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Abstract

Estimates of causal parameters such as conditional average treatment effects (CATEs)
and conditional quantile treatment effects (CQTEs) play an important role in real-
world decision making. Given this importance, one should ensure these estimators
are calibrated. While there is a rich literature on calibrating estimators of non-causal
parameters, very few methods have been derived for calibrating estimators of causal
parameters, or more generally estimators of quantities involving nuisance parameters.

In this work, we provide a general framework for calibrating predictors involving
nuisance estimation. We consider a notion of calibration defined with respect to an
arbitrary, nuisance-dependent loss ℓ, under which we say an estimator θ is calibrated
if its predictions cannot be changed on any level set to decrease loss. We prove generic
upper bounds on the calibration error of any causal parameter estimate θ with respect
to any loss ℓ using a concept called Neyman Orthogonality. Our bounds involve two
decoupled terms — one measuring the error in estimating the unknown nuisance pa-
rameters, and the other representing the calibration error in a hypothetical world where
the learned nuisance estimates were true. We use our bound to analyze the conver-
gence of two sample splitting algorithms for causal calibration. One algorithm, which
applies to universally orthogonalizable loss functions, transforms the data into gener-
alized pseudo-outcomes and applies an off-the-shelf calibration procedure. The other
algorithm, which applies to conditionally orthogonalizable loss functions, extends the
classical uniform mass binning algorithm to include nuisance estimation. Our results
are exceedingly general, showing that essentially any existing calibration algorithm
can be used in causal settings, with additional loss only arising from errors in nuisance
estimation.
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1 Introduction

At the heart of causal inference is the estimation of causal effects or causal parameters.
Various methods have been developed for estimating quantities such as conditional average
treatment effects [1, 48, 11], conditional quantile treatment effects [12, 16, 28], policy treat-
ment effects [26], and more. Due to the partially-observed nature of causal effect estimation,
performing inference on causal parameters is often more difficult than traditional statistical
estimation. In particular, producing efficient estimates of causal effects often requires esti-
mating various nuisance parameters, such as propensity scores [45] and expected outcomes
under control/treatment.

Orthogonal to the problem of causal estimation is the problem of calibration which has
long been studied in both theory and practice by the general machine learning community
[19, 36, 31, 35, 50, 27, 43, 25, 10, 9, 14]. As typically presented, an estimator is calibrated if,
when it makes a given prediction, the observed outcome on average is said prediction. For a
causal application, consider a doctor predicting the effectiveness of a cancer treatment. His
predictions would be calibrated if, for the patients he predicts the prescribed treatment will
provide a five year increase in lifespan, the actual average increase in lifespan is five years.
An estimator of an unknown parameter need not be accurate to be calibrated. For instance,
a constant predictor of the mean outcome would be a calibrated estimate of the regression
function but would be considered inaccurate. What calibration does ensure is that given
predictions are representative of true outcomes in order of signs and magnitudes. In fact,
calibrated predictions can also be shown to enable optimal downstream decision-making in
terms of expected utility maximization [41]. Furthermore, given some already trained model
(e.g. a neural network or random forest), calibration can be obtained with relatively few addi-
tional data points and typically does not adversely impact model performance. Researchers
have developed simple, univariate regression algorithms such as isotonic regression [56, 2],
Platt scaling [44, 22], histogram/uniform mass binning [55, 21], and fixed-width binning to
calibrate general machine learning models/statistical estimators.

Despite the vast literature on calibration, relatively little has been studied about the
calibration of estimators for causal parameters/treatment effects. Moreover, existing results
(which we discuss in the related work section below) only show that specific calibration algo-
rithms, such as isotonic regression, exhibit convergence guarantees when applied to estimates
of specific causal parameters, such as conditional average treatment effects. Since causal esti-
mates, including as conditional average treatment effects and local average treatment effects,
are used to design policies in fields such as advertising, medicine, and beyond, and since cali-
brated predictions facilitate optimal downstream decision making [41], it is thus crucial that
these causal predictions are calibrated.

This lag in the development of causal calibration techniques is naturally due to the pres-
ence of nuisance parameters in causal tasks. For illustrative purposes, we discuss calibrating
CATE estimates. Given observations Z = (X,A, Y ), where X ∈ X represents the set of
covariates, A ∈ {0, 1} indicates binary treatment, and Y = AY (1) + (1−A)Y (0) represents
observations for potential outcomes Y (0) and Y (1), the CATE is defined as

θCATE(x) := E[Y (1)− Y (0) | X = x].

Naturally, an estimate θ of θCATE is (perfectly) calibrated if θ(X) = E[Y (1)− Y (0) | θ(X)].

1



Likewise, θ could be said to be approximately calibrated if the L2 error E((θ(X)−E[Y (1)−
Y (0) | θ(X)])2)1/2 is small.

To calibrate an estimate θ of θCATE using an off-the-shelf method, one would need to
observe both potential outcomes Y (0) and Y (1), which cannot occur in practice. Instead the
learner must instead estimate the propensity score π0(x) := P(A = 1 | X = x) and expected
outcomes µ0(a, x) := E[Y | A = a,X = x] from the data, which serve as nuisance parameters.
Once these parameters are approximated, say by estimates π and µ, the observed data can
be transformed into “pseudo-outcomes,” which simulate full observations in expectation.

By appropriately leveraging the aforementioned pseudo-outcomes, van der Laan et al.
[52] are able to show that isotonic regression, which fits a monotonically increasing post-
processing to an estimator, can be used to calibrate CATE estimates. However, if one wants
to calibrate estimates of other common causal parameters such as local average treatment
effects and conditional quantile treatment effects, or if one wants to use other calibration
algorithms such as histogram binning or Platt scaling, additional theory needs to be devel-
oped. While one could derive individual results for calibrating an estimate of “parameter A”
under “algorithm B”, this would likely lead to repeatedly reinventing the wheel. The ques-
tion considered in this paper is thus as follows: can one construct a framework that allows a
statistician to calibrate general causal parameter estimates using an arbitrary, off-the-shelf
calibration algorithm?

1.1 Our Contributions

In this paper, we provide a framework for calibrating estimates of general causal parame-
ters in the presence of nuisance estimation. We study a general notion of calibration de-
fined with respect to an arbitrary, nuisance-dependent loss ℓ(θ(x), g; z), which has some
unknown, true nuisance parameter g0. We say a parameter θ is calibrated with respect to
ℓ if E[∂ℓ(θ(X), g0;Z) | θ(X) = ν] = 01 for any prediction ν, and that θ is approximately
calibrated if L2 error

Cal(θ, g) = E
(
E[∂ℓ(θ(X), g;Z) | θ(X)]2

)1/2

is small when g is set as the true nuisance g0. In words, θ is calibrated if the predictions
of θ are “unimprovable” with respect to current level sets, a condition similar to the one
outlined by Noarov and Roth [40] and the concept of swap regret [4, 14]. Under this notion
of calibration, we typically imagine θ as estimating θ0(x) := argminν E[ℓ(ν, g0;Z) | X = x],
which is the conditional loss minimizer under the true nuisance parameter.

As a concrete example, consider the loss ℓCATE(θ(x), µ; z) :=
1
2
(θ(x)−µ(1, x) +µ(0, x))2,

where the true nuisance is just µ0(a, x) := E[Y | A = a,X = x] and thus (under standard
identification assumptions) the conditional minimizer is the conditional average treatment
effect θ0(x) := E[Y (1) − Y (0) | X = x]. We would say a CATE estimate θ is calibrated
(with respect to ℓCATE) if θ(X) = E[Y (1)− Y (0) | θ(X)]. Likewise, we can define a variant
of the Q-pinball loss by ℓQTE(θ(x), p; z) := ap(x)(y − θ(x))(Q − 1g≤θ(x)), where the true
nuisance parameter is the inverse propensity p0(x) := P(A = 1 | X = x)−1. For this setting,

1Here, ∂ℓ(θ(x), g; z) denotes the partial derivative of ℓ with respect to its first argument θ(x), i.e. the
quantity is defined by ∂

∂ν
ℓ(ν, g; z)|ν=θ(x).
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the conditional loss minimizer θQTE(x) is just the conditional Qth quantile under treatment
given X = x. Then, it is clear that an estimator θ is calibrated with respect to ℓQTE if
P(Y (1) ≤ θ(X) | θ(X)) = Q.

Under this notion of calibration, we present a generic framework for calibrating a causal
effect estimator θ with respect to an arbitrary, nuisance-dependent loss ℓ(θ(x), g; z). Our
framework is based on a concept called Neyman orthogonality [39, 5, 15], and in particular
our approach to the topic is closest to that used by Foster and Syrgkanis [15]. Heuristically, a
nuisance-dependent loss ℓ(θ(x), g; z) is Neyman orthogonal if it is insensitive to mild estima-
tion errors in the optimal parameter θ0 and true nuisance parameter g0, which is formalized
by the vanishing cross-derivative condition

DgE[∂ℓ(θ0(X), g0;Z) | X ](g − g0) = 0 (1)

where Dg denotes a Gateaux derivative. We do not directly leverage the condition outlined
in Equation (1), but rather two mild variants that are particularly amenable to the task
of calibration. One condition we consider is called universal orthogonality [15], a stronger
notion of orthogonality in which the optimal parameter θ0(x) in Equation (1) can be replaced
by any estimate θ(x). Many losses that look like the squared-loss can be modified to satisfied
to satisfy universal orthogonality, and universally orthogonal losses offer particularly clean
calibration guarantees. Another condition we consider is called conditional orthogonality,
in which instead of conditioning of covariates X in Equation (1), one conditions on a post-
processing ϕ(X) of covariates instead. Conditional orthogonality is a natural condition for
calibration tasks, as we ultimately care about assessing the quality of an estimator θ(X)
conditional on its own predictions.

Throughout our work, we assume the learner starts with some base loss ℓ, which or may
not satisfy the desired orthogonality condition. The user then constructs a corresponding
orthogonalized loss ℓ̃ by performing a first-order correction, i.e. they set

ℓ̃(θ(x), (g, b); z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
orthogonalized loss

= ℓ(θ(x), g; z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
the base loss only depends on nuisance g

− θ(x) · Corr((g, b); z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
correction term linear in new nuisance b

, (2)

where b is some additional nuisance function to be estimated from the data and Corr((g, b); z)
is some correction term. For a concrete example, ℓCATE as defined above satisfies none of the
three aforementioned forms of orthogonality. However, if the learner takes Corr((g, b); z) :=

b(a, x)(y−µ(a, x)) where b(a, x) is an estimate of b0(a, x) :=
a

π0(x)
− 1−a

1−π0(x)
, then ℓ̃CATE defined

per Equation (2) actually satisfies universal orthogonality. More generally, by picking up an
additional, linear correction term that depends on a new nuisance, one can guarantee that
the loss ℓ̃ is satisfies some form of Neyman orthogonality. In this case, we call the base loss
ℓ either universally orthogonalizable or conditionally orthogonalizable, depending on which
condition it can be made to satisfy. We show in Section 4 that the L2 calibration error
is invariant to orthogonalization, i.e. the calibration error of an estimator θ is the same
under ℓ and ℓ̃. With the preceding preamble in hand, we can introduce our main results
on calibration in the presence of nuisance estimation. We now enumerate our two major
contributions.

1. In Section 4, we show that the L2 calibration error of any estimator can be bounded
above by two, decoupled terms: one involving nuisance estimation error and another
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representing calibration error under the orthogonalized loss evaluated at the learned
nuisances. We sketch our result in the case of universal orthogonality.

Informal Theorem 1. Suppose θ : X → R is some estimator, ℓ is some base loss,
and ℓ̃ is the corresponding orthogonalized loss. Let g0, b0 denote the true, unknown
nuisances, and (g, b) arbitrary nuisance estimates. We have

Cal(θ, g0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
L2 calibration error under ℓ(θ(x), g0; z)

. ‖(g − g0) · (b− b0)‖︸ ︷︷ ︸
doubly-robust error

+ C̃al(θ, (g, b))︸ ︷︷ ︸
L2 calibration error under ℓ̃(θ(x), (g, b); z)

Recalling the example of CATE above, we would have g0(a, x) = E[Y | X = x,A = a]
and b0(a, x) = a/π0(x)− (1− a)/(1− π0(x)), which yields a standard “doubly-robust”
error term. We view Informal Theorem 1 as a “change of measure” or “change of
nuisance” result, allowing us to essentially pretend our learned nuisances represent
reality while only paying a small error for misestimation.

2. Second, in Section 5, we present two simple sample splitting algorithms inspired by the
error decomposition in Informal Theorem 1. In the case ℓ is universally orthogonaliz-
able, we use the first half of the dataset to estimate the nuisances and transform the
second half with the nuisance estimate to generalized “pseudo-outcomes”. Then, we use
an off-the-shelf calibration algorithm on these pseudo-outcomes to calibrate our causal
estimate. In the case ℓ is conditionally orthogonalizable, we present a three-way sam-
ple splitting algorithm, which generalizes the commonly-used uniform mass/histogram
binning algorithm.

Given that our framework and results are quite general, we go through concrete examples
to help with building intuition. We consider four practically relevant examples of parameters
to calibrate: conditional average treatment effects, conditional average causal derivatives,
conditional local average treatment effects, and conditional quantile treatment effects. In
fact, we show that the work of van der Laan et al. [52] can be seen as a special instantiation
of our framework.

1.2 Related Work

Calibration: Important to our work is the vast literature on calibration. Calibration
was considered first in the context producing calibrated probabilities, both in the online
[9, 14] and i.i.d. [44, 55] settings, but has since been considered in other contexts such
as distribution calibration [49], threshold calibration [47, 53], and parity calibration [8].
Calibration is typically orthogonal to model training, and usually occurs as a simple post-
processing routine. Some well-known algorithms for post-hoc calibration include Platt scaling
[44, 22], histogram binning [55, 21], and isotonic regression [56, 2]. Many of these algorithms
simultaneously offer strong theoretical guarantees (see Gupta [20] for an overview) and strong
empirical performance when applied to practically-relevant ML models [19]. We view our
work as complementary to existing, non-causal results on calibration. Our two-step algorithm
allows a practitioner to directly apply any of the above listed algorithms, inheriting existing
error guarantees so long as nuisance estimation is efficiently performed.
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Double/debiased Machine Learning: In our work, we also draw heavily from the lit-
erature on double/debiased machine learning [5, 7, 6]. Methods relating to double machine
learning aim to eschew classical non-parametric assumptions (e.g. Donsker properties) on
nuisance functions, often through simple sample splitting schemes [24, 29, 3]. In particu-
lar, if target population parameters are estimated using a Neyman orthogonal loss function
[39, 15], then these works show that empirical estimates of the population parameters con-
verge rapidly to either a population or conditional loss minimizer.

