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Some popular Machine Learning Uncertainty Quantification (ML-UQ) calibration

statistics do not have predefined reference values and are mostly used in comparative

studies. In consequence, calibration is almost never validated and the diagnostic is

left to the appreciation of the reader. Simulated reference values, based on synthetic

calibrated datasets derived from actual uncertainties, have been proposed to palliate

this problem. As the generative probability distribution for the simulation of syn-

thetic errors is often not constrained, the sensitivity of simulated reference values to

the choice of generative distribution might be problematic, shedding a doubt on the

calibration diagnostic. This study explores various facets of this problem, and shows

that some statistics are excessively sensitive to the choice of generative distribution to

be used for validation when the generative distribution is unknown. This is the case,

for instance, of the correlation coefficient between absolute errors and uncertainties

(CC) and of the expected normalized calibration error (ENCE). A robust validation

workflow to deal with simulated reference values is proposed.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Most calibration statistics are used to compare UQ methods or datasets but are miss-

ing a reference value for validation. For instance, the correlation coefficient between ab-

solute errors and uncertainties1 should be positive, but has no predefined reference value

to compare with2. This is also the case for some conditional calibration statistics, such as

the expected normalized calibration error (ENCE)3, which value depends moreover on the

binning scheme4.

The use of probabilistic5 or simulated6 reference values has been recently proposed to pal-

liate the absence of reference for a calibration statistic. A simulated reference value is esti-

mated by applying the statistic to synthetic datasets containing the actual uncertainties and

simulated errors generated from the uncertainties using a model generative distribution D.

The main issue with simulated references is the choice of D. Some calibration statistics

depend explicitly on D (typically a normal distribution): calibration curves and calibration

error7, negative log-likelihood (NLL)... This scenario fixes the choice of D to simulate a

reference value. However, this is not the case for many other calibration statistics, such as

the calibration error, confidence curves5 or reliability diagrams/ENCE4. Without constraint

on D, the question arises of the sensitivity of such simulated reference values to the choice

of generative distribution.

The case of confidence curves5 enables to underline the main targets of the present study.

A confidence curve is obtained by estimating an error statistic (e.g. the mean absolute er-

ror, MAE) for a dataset iteratively pruned from its largest uncertainties. Plotted against the

percentage of pruned data, the confidence curve tests how the largest errors are associated

with the largest uncertainties. Ideally, a confidence curve should be monotonously decreas-

ing, but there is no predefined reference curve to assess its quality (the so-called oracle is

unreachable in ML regression tasks5). In this context, a confidence curve can inform us on

the quality of the link between errors and uncertainties, but not on calibration. Using a

simulated reference curve can solve this problem, at the cost of a choice for the generative

distribution D, about which Pernot5 has raised two main points:

• the sensitivity of the simulated reference curve to D depends on the error statistic used

to build the confidence curve: the MAE is very sensitive to D, while the root mean-

squared error (RMSE) is not;

• for validation, a confidence band can be estimated from simulated reference curves.

For all error statistics, the width of the confidence band depends on D, leading to
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ambiguous validation diagnostics when D is not constrained.

The present study considers these two points for other calibration statistics. More specifi-

cally, it aims to test (i) how simulated reference values for calibration statistics are sensitive

to the choice of a generative distribution, (ii) how this impacts the validation procedure,

and (iii) whether the uncertainty on the simulated reference value is a good choice of metric

for validation. The focus is limited here to statistics linked to ML regression tasks: the cor-

relation coefficient between absolute errors and uncertainties (CC), an average calibration

statistic (the mean squared z-scores, ZMS), and two conditional calibration statistics (the

ENCE, its ZMS-derived analog ZMSE).

The next section defines the calibration statistics, the validation approach, and proposes

a workflow dealing with the main issues of simulated references. Sect. III presents the appli-

cation of these methods to an ensemble of nine datasets issued from the ML-UQ literature.

The article proceeds with a discussion of the main findings (Sect. IV), and the conclusions

are reported in Sect. V.

II. VALIDATION SCORES FOR CALIBRATION AND CORRELATION STATISTICS

This section presents the simulation method for the estimation of calibration statistics ref-

erences for commonly used correlation, average calibration and conditional calibration statis-

tics in order to define adequate methods for their validation.

A. Probabilistic generative model

Let us consider a dataset composed of paired errors and uncertainties
{

Ei, uEi

}M
i=1 to be

tested for calibration. A few variance-based UQ validation statistics and methods, based

on the correlation between the absolute errors and uncertainties (rank correlation coeffi-

cient (Sect. II B) and confidence curve), avoid the need of a probabilistic model linking those

variables2. In contrast, most of the variance-based UQ calibration statistics are built implic-

itly on a probabilistic model

Ei ∼ D(µ = 0, σ = uEi) (1)

or, equivalently,

Ei = uEi εi (2)

linking errors to uncertainties, where εi is a random number with zero-centered and unit-

variance probability density function [ε ∼ D(µ = 0, σ = 1)]. This model states that errors
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should be unbiased (µ = 0) and that uncertainty quantifies the dispersion of errors, according

to the metrological definition.8

Except in some instances where D is constrained by the method used to generate the

dataset (gaussian process, normal likelihood models...), the shape of D is unknown. This is

notably the case when uncertainties are obtained by post-hoc calibration3,9.

