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Abstract
We study the fundamental problem of calibrating a linear binary classifier of the form σ(ŵ⊤x),

where the feature vector x is Gaussian, σ is a link function, and ŵ is an estimator of the true linear
weightw⋆. By interpolating with a noninformative chance classifier, we construct a well-calibrated
predictor whose interpolation weight depends on the angle ∠(ŵ, w⋆) between the estimator ŵ and
the true linear weight w⋆. We establish that this angular calibration approach is provably well-
calibrated in a high-dimensional regime where the number of samples and features both diverge, at
a comparable rate. The angle ∠(ŵ, w⋆) can be consistently estimated. Furthermore, the resulting
predictor is uniquely Bregman-optimal, minimizing the Bregman divergence to the true label distri-
bution within a suitable class of calibrated predictors. Our work is the first to provide a calibration
strategy that satisfies both calibration and optimality properties provably in high dimensions. Ad-
ditionally, we identify conditions under which a classical Platt-scaling predictor converges to our
Bregman-optimal calibrated solution. Thus, Platt-scaling also inherits these desirable properties
provably in high dimensions.
Keywords: Calibration; Binary Classification; High Dimensions; Bregman Divergence

1. Introduction

Calibration of predictive models is a fundamental problem in statistics and machine learning, espe-
cially in applications that require reliable uncertainty quantification. A well-calibrated model en-
sures that its predicted probabilities align closely with true event probabilities—a property essential
in fields such as medical decision-making [6, 33], meteorological forecasting [12, 19, 23, 51, 52],
self-driving systems [47], and natural language processing [24, 53].

Numerous algorithms have been proposed for calibrating the outputs of a trained model, includ-
ing classical methods such as Platt scaling [11, 26, 56, 57], histogram binning [62, 70], isotonic
regression [10, 32, 71], and more recent approaches such as temperature scaling [24, 37], ensemble-
based methods [40, 45, 66, 69], and Bayesian strategies [17, 36], among others.

While extensive prior work has studied calibration [25, 35, 38, 59, 62], this literature primarily
focuses on traditional asymptotic theories or finite-sample learning theoretic arguments. These
approaches often overlook the impact of problem dimensionality, which is particularly relevant
for high-dimensional settings where the number of features may be substantial. Alternatively, a
separate line of research has explored calibration within a high-dimensional proportional asymptotic
regime, where the sample size n and the feature dimension d both diverge, at a comparable rate.
This proportional scaling regime has gained significant traction in modern statistics and machine
learning. In statistics, its popularity stems from the fact that theories derived under this regime
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capture high-dimensional phenomena observed in moderate to large sized datasets unusually well
[4, 5, 20, 31, 34, 50, 63, 65, 68, 72]. Consequently, this has spurred the creation of innovative
methods displaying remarkable practical performance [8, 22, 41, 44, 48, 61]. In machine learning,
this regime has proven exceptionally valuable and effective in analyzing the behavior of modern
neural networks and other interpolation learners under overparametrization [1, 28, 42, 43, 46, 54,
60]. For binary classification in this proportional regime, a substantial line of work [63, 64, 73]
establishes that classical logistic regression yields seriously biased estimates; building upon these,
[2] shows that logistic regression tends to be inherently overconfident, while [18] discusses the
impact of regularization under the same model. Finally, [17] introduces expectation consistency
and derives a limiting calibration error formula as a function of the signal prior and other problem
parameters.

Despite these advancements, an approach that is provably calibrated in high dimensions, without
knowledge of the true signal prior, is missing. Moreover, there is a lack of principled understanding
regarding optimal calibration strategies from among the available options. Additionally, rigorous
guarantees on the performance of classical calibration methods, such as Platt scaling, in modern
high-dimensional scenarios is notably absent from the literature. In this paper, we address these
gaps. We consider the challenge of calibrating a binary linear predictor in a frequentist setting
under a Gaussian design. Our contributions are three-fold: (i) we introduce a data-driven predictor
that can provably calibrate in a broad class of high-dimensional binary classification problems;
(ii) we show that our calibrated predictor is Bregman-optimal, meaning it uniquely minimizes any
Bregman divergence relative to the true label-generation probability; (iii) we establish conditions
under which a classical Platt-scaled predictor converges to this Bregman-optimal calibrated solution,
thereby formally showing that Platt scaling is both well-calibrated and Bregman optimal in our
high-dimensional setting. Although we derive our theoretical results assuming Gaussian features,
extensive recent universality results suggest that these should continue to hold for sufficiently light
tailed distributions (see Section 8 for a discussion). We provide experiments that demonstrate this
robustness to the Gaussian assumption (Figure 3 and 4).