Of the various works related to double/debiased machine learning, we draw most heavily
on ideas from the framework of orthogonal statistical learning [15]. In their work, Foster and
Syrgkanis [15] develop a simple two-step framework for statistical learning in the presence
of nuisance estimation. In particular, they show that when the underlying loss is Neyman
orthogonal, then the excess risk can be bounded by two decoupled error terms: error from
estimating nuisances and the error incurring from applying a learning algorithm with a
fixed nuisance. Following its introduction, the orthogonal statistical learning framework has
found applications in tasks such as the design of causal random forests [42] and causal model
ensembling via Q-aggregation [32]. In this work, we show that central ideas from orthogonal
statistical learning are naturally applicable to the problem of calibrating estimators of causal
parameters.

Lastly, our work can be seen as a significant generalization of existing results on the
calibration of causal parameters. Primarily, we compare our results to the work of van der
Laan et al. [52]. In their work, the authors construct a sample-splitting scheme for cali-
brating estimates of conditional average treatment effects (CATEs). The specific algorithm
leveraged by the authors uses one half of the data to estimate nuisance parameters, namely
propensities and expected outcomes under control/treatment. After nuisances are learned,
the algorithm transforms the second half of the data into pseudo-observations and runs iso-
tonic regression as a calibration procedure. Our results are applicable to estimates of any
causal parameter that can be specified as the population minimizer of a loss function, not
just CATEs. Additionally, our generic procedure allows the scientist to plug in any black-box
method for calibration, not just a specific algorithm such as isotonic regression. Likewise,
our work is also significantly more general than the work of Leng and Dimmery [34], who
provide a maximum-likelihood based approach for performing linear calibration, a weaker
notion of calibration, of CATE estimates.

2 Calibration of Causal Effects

We are interested in calibrating some estimator θ ∈ Θ ⊂ {f : X → R} whose quality at
some observation z ∈ Z is assessed by ℓ(θ(x), g; z), where ℓ : R × G × Z → R is some
generic loss function. We assume Z is some space containing observations, and write Z as a
prototypical random element from this space, and PZ as the distribution on Z from which
Z is drawn. We typically have Z = (X,A, Y ), where X ∈ X represents covariates, A ∈ A
represents treatment, and Y ∈ R represents an outcome in an experiment. More generally,
we assume the nested structure X ⊂ W ⊂ Z, where X intuitively represents the space of
covariates, W represents an extended set of features on which the true nuisance parameter
may also depend (e.g. treatment recommendation, whether or not an individual actually
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accepted a treatment), and Z may contain additional observable information (e.g. outcome
Y under the given treatment). We write the marginal distributions of X and W respectively
as PX and PW . We typically write ℓ(θ, g; z) instead of ℓ(θ(x), g; z) for succinctness, and
we let ∂ℓ(θ, g; z) := ∂

∂θ(x)
ℓ(θ(x), g; z) be the partial derivative of ℓ with respect to it’s first

argument, θ(x). Generically, given some loss ℓ, we let θ0 : X → R denote the conditional
loss minimizer, i.e. θ0(x) := argminν E[ℓ(ν, g0;Z) | X ].

In the above, G is some space of nuisance functions, which are of the form g : W → R
d.

We assume that there is some true nuisance parameter g0 ∈ G, but that this parame-
ter is unknown to the learner and must be estimated. We generally assume G is a con-
vex subset of L2(PW ) := L2(W, PW ), and so as a norm we can consider the ‖g‖L2(PW ) :=∫
W
‖g(w)‖2PW (dw), where ‖ · ‖ denotes the standard Euclidean norm on R

d.
In our work, we consider a general definition of calibration error that holds for any loss

involving nuisance estimation. This general notion of calibration, which has been considered
in works such as Noarov and Roth [40], Gopalan et al. [18], Foster and Vohra [13] and
Globus-Harris et al. [17], implies an estimator cannot be “improved” on any level set of its
prediction.

Definition 2.1. Let θ : X → R be an estimator, ℓ : R× G × Z → R a nuisance-dependent
loss function, and g ∈ G a fixed nuisance parameter. We define the L2 calibration error of θ
with respect to ℓ and g to be

Cal(θ, g) := E
(
E [∂ℓ(θ, g;Z) | θ(X)]2

)1/2

=

∫

X

E[∂ℓ(θ, g;Z) | θ(X) = θ(x)]2PX(dx).

We say θ is perfectly calibrated if Cal(θ, g0) = 0, where g0 is the true, unknown nuisance
parameter.

We are always interested in controlling Cal(θ, g0), which is the calibration error under
the true, unknown nuisance parameter. In words, θ is calibrated if, on the level set {x ∈ X :
θ(x) = ν}, there is no constant value ω ∈ R we can switch the prediction θ(x) to to obtain
lower loss. We can gleam further semantic meaning from the this definition of calibration
by examining several examples below.

Example 2.2. Below, we almost always assume observations are of the form Z = (X,A, Y ),
where X are covariates, A ∈ {0, 1} or [0, 1] indicates treatment, and Y =

∑
a Y (a)1A=a

indicates outcome. The one exception is for local average treatment effects, when assigned
treatment may be ignored.

1. Conditional Average Treatment Effect: Perhaps the most commonly studied
object in causal inference is the conditional average treatment effect, which is given
under standard identifying assumptions as

θCATE(x) := E[Y (1)− Y (0) | X = x] = E[Y | A = 1, X = x]− E[Y | A = 0, X = x].

Straightforward calculation yields that θCATE(x) = argminν E[ℓCATE(ν, µ0; z) | X = x],
where µ0(a, x) = E[Y (a) | X = x] = E[Y | A = a,X = x], and

ℓCATE(θ, µ; z) :=
1

2
(θ(x)− µ(1, x) + µ(0, x))2.
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An estimator of the CATE is perfectly calibrated with respect to ℓCATE if

θ(X) = E[Y (1)− Y (0) | θ(X)].

2. Conditional Average Causal Derivative: In a setting where treatments are not
binary, but rather continuous (e.g. A ∈ [0, 1]), it no longer makes sense to consider
treatment effects. Instead, we can consider the conditional average causal derivative,
which is defined by

θACD(x) := E (∂aE[Y (A) | X ]) .

θACD is in fact the conditional minimizer of the loss ℓACD given by

ℓACD(θ, g; z) =
1

2
(θ(x)− ∂aµ(a, x))

2,

where here the true nuisance is µ0(a, x) again. Naturally, θ is perfectly calibrated with
respect to ℓACD if

θ(X) = E (∂aE[Y (A) | X ] | θ(X)) .

3. Conditional Local Average Treatment Effect: In settings with non-compliance,
the prescribed treatment given to an individual may not be equivalent to the received
treatment. Formally, we have Z = (X,A,D, Y ), where D ∈ {0, 1} represents the
actual treatment received by an individual (not necessarily equivalent to the prescribed
treatment). We assume D = D(1)A +D(0)(1 − A), and Y = DY (1) + (1 −D)Y (0),
where D(a), Y (a) represent potential outcomes for treatment assignment a ∈ {0, 1}.
We also assume monotonicty, i.e. that D(1) ≥ D(0), and that the propensity π0(x) :=
P(A = 1 | X = x) is known. The parameter of interest here is

θLATE(x) := E[Y (1)− Y (0) | D(1) > D(0), X = x],

which is identified (following standard computations, see Lan and Syrgkanis [32]) as

θLATE(x) =
E[Y | A = 1, X = x]− E[Y | A = 0, X = x]

E[D | A = 1, X = x]− E[D | A = 0, X = x]
. (3)

It follows that θLATE is specified as the conditional minimizer of ℓLATE given by ℓLATE(θ, g; z) :=
1
2
(θ(x) − g(x))2, where g0(x) =

p0(x)
q0(x)

, where p0 and q0 are respectively the numerator

and denominator of Equation (3). Calibration with respect to ℓLATE clearly becomes

θ(X) = E [Y (1)− Y (0) | D(1) > D(0), θ(X)] .

4. Conditional Quantile Under Treatment: Lastly, we consider the conditional Qth
quantile under treatment, which is heuristically specified as “θQTE(x) = F−1

1 (Q | x)”2

and is formally specified as

θQTE(x) ∈ argmin
ν∈R

E [ℓQTE(ν, p0;Z) | X = x] .

2F1(· | x) here denotes the conditional CDF of Y (1) given covariates X
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In the above, ℓQTE : R× G ×Z → R denotes the Q-pinball loss, which is defined as

ℓQTE(θ, p; z) := ap(x)(y − θ(x))
(
Q− 1y≤θ(x)

)
,

where the true, unknown nuisance is the inverse propensity score p0(x) :=
1

π0(x)
, where

π0(x) := P(A = 1 | X = x). A direct computation yields that calibration under ℓQTE

becomes
P (Y (1) ≤ θ(X) | θ(X)) = Q.

The first three losses considered above are “easy” to calibrate with respect to, as ℓCATE, ℓACD,
and ℓLATE are universally orthogonalizable, a concept discussed in Sections 3.1 and 3.3 below.
The pinball loss, on the other hand, is the quintessential example of a “hard” loss to calibrate
with respect to. To facilitate calibration for this loss, we need to study the more complicated
matter of conditionally orthogonalizability — which is the main topic of Sections 3.2 and 3.3.

As a final topic, we discuss calibration functions, objects central to studying the conver-
gence of calibration algorithms. Given some initial estimator θ : X → R, the goal of any
calibration algorithm is to compute some post-processing θ̂ : X → R such that Cal(θ̂; g0) is
small. If the learner had access to the data generating distribution, then the optimal choice
for θ̂ would be the calibration function, defined below.

Definition 2.3 (Calibration Function). Given any ϕ : X → X ′ and g ∈ G, we define the
calibration function for ϕ at g as the mapping γϕ(·; g) : X → R given by

γϕ(x; g) := argmin
ν

E[ℓ(ν, g;Z) | ϕ(X) = ϕ(x)].

In particular, when g = g0, we call γ∗
ϕ := γϕ(·; g0) the true calibration function.

As hinted at, when θ is real valued, first-order optimality conditions alongside the tower
rule for conditional expectations imply that E[∂ℓ(γθ(·; g), g;Z) | γθ(X ; g)] = 0 for any g ∈
G. This, in particular, implies that γ∗

θ is perfectly calibrated. Thus, given many samples
from the underlying data generating distribution, the goal of any calibration algorithm is to
approximate γ∗

θ . For the sake of generality, in Definition 2.3, we allow ϕ : X → X ′ to have
arbitrary range. In practice, we always assume we are calibrating estimators θ that take on
real values.

3 Neyman Orthogonality and Loss Orthogonalizability

In this section, we describe the key condition on the loss that we will use in proving our
results — Neyman orthogonality [37, 38]. Heuristically, a loss function is Neyman orthogonal
if it is “insensitive” to small estimation errors in both the unknown parameter θ0 and the
unknown nuisance function g0. In what follows, for any function T : G → R, any point
g′ ∈ G, and any “direction” h ∈ G we let (DgT (g

′))(h) denote the Gateaux derivative (i.e.
directional derivative) of T in the direction of h at g′. Formally, (DgT (g

′))(h) is defined as
(DgT (g

′))(h) := d
dt
T (g′ + th)|t=0. We say a loss function ℓ is Neyman orthogonal if, for any

direction g − g0 ∈ G, we have

DgE [∂ℓ(θ0, g0;Z) | X ] (g − g0) = 0. (4)
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where g0 is the true (unknown) nuisance parameter and θ0 is the conditional minimizer as
defined before.

Neyman orthogonality is a useful condition to consider as it allows us to relate the
behavior of the loss ℓ evaluated at learned parameters (θ, g) to the behavior at the true
parameters (θ0, g0) by performing a second order Taylor expansion. Due to orthogonality,
the error in the expansion only consists of the second order terms, thus justifying the notion
of Neyman orthogonality as a “robustness” property of a loss.

In the sequel, we don’t consider Neyman orthogonality as outlined above, but rather two
mild variants that are suited to the task of calibration: universal orthogonality and condi-
tional orthogonality. The former is a stronger condition than Neyman orthogonality that is
generally satisfied by losses that look roughly like squared losses. The latter is a generaliza-
tion of Neyman orthogonality that ensures the cross derivative vanishes conditioned on some
“post-processing” ϕ(X) of the covariates instead of just X . These notions of orthogonality
will serve as the basis of our analyses and algorithms in the sections to come.

3.1 Universal Orthogonality

Universal orthogonality, first introduced in Foster and Syrgkanis [15], can viewed as a robust-
ness property of losses that are “close” to squared losses. Heuristically, a loss is universally
orthogonal if it is insensitive to small errors in estimating the nuisance functions regardless
of the current estimate on the conditional loss minimizer, i.e. Equation (4) holds when θ0 is
replaced by any function θ : X → R. We formalize this in the following definition.

Definition 3.1 (Universal Orthogonality). Let ℓ : R × G × Z → R be a loss involving
nuisance, and let g0 denote the true nuisance parameter associated with ℓ. We say ℓ is
universally orthogonal, if for any θ : X → R and g ∈ G, we have

DgE [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | X ] (g − g0) = 0.

It may be the case that a base loss ℓ does not satisfy Definition 3.1. For instance, none of
ℓCATE, ℓACD, nor ℓLATE satisfies universal orthogonality without modification. In this case, it
is typically possible to perform a linear correction to obtain an orthogonal loss. We examine
the ℓCATE in Example 3.2 below, and return to the additional losses ℓACD and ℓLATE in the
sequel.

Example 3.2. A straightforward computation yields that ℓCATE doesn’t directly satisfy
Definition 3.1, as one can compute

DµE [∂ℓCATE(θ, µ;Z) | X ] (µ− µ0) = E

[(
A

π(X)
−

1− A

1− π(X)

)
(µ0(A,X)− µ(A,X)) | X

]

= E

[(
A

π(X)
−

1− A

1− π(X)

)
(Y − µ(A,X)) | X

]
,

which is not equal to zero simultaneously for all directions µ− µ0 ∈ G.
However, we can make a first order correction to guarantee universal orthogonality is

satisfied. If we let G̃ := G × G and define ℓ̃CATE : R× G̃ × Z → R to be

ℓ̃CATE(θ, (µ, π); z) :=
1

2
(θ(x)− µ(1, x) + µ(0, x))2 − θ(x) ·

(
a

π(x)
−

1− a

1− π(x)

)
(y − µ(a, x)),
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we obtain a loss that (a) has the same conditional minimizer θCATE and (b) now satisfies
Definition 3.1 (as the cross-derivative taken above does not depend on the chosen parameter
θ). One can further add and subtract terms that don’t depend on θ (and thus don’t impact
the conditional minimizer) to obtain an “equivalent” doubly robust loss in terms of pseudo-
outcomes:

ℓ̃eqCATE(θ, (µ, π); z) :=
1

2
(θ(x)− χCATE(g; z))

2 ,

where χCATE(g; z) is the “pseudo-outcome” given as

χCATE(g; z) := µ(1, x)− µ(0, x) +

(
a

π(x)
−

1− a

1− π(x)

)
(y − µ(a, x)).