Note that D should not be mistaken for the distribution of errors, which is a compound

distribution between D and the distribution of uncertainties. Let us assume that the errors

are drawn from a distribution D (Eq. 1) with a scale parameter σ, itself distributed according

to a distribution G. The distribution of errors, H, is then a scale mixture distribution with

probability density function

pH(E) =
∫ ∞

0
pD(E|σ) pG(σ) dσ (3)

Example - the NIG distribution. For a normal distribution D = N(0, σ) and a distribution

of variances described by an inverse gamma distribution σ2 ∼ Γ−1( ν
2 , ν

2 ), the compound

distribution H is a Student’s-t distribution with ν degrees of freedom, noted t(ν). This is a

special case of the so-called Normal Inverse Gamma (NIG) distribution used, for instance,

in evidential inference10. @

When D is unknown, there is no evidence that it should be uniform across data space. To

avoid unlimited complexity, this hypothesis will be made in the following, without affecting

the main conclusions of the study.

B. Calibration statistics derived from the generative model

The generative model described above can be used to derive two families of calibration

statistics.

1. The calibration error and related statistics.

The variance of the compound distribution of errors is obtained by the law of total variance,

i.e.

VarH(E) = ⟨VarD(E|σ)⟩G + VarG (⟨E|σ⟩D) (4)

=< u2
E > +VarG (⟨E|σ⟩D) (5)
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where the first RHS term of Eq. 4 has been identified as the mean squared uncertainty <

u2
E >. This expression can be compared to the standard expression for the variance

Var(E) =< E2 > − < E >2 (6)

For an unbiased error distribution, one gets VarG (⟨E|σ⟩D) = 0 and < E >= 0, leading to

< E2 >=< u2
E > (7)

on which some popular calibration statistics are based.

Example, followed. Considering the NIG model, one can easily verify from the properties

of the Student’s-t distribution that

< E2 >= σ2ν/(ν − 2) (8)

(using < E >= 0), and from the Inverse Gamma distribution11 that

< u2
E >= σ2ν/(ν − 2) (9)

so that Eq. 7 is theoretically fulfilled. @

Based on Eq. 7, the Relative Calibration Error is defined as

RCE =
RMV − RMSE

RMV
(10)

where RMSE is the root mean squared error
√
< E2 > and RMV is the root mean variance

(
√
< u2

E >). The RCE has been shown to be very sensitive to the presence of heavy tails in

the uncertainty and error distributions and to be unreliable for a large portion of the studied

ML-UQ datasets12. It is therefore not considered directly here, but it is used in a bin-based

statistic of conditional calibration, the Expected Normalized Calibration Error3

ENCE =
1
N

N

∑
i=1

|RCEi| (11)

where RCEi is estimated over the data within bin i. According to the binning variable,

the ENCE might be used to test consistency (binning on uE) or adaptivity (binning on input

features).13

Pernot4 has shown that the ENCE reference value is not zero, and that it depends on the

binning scheme. As demonstrated in Appendix B, the ENCE depends on the bins size and

does not have a predefined reference value.

In case of heavy-tailed uncertainty distributions, the ENCE is not expected to suffer from

the same problem as the RCE when the binning variable is the uncertainty12. However, it

shares the same sensitivity in the case of heavy-tailed error distributions or when the binning

variable is not the uncertainty.
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2. The ZMS and related statistics.

Another approach to calibration based on Eq. 1 uses scaled errors or z-scores

Zi =
Ei

uEi

∼ D(0, 1) (12)

with the property

Var(Z) = 1 (13)

assessing average calibration for unbiased errors2,14. For biased errors, the calibration equa-

tion becomes

ZMS =< Z2 >= 1 (14)

which is the preferred form for testing13 (ZMS stands for z-score’s mean squares). This

choice is motivated by the use of the ZMS for binned data, where, even for an unbiased

dataset, one should not expect every bin to be unbiased. The ZMS does not depend on a

distribution hypothesis and its target value is 1.

The negative log-likelihood (NLL) score can be written as15

NLL =
1
2

(
< Z2 > + < ln u2

E > + ln 2π
)

(15)

It combines an average calibration term, the ZMS,16 and a sharpness term driving the uncer-

tainties towards small values17 when the NLL is used as a loss function, hence preventing

the minimization of < Z2 > by arbitrary large uncertainties. The NLL is the logarithm of

a normal probability density function and therefore should be used only when the errors

and uncertainties are linked by a standard normal generative distribution (D = N(0, 1)).

Knowing the reference value of < Z2 >, one can assign a reference value to the NLL

NLLre f =
1
2

(
1+ < ln u2

E > + ln 2π
)

(16)

Note that Rasmussen et al.6 treat the NLL as if it had no predefined reference value and

needed a simulated reference. This is not the case when the NLL is defined by Eq. 15, but

it might be for other likelihood definitions. In the present case, for a given set of uncertain-

ties, validation of the NLL is equivalent to the validation of the ZMS, with the additional

constraint of a normal generative model.