We construct our calibrated predictor by interpolating with an uninformative (“chance”) predic-
tor, where the interpolation weight is determined by the angle ∠(ŵ, w⋆) between the estimated linear
weight ŵ and the true weight w⋆. Our construction crucially leverages recent developments from
the literature on observable estimation of unknown parameters in high dimensions. For instance,
leveraging advances in [7–9, 15, 30, 41], we can show that the angle ∠(ŵ, w⋆) is consistently es-
timable when n and d grow proportionally. To our knowledge, this is the first provable calibration
method in a high-dimensional setting, and it uncovers a conceptual link between optimal calibration
and ∠(ŵ, w⋆): the poorer the alignment of ŵ with w⋆, the greater the noise needed to be injected to
prediction logits to ensure calibration.

2. Setting

Suppose we observe i.i.d. data (yi, xi) satisfying

yi
iid∼ Bern

(
σ
(
w⊤
⋆ xi

))
, i = 1, . . . , n, (1)

where σ : R→ [0, 1] denotes the link function and the covariates xi ∈ Rd are drawn independently

as xi
iid∼ N(0,Σ), with Σ assumed to be known (say from a separate unlabeled dataset as in [14, 15]).
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The true linear weight w⋆ ∈ Rd is an arbitrary deterministic vector, and we assume without loss of
generality that w⊤

⋆ Σw⋆ = ∥w⋆∥2Σ = 1. The training dataset is denoted as X = [x1, . . . , xn]
⊤ ∈

Rn×d and y = [y1, . . . , yn]
⊤ ∈ Rn.

To quantify the degree of miscalibration, we define the calibration error at level p for any pre-
dictor f̂ as

∆cal
p (f̂) = p− Exnew

[
σ
(
w⊤
⋆ xnew

)
| f̂ (xnew) = p

]
,

where Exnew denotes the expectation over xnew ∼ N(0,Σ). A predictor is said to be well-calibrated
if ∆cal

p (f̂) = 0 for all p in the range of f̂ . Intuitively, this means that when the predictor assigns a
probability p to label 1, the true probability of label 1 is indeed p.

We consider the regularized M-estimator

ŵ = argmin
w

1

n

n∑
i=1

ℓyi

(
w⊤xi

)
+ g(w),

where g(·) is a convex penalty and ℓ(·) is a convex loss function. In this setting, we consider a
sequence of problem instances {y(d), X(d), w⋆(d)}d≥1 such that X(d) ∈ Rn(d)×d and y(d) ∈
Rn(d) generated from (1). It is well-known that in the special case where ℓ(·) equals the logistic
loss and g(·) is zero, the corresponding predictor σ(ŵ⊤xnew) is grossly mis-calibrated in the high-
dimensional regime n

d → (0,+∞) [2, 18, 63, 64], even where it is well-defined and unique [13].
In what follows, we present, for the first time, a predictor that is provably well-calibrated in

this regime (for general convex losses and penalties beyond the special case mentioned above). We
achieve this through an angular calibration idea, and furthermore, establish that this is optimal in the
sense that it minimizes any Bregman divergence to the true label distribution. We conclude showing
an interesting connection—Platt scaling converges to our angular predictor—and therefore is both
provably well-calibrated and optimal in the aforementioned sense.

3. Introducing angular calibration

Most calibration strategies adjust a pre-trained predictor by learning a mapping F : u 7→ F (u) of
the logits ŵ⊤xnew. Platt scaling, for example, stipulates the parametric form F (u) = σ(Au + B),
where A,B ∈ R are fit on a holdout dataset. This raises a natural question:

Among all well-calibrated predictors of the form F (ŵ⊤xnew), which one is “the best”?