While the above is an ad-hoc derivation, we provide a principled means for deriving such
“orthogonalized” and “equivalent” losses in Section 3.3 below. We return to the losses ℓACD

and ℓLATE at that point in time.

Generally, universally orthogonal losses are the easiest to work with, as they can often
be restated in terms of a squared loss, as seen in the example of the conditional average
treatment effect above. Thus, after making appropriate transformation of the data, we will
be able to apply off-the-shelf algorithms for squared loss calibration (e.g. isotonic regression,
histogram binning) directly to the task of calibrating causal parameters. This is the main
focus later in Sections 4.1 and 5.1.

3.2 Conditional Orthogonality

While many examples of losses such as ℓCATE, ℓACD, and ℓLATE can be linearly corrected
to satisfy universal orthogonality, some cannot. For instance, we will see that ℓQTE, the
pinball loss used in defining the conditional quantile under treatment, cannot be made to be
universally orthogonal. To handle such losses, we need additional machinery.

We introduce conditional Neyman orthogonality, a generalization of Neyman orthogonal-
ity (Equation (4)) where the cross derivative vanishes not conditionally on covariates X , but
rather on some post-processing ϕ(X). This condition is a natural fit for calibration, as we
want to ensure that the expected derivative of the loss is small conditionally on the model’s
predictions θ(X).

Definition 3.3. Let ℓ : R × G × Z → be a loss function, let g0 denote the true nuisance
parameters, and let ϕ : X → X ′ some function. We say ℓ is conditionally orthogonal given
ϕ(X) if for any g − g0 ∈ G,

DgE[∂ℓ(γ
∗
ϕ, g0;Z) | ϕ(X)](g − g0) = 0,

where γ∗
ϕ is the calibration function (Definition 2.3) associated with ϕ.

We can make sense of Definition 3.3 by looking at a couple special cases. First, when
ϕ(x) = x, the above definition recovers Neyman orthogonality, as γ∗

ϕ = θ0 in this case. Like-
wise, when ϕ(x) = C for any constant C, γ∗

ϕ(x) = argminν E[ℓ(ν, g0;Z)], and Definition 3.3
recovers the classical marginal notion of Neyman orthogonality considered in many works
[5, 6, 7, 15, 32]. Other choices of ϕ simply interpolate between these two extremes.
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While the above paragraph is a bit abstract, we can make Definition 3.3 a bit more
concrete by considering ℓQTE, the Q-pinball loss.

Example 3.4. Recall theQ-pinball loss is defined as ℓQTE(θ, p; z) := ap(x)(y−θ(x))
(
Q− 1y≤θ(x)

)
,

where the true, unknown nuisance is the inverse propensity score p0(x) := 1
π0(x)

. Given a
fixed function ϕ : X → R and an arbitrary direction p− p0 ∈ G, we can compute that

DpE[∂ℓQTE(γ
∗
ϕ, p;Z) | ϕ(X)](p− p0) = DpE

[
p(X)A

(
P(Y (1) ≤ γ∗

ϕ(X) | X)−Q
)
| ϕ(X)

]
(p− p0)

= E
[
(p− p0)(X)A

(
P(Y (1) ≤ γ∗

ϕ(X) | X)−Q
)
| ϕ(X)

]
,

and thus ℓQTE is not conditionally orthogonal for arbitrary ϕ; conditioning on ϕ(X) = c for
some constant c, γ∗

ϕ(X) returns the Q-th quantile averaged over all points where ϕ(X) = c,
but averaging the quantile deviation P(Y (1) ≤ γ∗

ϕ(X) | X)− Q over each of the points will
generally not result in 0. Interestingly, the final expression equals zero for ϕ(x) = x, since
P(Y (1) ≤ γ∗

ϕ(X) | X) = Q in this setting. This shows the pinball loss is Neyman orthogonal
(Equation (4)) conditional on covariates X .

While ℓQTE is not generally conditionally orthogonal, we can make a first-order correction
to ensure conditional orthogonality. Let f ∈ G be an arbitrary function estimating fϕ(x) :=
P(Y (1) ≤ γ∗

ϕ(X) | X = x). Ideally, to obtain a conditionally orthogonal loss, we would want
to subtract the Gateaux derivative (p − p0)(x) · a · (f(x) − Q) from ℓQTE, as when f = fϕ
this would ensure the cross derivative vanishes. Unfortunately, we cannot find an identifying
variable U ⊂ Z such that p0(X) = E[U | X ]. Noting instead that we have the identity

E [Ap0(X)(f(X)−Q) | X ] = E [f(X)−Q | X ] ,

we can instead consider the loss ℓ̃QTE : R× G̃ × Z → R given by

ℓ̃QTE(θ, g̃; z) := ℓQTE(θ, p; z)− θ(x) (ap(x)(f(x)−Q) + f(x)−Q) ,

which can be checked to be conditionally orthogonal (conditioned on ϕ(X)) when the un-

known nuisances are taken to be (p0, fϕ). One can check that ℓ̃QTE admits the same condi-
tional minimizer as the base loss ℓQTE.

In the above example, we were able to construct a new loss ℓ̃QTE that could be made
conditionally orthogonal at any choice of function ϕ. However, the additional “true” nuisance
we picked up (denoted fϕ in the above) depended on the level ϕ(X) at which we were
conditioned. There are some nuances in estimating fϕ given its dependence on ϕ — we
discuss this matter in further detail in Section 5.2.

3.3 Orthogonalized and Equivalent Losses

As observed above, it is typically the case that the base loss ℓ does not satisfy the desired
orthogonality condition. In the cases of ℓCATE and ℓQTE, we saw that one could subtract

an appropriate linear “correction” to obtain a new loss ℓ̃CATE and ℓ̃QTE satisfying the de-
sired orthogonality condition. Our derivation before was ad-hoc, so we now present a more
structured approach for orthogonalizing losses. We start by defining the orthogonalized loss
below. From this point onward, we let G̃ := G × G denote the space of nuisance tuples.

11



Definition 3.5 (Orthogonalized Loss). Let ℓ : R × G × Z → R be a loss. We define the

corresponding orthogonalized loss ℓ̃ : R× G̃ × Z → R by

ℓ̃(θ, g̃; z) = ℓ(θ, g; z)− θ(x) · Corr(g̃; z),

where g̃ = (g, b) ∈ G̃ and Corr : G̃ × Z → R is any function satisfying E[Corr(g̃;Z) | X ] =
E [〈b(W ), (g − g0)(W )〉 | X ].

The correction term Corr needs to be carefully constructed by the statistician to be
practically relevant, as it cannot explicitly depend on the unknown nuisance g0. In the
simplest setting (as will be the case for ℓCATE and ℓACD ), one can find a subset of variables
U ⊂ Z satisfying g0(w) = E[U | W = w] for all w ∈ W. In this case, the statistician can
simply set the linear correction term to be

Corr((g, b); z) := 〈b(w), g(w)− u〉.

In other settings (such as in the case ℓQTE and ℓLATE), finding such a variable U is not
possible. Thus, the statistician must take more care in defining Corr. We discuss the
explicit correction term for all losses in Example 3.7 below.

Going forward, instead of making the assumption that ℓ satisfies some orthogonality
condition (Neyman, universal, or conditional orthogonality, for instance), we find it more

appropriate to say ℓ is orthogonalizable, i.e. that we can try to estimate b0 ∈ G̃ such that the
target cross derivative of ℓ̃ vanishes. We crystallize this in the following definition.3

Definition 3.6. Let ℓ : R × G × Z → R be some loss and let ℓ̃ : R × G̃ × Z → R be the
corresponding orthogonalized loss. We say ℓ is

1. Neyman orthogonalizable if there exists some b0 ∈ G such thatDg̃E[∂ℓ̃(θ0, g̃;Z) | X ](g̃−

g̃0) = 0 for all g̃ − g̃0 ∈ G̃, where g̃0 := (g0, b0).

2. universally orthogonalizable if there exists some b0 ∈ G such that Dg̃E[∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃ϕ;Z) |

X ](g̃ − g̃0) = 0 for all θ ∈ Θ and g̃ − g̃0 ∈ G̃, where g̃0 := (g0, b0).

3. conditionally orthogonalizable if, for any ϕ : X → X ′, there exists some bϕ ∈ G such

that Dg̃E[∂ℓ̃(γ
∗
ϕ, g̃;Z) | ϕ(X)](g̃ − g̃ϕ) = 0, where g̃ϕ = (g0, bϕ).

Losses are Neyman and conditionally orthogonalizable under very general conditions. On
the other hand, universal orthogonalizability is a much stricter condition. In particular, a loss
is universally orthogonalizable precisely when the Gateaux derivative DgE[∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | X ]
has no dependence on θ. For instance, this will occur for any loss ℓ satisfying E[∂ℓ(θ, g;Z) |
X ] = θ(X)−E[m(g;Z) | X ] for some m : G ×Z → R. In particular, ℓCATE, ℓACD, and ℓLATE

all satisfy this condition.
In effect, what Definition 3.6 accomplishes is that it allows the learner to take an initial,

non-robust loss ℓ and construct a new loss ℓ̃, which is insensitive to parameter misestimation.
With ℓ̃, one can then perform risk minimization and calibration. The only catch is that the

3In Definition 3.6, the functional E[〈b0(W ), · 〉 | X ] : G → R is just the Riesz representer of the Gateaux

derivative Dg̃E[∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | X ](·) : G → R [33].
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learner must estimate an additional nuisance parameter, which is either b0 (in the case of
Neyman or universal orthogonalizability) or bϕ (in the case of conditional orthogonalizabil-
ity), which depends on the post-processing function ϕ. However, the task of estimating these
parameters can often be accomplished with black-box machine learning or non-parametric
methods. Further, as we will see in Section 4, one typically only needs to estimate one of g0
or b0/bϕ well to perform reasonable calibration/inference.

With Definitions 3.5 and 3.6 at hand, we can return to the examples considered earlier
in this paper. In particular, we take take a more principled approach to orthogonalizing the
losses.

Example 3.7. 1. We saw in Example 3.2 that although ℓCATE wasn’t universally orthog-

onal, ℓ̃CATE(θ, (µ, π); z) := ℓCATE(θ, µ; z) − θ(x) ·
(

a
π(x)
− 1−a

1−π(x)

)
(y − µ(a, x)) was. In

our derivation, we explicitly computed that the additional nuisance b0 was simply

b0(a, x) :=

(
a

π0(x)
−

1− a

1− π0(x)

)
,

and thus we can take the correction term to simply by Corr((µ, b); z) := b(a, x)(y −
µ(a, x)). In practice, as seen above, one doesn’t need to directly estimate b0. Rather,
one can estimate the propensity π0 instead. Note that, in this case, we have identified
the variable Y assatisfying g0(A,X) = E[Y | X,A].

2. In the case of ℓACD, one can compute that

DµE[∂ℓACD(θ, g0;Z) | X ](µ− µ0) = E[∂a(µ0(A,X)− µ(A,X)) | X ]

= E

[
∂aπ0(A | X)

π0(A | X)
(µ0(A,X)− µ(A,X)) | X

]
,

where the second equality follows from integration by parts so long as π(1 | x) 6= 0
and π(0 | x) 6= 0 for almost all x ∈ X . Clearly, since the right hand doesn’t depend
on θ, ℓACD is universally orthogonalizable. Furthermore, it is clear that the additional
nuisance parameter b0 that must be estimated is b0(a, x) :=

∂aπ0(a|x)
π0(a|x)

. Thus, one should

take the correction term to again be Corr((µ, b); z) := b(a, x)(y−µ(a, x)), where again
we have made the identification g0(A,X) = E[Y | X,A] to remove dependence on the
unknown nuisance.

3. Repeating the same general calculation for ℓLATE and enforcing estimates g = p
q
,

straightforward computation yields

DgE[∂ℓLATE(θ, g0;Z) | X ](g − g0) =

(
p0
q0
−

p

q

)
(X),

where p0 and q0 are as in Example 2.2. Since the above expression does not depend on
θ(x), ℓLATE is clearly universally orthogonalizable. It is now more subtle to construct

the correction term, as we cannot find a subset of variables U ⊂ Z satisfying p0(X)
q0(X)

=

E[U | X ]. We can, however, make the identifications p0(X) = E[Y (A − π0(X)) | X ]
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and q0(X) = E[D(A − π0(X)) | X ]. From these identifications, we can rewrite the
Gateaux derivative

(
p

q
−

p0
q0

)
(X) =

1

q0(X)

(
p(X)q0(X)

q(X)
− p0(X)

)

= E

[
1

q0(X)

(
p(X)D(A− π0(X))

q(X)
− Y (A− π0(X))

)
| X

]

= E

[
D(A− π0(X))

q0(X)

(
p(X)

q(X)
−

Y (A− π0(X))

D(A− π0(X))

)
| X

]
, .

where we make the convention that c/c ≡ 1 for all c ∈ R. Thus, taking b0(a, d, x) :=
d(a−π0(x))

q0(x)
and assuming all estimates to be of the form b(x) = d(a−π0(x))

q(x)
, we can take

the correction as

Corr((g, b); z) :=
1

q(x)

(
y(a− π0(x))−

p(x)d(a− π0(x))

q(x)

)
.

4. Lastly, Example 3.4 above reveals that ℓQTE is not universally orthogonalizable, but
rather conditionally orthogonalizable with bϕ(a, x) = a(fϕ − Q), where fϕ(x) :=
P(Y (1) ≤ γ∗

ϕ(X) | X). We took our correction term above to be given by

Corr((p, b); z) := ap(x)(f(x)−Q) + f(x)−Q,

where we have enforced b(w) = a(f(x)− Q) and we had the true additional nuisance
as bθ(w) = a(fθ(x)−Q), where fθ is as defined above.

As a final point, we discuss generically how universally orthogonalizable losses can be
rewritten in terms of pseudo-outcomes. For instance, Example 3.2 showed that not only
was ℓCATE universally orthogonalizable, but also that one could construct an “equivalent”
squared loss in terms of transformed data points that possessed the same analytical properties
(e.g. conditional minimizer). This ability to find an “equvialent” loss in terms of pseudo-
outcomes occurs quite generally for universally orthogonalizable losses, including the other
two important examples of ℓACD and ℓLATE. We provide a generic construction and sufficient
condition for this phenomenon in the following Definition.

Assumption 1. We assume the base loss ℓ : R× G × Z → R satisfies

E[∂ℓ(θ, g;Z) | X ] = θ(X)− E[m(g;Z) | X ]

for any g ∈ G and θ : X → R.