By analogy with the ENCE, one can define a ZMS-based mean calibration error18

ZMSE =
1
N

N

∑
i=1

| ln ZMSi| (17)
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where i runs over the N bins and ZMSi is estimated with the data in bin i. The logarithm

accounts for the fact that ZMS is a scale statistic (a ZMS of 2 entails a deviation of the same

amplitude as a ZMS of 0.5). As for the ENCE, the ZMSE measures conditional calibration,

i.e. consistency if the binning variable is the uncertainty or adaptivity if it is an input fea-

ture. Also, the ZMSE depends on the bins size (Appendix B), and doe not have a predefined

reference value. As observed for the ZVE defined by Pernot4, one might expect the ZMSE to

be more reliable than the ENCE for heavy-tailed uncertainty distributions, but it shares its

sensitivity to heavy-tailed error distributions12.

C. Correlation

The correlation between absolute errors and uncertainties

CC = cor(|E|, uE) (18)

is used to assess the strength of the link between these variables1. One expects large absolute

errors to be associated with large uncertainties and small uncertainties to be associated with

small absolute errors. However, the link is not symmetric, as small absolute errors might

be associated with large uncertainties. To account for a possible non linear relation and to

reduce the sensitivity to outliers, Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient is recommended to

estimate CC.

A positive value of CC is desirable, but, considering the probabilistic link between errors

and uncertainties, its reference value cannot be 1.2 In absence of a specified target value, the

CC alone should not be used in comparative studies, nor for validation.

D. Validation

The validation protocol has been presented in Ref12. The main points are summarized

here. For a given dataset (E, uE) and statistic ϑ, one estimates the statistic over the dataset

ϑest and a 95 % confidence interval IBS =
[
I−BS, I+BS

]
by bootstrapping using the Bias Corrected

Accelerated (BCa) method19. One can then test that the target value for the statistic, ϑre f , lies

within IBS, i.e.

ϑre f ∈
[
I−BS, I+BS

]
(19)
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For a non-binary agreement measure, a standardized score ζ is defined as

ζ(ϑest, ϑre f , IBS) =


ϑest−ϑre f

I+BS−ϑest
i f (ϑest − ϑre f ) ≤ 0

ϑest−ϑre f

ϑest−I−BS
i f (ϑest − ϑre f ) > 0

(20)

that can be tested by

|ζ(ϑest, ϑre f , IBS)| ≤ 1 (21)

which is equivalent to the interval test (Eq. 19). In addition, ζ provides valuable information

about the sign and amplitude of the agreement between the statistic and its reference value.

The validation procedure depends then on the availability of ϑre f , as shown next.

1. Predefined ϑre f

If ϑre f is known, one can directly use Eq. 20 to estimate

ζBS = ζ(ϑest, ϑre f , IBS) (22)

which will be considered below as the benchmark method against which the alternative

simulation-based methods will be evaluated.

2. Estimation of ϑre f by simulation

For those statistics without a predefined reference value, one has to make an hypothesis

on D, in order to generate ϑre f from ideally calibrated datasets:

1. Choose a unit-variance generative distribution D(0, 1).

2. Draw a set of pseudo-errors from the actual uncertainties by applying Eq. 1 and es-

timate the corresponding statistic ϑ̃D, where the subscript D denotes the choice of

generative distribution.

3. Repeat step 2 NMC times (Monte Carlo sampling).

4. Take the mean value ϑ̃D,re f =< ϑ̃D > and estimate the standard error on ϑ̃D,re f :

u(ϑ̃D,re f ) = sd(ϑ̃D)/
√

NMC, where sd(x) is the standard deviation of variable x.

For NMC on the order of 104, one should have 2u(ϑ̃D,re f ) ≪ UBS, where UBS is the half range

of IBS, and Eq. 20 can be applied without accounting for the uncertainty on ϑ̃D,re f . One can

then estimate a ζ-score

ζSimD = ζ(ϑest, ϑ̃D,re f , IBS) (23)
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Note that this approach differs from the one proposed previously in the literature5,6,

where the value of the statistic was considered as fixed and the reference value as a ran-

dom variable with uncertainty sd(ϑ̃D). This scenario is implemented for comparison, with

ζSim2D = ζ(ϑest, ϑ̃D,re f , ID) (24)

using a confidence interval ID estimated from the the quantiles of the simulated sample of

ϑ̃D.

It is important to acknowledge that validation tests based on the latter approach present

two drawbacks when compared to the bootstrapping-based procedure: (1) they ignore un-

certainty on ϑest, creating an asymmetric treatment of the statistics, depending on the exis-

tence or not of a known reference value; (2) the limits of the confidence interval ID can be

very sensitive to the choice of generative distribution D,5 as will be illustrated in Sect. III.

3. Recommended validation workflow

A recommended validation workflow for a given statistic ϑ is shown in Fig. 1. Note

that it is essential that ϑ should be first confirmed as being fit to the purpose of the study,

notably for datasets with highly skewed and/or heavy-tailed uncertainty and/or error

distributions12.

For statistics with a known reference value, one can apply directly the benchmark method

(Eq. 22). In the absence of a predefined reference value for a statistic, one might generate a

simulated one (Sect. II D 2), but a crucial point of this method is the choice of a generative

distribution D linking the errors to the uncertainties (Eq. 1).