In this section, we introduce a predictor with such an optimality property by interpolating between
the prediction logits ŵ⊤x and an uninformative chance predictor. Specifically, we show that if the
interpolation weight is determined by the angle between the estimator ŵ and the true weight w⋆,
given by

θ∗ = arccos

(
⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ
∥ŵ∥Σ∥w⋆∥Σ

)
, (2)

then the resulting interpolated predictor minimizes any Bregman divergence to the true label dis-
tribution among all predictors of the form F (ŵ⊤xnew). To the best of our knowledge, a predictor
that is both provably calibrated and optimal (in the aforementioned sense) has not been previously
introduced for high-dimensional problems.
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Notably, our predictor uses the angle defined in (2), thus to define a data-driven predictor, we
require a consistent estimate of this angle. Fortunately, recent advances in the high-dimensional
literature (c.f., [7–9, 15, 30, 41]) allow us to estimate the inner product ⟨ŵ, w⋆⟩Σ, and therefore
θ∗, when n and d grow proportionally. We discuss the details of this estimation scheme later in
Section 6. For now, we present our angular calibration idea assuming that we have access to a
consistent estimator θ̂ for θ∗.

Definition 1 (Angular Predictor) Let

f̂ang

(
ŵ⊤xnew; θ̂

)
= EZ

(
σ

(
cos
(
θ̂
)
·
(
ŵ⊤xnew
∥ŵ∥Σ

)
+ sin

(
θ̂
)
· Z
))

(3)

where θ̂ is a consistent estimator of θ∗ defined as in (13) and EZ denotes expectation with respect to
the Gaussian noise Z ∼ N(0, 1). We will later refer to f̂ang as the angular predictor for simplicity.

Theorem 2 below shows that the angular predictor is well-calibrated. We defer the proof to
Appendix A

Theorem 2 Assume the link function σ is continuous. Then, the predictor f̂ang defined in (3) is
well-calibrated as d, n → ∞, n/d → (0,∞). That is, for any p contained in the range of σ, we
have that

∆cal
p

(
f̂ang

(
·; θ̂
))

= p− Exnew
[
σ
(
w⊤
⋆ xnew

)
| f̂ang

(
ŵ⊤xnew; θ̂

)
= p
]
→ 0,

in probability where θ̂ is a consistent estimator for θ⋆ (Cf. Proposition 7).

The above utilizes the result that when θ̂ = θ∗ exactly, f̂ang (·; θ∗) is exactly well-calibrated
(we state and prove this formally in Theorem 8) and that θ̂ is consistent for θ⋆. We will later
show that f̂ang

(
·; θ̂
)
≈ f̂ang (·; θ∗) is in fact optimal in the sense that it minimizes any Bregman

divergence to the true label distribution. The construction (3) admits an intuitive interpretation. By
the basic trigonometric identity cos2(θ∗) + sin2(θ∗) = 1, we can see that the logits, that is, the
argument of σ(·) in (3), is an interpolation between the informative component ŵ⊤xnew and the
noninformative Gaussian noise Z. Notice that when ŵ is well aligned with w⋆ (i.e., cos2(θ∗) = 1),
the angular predictor f̂ang lies closer to the informative predictor σ(ŵ⊤xnew). Conversely, when
w⋆ and ŵ are orthogonal (i.e., sin2(θ∗) = 1), f̂ang defaults to the non-informative chance predictor
E[σ(Z)] = E[σ(w⊤

⋆ xnew)]. In other words,

The poorer the alignment between w⋆ and ŵ, the greater the magnitude of noise Z required to
maintain calibration.

We will show in the next section that this angular interpolation idea leads to a uniquely Bregman
optimal calibrated predictor. This provides the first calibration procedure that is calibrated and
optimal in high dimensions, provably.

4
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4. Main Result I: Calibrating Optimally using Angular Calibration

Before formally stating our results on optimality of angular calibration, we first define the following
random probability vectors for label distribution,

q⋆ :=

(
σ(w⊤

⋆ xnew)
1− σ(w⊤

⋆ xnew)

)
, q̂F :=

(
F (ŵ⊤xnew)

1− F (ŵ⊤xnew)

)
, q̂ang(θ̂) :=

(
f̂ang(ŵ

⊤xnew; θ̂)

1− f̂ang(ŵ⊤xnew; θ̂)

)
(4)

where F : R → [0, 1] is any measurable function. Here, q⋆ corresponds to the ground-truth prob-
ability distribution of the new label, q̂F the prediction probability distribution of an F -calibrated
predictor, and qang the prediction probability distribution of our angular predictor.