Definition 3.8 (Equivalent Loss). Let ℓ : R × G × Z → R be some base loss satisfying

Assumption 1. The equivalent orthogonal loss ℓ̃eq : R× G̃ × Z → R is the loss defined by

ℓ̃eq(θ, g̃; z) :=
1

2
(θ(x)− χ(g̃; z))2 ,

where χ : G̃ × Z → R is the “pseudo-outcome” mapping, defined by

χ(g̃; z) := m(z; g) + Corr(g̃; z)
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The following lemma should convince the reader that ℓ̃eq and ℓ̃ are analytically the same
for all relevant purposes. In particular, the following implies that ℓ̃ and ℓ̃ posses the same
conditional minimizers and inherit the same notion of calibration.

Lemma 3.9. Let ℓ : R× G × Z → R satisfy Assumption 1. Let ℓ̃ : R× G̃ × Z → R be the
orthogonalized loss, and let ℓ̃eq be the equivalent squared loss, as in Definition 3.8. Then, the
following hold.

1. For any x ∈ X and g̃ ∈ G̃, we have argminν E[ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z) | X = x] = argminω E[ℓ̃
eq(ω, g̃;Z) |

X = x].

2. For any θ : X → R, g̃ ∈ G̃, m ≥ 0, and n ≥ 1, we have

Dm
g̃ E[∂

n ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | X ] = Dm
g̃ E[∂

nℓ̃eq(θ, g̃;Z) | X ].

With the above definition, we can compute the corresponding pseudo-outcomes χACD

and χLATE for the remaining losses ℓ̃ACD and ℓ̃LATE respectively. In particular, it is clear
that we have χACD((µ, π); z) = ∂aµ(a, x) +

∂aπ(a|x)
π(a|x)

(y − µ(a, x)) and χLATE((p, q); z) =
p(x)
q(x)
−

1
q(x)

(
p(x)d(a−π0(x))

q(x)
− y(a− π0(x))

)
.

4 A Decomposition of Calibration Error

In the preceding several sections, we have laid the foundation for our work. In particular,
we discussed two seemingly distinct topics. On one hand, we introduced a general notion
of calibration that was defined with respect to a nuisance-dependent loss function. We
argued the relevance of such a condition to causal calibration tasks, and then gave several
specific examples. On the other hand, we discussed Neyman orthogonality, and showed how
an arbitrary, nuisance-dependent loss could be orthogonalized by picking up an additional,
linear correction term. However, in our treatment, we left a major lingering question: how
do calibration and Neyman orthogonality relate to one another?

In this section, we answer the above question. We start by showing that the L2 calibration
error (Definition 2.1) is invariant to orthogonalization, i.e. the calibration error of a parameter

θ is equivalent under ℓ and ℓ̃, so long as nuisances are accurately estimated. This equivalence
allows the statistician to work directly with the orthogonalized loss ℓ̃, which is inherently
more robust to nuisance misestimation. From this identity, we formalize Informal Theorem 1,
proving a two-term bound on the calibration error of an arbitrary estimator θ : X → R.
We prove two similar bounds on calibration error, one under the stronger assumption that
the loss ℓ is universally orthogonalizable and the other under the weaker assumption that
ℓ is conditionally orthogonalizable. Our bounds implicitly decouple the task of nuisance
estimation from the task of calibration, a similar phenomenon to what occurs in bounding
excess loss in causal ML tasks that leverage Neyman orthogonality [15].

While the bounds on calibration error presented in this section are theoretical in nature,
they do in fact hold practical relevance. In particular, we leverage both presented bound in
Section 5, where we design and analyze two simple sample splitting algorithms for causal
calibration.
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Invariance of Calibration Error: We start by briefly showing that the L2 calibration
error of an estimator θ is invariant to orthogonalization. That is, the calibration error of θ
is the same with respect to ℓ and ℓ̃ so long as the loss is evaluated at the true, unknown
nuisance parameter.

To formalize this, we first define the calibration error of some parameter θ under the
orthogonalized loss ℓ̃. For any nuisance estimates g, b ∈ G, we define the calibration error
C̃al(θ, g̃) as

C̃al(θ, g̃) :=

∫

X

E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X) = θ(x)

]2
PX(dx) = E

(
E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]2)
(5)

where g̃ = (g, b). The following lemma shows that when the original nuisance g0 is estimated

perfectly, the calibration error for the orthogonalized loss C̃al(θ, (g0, b)) coincides exactly
with the calibration error Cal(θ, g0) under the base loss ℓ, regardless matter what correction
term b is used for orthogonalization. We prove the following in Appendix C.

Lemma 4.1. Let ℓ : R × G × Z → R be a loss, and let ℓ̃ : R × G̃ × Z → R denote the
corresponding orthogonalized loss. Let g0 ∈ G denote the true nuisances associated with ℓ.
We have, for any b ∈ G,

Cal(θ, g0) = C̃al(θ, (g0, b)).

This result is not surprising. When g0 is perfectly estimated, the linear correction term
added to the base loss ℓ in orthogonalization vanishes in conditional expectation given covari-
ates X . However, what happens when the nuisance parameters are imperfectly estimated?
In general, we cannot expect Cal(θ, g) = C̃al(θ, (g, b)) for all nuisances g, b ∈ G. The goal of
the remainder of the section is to show that the price paid for misestimation is ultimately
small. That is, very roughly, we will show that

Cal(θ, g0) . ‖(g − g0)(b− b0)‖L2(PW ) + C̃al(θ, (g, b)),

i.e. the price paid for nuisance misestimation only depends on a cross-error in nuisance
estimation. A similar rate has been seen in other works, with results by van der Laan et al.
[52], Lan and Syrgkanis [32], and Foster and Syrgkanis [15] being key examples. We now
move on to formalizing the above rate in the cases of universal and conditional orthogonality.

4.1 Error Decomposition for Universally Orthogonalizable Losses

We first formalize Informal Theorem 1 under the assumption that ℓ is universally orthog-
onalizable. Our bound on Cal(θ, g0) consists of two decoupled terms. The first, denoted

err(g̃, g̃0; θ), intuitively measures the distance between some fixed nuisance estimate g̃ ∈ G̃

and the unknown, true nuisance parameters g̃0 = (g0, b0) ∈ G̃. The second term represents
the calibration error of θ in a reality where the learned nuisances g̃ were actually the true
nuisances. As mentioned in the introduction, we view our bound as a “change of nuisance”
result (akin to change of measure), allowing the learner to reason about the calibration error
under unknown nuisances in terms of calibration error under potentially incorrect, learned
nuisances plus a penalty term.
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While the expression defining err(g̃, g̃0; θ) below looks unpalatable, this term can quite
generally be bounded above by the cross-error in nuisance estimation, i.e. the quantity
‖(g − g0)(b− b0)‖L2(PW ). In particular, this sort of bound appears in other works on causal
estimation [15, 52, 32]. We postpone a further discussion of the error term until after the
theorem statement. We prove the following in Appendix A.

Theorem 4.2. Let ℓ : R × G × Z → R, and ℓ̃ to corresponding orthogonalized loss, which
we assume satisfies Definition 3.1. Let g̃0 := (g0, b0) denote the true nuisance parameters

associated with ℓ̃. Then, for any g̃ ∈ G̃ and θ : X → R, we have

Cal(θ, g0) ≤
1

2
err(g̃, g̃0; θ) + C̃al(θ, g̃),

where err(g, h; θ) := supf∈[g,h]

√
E

({
D2

gE

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, f ;Z) | X

]
(h− g, h− g)

}2
)
.4

We view the above result below as a major generalization of the main result (Theorem 1)
of van der Laan et al. [52], which shows a similar bound for measuring the calibration error of
estimates of conditional average treatment effects when calibration is performed according
to isotonic regression. The aforementioned authors implicitly orthogonalize the base loss
(ℓCATE in this case) in their argument, which ultimately leads to a decoupled bound on the
L2 calibration error Cal(θ, g0). Our result, which more explicitly leverages the concept of
Neyman orthogonality, can be used to recover that of van der Laan et al. [52] as a special
case, including the error rate in nuisance estimation.

We also explain the practical utility of our bound, which we will expand upon in Section 5.
In essence, our bound on Cal(θ, g0) reduces the problem of causal calibration (or, more
generally, calibrating estimators with respect to losses involving nuisance parameters) to
two, independent tasks. The first tasks involves using some off-the-shelf ML method to
estimate the unknown nuisance parameters g0 and b0. The second involves using the learned
nuisances to map the data into a “fully observed” world, in which a black-box calibration
algorithm (e.g. histogram binning, isotonic regression) can be used to calibrate an initial
estimate. We make this reasoning rigorous in Algorithm 1 and Theorem 5.4, in which we
respectively describe a simple sample splitting algorithm for performing causal calibration
and prove convergence guarantees.

Interpreting the error: We conclude this subsection by spending some time interpreting
the somewhat daunting error term err(g̃, g̃0; θ). First, for any loss ℓ satisfying the score
condition presented in Assumption 1, which we recall was that ∂ℓ(θ, g; z) = θ(x) −m(g; z)
for some function m, the dependence on θ will disappear. Thus, in this case, it makes
sense to generically omit θ from the error term, i.e. we will discuss the quantity err(g̃, g̃0) in
the remainder of the section. In addition, for all examples of universally orthogonal losses
considered (e.g. ℓCATE, ℓACD, and ℓLATE), it is straightforward to see that m(g; z) is linear in
the base nuisance g. In this setting, a straightforward calculation yields the following bound
on err(g̃, g̃0).

4For f, h ∈ G, we let the interval [f, h] := {λf + (1 − λ)h : λ ∈ [0, 1]}.
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Proposition 4.3. Suppose the loss ℓ satisfies Assumption 1 and that m(g; z) is linear in g.
Then, we have

1

2
err(g̃, g̃0) ≤ ‖(g − g0)(b− b0)‖L2(PW ),

where g̃0 = (g0, b0) represent the true, unknown nuisance parameters, and g̃ = (g, b) represent
arbitrary, fixed nuisance estimates.

Example 4.4. We can use the above proposition to make a full comparison to the results
of van der Laan et al. [52]. First, note that if we enforce b(a, x) = a

π(x)
− 1−a

1−π(x)
for some

propensity estimate π : X → (0, 1), the bound on the error term presented in Proposition 4.3
simply becomes.

1

2
err(g̃, g̃0) ≤

∥∥∥∥
[(

A

π(X)
−

A

π0(X)

)
−

(
1− A

1− π(X)
−

1− A

1− π0(X)

)]
(µ(A,X)− µ0(A,X))

∥∥∥∥
L2(PW )

.

On the other hand, the error term considered in van der Laan et al. [52] grows as O(‖(π −
π0)(µ − µ0)‖). While this may not seem equivalent to our bound, if we assume ǫ ≤
π(x), π0(x) ≤ 1− ǫ for all x ∈ X and some 0 < ǫ < 1

2
(as is done in van der Laan et al. [52]),

we can compute that

1

2
err(g̃, g̃0) ≤

∥∥∥∥
[(

A

π(X)
−

A

π0(X)

)
−

(
1− A

1− π(X)
−

1− A

1− π0(X)

)]
(µ(A,X)− µ0(A,X))

∥∥∥∥
L2(PW )

≤

∥∥∥∥
(

1

π(X)
−

1

π0(X)

)
(µ(A,X)− µ0(A,X))

∥∥∥∥
L2(PW )

+

∥∥∥∥
(

1

1− π(X)
−

1

1− π0(X)

)
(µ(A,X)− µ0(A,X))

∥∥∥∥
L2(PW )

≤
2

ǫ2
‖(π(X)− π0(X))(µ(A,X)− µ0(A,X))‖L2(PW ).

In particular, this computation recovers the nuisance estimation rate in van der Laan et al.
[52] up to constants.

4.2 Error Decomposition for Conditionally Orthogonalizable Losses

We now prove a similar, decoupled bound on the calibration error Cal(θ, g0) under the weaker
assumption that ℓ is conditionally orthogonalizable. While we saw that many interesting
examples of parameters could be specified as minimizers of universally orthogonalizable loss
functions, other interesting parameters cannot be specified in such a way. They key example
considered in this instance, the conditional Q-quantile under treatment (i.e. the parameter
θQTE(x) := F−1

1 (Q | X), where F1(v | x) := P(Y (1) ≤ v | X = x)), is a minimzer of the
pinball loss function, which we saw in Section 3.2 was not universally orthogonalizable. As
we will see, bounding the calibration error of losses that are not universally orthogonalizable
is a much more delicate task.

To prove our result, we will need some convexity assumptions on the underlying loss ℓ.
Since the orthogonalized loss ℓ̃ only differs from ℓ by a correction term that is linear in the
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prediction θ(x), ℓ̃ will directly inherit the following from the original loss. We note that these
convexity results are akin to those made in existing works, namely in the work of Foster and
Syrgkanis [15].

Assumption 2. We assume that the loss function conditioned on covariates X is α-strongly
convex, i.e. for any v ∈ R and any g ∈ G, we have

E
[
∂2ℓ(v, g;Z) | X

]
≥ α.

Assumption 3. We assume that the loss function conditioned on covariates X is β-smooth,
i.e. for any v ∈ R and any g ∈ G, we have

E
[
∂2ℓ(v, g;Z) | X

]
≤ β.

We now state the main theorem of this section. The bound below appears largely iden-
tical to the one presented in Theorem 4.2 modulo two minor differences. First, we pay a
multiplicative factor of β/α in both of the decoupled terms, which ultimately is just the
condition number of the base loss ℓ. Second, the error term err(g̃, g̃θ; γ

∗
θ) is evaluated at the

calibration function γ∗
θ(x) := argminν E[ℓ(ν, g0;Z) | θ(X) = θ(x)] instead of the parameter

estimate θ. This difference is due to the fact that, in the proof of Theorem 4.5, we must
perform a functional Taylor expansion around γ∗

θ in order to invoke the orthogonality con-

dition. This subtlety was absent in the case of universal orthogonality, as ℓ̃ was insensitive
to nuisance misestimation for any parameter estimate θ. We ultimately view this difference
as minor, as for many examples (e.g. pinball loss ℓQTE) the dependence on γ∗

θ vanishes. We
prove Theorem 4.5 in Appendix A.

Theorem 4.5. Let ℓ be a conditionally orthogonalizable loss (Definition 3.3) that is α-strong
convex (Assumption 2) and β-smooth (Assumption 3). Then, for any mapping θ : X → R

and nuisance parameter g̃ = (g, b), we have

Cal(θ, g0) ≤
β

2α
err(g̃, g̃θ; γ

∗
θ) +

β

α
C̃al(θ, g̃),

where g̃θ = (g0, bθ) are the true, unknown nuisance functions, γ∗
θ is the calibration function

associated with θ, and err(g̃, g̃θ; γ
∗
θ) is as defined in Theorem 4.2.