If D is well constrained, one may proceed to the estimation of the simulated reference

value ϑ̃D,re f and use it for validation (Eq. 23). In absence of constraints on D, it is essential to

estimate the sensitivity of ϑ̃D,re f to D. For this, at least two alternative shapes for D have to

be considered, for instance D = N(0, 1) and D = ts(ν), where the unit-variance Student’s-t

distribution is defined as

ts(ν) = t(ν)/
√

ν/(ν − 2) (25)

One should use a value of ν small enough to provide a contrast with the normal distribution,

but not too small, as it might generate problematic error sets with very heavy tails and many

outliers. From numerical experiments in a former study12, a value of ν = 6 is found to be

a good compromise. If the simulated reference values for these choices of D differ more

than their statistical uncertainty, the statistic is deemed to be over-sensitive to D and should
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Figure 1. Flowchart for the validation of a statistic ϑ. ϑre f is the reference value used for validation,

ϑest is the actual value of the statistic, IBS is the bootstrapped CI for ϑest and D is the error generative

distribution.

not be used for validation. Otherwise, one might proceed as in the case of a predefined D

(Eq. 23).

III. APPLICATIONS

The validation approach presented above is applied to nine datasets extracted from the

ML-UQ literature, with a focus on the shape of z-scores distributions and its consequences

on the validation process. This is followed by a thorough study of the sensitivity of the

validation procedure to various parameters, such as the uncertainty distribution and the
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Set # Name Size (M) βGM(u2
E) βGM(E2) βGM(Z2)

1 Diffusion_RF24 2040 0.40 0.82 0.73

2 Perovskite_RF24 3834 0.72 0.94 0.83

3 Diffusion_LR24 2040 0.66 0.74 0.69

4 Perovskite_LR24 3836 0.74 0.82 0.69

5 Diffusion_GPR_Bayesian24 2040 0.19 0.78 0.79

6 Perovskite_GPR_Bayesian24 3818 0.50 0.96 0.95

7 QM9_E9 13885 0.93 0.98 0.78

8 logP_10k_a_LS-GCN6 5000 0.30 0.79 0.78

9 logP_150k_LS-GCN6 5000 0.30 0.77 0.75

Table I. The nine datasets used in this study: number, name, size and reference.

shape of the generative distribution.

A. The datasets

Nine test sets with a priori calibrated uncertainties have been extracted from the recent

ML-UQ literature for the prediction of physico-chemical properties by a diverse panel of

ML and UQ methods. These datasets were tested by Pernot12 for average calibration by

the RCE and ZMS statistics. The characterization of the squared uncertainty and squared

error distributions by robust skewness and kurtosis statistics (βGM and κCS)20–23 was used

to screen heavy-tailed distributions likely to cause reliability problems in the statistical val-

idation of RCE and ZMS. It was found that βGM and κCS were mostly redundant for these

datasets, and only βGM is reported in Table I. βGM is robust to outliers, varies between -1

and 1 and is null for symmetric distributions. For u2
E distributions, an upper safety limit of

0.6 for βGM was established based on an Inverse Gamma distribution model, while for E2

and Z2 this limit is 0.8, based on a Fisher distribution model12. Values exceeding these limits

are noted in bold face in Table I.

In this previous study12, the analysis of u2
E and E2 distributions enabled also to show

that applying the generative model (Eq. 1) led to reject the normality of D for all the studied

datasets. Typically, the errors are much more dispersed than what would be expected from

a normal generative distribution. As this is a central point for the estimation of simulated

reference values, the distribution of Z, which should reflect the empirical shape of D for

calibrated datasets is analyzed next.
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Set # µZ σZ bZ (%) νZ νZ2

1 -0.027(22) 0.980(30) 3 6.0 7.9

2 -0.018(15) 0.940(26) 2 3.3 4.9

3 0.002(23) 1.058(18) 0 20.1 15.1

4 -0.021(18) 1.107(16) 2 9.1 8.2

5 0.006(20) 0.920(21) 1 3.9 2.7

6 -0.005(16) 0.992(37) 1 1.4 0.9

7 0.0174(84) 0.9858(99) 2 4.4 4.0

8 0.050(14) 0.961(16) 5 3.9 3.7

9 -0.260(13) 0.951(23) 27 3.1 20.2

Table II. Summary statistics for the z-scores (Z): µZ is the mean value, σZ the standard deviation,

bZ = 100(µZ − 0)/σZ measures relative bias and νZ is the number of degrees of freedom resulting

from the fit of the data by a scaled and shifted Student’s-t distribution. The last column reports the

shape parameter for the fit of Z2 distributions by a F(1, νZ2) distribution12.

1. Distributions of z-scores

The fit of z-scores distributions by a scaled-and-shifted Student’s-t distribution is done

by maximum likelihood estimation25. Table II reports the mean values, standard deviations,

relative bias and the number of degrees of freedom νZ . The smaller νZ, the farther one is

from a normal distribution. Note that this fit accounts for a possible bias in the dataset,

which is non-negligible for Sets 8 and 9 (above 5 % of the standard deviation). The values

of νZ reported here are globally consistent with the ones obtained previously12 for the fit of

the distributions of Z2 by a Fisher-Snedecor F(1, νZ2) distribution, except for Set 9 for which

the bias was not taken into account. Fig 2 shows the comparison of the best fits of z-scores

by normal and scaled-and-shifted Student’s-t distributions.

