {1, 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥14}.

Table 3 Covariates and correlation

Variable Name Correlation

𝑥1 The logarithm of delivery volume 0.531

𝑥2 False sign-off rate -0.410

𝑥3 Loss rate -0.390

𝑥4 Total complaint rate -0.383

𝑥5 Same-day sign-off rate 0.362

𝑥6 On-time delivery rate 0.337

𝑥7 Secondary complaint rate -0.300

𝑥8 One-time resolution rate 0.274

𝑥9 Escalation complaint rate -0.250

𝑥10 Timely collection rate 0.238

𝑥11 Outlet score 0.123

𝑥12 Signed positive feedback rate 0.079

𝑥13 Timely departure rate -0.063

𝑥14 Positive feedback from the representative signatory 0.055

We randomly divide the samples into a training set containing 𝑛1 samples and a validation set

{(𝑦𝑠,x𝑠)}𝑛𝑠𝑠=1, where x𝑠 = (1, 𝑥𝑠1, . . . , 𝑥𝑠14), and 𝑛𝑠 = 𝑛− 𝑛1. Since we do not know the true DGP, we

can only evaluate the predicting performance of JCVMA. We use the FPE to evaluate the prediction

of sales; that is:

FPE =
1
𝑛𝑠

𝑛𝑠∑︁
𝑠=1

𝜌𝜏,𝑝
(
𝑦𝑛𝑠 − �̂�𝑛𝑠

)
,

where �̂�𝑛𝑠 is estimated using each method. The FPE is averaged after repeating 𝑅 = 500 times.

For easy comparison, we normalize the FPE by dividing it by the FPE of the largest model and

then reporting the relative FPE. A lower relative FPE is indicative of better predictive performance.
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When the relative FPE exceeds 1, this indicates that the specified method performs worse than the

largest model. In this case, instead of using the new method, it is better to simply use the largest

model.

We consider the cases 𝑛1 = 50,100,150, 𝜏 = 0.95,0.05, and 𝑝 = 1,2. The relative FPEs are shown

in Table 4. For clarity, the two best performing methods are labeled as [1] and [2] in the upper right

corner, respectively.

Table 4 Relative FPE of the prediction of collection volume in Design I

𝑝 𝜏 𝑛1 JCVMA5 SAIC SBIC EWA

1 0.5 50 0.529[1] 0.943 0.639[2] 0.676

1 0.5 100 0.641[1] 0.991 0.700[2] 0.759

1 0.5 150 0.753[1] 0.968 0.782[2] 0.823

1 0.05 50 0.340[1] 0.936 0.858 0.509[2]

1 0.05 100 0.302[1] 0.972 0.921 0.376[2]

1 0.05 150 0.392[2] 0.952 0.888 0.319[1]

2 0.5 50 0.231[1] 0.931 0.286[2] 0.370

2 0.5 100 0.283[1] 0.959 0.305[2] 0.437

2 0.5 150 0.248[1] 1.014 0.419[2] 0.711

2 0.05 50 0.144[1] 0.947 0.635 0.350[2]

2 0.05 100 0.069[1] 0.871 0.451 0.122[2]

2 0.05 150 0.070[2] 0.864 0.530 0.037[1]

Interestingly, JCVMA5 is always one of the two best performing methods, exhibiting the best

performance in most cases. EWA and SBIC sometimes perform well and sometimes poorly. SAIC

always performs poorly, especially when 𝑝 = 2, 𝜏 = 0.5, 𝑛1 = 150, while the relative FPE is greater

than 1, which means the model averaging estimator of SAIC is poorer than the largest model.

Importantly, JCVMA is significantly better than the largest model in all cases and the advantages

of asymmetrical situations are more obvious. When 𝑝 = 1, 𝜏 = 0.5, for different settings of 𝑛, the

FPE of JCVMA5 is 53–75% of the FPE of the largest model. When 𝑝 = 1, 𝜏 = 0.05, the FPE of

JCVMA5 is only about 30% of the FPE of the largest model. Besides, when 𝑝 = 2, 𝜏 = 0.5, the

FPE of JCVMA5 is about 25% of the FPE of the largest model. When 𝑝 = 2, 𝜏 = 0.05, the FPE of

JCVMA5 is only about 10% of the FPE of the largest model, which means that the proposed model

averaging methods has an enormous improvement on prediction.
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4.2.2. Design II. In Design II, we first conduct the least squares regression of the full model
and then sort the variables according to the 𝑝-value corresponding to the significance test of
each variable, as shown in Table 5. Then, we consider the following 15 nested candidate models:
{1}, {1, 𝑥1} , . . . , {1, 𝑥1, 𝑥2, . . . , 𝑥14}.