Although the bound in Theorem 4.5 looks similar in spirit to the one presented in Theo-
rem 4.2, there still remain questions to answer. For instance, what does the condition number
β/α look like for practically-relevant losses? Likewise, will the error term err(g̃, g̃θ; γ

∗
θ) sim-

plify into a cross-error term as in the case of universally orthogonalizable losses? We interpret
Theorem 4.5 by spending some time looking at the example of the pinball loss ℓQTE.

Example 4.6. First, for any fixed quantile Q, we assess the strong convexity/smoothness
properties of ℓQTE. Let p : X → R≥0 represent any inverse-propensity estimate, and let π0

represent the true propensity score. Straightforward calculation yields

E[ℓQTE(θ, p;Z) | X ] = E[Ap(X)(Y − θ(X))(Q− 1Y≤θ(X)) | X ]

= p(X)π0(X)E[Aπ0(X)−1(Y − θ(X))(Q− 1Y≤θ(X)) | X ]

= p(X)π0(X)E
[
(Y (1)− θ(X))(Q− 1Y (1)≤θ(X)) | X

]

19



Next, assuming that Y (1) admits a conditional density f1(y | x) with respect to the Lebesgue
measure on R, we have

∂2
E[ℓQTE(θ, p;Z) | X ] = ∂2[(Y (1)− θ(X))(Q− 1Y (1)≤θ(X)) | X ]

= ∂QP(Y (1) ≥ θ(X) | X)− (1−Q)P(Y (1) ≤ θ(X) | X)

= f1(θ(x) | x).

Thus, if a ≤ f1(y | x) ≤ b for all y ∈ R, x ∈ X and ǫ < π0(x), p(x)
−1 ≤ 1 − ǫ for all x ∈ X

for some 0 < ǫ < 1/2, then we have:

ǫ2

(1− ǫ)2
a ≤ ∂2

E[ℓQTE(θ, p;Z) | X ] ≤
(1− ǫ)2

ǫ2
b,

i.e. that ℓQTE satisfies Assumption 3 with β = 1−ǫ
ǫ
b and Assumption 2 with α = ǫ

1−ǫ
a.

We can further interpret the error term err(g̃, g̃θ; γ
∗
θ) in the case of the pinball loss. In

particular, straightforward calculation yields

E[∂ℓ̃Q(θ, g̃;Z) | X ] =
p(X)

p0(X)
(P(Y (1) ≤ θ(X) | X)−Q)− E [b(W )(p(W )− p0(W )) | X ] .

As the first term is linear in the nuisance estimate p, its second derivative (with respect to
g̃) is identically zero. Thus, as seen in previous examples, the error term does not depend
on γ∗

θ , and thus we can write err(g̃, g̃θ) instead. Further, the expected correction term is
identical to the expected correction term analyzed in the proof of Proposition 4.3. Thus,
following the same line of reasoning, we have that

1

2
err(g̃, g̃θ) ≤ ‖(b− b0)(p− p0)‖L2(PW )

= ‖A(f(X)− fθ(X))(p(X)− p0(X))‖L2(PW ) ,

where we recall that fθ(x) := P(Y (1) ≤ γ∗
θ | X = x). Thus, even in the general case

of conditional orthogonality, we can often obtain simple looking bounds on the error in
nuisance estimation.

5 Algorithms for Causal Calibration

In the previous section, we constructed generic bounds on the calibration error of an ar-
bitrary estimator θ : X → R with respect to some nuisance-dependent loss ℓ. While we
considered two regimes (that of universal and conditional orthogonalizability), our results
in both were largely the same. Namely, the calibration error Cal(θ, g0) could be bounded
(up to constants) by two terms — an error term err, which roughly measured the quality

of learned nuisance estimates g̃ = (g, b), and C̃al(θ, (g, b)), which measured calibration error

under the orthogonalized loss ℓ̃ assuming the learned nuisances (g, b) were true.
We now use the aforementioned, largely theoretical results to develop sample splitting

algorithms for causal calibration. Once again, we split our results into two regimes: one
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where ℓ is universally orthogonalizable and one where ℓ is only conditionally orthogonal-
izable. In the former, we construct an algorithm which uses half of the data to estimate
nuisances and then uses the learned transforms the second half into pseudo-outcomes. Once
this happens, the learner applies some off-the-shelf calibration algorithm to the transformed
data points, provably inheriting its convergence guarantees. In the latter regime, we present
a histogram/uniform mass binning approach that uses an off-the-shelf algorithm to estimate
nuisances like propensities. Both algorithms are exceedingly simple and general, allowing a
learner to take advantage of existing theoretical results on nuisance estimation and calibra-
tion.

5.1 Two-Way Sample Splitting for Universal Orthogonality

We first construct a sample splitting algorithm in the setting where ℓ is universally orthog-
onalizable. More specifically, we assume ℓ satisfies the score condition E[∂ℓ(θ, g;Z) | X ] =
θ(X)− E[m(g;Z) | X ] outlined in Assumption 1. This condition was quite general, and as
noted earlier holds for ℓCATE, ℓACD, and ℓLATE. At a high level, Assumption 1 will allow us to
use estimated nuisance functions to reduce our causal/partially observed calibration prob-
lem to a fully-observed one defined in terms of equivalent losses and pseudo-outcomes (see
Definition 3.8). At this point, we will be able to directly apply classically studied calibration
algorithms to the pseudo-outcomes, directly inheriting convergence guarantees in a way to
be specified in the sequel.

In describing our results, we make use of a quantity which we will refer to as the classical
L2 calibration error, which has been extensively studied in other (non-causal) works on
calibration [21, 46, 34].

Definition 5.1 (Classical calibration error). Let θ : X → R be a fixed estimator, and let
(X, Y ) ∼ P , where P is some arbitrary distribution on X × R. The classical L2 calibration
error is defined by

Cal(θ;P ) :=

∫

X

(θ(x)− EPY
[Y | θ(X) = θ(x)])2 PX(dx),

where we make dependence on the underlying distribution P clear for convenience.

Why is the classical calibration error useful in our setting? When ℓ is universally or-
thogonalizable and satisfies the moment condition outlined in Assumption 1, the calibration
C̃al(θ, (g, b)) under the orthogonalized loss ℓ̃ exactly coincides with the classical calibration
error Cal(θ;P χ) for some appropriately defined distribution P χ. We formalize this in the
following lemma, which we prove in Appendix B.

Lemma 5.2. Let θ : X → R and g̃ = (g, b) ∈ G̃ be respectively a fixed estimator and nuisance
parameter. Then, we have the

C̃al(θ, g̃) = Cal(θ, P χ),

where P χ denotes the distribution of (X,χ(g̃;Z)) on X × R.
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With the notions of pseudo-outcomes and equivalent losses at hand, we can describe our
sample splitting algorithm. To summarize Algorithm 1, to perform calibration, one only
needs to (a) estimate the unknown nuisance parameters g̃ using some algorithm A1, (b)
transform data points according to the pseudo outcome map χ(g̃; ·) : Z → R defined above,
and (c) run some calibration algorithm A2 on the transformed data. So long as both A1 and
A2 posses high-probability convergence guarantees, Algorithm 1 will posses high-probability
convergence guarantees as well — the bound on Cal(θ, g0) will just be (up to constants)
the sum of the bounds on each constituent algorithm. We present our assumptions on the
constituent algorithms A1 and A2 now.

Assumption 4. Let A1 : Z
∗ → G̃ be a nuisance estimation algorithm taking in an arbitrary

number of points, and let A2 : Θ× (X × [0, 1])∗ → Θ be a calibration algorithm taking some
initial estimator and an arbitrary number of covariate/label pairs. We assume

1. For any distribution PZ on Z, Z1, . . . , Zn ∼ P i.i.d., and failure probability δ1 ∈ (0, 1),
we have

err((ĝ, b̂), (g0, b0); θ) ≤ r1(n, δ1;PZ),

where (ĝ, b̂) ∼ A1(Z1:n) and r1 is some rate function.

2. For any distribution Q on X × [0, 1], (X1, Y1), . . . , (Xn, Yn) ∼ Q i.i.d., and failure
probability δ2 ∈ (0, 1), we have

Cal(θ;Q) ≤ r2(n, δ2),

where r2 is some rate function.

3. With probability one over the draws Z1, . . . , Zn ∼i.i.d. P and (ĝ, b̂) ∼ A1(Z1:n, δ2), the

pseudo outcomes5 χ((ĝ, b̂);Zi) satisfy χ((ĝ, b̂);Zi) ∈ [0, 1].

We briefly parse the above assumptions. The first assumption is very realistic, as when
err(g̃, g̃0; θ) = ‖(g − g0)(b− b0)‖L2(PW ), one can directly apply ML, non-parametric, or semi-
parametric methods to estimate the unknown nuisances. For instance, if g0, b0 are assumed
to assumed to satisfy Holder continuity assumptions or are assumed to belong to a ball in
a reproducing kernel Hilbert space, one can apply classical kernel smoothing methods or
kernel ridge regression respectively to estimate the unknown parameters van der Laan et al.
[52], Tsybakov [51], Wainwright [54] to obtain optimal rates. Likewise, many well-known
calibration algorithms satisfy the second assumption, often in a manner that doesn’t depend
on the underlying distribution P . For instance, results in Gupta and Ramdas [21] on L∞

calibration error bounds imply that if A2 is taken to be uniform mass/histogram binning,

then the rate function r2 can be taken as r2(n, δ) = O

(√
B log(B/δ)

n

)
, where B denotes

the number of bins/buckets. Note that the calibration algorithm does not depend on the
nuisance parameters. This is intentional, as by appropriately defining pseudo-outcomes and
the equivalent loss, we reduce the problem of causal calibration to that of vanilla, squared
loss calibration.

5We recall that for ℓ satisfying Assumption 1 and for any nuisance estimate g̃ ∈ G̃, the pseudo-outcome
mapping is defined by χ(g̃; z) := m(z; g) + Corr(g̃; z)
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Remark 5.3. In the first and second points of the above assumption, one could instead as-
sume that err((ĝ, b̂), (g0, b0); θ) = OP(r1(n;PZ)) and Cal(θ;Q) = OP(r2(n)) for appropriately
chosen rate functions r1 and r2. This, for instance, would be useful if one wanted to apply
the results on the convergence of isotonic regression due to van der Laan et al. [52], which
show Cal(θ;P ) = OP

(
n−1/3

)
.

We now show that Algorithm 1 obeys a clean, high-probability guarantee. This result is
essentially just a corollary of the error decomposition result presented in Theorem 4.2.

Algorithm 1 A Calibration Algorithm for Universally Orthogonal Losses

1: Input: 2n i.i.d. samples Z1, . . . , Z2n ∼ PZ , nuisance estimation algorithmA1, calibration
algorithm A2, and an initial estimator θ : X → R.

2: Produce estimator g̃ = (ĝ, b̂) ← A1(Zn+1:2n) to learn an approximation g̃ of the true,
unknown nuisances g̃0.

3: Define transformed data points Z ′
1, . . . , Z

′
n := χ(g̃;Z1), . . . , χ(g̃;Zn).

4: Return θ̂ ← A2(Z
′
1:n, θ).

Theorem 5.4. Suppose ℓ : R×G ×Z → R is an arbitrary, universally orthogonalizable loss
satisfying Assumption 1. Let A1,A2, and χ satisfy Assumption 4. Then, with probability at
least 1 − δ1 − δ2, the output θ̂ of Algorithm 1 run on a calibration dataset of 2n i.i.d. data
points Z1, . . . , Z2n ∼ P satisfies

Cal(θ̂, g0) ≤
1

2
r1(n, δ;PZ) + r2(n, δ).

We prove the above theorem in Appendix B. The above result can be thought of as an
analogue of Theorem 1 of Foster and Syrgkanis [15], which shows a similar bound on excess
parameter risk, and also a generalization of Theorem 1 of van der Laan et al. [52], which
shows a similar bound when isotonic regression is used to calibrate CATE estimates.

5.2 Three-Way Sample Splitting for Conditional Orthogonality

We now develop a three-way sample splitting algorithm for causal calibration based on
uniform mass/histogram binning [23, 21, 30]. Our algorithm takes an initial estimator θ and

transforms it into a new one θ̂ that is approximately calibrated with respect to a conditionally
orthogonalizable loss. Of particular importance, our algorithm can calibrate estimators with
respect to the Q-pinball loss ℓQTE, which we saw had the conditional Q-quantile under
treatment as its minimizer.

Our algorithm is implicitly based on the calibration error decomposition presented in
Theorem 4.5. Instantiating Theorem 5.4 on the newly calibrated θ̂, we see that the total
calibration error of Cal(θ̂, g0) decomposes into nuisance estimation error err(g̃, g̃θ̂; γ

∗
θ̂
) and

calibration error C̃al(θ̂, g̃) under our nuisance estimate g̃ = (ĝ, b̂). Ideally, we would like to
be able to take the same, sample-splitting approach done in Subsection 5.1. That is, we
would like to use half of the data to compute nuisances and the other half to calibrate θ
assuming the learned nuisances reflected reality.
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However, there is a major subtlety in taking this approach. In many settings, the error
term simplifies as err(g̃, g̃θ; γ

∗
θ̂
) = ‖(ĝ − g0)(̂b − bθ̂)‖. This error implicitly measures the

distance from our estimated nuisance g̃ = (ĝ, b̂) to the true nuisances (g0, bθ̂). The original
nuisance parameter g0 depends on neither the initial estimator θ nor the calibrated estimate
θ̂, and thus can be reliably estimated from i.i.d. data. On the other hand, the additional
nuisance bθ̂ (which comes from invoking the third part of Definition 3.6 with the “post-

processing” function θ̂, as is required by Theorem 4.5) explicitly depends on the calibrated

parameter θ̂. Due to this dependence on the calibrated parameter θ̂, which itself randomly
depends on calibration data, it is unclear how to estimate bθ̂.

Thus, we find ourselves with what at first appears as a chicken and egg problem. On one
hand, to calibrate θ efficiently, we must first estimate the nuisance bθ̂ associated with the

calibrated parameter θ̂. On the other hand, how can we estimate bθ̂ without knowing θ̂? Our

key insight in this section is that bθ̂ only depends on θ̂ through its level sets, as formalized
in Lemma 5.5.

Lemma 5.5. Suppose ℓ is conditionally orthogonalizable, and suppose ϕ1, ϕ2 : X → R have
the same level sets, i.e. they satisfy {ϕ−1

1 (c) : c ∈ range(ϕ1)} = {ϕ
−1
2 (c) : c ∈ range(ϕ2)},

of which we assume there are finitely or countably many. 6 Then, the calibration func-
tions satisfy γ∗

ϕ1
= γ∗

ϕ2
. As a consequence, we have E[〈bϕ1

(W ), (g − g0)(W )〉 | ϕ1(X)] =
E[〈bϕ2

(W ), (g− g0)(W )〉 | ϕ2(X)] almost surely for any bϕ1
and bϕ2

satisfying Definition 3.6.
Thus, without loss of generality, we can assume bϕ1

≡ bϕ2
.