The only sets for which one gets close to normality are Set 3, with νZ = 20.1, and to

a lesser degree Set 4, with νZ = 9.1. Overall, one has rather small νZ values, rejecting

unambiguously the normality of z-scores for 7 or 8 out of nine datasets. As a side effect, let

us note that the normality of z-scores should not be used as a calibration criterion, unless D

is known to be normal.
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Figure 2. Z-scores distributions (histograms) with normal (red line) and scaled and shifted Student’s-

t (blue line) fits. For legibility, the histograms have been truncated to ±3 standard deviations, hiding

a few outlying values.

B. Analysis of the generative model

Considering the generative model, the distribution of z-scores for calibrated datasets should

be identical to D. To check how close the distribution of z-scores is to the errors generative

distribution, simulated error distributions have been generated using the actual uncertain-

ties and two generative distributions: a standard Normal distribution N(0, 1) and a unit-

variance Student’s-t distribution ts(νZ) with the degrees of freedom reported in Table II. The

results are shown in Fig. 3.

The ts-based model offers a better fit to the errors histogram for all Sets except 3 and 4,
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Figure 3. Recovery of the error distributions with the generative model, using a normal distribution

(red line) or a unit-variance Student’s distribution ts(νZ) (νZ from Table II; blue line). For Set 6, the

Student’s-t model cannot be generated because of the infinite variance for νZ < 2 and it was replaced

by νZ = 2.1.

for which it is on par with the normal model. Note that for Set 6 the value of νZ had to be

increased to 2.1 to avoid the infinite variance due to νZ ≤ 2.

It is thus clear that a normal generative distribution D = N(0, 1) is not likely to pro-

vide simulated error distributions with properties close to the actual errors, except for a few

datasets.
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C. Sensitivity analysis

In the previous section, we have seen that if there is a best choice for the generative

distribution D, it is rarely the normal distribution. In absence of strong constraints to guide

this choice, it is important to assess the sensitivity to D of the simulated reference values

for the candidate calibration statistics, and more globally the sensitivity of the validation

ζ-scores.

1. Sensitivity of ϑ̃D,re f to the uncertainty distribution

A first point is the appreciation of the dependence of the simulated reference values on the

uncertainty distribution. For this, a normal generative distribution is chosen [D = N(0, 1)],

and ϑ̃D,re f and u(ϑ̃D,re f ) are estimated for each statistic and the nine example datasets. The

sampling size is NMC = 104 and uE is sorted and parted into 50 equal-size bins to estimate

the ENCE and ZMSE statistics. The results are presented in Fig. 4.

For the ZMS [Fig. 4(a)], the simulation recovers trivially the predefined reference value,

as the simulated z-scores are directly samples of the D distribution. For CC [Fig. 4(b)], ϑ̃D,re f

is seen to depend strongly on the dataset, confirming the absence of a common reference

value for these datasets. The ENCE [Fig. 4(c)] and ZMSE [Fig. 4(e)] follow a parallel pattern,

which is mostly due to the sensitivity of these variables to the dataset size, M (Appendix B).

The correction of this trend by multiplying the statistics by M1/2 [Fig. 4(d,f)] shows that the

common pattern disappears and that each uncertainty set leads to its own reference value,

even if a few CIs overlap. The ENCE has an outstanding value of ϑ̃D,re f for Set 7, which is not

the case for the ZMSE, and is certainly a symptom of the stratification of the uncertainties

resulting from an isotonic regression post-hoc calibration13,15,26.

Globally, apart from the ZMS, on needs therefore to estimate a simulated reference value

for each set and statistic.

2. Sensitivity of ϑ̃D,re f to D

The simulated reference values are generated for Sets 7 and 8 (as representative of the

largest sets with markedly different uncertainty distributions) from their actual uncertainties

by using a unit-variance Student’s-t generative distribution D = ts(ν) for a range of degrees

of freedom between 3 and 20, covering the range of values observed for νZ (Table II). The

sampling size is NMC = 104 and uE is sorted and parted into 50 equal-size bins to estimate
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Figure 4. Sensitivity of ϑ̃D,re f to the dataset for the ZMS (a), CC (b), ENCE (c, d) and ZMSE (e, f)

statistics. The generative distribution is standard normal, D = N(0, 1).

the ENCE, ZMSE. The results are presented in Fig. 5.

For ZMS [Fig. 5(a)], one expects to observe the conformity of the simulated reference

value with the known reference value (i.e. ϑ̃ν,re f ≃ 1), independently of the chosen gen-

erative distribution. This is the case, albeit with a notable increase of Monte Carlo sampling

uncertainty as v decreases. For CC [Fig. 5(b)], the sensitivity to ν depends on the value of the

statistic, and it is less marked for low CC values (Set 8) than for larger ones (Set 7). For the

ENCE [Fig. 5(c)] and ZMSE [Fig. 5(d)] statistics, there is no ambiguity, as the simulated ref-
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Figure 5. Sensitivity of the simulated reference values to the generative distribution. Calibrated

datasets are generated from the actual uncertainties of Sets 7 and 8, using a generative distribution

D = ts(ν) with ν degrees of freedom.

erence values depend strongly on ν, with a similar behavior for both statistics and datasets.