Table 5 Covariates and 𝑝-value

Variable Name 𝑝−value

𝑥1 Delivery volume 0.0000

𝑥2 Timely collection rate 0.0001

𝑥3 Outlet score 0.0001

𝑥4 One-time resolution rate 0.0001

𝑥5 On-time delivery rate 0.0017

𝑥6 Positive feedback from the representative signatory 0.2531

𝑥7 Signed positive feedback rate 0.2641

𝑥8 Secondary complaint rate 0.4098

𝑥9 False sign-off rate 0.4552

𝑥10 Escalation complaint rate 0.5475

𝑥11 Timely departure rate 0.7401

𝑥12 Same-day sign-off rate 0.7929

𝑥13 Total complaint rate 0.8499

𝑥14 Loss rate 0.9842

Similar to Design I, we normalize FPE by dividing it by the FPE of the largest model and report
the relative FPE. The relative FPEs are visualized in Table 6.

The result is similar to that of Design I. We can see that JCVMA5 performs the best in most
cases. EWA and SBIC sometimes perform well and sometimes poorly. SAIC always performs

poorly, especially when 𝑝 = 2,𝜏 = 0.5,𝑛1 = 150, the relative FPE is greater than 1, which means
the model averaging estimator of SAIC is poorer than the largest model. Moreover, JCVMA is
significantly better than the largest model in all cases and the advantages are more obvious than
Design I. Except for the case when 𝑝 = 1, 𝜏 = 0.5, the FPE of JCVMA5 is less than 40% of the FPE
of the largest model. Besides, when 𝜏 = 0.05, the FPE of JCVMA5 is less than 25% of the FPE of
the largest model, which means that the improvement of JCVMA for asymmetric loss is larger than

for symmetric loss.
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Table 6 Relative FPE of the prediction of collection volume in Design II

𝑝 𝜏 𝑛1 JCVMA5 SAIC SBIC EWA

1 0.5 50 0.305[2] 0.647 0.316 0.305[1]

1 0.5 100 0.507[1] 0.648 0.509 0.508[2]

1 0.5 150 0.695 0.762 0.677[1] 0.686[2]

1 0.05 50 0.152[1] 0.627 0.404 0.196[2]

1 0.05 100 0.201[1] 0.670 0.386 0.238[2]

1 0.05 150 0.233[1] 0.529 0.322 0.267[2]

2 0.5 50 0.206[1] 0.932 0.330[2] 0.352

2 0.5 100 0.239[1] 0.990 0.309[2] 0.441

2 0.5 150 0.394[1] 1.003 0.463[2] 0.554

2 0.05 50 0.106[1] 0.933 0.526 0.351[2]

2 0.05 100 0.074[1] 0.926 0.520 0.130[2]

2 0.05 150 0.071[2] 0.865 0.681 0.055[1]

Additionally, we apply our JCVMA to forecast excess stock returns. This analysis can be found in

Section S.2 of the Supplementary Materials, which further illustrates the superiority of our method.

5. Conclusions
We propose a model averaging method under a flexible loss function with a J-fold cross-validation

criterion to determine the weights. Both theoretical findings and simulation results guarantee the

superiority of the proposed method. We apply our method to predict the collection volume of

shipping carrier stores and excess stock returns under a flexible loss function, demonstrating our

method’s advantages.

Several relevant questions deserve future research. First, although we have proved the convergence

of the model averaging estimator, the convergence rate is slower than that of the correct models; we

could develop new model averaging methods to ensure a faster convergence rate. Second, we can

extend our results to more general loss functions, such as the Bregman loss (Bregman 1967). Third,

developing a model averaging method under a flexible loss function for more general models would

be interesting. For instance, we could accommodate the nonlinearity of covariates, dependent data,

and high-dimensional models.
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