The argument used in proving Lemma 5.5 is straightforward, albeit mildly technical.
Since ϕ1 and ϕ2 have the same level sets, they consequently have the same calibration func-
tion. This is because the calibration function is defined simply as the argument minimizer
in each bucket/level set. From this, we can deduce that the additional nuisances bϕ1

and
bϕ2

are the same. This is because these parameters simply serve as the Riesz represen-
ters of DgE[∂ℓ(γ

∗
ϕ1
, g0;Z) | ϕ1(X)] and DgE[∂ℓ(γ

∗
ϕ2
, g0;Z) | ϕ2(X)] respectively, and these

Gateaux/Fréchet derivatives are identical.
In short, the above lemma can thought of as a “bucket-preserving” property of condi-

tional orthogonality — if two estimators share the same level sets, then they share the same
nuisances/Riesz representers. The remaining question is as follows: how can we leverage

this fact to our advantage? If we were able to somehow learn the level sets of θ̂ as an initial
step before estimating nuisances and calibrating θ, then perhaps we would have a shot at
accurately estimating the target nuisances. This is where the additional fold of data comes
into play — we can use the first third of the data to learn level sets/buckets, and then these
buckets can then be shared across the nuisance estimation/calibration algorithms.

We now provide a brief summary of our algorithm for calibrating conditionally orthog-
onalizable losses (Algorithm 3). The learner receives 3n i.i.d. points from the population
distribution PZ . Given some pre-fixed number of buckets B, the learner defines a partition
V1, . . . , VB of [0, 1] using the order statistics of θ(X1), . . . , θ(Xn). In particular, the learner
creates the partition such that Vi contains (roughly) n/B points for each i ∈ [B]. These
buckets implicitly define a partition E1, . . . , EB of the domain X by Ei = θ−1(Vi). We describe
this binning strategy more formally in Algorithm 2.

6For a function f : X → Y that is not necessarily injective, we let f−1(c) := {x ∈ X : f(x) = c}.
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Then, the learner now commits to returning θ̂(x) =
∑B

i=1 ν̂i1[x ∈ Ei] for some dis-
tinct constants ν̂1, . . . , ν̂B, which need to be learned. No matter what these constants are,
by Lemma 5.5 we can assume the additional target nuisance bθ̂ remains fixed. Thus, the
learner can use the second fold of the data Zn+1, . . . , Z2n alongside an off-the-shelf esti-
mation algorithm (e.g. random forest, gradient-boosted decision trees, or kernel smoothed

regression) to produce nuisances estimates g̃ = (ĝ, b̂). Lastly, the learner uses the fi-

nal fold of data Z2n+1, . . . , Z3n to estimate the value of θ̂ in each bucket, simply setting
ν̂i := argminν

∑3n
m=2n+1 ℓ̃(ν, (ĝ, b̂);Zm)1[Xm ∈ Ei]. Before analyzing this algorithm, we

present the assumptions we will operate under.

Assumption 5. Let V be a partition of [0, 1], A1 : Θ × Z∗ × P([0, 1]) → G̃ be a nuisance
estimation algorithm7, and let θ : X → R be an initial estimator. We make the following
assumptions.

1. The range of the initial estimator θ is [0, 1].

2. The orthogonalized loss function ℓ̃ : R× G̃ × Z → R satisfies

(a) For any (g, b) ∈ G̃, z ∈ Z, the minimizer of the loss ν∗ = argminν ℓ̃(ν, g; z)
satisfies ν∗ ∈ [0, 1].

(b) For any (g, b) ∈ G̃, z ∈ Z, and ν ∈ [0, 1], we have ∂ℓ̃(ν, g; z) ∈ [−C,C].

3. For any distribution PZ on Z, n ≥ 1, and failure probability δ1 ∈ (0, 1), with probability
at least 1− δ1 over the draws of Z1, . . . , Zn ∼ PZ i.i.d., we have

err((g0, bθ̂), (ĝ, b̂); γ
∗
θ̂
) ≤ r(n, δ1;PZ),

where (ĝ, b̂)← A1(Z1:n,V) and r is some rate function.

We spend some time parsing the above assumptions, particularly in the context of cali-
brating estimates of the conditional Qth quantile θQTE under treatment. We recall for this
example that the associated loss was the Q-pinball loss ℓQTE, the associated base nuisance
g0 was the inverse propensity score p0 := P(A = 1 | X = x)−1, and the additional nuisance
bθ̂ was bθ̂(a, x) := a(fθ̂(x)−Q), where we had fθ̂(x) := P(Y (1) ≤ γ∗

θ̂
(x) | X = x).

The first bullet, which enforces the initial estimator take values in the range [0, 1], is often
quite mild, and is assumed in existing works such as van der Laan et al. [52]. In the context
of conditional quantiles under treatment, if the potential outcome Y (1) is bounded almost
surely, then any reasonable estimate θ will be bounded as well. We can then appropriately
rescale observations and θ to ensure they both take values in [0, 1].

Now we look at the second point. Suppose we additionally guarantee estimates p of
the inverse propensity p0(x) and estimates b of bθ̂(a, x) := a(P(Y (1) ≤ γ∗

θ̂
| X = x) − Q)

are bounded8. Then, the minimizer of the loss ν∗ is bounded, and we can rescale Y (1) to
guarantee ν∗ ∈ [0, 1]. The second sub-point is naturally satisfied for the base pinball loss

7We let P(S) be the set of all partitions of a set S into finitely-many elements.
8The boundedness of p0 is typically assumed in causal works. The boundedness of b

θ̂
will naturally hold

as it is a shifted CDF.
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ℓQTE with C ′ = max{Q,Q − 1}, and thus will also be satisfied (for some C > C ′) if all
nuisance estimates are again bounded.

Finally, the third assumption just assumes that there is an algorithm that can estimate the
unknown nuisances while ensuring error, which is often bounded by ‖(b−bθ̂)(g−g0)‖L2(PW ), is
small. The role of passing the the partition of [0, 1] as a parameter toA is just to fix the target
estimand, per Lemma 5.5. For instance, if p0 or bθ̂ are assumed to be sufficiently smooth
in their arguments, then non-parametric regression techniques can be used for estimation.
While the nuisance bθ̂ appears as a complicated, CDF-like object, we believe approaches on
localized de-biased estimation due to Kallus et al. [28] can be used to streamline parameter
estimation. We now present the uniform binning scheme in Algorithm 2 along with its
guarantee in Lemma 5.6.

Algorithm 2 Uniform Mass Binning B(X1:n, θ, B)

1: Input: n i.i.d. samples X1, . . . , Xn ∼ P , an initial estimator θ : X → R, and number of
bins B ∈ N.

2: Compute order statistics θ(X)(1) ≤ · · · ≤ θ(X)(N) of θ(X1), . . . , θ(XN).
3: Set θ(X)(0) := 0 and θ(X)(N) := 1.
4: for i ∈ {1, . . . , B} do
5: Define Vi := [θ(X)⌊(i−1)N/B⌋, θ(X)⌊iN/B⌋)

6: Return partition V := {Vi}i∈[B].

Lemma 5.6 ([30], Lemma 4.3; [23], Lemma 13). For a universal constant c > 0, if n ≥
cB log(B/δ), the uniform mass binning scheme B(X1:n, θ, B) produces bins V = {V1, . . . , VB}
satisfying

1

2B
≤ P(θ(X) ∈ Vi) ≤

2

B
(6)

for every i ∈ [B] with probability at least 1− δ over the randomness of X1:n.

Finally, we present our main algorithm for calibrating conditionally orthogonalizable
losses along with its guarantees. We first show that the algorithm can guarantee its calibra-
tion error with respect to the orthogonalized loss ℓ̃ under our estimated nuisances (ĝ, b̂) is
small (Proposition B.4) with high probability and use the error decomposition result (The-
orem 4.5) to show that its calibration error with respect to the original loss ℓ under the true
nuisance g0 is small with high probability.

Remark 5.7. For simplicity, we assume that the values ν̂1, . . . , ν̂B Algorithm 3 assigns to
each of the buckets V1, . . . , VB are unique. This is to ensure two distinct buckets Vi 6= Vj do
not merge, which would invalidate our application of Lemma 5.5. If, in practice, we have
ν̂i = ν̂j for i 6= j, the learner can simply add U([−ǫ, ǫ]) noise to ν̂i for ǫ > 0 arbitrarily small
to guarantee uniqueness.

Assumption 6. With probability 1 over the draws Z1, . . . , Z3n ∼ PZ i.i.d., we have that
ν̂1, . . . , ν̂B ∈ [0, 1] are distinct.

We now state the main result of this subsection, a technical convergence guarantee for
Algorithm 3. We prove Theorem 5.8 (along with requisite lemmas and propositions) in
Appendix B.
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Algorithm 3 A Calibration Algorithm for Conditionally Orthogonalizable Losses

1: Input: A dataset of 3n i.i.d. samples Z1, . . . , Z3n, nuisance estimation algorithm A,
number of buckets B ∈ N, orthogonalized loss function ℓ̃, and an initial estimator θ :
X → R.

2: Compute bins
V = {V1, . . . , VB} ← B(X1:n, θ, B).

3: Compute nuisance estimates g̃ := (ĝ, b̂)← A(Zn+1:2n,V).
4: for i ∈ {1, . . . , B} do

5: ν̂i := argminν

∑3n
m=2n+1 ℓ̃(ν, (ĝ, b̂);Zm)1[θ(Xm) ∈ Vi].

6: Return: θ̂ : X → R given by θ̂(x) :=
∑B

i=1 ν̂i1[θ(x) ∈ Vi].

Theorem 5.8. Fix any initial estimator θ : X → R, conditionally-orthogonalizable loss
function ℓ : [0, 1] × G × Z → R, and failure probabilities δ1, δ2 ∈ (0, 1). Suppose Assump-
tions 2, 3, and 5 hold, and assume n & B log(B/min(δ1, δ2)). Then, with probability at least

1− δ1 − δ2 over the randomness of Z1, . . . , Z3n ∼ PZ , the output θ̂ of Algorithm 3 satisfies

Cal(θ̂, g0) ≤
β

2α
r(n, δ1;PZ) +

2β

α

(
β

n
+ C

√
2B log(2nB/δ2)

n
.

)
,

where C > 0 is some constant that bounds the partial derivative as discussed in Assumption 5:
i.e. |∂ℓ̃(ν, g; z)| < C.

6 Conclusion

Calibration is an important notion of consistency that ensures model predictions are, on
average, representative of observed outcomes. While there is a vast literature studying the
calibration of machine learning models, very little is understood about calibrating estimators
of causal effects. This is due to the partially-observed nature of causal inference — nuisance
parameters such as propensity scores must be estimated from partially-observed data to
effectively “simulate” fully-observed outcomes. While some results do exist, they only apply
for the calibration of specific parameters under specific algorithms [52, 34].

In this work, we constructed a framework for calibrating a general estimator θ with
respect to some loss ℓ involving a nuisance component. By leveraging a concept known as
Neyman orthogonality, we were able to bound the L2 calibration error of θ by two decoupled
terms. One term, roughly, represented the error in nuisance estimation, while the other term
represented the L2 calibration error of θ in a world where the learned nuisances were true.
We viewed this result as a “change of nuisance” theorem, allowing a learner to reason about
the calibration error of an estimator under unknown nuisances in terms of the calibration
error under learned nuisances plus a misestimation penalty.

From our general bounds on calibration error, we were able to derive simple sample
splitting algorithms for causal calibration. In the case ℓ was universally orthogonalizable,
we derived a two-fold splitting algorithm that could use existing, off-the-shelf algorithms
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as subroutines for both nuisance estimation and calibration. If ℓ was instead condition-
ally orthogonalizable, we derived a three-fold splitting algorithm that extended the uniform
mass/histogram binning algorithm to settings involving nuisance estimation. We proved
high-probability convergence guarantees for both of these algorithms.

While our provided contributions are quite general, there are still interesting directions
for future work. First, in our work, we only measure the convergence of our algorithms
via the L2-calibration error. Depending on the situation, other notions of calibration error
may be more appropriate. For instance, Gupta and Ramdas [21] analyze the convergence of
histogram/uniform mass binning in terms of L∞ calibration error. Likewise, Globus-Harris
et al. [17] study L1 muli-calibration error. We leave it as interesting future work to extend
our results to the general setting of measuring Lp calibration error.
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A Calibration Error Decomposition Proofs

In this appendix, we prove the main theorems from Section 4. These results provide two-
term, decoupled bounds on the L2 calibration error of an arbitrary, fixed parameter θ :
X → R in terms of L2 calibration error assuming the learned nuisances were correct, and a
term measuring the distance between the learned nuisances and the true, unknown nuisance
parameters.

A.1 Universally Orthogonality

We start by proving Theorem 4.2, which provides the claimed decoupled bound under the
assumption that ℓ is universally orthogonalizable (Definition 3.1).

Theorem 4.2. Let ℓ : R × G × Z → R, and ℓ̃ to corresponding orthogonalized loss, which
we assume satisfies Definition 3.1. Let g̃0 := (g0, b0) denote the true nuisance parameters

associated with ℓ̃. Then, for any g̃ ∈ G̃ and θ : X → R, we have

Cal(θ, g0) ≤
1

2
err(g̃, g̃0; θ) + C̃al(θ, g̃),

where err(g, h; θ) := supf∈[g,h]

√
E

({
D2

gE

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, f ;Z) | X

]
(h− g, h− g)

}2
)
.9

Proof of Theorem 4.2. We start by applying Lemma 4.1 and adding a helpful form of zero.

E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)

]
= E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃0;Z) | θ(X)

]

=
(
E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃0;Z) | θ(X)

]
− E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X)

])

+ E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]
.

9For f, h ∈ G, we let the interval [f, h] := {λf + (1 − λ)h : λ ∈ [0, 1]}.
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Looking at the calibration error in light of the above, we have

Cal(θ, g0)
2 = E

(
E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)]2

)

= E

(
E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)] ·

{
E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃0;Z) | θ(X)

]
− E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]})

︸ ︷︷ ︸
T1

+ E

(
E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)] · E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X)

])

︸ ︷︷ ︸
T2

.

We bound T1 and T2 separately. As a first step in bounding T1, note that by a second
order Taylor expansion with Lagrange remainder, we have

− E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃0;Z) | θ(X)

]
+ E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]

= Dg̃E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃0;Z) | θ(X)

]
(g̃ − g̃0) +

1

2
D2

g̃E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g;Z) | θ(X)

]
(g̃ − g̃0, g̃ − g̃0)

=
1

2
D2

g̃E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g;Z) | θ(X)

]
(g̃ − g̃0, g̃ − g̃0).