This sensitivity analysis is based on a worst case scenario where the lower values of ν

generate amounts of outliers that can disturb the reliability of calibration statistics. It sug-

gests that using too extreme generative distributions D for the sensitivity analysis of those

statistics without reference values might be counterproductive. For instance, a Student’s-t

distribution with defined skewness and kurtosis requires ν ≥ 5, and in the following one

will use ts(ν = 6) as an alternative to the normal distribution.

Ignoring small values of ν, one still sees that the CC, ENCE and ZMSE statistics can

hardly be useful in a validation context when the generative distribution D is unknown.
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3. Sensitivity of ζ-scores to D

We now consider how the sensitivity of ϑ̃D,re f to D propagates to the ζ-scores. For the

simulated reference values, two options for D are considered: a standard normal (ζSimN,

ζSim2N) and unit-variance Student’s-t distribution with 6 degrees of freedom ts(ν = 6)

(ζSimT, ζSim2T). This value has been chosen to avoid the perturbation of the statistics by

extreme values as observed in the previous section.

The results for the ZMS, CC, ENCE and ZMSE statistics and the pertinent simulation

scenarios are reported in Figs. 6-7. The intermediate variables for the calculation of these

ζ-scores are reported in Appendix A.

Let us first consider the results for the ZMS statistic [Figs. 6(a)]. There is a good agree-

ment between the three bootstrapped CI-based estimations (BS, SimN, SimT). The absence

of notable difference between the SimN and SimT results confirms the low sensitivity of this

method to the choice of D. It is also clear that the Sim2N and Sim2T scores can differ notably

from the other scores and between them, confirming a high sensitivity of the Monte Carlo

CI ID to D. Sets 1-6 have been analyzed in an earlier study13, by using the Var(Z) score and

an approximate analytical estimation of confidence intervals27. The validation results differ

at the margin, as the approximate method used previously seems to provide slightly wider

CIs than the bootstrapped ones used here, and is therefore less stringent.

For the CC statistic [Figs. 6(b)], it appears that the choice of D has always a sizable effect,

even for the Sim protocol. In consequence, and unless one trusts more one of the two op-

tions for D, the CC statistic cannot be reliably validated for the studied datasets. Note that,

by chance and despite the amplitude of the D-induced discrepancies, all the CC validation

statistics for a given dataset agree on the binary validation diagnostic. One might be then

tempted to conclude that only Sets 3 and 4 have CCs compatible with their simulated ref-

erence values. Note that in this case, the Sim and Sim2 ζ-scores for a given choice of D are

very similar.

The ζ-scores for the ENCE and ZMSE statistics have been estimated for N = 20 bins

and present very similar features (Fig.7): a notable sensitivity to D and a large difference

between the Sim and Sim2 protocols (except for Set 3). The latter observation confirms that

one should not use the Monte Carlo CIs to estimate the ζ-scores. Focusing on the SimN and

SimT results, it appears that they globally agree to reject consistency, except for Set 3 where

consistency would be validated by SimT, as observed in Appendix C. However, we have

shown above that for Sets 3 and 4 the SimN scenario is the most plausible.
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Figure 6. Validation of the ZMS and CC statistics with ζ-scores obtained by bootstrapping (BS) and

by simulation with two hypotheses on the errors distribution D : Normal (SimN) and ts(ν = 6)

(SimT), compared to the Monte Carlo approach of Rasmussen et al.6 (Sim2N and Sim2T). In absence

of a predefined reference value, the BS approach is not available for CC.

It is somewhat striking that the validation scores of ENCE and ZMSE are so simi-

lar, despite notable differences in the reliability of the RCE and ZMS statistics exposed

previously12. In fact, it was shown that both statistics shared a similar sensitivity to the

tailedness of error distributions, unlike their sensitivity to the tailedness of uncertainty dis-

tributions, where only the RCE could be notably biased. Binning along uE is expected to

erase the tailedness problem of (binned) uncertainty distributions, placing both ENCE and

ZMSE on an equal footing. This would not be the case for another binning variable.
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Figure 7. Same as Fig. 6 for the ENCE and ZMSE consistency scores. In absence of a predefined

reference value, the BS approach is not available for these statistics.

IV. DISCUSSION

This study focuses on the validation of correlation and calibration statistics by standard-

ized ζ-scores, for which one needs reference values and confidence interval estimates. Ref-

erence values are predefined for the ZMS statistic, but not for CC, ENCE and ZMSE. In the

latter cases, it is possible to generate reference values by a Monte Carlo approach, which

implies to generate simulated error sets from the actual uncertainties, using a generative

distribution D. A reference value and its standard error can be obtained by repeating this

random sampling. The choice of an interval-based validation method results from the often

marked non-normality of the error and uncertainty datasets, which prevents the use of more

standard z-scores or t-scores. CIs are therefore estimated by bootstrapping for all statistics,
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by taking care that the bootstrap distributions can be non-normal and asymmetric.