Next, we define the Bregman loss function.

Definition 3 (Bregman Loss Functions) Let ϕ : R2 7→ R be a strictly convex differentiable func-
tion. Then, the Bregman loss function Dϕ : R2 × R2 7→ R is defined as

Dϕ(x, y) = ϕ(x)− ϕ(y)− ⟨x− y,∇ϕ(y)⟩.

The Bregman loss function class covers common losses such as the squared loss Dϕ(x, y) :=
∥x− y∥22 and Kullback-Liebler (KL) divergence Dϕ(x, y) =

∑2
j=1 xj log (xj/yj) between two

probability vectors x, y.
Theorem 4 states that the prediction probability q̂ang generated by the angular predictor uniquely

minimizes any Bregman loss against the ground-truth probability vector q̂⋆ within the class of qF
for any F . We defer the proof of the Theorem below to Appendix B.

Theorem 4 (Optimality of angular predictor) Let ϕ : R2 7→ R be any strictly convex differ-
entiable function, and let Dϕ be the corresponding Bregman loss function. Let Exnew [ϕ(q⋆)] be
finite. Then, the expected Bregman loss Exnew [Dϕ(q⋆, q̂F )] admits a unique minimizes (up to
a.s. equivalence) among all qF , ∀F ∈ F := {f : R → [0, 1]}. Let this minimizer be F⋆ =
argminF∈F Exnew [Dϕ(q⋆, q̂F )]. Further suppose that the link function σ is continuous. We then
have that as n, d→∞, we have ∥∥∥q̂ang(θ̂)− F∗(ŵ

⊤xnew)
∥∥∥2
2
→ 0

in probability. That is, the label prediction probability vector from angular calibration converges to
the optimal label prediction probability vector given by F∗.

We note that as θ̂ = θ∗, q̂ang(θ̂) precisely attains the optimal solution F∗(ŵ
⊤xnew). We defer

the technical statement to Theorem 10 in Appendix B.

5. Main Result II: Platt scaling is provably calibrated and Bregman-optimal

Platt scaling is arguably the most widely used calibration method in modern machine learning,
yet its theoretical properties in high-dimensional settings remain unexplored. In this section, we
identify conditions under which Platt scaling converges to our angular predictor, and is therefore
well-calibrated and Bregman-optimal in high dimensions.
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Figure 1: Platt scaling of a logistic ridge predictor converges to angular calibration predictor, as
holdout set size increases. The plot is generated with Gaussian data with covariance
Σ = 1

d Σ̄ where Σ̄kl = 0.5|k−l|,∀k, l ∈ {1, ..., d}, sigmoid link function in a data deficient
setting where n = 1000, p = 2000. See more details in Section 7

Platt scaling finds a mappingF of the prediction logits ŵ⊤xnew by minimizing the log-likelihood
on a holdout dataset. In this section, we specifically consider the setting where we have a holdout
dataset (xho,i, yho,i)

nho
i=1 and the negative log-likelihood

ℓ̂nho
(F ) :=

nho∑
i=1

−yho,i log
(
F (ŵ⊤xho,i)

)
− (1− yho,i) log

(
1− F (ŵ⊤xho,i)

)
. (5)

The Platt calibration procedure then searches for a mapping F within some hypothesis class Fplatt

that minimizes the negative log-likelihood. Elementary asymptotic theory then shows that as nho →
∞ (i.e. the holdout set is sufficiently large), L̂(θ) in (5) converges to the population loss

ℓ⋆(F ) = Exnew
[
DKL

((
σ(w⊤

⋆ xnew)
1− σ(w⊤

⋆ xnew)

)∥∥∥∥( F (ŵ⊤xnew)
1− F (ŵ⊤xnew)

))]
(6)

almost surely up to a constant. This is exactly the argument of the Bregman loss Exnew [Dϕ(q⋆, q̂F )]
from Theorem 4 for ϕ specialized as the negative Shannon entropy. That is, such calibration pro-
cedures are essentially trying to optimizing the Bregman loss but within the restricted hypothesis
class.