In the above, g ∈ [g0, ĝ], and the first-order derivative (with respect to g) vanishes due to
the assumption of Definition 3.1. This is because we have Taylor expanded around the true,
unknown nuisance g̃0 = (g0, b0).

With this, we can apply the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, which furnishes

T1 ≤
1

2

√
E
(
E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)]2

)
√

E

({
D2

g̃E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g;Z) | θ(X)

]
(g̃ − g̃0, g̃ − g̃0)

}2
)

≤
1

2

√
E
(
E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)]2

)
√

E

({
D2

g̃E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g;Z) | X

]
(g̃ − g̃0, g̃ − g̃0)

}2
)

≤
1

2
Cal(θ, g0) · err(g̃, g̃0; θ)

In the second line, we apply Jensen’s inequality inside the conditional expectation.
Bounding T2 is more straightforward. Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have:

T2 ≤
√

E
(
E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)]2

)
√

E

(
E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]2)

= Cal(θ, g0) · C̃al(θ, g̃)

This line of reasoning, in total, yields that

Cal(θ, g0)
2 ≤

1

2
Cal(θ, g0) · err(g̃, g̃0; θ) + Cal(θ, g0) · C̃al(θ, g̃).

Dividing through by Cal(θ, g0) yields the claimed bound. �
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A.2 Conditional Orthogonality

We now turn to proving the second error bound, which holds in the case that ℓ satisfies the
weaker assumption of conditional orthogonalizability. To prove Theorem 4.5, we will need
two technical lemmas. In what follows, we let γ̃θ : X → G̃ → R denote the calibration
function under the orthogonalized loss ℓ̃, i.e. γ̃θ is specified by

γ̃θ(x; g̃) := argmin
ν

E[ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X) = θ(x)],

where g̃ = (g, b) denotes an arbitrary, fixed pair of nuisance estimates. We note the identity
γ∗
θ ≡ γ̃∗

θ , which will be useful in the sequel.
The first lemma we prove measures the distance (in terms of the L2(PX) norm) between

the true calibration γ∗
θ = γθ(·; g0) and the calibration function under the learned nuisances,

γ̃θ(·; g̃). We can bound this distance in terms of the complicated looking error term, which
was introduced in Theorem 4.5. This term actually simplifies rather nicely, as was seen in the
prequel when we computed the quantity for the task of calibrating estimates of conditional
Q-quantile under treatment.

Lemma A.1. Let θ : X → R be an arbitrary function, and assume ℓ is conditionally
orthogonalizable given θ(X). Let g̃θ = (g0, bθ) be the true, unknown nuisance functions,

and let g̃ = (g, b) be some other fixed pair of nuisance functions. Let γ̃θ : X × G̃ → R be
the calibration function, as defined above. Then, assuming the base loss ℓ satisfies α-strong
convexity (Assumption 2), we have

‖γ∗
θ − γ̃θ(·; g̃)‖L2(PX) ≤

1

2α
err(g̃, g̃θ; γ

∗
θ),

where we define err(g, h;ϕ) := supf∈[g,h]

√
E

({
D2

gE

[
∂ℓ̃(ϕ, f ;Z) | X

]
(g − h, g − h)

}2
)
.

Proof. First, strong convexity (Assumption 2) alongside equivalent conditions for strong
convexity (namely that α(x− y)2 ≤ (∂f(x)− ∂f(y))(x− y)) yields:

α (γ̃θ(X ; g̃θ)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃))2

≤
(
E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]
− E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃), g̃;Z) | θ(X)

])
(γ̃θ(X ; g̃θ)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃))

= E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]
(γ̃θ(X ; g̃θ)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃))

In the above, the equality on the third line follows from the definition of γ̃θ(·; g̃), as first or-

der optimality conditions on γ̃θ(x; g̃) = argminν∈R E

[
ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]
imply E

[
∂ℓ̃(γθ(·; g̃), g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]
=

0.
Rearranging the above inequality and taking absolute values yields

α |γ̃θ(X ; g̃θ)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃)| ≤
∣∣∣E
[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]∣∣∣ .
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Next, observe that from the condition E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)

]
= 0 alongside a sec-

ond order Taylor expansion (with respect to nuisance pairs g̃) with Lagrange form remainder
plus conditional orthogonality/orthogonalizability (Definitions 3.3 and 3.6), we have

E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]

= E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]
− E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)

]

= Dg̃E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)

]
(g̃ − g̃θ) +

1

2
D2

g̃E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g;Z) | θ(X)

]
(g̃ − g̃θ, g̃ − g̃θ)

=
1

2
D2

g̃E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g;Z) | θ(X)

]
(g̃ − g̃θ, g̃ − g̃θ)

=
1

2
E

(
D2

g̃E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g;Z) | X

]
(g̃ − g̃θ, g̃ − g̃θ) | θ(X)

)
,

where g ∈ [g̃, g̃θ] (here, g ∈ [g̃, g̃θ] indicates g = λg̃ + (1 − λ)g̃θ for some λ ∈ [0, 1].
Consequently, we have

‖γ̃θ(X ; g̃θ)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃)‖L2(PX)

=

(∫

X

|γ̃θ(x; g̃θ)− γ̃θ(x; g̃)|PX(dx)

)1/2

≤
1

α

(∫

X

E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X) = θ(x)

]2
PX(dx)

)1/2

≤
1

2α

(∫

X

E
(
D2

g̃E [∂ℓ(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g;Z) | X ] (g̃ − g̃θ, g̃ − g̃θ) | θ(X) = θ(x)
)2

PX(dx)

)1/2

≤
1

2α

(∫

X

{
D2

g̃E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·; g̃θ), g;Z) | X = x

]
(g̃ − g̃θ, g̃ − g̃θ)

}2

PX(dx)

)1/2

≤
1

2α
err(g̃, g̃θ; γ̃θ(·; g̃θ)).

Noting the identity γ̃θ(·; g̃θ) ≡ γ∗
θ proves the claimed result. �

The second lemma we prove bounds the L2(PX) distance between the parameter estimate
θ and the calibration function under the learned nuisances g̃θ(·; g̃) in terms of the calibration
error.

Lemma A.2. Let θ : X → R be a fixed estimator, g̃ = (g, b) ∈ G̃ an arbitrary, fixed

nuisance function, and γ̃θ : X × G̃ → R the calibration function associated with θ. Assume
ℓ is α-strongly convex (Assumption 2). We have

‖θ − γ̃θ(·; g̃)‖L2(PX) ≤
1

α
C̃al(θ, g̃).

Proof. First, observe that from strong convexity (as in the proof of the above lemma), we
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have

α (θ(X)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃))2

≤
(
E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]
− E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ̃θ(·, g̃), g̃;Z) | θ(X)

])
(θ(X)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃))

= E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]
(θ(X)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃)) .

Thus, dividing through and taking the absolute value yields:

|θ(X)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃)| ≤
1

α

∣∣∣E
[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X)

]∣∣∣ .

We now integrate to get the desired result. In particular, we have that

‖θ − γ̃θ(·; g̃)‖L2(PX) =

(∫

X

|θ(x)− γ̃θ(x; g̃)|
2 PX(dx)

)1/2

≤
1

α

(∫

X

E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X) = θ(x)

]2
PX(dx)

)1/2

=
1

α
C̃al(θ, g̃).

�

With the above two lemmas in hand, we can now prove Theorem 4.5, which recall shows
a decoupled bound on the calibration of a parameter θ with respect to a conditionally
orthogonalizable loss function ℓ.

Theorem 4.5. Let ℓ be a conditionally orthogonalizable loss (Definition 3.3) that is α-strong
convex (Assumption 2) and β-smooth (Assumption 3). Then, for any mapping θ : X → R

and nuisance parameter g̃ = (g, b), we have

Cal(θ, g0) ≤
β

2α
err(g̃, g̃θ; γ

∗
θ) +

β

α
C̃al(θ, g̃),

where g̃θ = (g0, bθ) are the true, unknown nuisance functions, γ∗
θ is the calibration function

associated with θ, and err(g̃, g̃θ; γ
∗
θ) is as defined in Theorem 4.2.

Proof of Theorem 4.5. First, we note that we have the identity

E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)

]
= E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)] ,

which follows from the proof of Lemma 4.1. From this, observe that we have

E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)] = E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)

]

= E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)

]
− E

[
∂ℓ̃(γ∗

θ , g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)
]

= E

[
∂2ℓ̃(θ, g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)

]
(θ(X)− γ∗

θ (X))

= E

[
∂2ℓ̃(θ, g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)

]
(θ(X)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃))

+ E

[
∂2ℓ̃(θ, g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)

]
(γ̃θ(X ; g̃)− γ∗

θ (X)),
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where the first equality follows from the above calculation, the second from the fact γ̃θ(x, (g0, b)) =
γ∗
θ(x) regardless of choice of additional nuisance b, and the third from a first order Taylor ex-

pansion with Lagrange form remainder on θ(X) (here θ ∈ [θ, γ∗
θ ]). The final equality follows

from adding a subtracting γ̃θ(X ; g̃). Thus, we have

Cal(θ, g0)
2 = E

(
E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)]2

)

= E

(
E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)] · E

[
∂2ℓ̃(θ, g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)

]
· (θ(X)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃))

)

+ E

(
E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)] · E

[
∂2ℓ̃(θ, g̃θ;Z) | θ(X)

]
· (γ̃θ(X ; g̃)− γ∗

θ(X))
)

≤ βCal(θ, g0)
√

E
[
(θ(X)− γ̃θ(X ; g̃))2

]
+ βCal(θ, g0)

√
E
[
(γ̃θ(X ; g̃)− γ∗

θ (X))2
]

= βCal(θ, g0)
{
‖θ − γ̃θ(·; g̃)‖L2(PX) + ‖γ̃θ(·; g̃)− γ∗

θ‖L2(PX)

}
.

Now, dividing through by Cal(θ, g0) and plugging in the bounds provided by Lemma A.1
and Lemma A.2, we have

Cal(θ, g0) ≤
β

α
C̃al(θ, g̃) +

β

2α
err(g̃, g̃θ; γ

∗
θ),

which is precisely the claimed result. �

B Algorithm Convergence Proofs

B.1 Universal Orthogonality

We now restate and prove the convergence guarantee of the sample splitting algorithm for
calibration with respect to universally orthogonalizable loss functions. The result below
is largely just an application of Theorem 4.2, with the only caveat being that some care
must be taken to handle the fact that θ̂ and g̃ = (ĝ, b̂) are now random variables, not fixed
parameters.

Theorem 5.4. Suppose ℓ : R×G ×Z → R is an arbitrary, universally orthogonalizable loss
satisfying Assumption 1. Let A1,A2, and χ satisfy Assumption 4. Then, with probability at
least 1 − δ1 − δ2, the output θ̂ of Algorithm 1 run on a calibration dataset of 2n i.i.d. data
points Z1, . . . , Z2n ∼ P satisfies

Cal(θ̂, g0) ≤
1

2
r1(n, δ;PZ) + r2(n, δ).

Proof of Theorem 5.4. First, Lemma 5.2 yields that, for any fixed θ and g̃ = (g, b), we have

C̃al(θ, g̃) = Cal(θ, P χ),

and the latter quantity is controlled with high-probability by Assumption 4. However, since
the above values are not random variables, but rather deterministic quantities, the equality
also holds when θ, g, or b are replaced by the random quantities θ̂, ĝ, and b̂ produced in
Algorithm 4.
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Define the “bad” events as B1 := {err(ĝ, g̃0) > r1(n, δ;PZ)} and B2 := {Cal(θ̂, P̂ χ) >

r2(n, δ)} where P̂
χ denotes the (random) probability measure associated with χ(ĝ;Z). Clearly,

Assumption 4 yields that P(B1) ≤ δ1. Likewise, Assumption 1 also yields that P(B2 |

Zn+1:2n) ≤ δ1, as fixing Zn+1, . . . , Z2n fixes the learned nuisances (ĝ, b̂), per Algorithm 1.
Thus, applying the law of total probability, we have that the marginal probability of B2

(over both draws of Z1, . . . , Zn and Zn+1, . . . , Z2n) is bounded by

P(B2) = E[P(B2 | Zn+1:2n)] ≤ δ2.

Thus, on the “good” event Bc
1 ∩ Bc

2, which occurs with probability at least 1 − δ1 − δ2, we
have

Cal(θ̂, g0) ≤
1

2
err(ĝ, g̃0) + C̃al(θ̂, ĝ)

=
1

2
err(ĝ, g̃0) + Cal(θ̂;P χ)

≤
1

2
r1(n, δ;PZ) + r2(n, δ),

where the first inequality follows from Theorem 4.2 and the second equality follows from the
preamble at the beginning of this proof.

�

B.2 Conditionally Orthogonality

We now prove the convergence guarantees for Algorithm 3, which for convenience are restated
below. Before proving this result, we need a variety of technical lemmas. The lemmas and
more generally the proof structure below are guided by results on calibration due to Kumar
et al. [30].

Lemma B.1. Fix any initial estimator θ : X → R, the loss function ℓ : [0, 1]×G ×Z → R,

and a nuisance estimate g̃ = (ĝ, b̂). Suppose the partition V = {Vi}i∈[B] is such that

1

2B
≤ P(θ(X) ∈ Vi) ≤

2

B

for every i ∈ [B] and n ≥ 8B log(B/δ). Suppose Assumption 5 holds. Then, with probability
at least 1− δ over the randomness of Z2n+1:3n ∼ P n

Z , we have for all i ∈ [B] and all ν ∈ [0, 1]

∣∣∣E[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]− En[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]
∣∣∣ ≤ 2β

n
+ 2C

√
2B log(4nB

δ
)

n

where

En[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi] :=

∑3n
m=2n+1 ∂ℓ(ν, g̃;Zm) · 1[θ(Xm) ∈ Vb]∑3n

m=2n+1 1[θ(Xm) ∈ Vb]

denotes the empirical conditional mean over the calibration dataset Z2n+1, . . . , Z3n.
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Proof. For convenience, write

Si := {2n+ 1 ≤ m ≤ 3m : θ(Xm) ∈ Vi}

to denote set of indices that fall in Vi. Given that n ≥ 8B log(B/δ), multiplicative Chernoff
bound tells us that with probability 1− δ,

|Si| ≥
n

4B
. (7)

for all i ∈ [B].

Note that En[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi] is the empirical mean over |Si| many points. There-
fore, with inequality (7) and Hoeffding’s inequality (Lemma B.3), we have for any fixed
ν ∈ [0, 1], with probability at least 1− δ, simultaneously for all i ∈ [B],

∣∣∣E[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]− En[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]
∣∣∣ ≤ 2C

√
log(4B/δ)

2|Si|
≤ 2C

√
2B log(4B/δ)

n
.