In absence of a predefined reference, Pernot5 and Rasmussen et al.6 proposed to use the

standard deviation or CI of the simulated reference value as a metric to compare the es-

timated statistic to its reference value. This study shows unambiguously that several dis-

advantages come with this approach: (i) it introduces an asymmetry of treatment between

the statistics with known and unknown reference values, using bootstrapping-based uncer-

tainties for the former and simulation-based uncertainties for the latter6; (ii) the standard

deviation (or CI) of the simulated reference values is strongly dependent on the chosen gen-

erative distribution D; and (iii) in such cases, validation becomes dependent on the often ad

hoc choice of D.

To circumvent these issues, it is suggested here to use the bootstrapping-based intervals in-

dependently of the existence of a reference value, and to characterize the simulated reference by

its standard error (standard deviation of the mean), which is much less sensitive to the choice

of D. Moreover, with a moderate effort on the Monte Carlo sampling, it is possible to en-

sure that this standard error becomes negligible before the bootstrapping-based uncertainty,

which solves the problem of the dependence of the ζ-scores on the simulated reference un-

certainty. The impact of this approach has been shown by comparing SimN to SimT and

Sim2N to Sim2T (Figs.6-7): in all cases the proposed approach reduces the sensitivity to D,

except for CC where it is about identical.

Another and less manageable source of sensitivity of the ζ-scores to D comes with the

simulated reference value itself. For instance, the mean value of any statistic that involves a

sign loss of the simulated errors (e.g. absolute value, squared value...) is likely to be affected

by the shape/width of the errors distribution. This is particularly visible for the CC, ENCE

and ZMSE statistics, but much less for the ZMS. For confidence curves, Pernot5 has shown

that the simulated reference based on the RMS of the errors was insensitive to D, which was

not the case for the MAE. The sensitivity of a simulated reference value to the generative model has

therefore to be directly assessed before using it for validation.

V. CONCLUSION

This study sheds a critical look at the validation of an average calibration statistics

(ZMS), a correlation statistic (CC) and two conditional calibration statistics (ENCE, ZMSE).

A benchmark method was defined for those statistics with a predefined reference value

(ZMS) and compared to simulation approaches for statistics with no predefined reference
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value (CC, ENCE and ZMSE). A validation workflow was proposed to deal with the main

obstacles of the simulation approach (Fig. 1) and notably with the sensitivity of simulated

reference values to the generative distribution D used to generate ideal synthetic errors from

actual uncertainties.

Important conclusions about the studied statistics have been obtained from a series of

ML-UQ datasets from the literature.

• The generative distribution D is not necessarily normal. The error distributions obtained

by the generative model with a normal distribution D (Eq. 1) rarely agree with the ac-

tual error distributions. Better fits are often obtained by using the distribution of scaled

errors (z-scores) as a proxy. In some instances, e.g. Bayesian Neural Networks or Gaus-

sian Processes, the generative distributions is prescribed, but this is not generally the

case. Thus, before using an hypothetical generative distribution to simulate unknown

reference values, one should test its pertinence for the dataset(s) under scrutiny.

• The use of simulated reference values for the CC, ENCE and ZMSE statistics is not reliable if

D is unknown. It has been shown that the simulated reference values for these statis-

tics are highly sensitive to the choice of generative distribution D. If D is unknown,

one cannot estimate a reliable reference value for their validation. For CC, checking

that it is positive is the best that can be done and there is not much sense in compar-

ing CC values of different datasets (the largest value is not necessarily the better!). A

much more powerful and reliable approach is the plotting of RMSE-based confidence

curves with bootstrapped CI and simulated reference value. Similarly, the simulated

reference values for measures such as the ENCE and ZMSE are very sensitive to the

choice of D and therefore cannot generally be used for validation of conditional cal-

ibration. When used for comparative studies, they should be limited to datasets of

identical sizes and to identical binning schemes. Validation is possible by alternative

approaches, such as the “extrapolation to zero bins” method used in Appendix C, or

maybe by the estimation of the “fraction of valid bins” proposed by Pernot13. How-

ever, the reliability of the latter approach still needs to be demonstrated for a diversity

of datasets.

Finally, the only case where the use of simulated reference values seems well adapted is for

confidence curves, as the RMSE-based reference curve does not depend on D. However,

there are probably other calibration statistics for which this concept might be useful, and the

proposed workflow should enable to validate them with confidence.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Results tables for standardized scores

The numerical values necessary to build Fig. 6 are reported here (Tables A1-A4), with a

summary of the necessary equations. Each table contains the values for one of the ZMS and

CC statistics.

All standardized ζ-scores are built from the equation

ζ(ϑest, ϑre f , I) =


ϑest−ϑre f
I+−ϑest

i f (ϑest − ϑre f ) ≤ 0
ϑest−ϑre f
ϑest−I− i f (ϑest − ϑre f ) > 0

(A1)

where ϑest is the estimated value of the statistic, ϑre f is its reference value, and I = [I−, I+] is

a 95% confidence interval. The values of ϑre f and I are estimated according to three schemes

Scheme ϑre f I

BS Predefined Bootstrapped

Sim Monte Carlo Bootstrapped

Sim2 Monte Carlo Monte Carlo

In the absence of a predefined reference value, ζBS cannot be estimated.

In the Sim and Sim2 schemes, synthetic error sets are generated according to

Ei = uE,iϵi (A2)

where uE,i is one of the uncertainties in the original dataset, and ϵi is a random value from

the generative distribution D (ϵi ∼ D(0, 1) ). Two variants of D are considered in the present

study, denoted N and T:

N: a standard normal distribution D = N(0, 1)

T: a unit_variance Student’s-t distribution D = ts(6)

One has thus five options for the estimation of standardized scores: ζBS, ζSimN, ζSim2N, ζSimT,

ζSim2T, which are reported in the results tables with intermediate results and in Fig. 6.
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Table A1. Intermediate values for the estimation of ζ-scores for the ZMS statistics.
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Table A2. Same as Table A1 for the CC statistic.
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Table A3. Same as Table A1 for the ENCE statistic.
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Table A4. Same as Table A1 for the ZMSE statistic.
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Appendix B: Reference values for the ENCE and ZMSE statistic

The ENCE and ZMSE statistics have been shown previously to depend on the binning

scheme4. We consider here other sources of influence, such as the dataset size, and uncer-

tainty distribution shape. This study is performed on synthetic datasets, and the depen-

dence on the generative model is also assessed.

Simulated reference values ϑ̃D,re f for the ENCE and ZMSE statistics have been estimated

from NMC = 5000 synthetic calibrated datasets generated by the NIG model

E ∼ uE × N(0, 1) (B1)

u2
E ∼ Γ−1(ν/2, ν/2) (B2)

with three varying parameters: the dataset size M ∈ {2000, 4000, 8000, 12000, 16000} , the

number of equal-size bins N ∈ {10, 20, 30, 40, 50} and the shape of the uncertainty distribu-

tion ν ∈ {3, 4, 5, 6, 12, 24}. The relative uncertainties on the reported mean reference values

are around 1.5 10−3. The results are shown in Fig. A1.

The dependence of the ENCE on the number of bins was shown in a previous study4 to

be in N1/2. The log-log plot in Fig. A1(left) reveals that the ENCE depends also on M as

a power law. One has thus ENCE = αMβN1/2 with β ≃ −1/2. The same data are then

plot on a linear scale as a function of (N/M)1/2, from which one can see a perfect linear fit

by ϑ̃N,re f = α × (N/M)1/2 with α ≃ 0.56. The ZMSE presents features very similar to the

ENCE, with a different slope, ϑ̃N,re f ≃ 1.14 × (N/M)1/2. In both cases, the impact of the

uncertainty distribution is minor, albeit larger for ENCE than for ZMSE, and negligible for

the validation process.

It seems therefore that, for a normal generative model and a chosen binning scheme, it

is possible to define a reference value for the ENCE and ZMSE statistics for each dataset.

The availability of a predefined reference value would considerably simplify the validation

approach, when compared to the extrapolation-based one proposed by Pernot4.

Let us now check the sensitivity of this approach to the generative distribution. The same

protocol as above is followed for another choice of generative model (denoted T6IG)

E ∼ uE × ts(6) (B3)

u2
E ∼ Γ−1(ν/2, ν/2) (B4)

and the results are shown in Fig. A2.

The same linear relationship as for the normal generative distribution is observed, but,

in each case, with a different slope and a small positive intercept. Besides, a very small
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Figure A1. Sensitivity of simulated ENCE and ZMSE values to the dataset size (M), number of bins

(N) and shape of the uncertainty distribution (ν), for calibrated datasets generated from the NIG

model.

deviation from linearity can also be perceived. For ENCE, one gets then ϑ̃T,re f ≃ 0.004 +

0.779 × (N/M)1/2 and for ZMSE ϑ̃T,re f ≃ 0.006 + 1.577 × (N/M)1/2.

It seems thus impossible to define a reference value for ENCE and ZMSE if the generative

distribution is unknown.
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Figure A2. Same as Fig. A1 for the T6IG model.
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Appendix C: Validation of ZMSE for the application datasets

For each of the nine datasets, one establishes a ZMSE validation diagnostic by a method

which is independent of a generative distribution hypothesis. For this, the ZMSE is es-

timated for a series of bin numbers N between 10 and 150, with the constraint that bins

should not contain less than 20 data points. The data with N > 20 are fitted by a linear

model as a function of (N/M)1/2. The intercept of the regression line is then compared

to zero.4 The reference lines for the NIG and T6IG models defined in Appendix B are also

plotted for comparison.

All the datasets are failing this validation test of conditional calibration (consistency), as

none of the red intervals encloses the origin. Note however that for some datasets (e.g. Sets

3 and 4), it is possible to choose a number of bins such that the ZMSE is compatible with

the T6IG reference (dotted line). This shows the danger of using a reference value from an

unconstrained generative model.
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Figure A3. Validation of ZMSE by the extrapolation method: ZMSE are estimated for a sequence of

bin numbers and plotted as function of (N/M)1/2 (blue dots); this sequence (for N > 20) is fitted by

a linear model (solid red line); reference lines are plotted for the NIG (dashed line) and T6IG (dotted

line) models.
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