Now, for some ǫ > 0 that is to be chosen later (for which we will implicitly assume satisfies
1/ǫ ∈ N), we now take a union bound over an ǫ-covering of [0, 1]: with probability 1− δ, we
have for all ν ∈ {0, ǫ, 2ǫ, . . . , 1− ǫ}

∣∣∣E[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Zm) · |θ(X) ∈ Vi]− En[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Zm)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]
∣∣∣ ≤ 2C

√
2B log(4B

ǫδ
)

n
.

For any ν 6∈ {0, ǫ, 2ǫ, . . . , 1− ǫ}, taking its closest point νǫ in the ǫ-grid yields
∣∣∣E[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z) · |θ(X) ∈ Vi]− E[∂ℓ̃(νǫ, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]

∣∣∣ ≤ βǫ
∣∣∣En[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]− En[∂ℓ̃(νǫ, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]

∣∣∣ ≤ βǫ

as ∂ℓ̃ is β-Lipschitz by Assumption 3: ℓ̃ has an additional correction term that is linear in
the first argument, and under our assumption, ℓ is β-smooth, so ℓ̃ must be β-smooth as well.
Hence, with probability 1− δ, we have for any i ∈ [B] and ν ∈ [0, 1],

|E[∂ℓ(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]− En[∂ℓ(νi, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]|

≤ |E[∂ℓ(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]− E[∂ℓ(νǫ, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]|

+ |E[∂ℓ(νǫ, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]− En[∂ℓ(νǫ, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]|

+ |En[∂ℓ(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]− En[∂ℓ(νǫ, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]|

≤ 2βǫ+ 2C

√
log(2B/ǫδ)

2n
.

Therefore, we have with probability 1− δ,

∣∣∣E[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]− En[∂ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z)|θ(X) ∈ Vi]
∣∣∣ ≤ 2βǫ+ 2C

√
2B log(4B

ǫδ
)

n
.

for all i ∈ [B] and ν ∈ [0, 1]. Setting ǫ = 1
n
yields the result �
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Lemma B.2 (Multiplicative Chernoff Boud). Let X1, . . . , Xn be independent random vari-
ables such that Xi ∈ {0, 1} and E[Xi] = p for all i ∈ [n]. For all t ∈ (0, 1),

P

(
n∑

i=1

Xi ≤ (1− t)np

)
≤ exp

(
−
npt2

3

)
.

Lemma B.3 (Hoeffding’s Inequality). Let X1, . . . , Xn be independent random variables such
that Xi ∈ [a, b]. Consider the sum of these random variables Sn = X1 + · · · + Xn. For all
t > 0,

P (|Sn − E[Sn]| > t) ≤ 2 exp

(
2t2

n(b− a)2

)
.

We use Lemma B.1 to now prove the following Proposition.

Proposition B.4. Assume the same setup as Lemma B.1 and suppose Assumption 5 holds..
Let Z1, . . . , Zn ∼ PZ be i.i.d. and set θ̂ :=

∑B
i=1 ν̂i1[θ(x) ∈ Vi], where

ν̂i = argmin
ν

n∑

m=1

ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Zm)1[θ(Xm) ∈ Vi].

Assume the ν̂i are distinct almost surely. Then, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), we have with probability
at least 1− δ,

C̃al(θ̂, g̃) ≤
2β

n
+ 2C

√
2B log(4nB/δ)

n
where C > 0 is some constant that bounds the partial derivative as discussed in Assumption 5:
i.e. |∂ℓ̃(ν, g; z)| < C.

Proof. Now, as we have assumed without loss of generality, νi’s are all distinct, we have

C̃al(θ̂, g̃) =

√∑

i∈[B]

P(θ̂(X) = νi) · E
[
∂ℓ̃(νi, g̃;Z) | θ̂(X) = νi

]2

Since we have assumed n ≥ 8B log(B/δ), we have from Lemma B.1 that, with probability
at least 1− δ, simultaneously for each i ∈ [B]

E[∂ℓ̃(ν̂i, g̃;Z) | θ̂(X) = ν̂i] = E[∂ℓ̃(ν̂i, g̃;Z) | θ(X) ∈ Vi] ≤
2β

n
+ 2C

√
2B log(4nB

δ
)

n
,

which follows since En[∂ℓ̃(ν̂i, g̃;Z) | θ(X) ∈ Vi] = 0 by definition of ν̂i. Thus, with probability
at least 1− δ, we get

C̃al(θ̂, g̃) =

√∑

i∈[B]

P(θ(X) ∈ Vi) · E
[
∂ℓ̃(ν̂i, g̃;Z) | θ̂(X) = ν̂i

]2

≤

√√√√√
∑

i∈[B]

P(θ(X) ∈ Vi) ·


2β

n
+ 2C

√
2B log(4nB

δ
)

n




2

=
2β

n
+ 2C

√
2B log(4nB

δ
)

n
.
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We now have the requisite tools to prove Theorem 5.8. Our argument proceeds in largely
the same way that the proof of Theorem 5.4 — we start by defining appropriate “good”
events, and then subsequently bound the overall probability of their failure.

Theorem 5.8. Fix any initial estimator θ : X → R, conditionally-orthogonalizable loss
function ℓ : [0, 1] × G × Z → R, and failure probabilities δ1, δ2 ∈ (0, 1). Suppose Assump-
tions 2, 3, and 5 hold, and assume n & B log(B/min(δ1, δ2)). Then, with probability at least

1− δ1 − δ2 over the randomness of Z1, . . . , Z3n ∼ PZ , the output θ̂ of Algorithm 3 satisfies

Cal(θ̂, g0) ≤
β

2α
r(n, δ1;PZ) +

2β

α

(
β

n
+ C

√
2B log(2nB/δ2)

n
.

)
,

where C > 0 is some constant that bounds the partial derivative as discussed in Assumption 5:
i.e. |∂ℓ̃(ν, g; z)| < C.

Proof. As before we start by defining some “bad” events. In particular, consider the events
B1 and B2 defined respectively by

B1 :=
{
err(g̃, g̃θ̂; γθ̂∗) > r(n, δ1;PZ)

}
and B2 :=

{
C̃al(θ̂, g̃) >

2β

n
+ 2C

√
2B log(8nB/δ)

n

}

where g̃ = A(Zn+1:2n,V) is the output of the nuisance estimation algorithm uisng Zn+1:2n.
It is clear that P(B1 | Z1:n) ≤ δ1 by Assumption 5, since fixing Z1:n fixed the partition V of
[0, 1]. Thus, the law of total expectation yields that P(B1) ≤ δ1.

Bounding P(B2) takes mildly more care. Define the event

E :=

{
∀i ∈ [B],

1

2B
≤ P(θ(X) ∈ Vi) ≤

2

B

}
,

which by Lemma 5.6 occurs with probability at least 1 − δ2/2 by the assumption that
n ≥ cB log(2B/δ2). We have the following bound:

P(B2) = P(B2 | E)P(E) + P(B2 | E
c)P(Ec)

≤ P(B2 | E) + P(Ec)

= E [P(B2 | E,Z1:2n) | E] + P(Ec)

≤ δ2/2 + δ2/2 = δ2,

where the second to last inequality follows form the fact that P(B2 | E,Z1:2n) ≤ δ2 by
Proposition B.4. We now apply Theorem 4.5 to see that, on the “good” event G = Bc

1 ∩Bc
2

(which occurs with probability ata least 1− δ1 − δ2) we have

Cal(θ̂, g0) ≤
β

2α
err(g̃, g̃θ̂; γ

∗
θ̂
) +

β

α
C̃al(θ̂, g̃)

≤
β

2α
r(n, δ1;PZ) +

2β

α

(
β

n
+ C

√
2B log(8nB/δ2)

n

)
,

which proves the desired result. �
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C Additional Proofs

In this appendix, we proofs of additional claims that do not constitute our primary results.
We proceed by section of the paper.

C.1 Proofs from Section 3

Lemma 3.9. Let ℓ : R× G × Z → R satisfy Assumption 1. Let ℓ̃ : R× G̃ × Z → R be the
orthogonalized loss, and let ℓ̃eq be the equivalent squared loss, as in Definition 3.8. Then, the
following hold.

1. For any x ∈ X and g̃ ∈ G̃, we have argminν E[ℓ̃(ν, g̃;Z) | X = x] = argminω E[ℓ̃
eq(ω, g̃;Z) |

X = x].

2. For any θ : X → R, g̃ ∈ G̃, m ≥ 0, and n ≥ 1, we have

Dm
g̃ E[∂

n ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | X ] = Dm
g̃ E[∂

nℓ̃eq(θ, g̃;Z) | X ].

Proof of Lemma 3.9. To prove the desired result, it sufficies to show that

E[∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃; z) | X ] = E[∂ℓ̃eq(θ, g̃; z) | X ].

Straightforward differentiation yields

∂ℓ̃eq(θ, g̃; z) = θ(x)−m(g; z)− Corr(g̃; z) = ∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃; z),

and taking (conditional) expectations yields the rest.
�

C.2 Proofs from Section 4

Lemma 4.1. Let ℓ : R × G × Z → R be a loss, and let ℓ̃ : R × G̃ × Z → R denote the
corresponding orthogonalized loss. Let g0 ∈ G denote the true nuisances associated with ℓ.
We have, for any b ∈ G,

Cal(θ, g0) = C̃al(θ, (g0, b)).

Proof of Lemma 4.1. The claim follows from the observation that

E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, (g0, b);Z) | θ(X)

]

= E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)] + E [Corr((g0, b);Z) | θ(X)]

= E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)] + E [〈b(W ), g0(W )− g0(W )〉 | θ(X)]

= E [∂ℓ(θ, g0;Z) | θ(X)] .

�
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Proposition 4.3. Suppose the loss ℓ satisfies Assumption 1 and that m(g; z) is linear in g.
Then, we have

1

2
err(g̃, g̃0) ≤ ‖(g − g0)(b− b0)‖L2(PW ),

where g̃0 = (g0, b0) represent the true, unknown nuisance parameters, and g̃ = (g, b) represent
arbitrary, fixed nuisance estimates.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. First, observe that we have

D2
g̃E[∂ℓ̃(θ, h̃;Z) | X ](g̃ − g̃0, g̃ − g̃0)

= D2
g̃E[θ(X)−m(g;Z) | X ](g̃ − g̃0, g̃ − g̃0)

−D2
g̃E[b(W )(h(W )− g0(W )) | X ](g̃ − g̃0, g̃ − g̃0) (Assumption 1)

= D2
g̃E[b(W )(h(W )− g0(W )) | X ](g̃ − g̃0, g̃ − g̃0) (Linearity of m(g; z)).

Now, we compute the Hessian that appears on the second line. In particular, further
calculation yields that

D2
g̃E[b(W )(h(W )− g0(W )) | X ](g̃ − g̃0, g̃ − g̃0)

= E

[
(g(W )− g0(W ), b(W )− b0(W ))⊤

(
0 −1
−1 0

)
(g(W )− g0(W ), b(W )− b0(W )) | X

]

Thus, we can write the error term down as

err(g̃, g̃0)
2 := sup

f∈[g̃,g̃0]

E

({
D2

g̃E

[
∂ℓ̃(θ, f ;Z) | X

]
(g̃ − g̃θ, g̃ − g̃θ)

}2
)

= E

(
E

[
((g − g0)(W ), (b− b0)(W ))⊤

(
0 −1
−1 0

)
((g − g0)(W ), (b− b0)(W )) | X

]2)

= 4E
(
E [(g − g0)(W ) · (b− b0)(W ) | X ]2

)

≤ 4‖(g − g0)(b− bθ)‖
2
L2(PW ) (Jensen’s Inequality and Tower Rule).

Thus, taking square roots, we see that we have

err(g̃, g̃0) ≤ 2‖(g − g0)(b− b0)‖L2(PW ).

Dividing both sides by two yields the claimed result.
�

C.3 Proofs from Section 5

Lemma 5.2. Let θ : X → R and g̃ = (g, b) ∈ G̃ be respectively a fixed estimator and nuisance
parameter. Then, we have the

C̃al(θ, g̃) = Cal(θ, P χ),

where P χ denotes the distribution of (X,χ(g̃;Z)) on X × R.
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Proof of Lemma 5.2. Observe that, from the second conclusion of Lemma 3.9, for any fixed
nuisance estimate g̃ ∈ G̃ and estimator θ : X → R, we have the equality

C̃al(θ, g̃) :=

∫

X

E[∂ℓ̃(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X) = θ(x)]2PX(dx)

=

∫

X

E[∂ℓ̃eq(θ, g̃;Z) | θ(X) = θ(x)]2PX(dx)

=

∫

X

(θ(x)− E[χ(g̃;Z) | θ(X) = θ(x)])2 PX(dx)

=

∫

R

(
θ(x)− EPχ

Y
[Y | θ(X) = θ(x)]

)2
PX(dx)

= Cal(θ, P χ),

which shows the desired result. �

Lemma 5.5. Suppose ℓ is conditionally orthogonalizable, and suppose ϕ1, ϕ2 : X → R have
the same level sets, i.e. they satisfy {ϕ−1

1 (c) : c ∈ range(ϕ1)} = {ϕ
−1
2 (c) : c ∈ range(ϕ2)}, of

which we assume there are finitely or countably many. Then, the calibration functions satisfy
γ∗
ϕ1

= γ∗
ϕ2
. As a consequence, we have E[〈bϕ1

(W ), (g − g0)(W )〉 | ϕ1(X)] = E[〈bϕ2
(W ), (g −

g0)(W )〉 | ϕ2(X)] almost surely for any bϕ1
and bϕ2

satisfying Definition 3.6. Thus, without
loss of generality, we can assume bϕ1

≡ bϕ2
.

Proof of Lemma 5.5. We prove the second claim en route to proving the first. Let x ∈ X be
arbitrary, and suppose x ∈ B ∈ {ϕ−1

1 (c) : c ∈ range(θ)} = {ϕ−1
2 (c) : c ∈ range(ϕ)}. Then,

by definition, we have

γ∗
ϕ1
(x) = argmin

ν
E[ℓ(ν, g0;Z) | ϕ1(X) = ϕ1(x)]

= argmin
ν

E[ℓ(ν, g0;Z) | X ∈ B]

= argmin
ν

E[ℓ(ν, g0;Z) | ϕ2(X) = ϕ2(x)] = γ∗
ϕ2
(x).

Now, the first claim readily follows. In particular, we have the equivalence

DgE[∂ℓ(γ
∗
ϕ1
, g0;Z) | ϕ1(X)](h) = DgE[∂ℓ(γ

∗
ϕ2
, g0;Z) | ϕ2(X)](h)

from the first claim, where h ∈ G is an arbitrary direction. From the definitions of bϕ1
and

bϕ2
, we know that we must have

DgE[∂ℓ(γ
∗
ϕc
, g0;Z) | ϕc(X)](h) = E [〈bϕc

(W ), h(W )〉 | ϕc]

for all directions h ∈ G, where c ∈ {1, 2} is arbitrary. Combining these two equalities yields
the second result.

�
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