This naturally raises the question of whether calibration procedures such as Platt scaling can
achieve the optimal Bregman loss, say in the limit of a sufficiently large holdout set. Theorem 5
shows that, if σ is a probit link function (or is closely approximated by one up to an affine transformation—
for instance, sigmoid(x) ≈ Φ(

√
π/8x)), and if the negative log-likelihood (5) is minimized over

the hypothesis class of the form σ(Au + B), A,B ∈ R then the resulting Platt-scaled predictor

6
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converges to our angular predictor as nho →∞. Combining this connection with our results for the
predictor f̂ang(u; θ∗) which is our angular predictor f̂ang(u; θ̂) with θ̂ = θ∗ exactly. As mentioned
previously (see also Theorem 8 and Theorem 10 in Appendix), f̂ang(u; θ∗) is exactly calibrated and
Bregman-optimal, which shows that Platt scaling is both provably calibrated and Bregman optimal.
This offers the first formal high-dimensional guarantees of this kind for the widely well-known Platt
scaling procedure. We defer the proof of the Theorem below to Appendix C.

Theorem 5 Consider the predictor f̂nho
platt(u) calibrated by the Platt scaling procedure, that is,

f̂nho
platt(ŵ

⊤xnew) = σ(Ânho · ŵ⊤xnew + B̂nho),

with Ânho , B̂nho = argmin
(A,B)∈H

ℓ̂nho
(u 7→ σ(Au+B))

(7)

for ℓ̂nho
(·) defined in (5). If the link function σ satisfies σ(x) = Φ(a·x+b) for some a ∈ R\{0}, b ∈

R and the point (A∗, B∗) defined in (9) is contained in a compact subset H ⊂ R2, the angular
predictor defined in (3) satisfies

f̂ang(u; θ∗) = σ(A∗ · u+B∗) ∈ Fplatt, (8)

where

A∗ =
cos(θ∗)

∥ŵ∥Σ
√
1 + a2 sin2(θ∗)

, B∗ =
b

a

(
1√

1 + a2 sin2(θ∗)
− 1

)
(9)

and Fplatt = {u 7→ σ(Au + B) : A,B ∈ R}. Moreover, as nho → ∞, we have that Ânho →
A∗, B̂

nho → B∗ in probability and

sup
u∈R

∣∣∣f̂nho
platt(u)− f̂ang(u; θ∗)

∣∣∣→ 0 (10)

in probability. Here, in-probability convergence is with respect to the randomness of {(xho,i, yho,i)nho
i=1}.

To be clear, the above theorem considers the asymptotics in the holdout set nho for a fixed sample
size and dimension n, d of the training dataset. We illustrate Theorem 5 in Figure 1 (see Section 7
for detailed settings) where the solid red line plots our angular predictor u 7→ f̂ang(u) defined in
(3) and the dashed lines plot the predictor u 7→ f̂nho

platt(u) calibrated by Platt scaling on increasingly
large holdout sets nho. We observe that the Platt scaling predictors indeed converge to our angular
predictor as the holdout set sizes nho increase.

6. Consistent angle estimation

Observe that the angular predictor f̂ang depends on the unobserved quantity ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ. Using recent
advancements from Equation (11) we are able to provide a consistent estimator for this quantity. For
simplicity, we outline the estimation procedure here for a twice-differentiable loss function ℓ and
strongly convex, twice-differentiable penalty g; analogous results for unregularized M-estimation
and other losses/penalties found in [7]. We note that this result is part of a long line of development
in observable estimation of unknown quantities in high dimensions [8, 9, 15, 30, 41].
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A data driven estimator for ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩2Σ proposed in [7] is:

â2∗ =

(
v̂
n∥Xŵ − γ̂ψ̂∥

2 + 1
n ψ̂

⊤Xŵ − γ̂r̂2
)2

1
n2

∥∥∥Σ− 1
2X⊤ψ̂

∥∥∥2 + 2v̂
n ψ̂

⊤Xŵ + v̂2

n ∥Xŵ − γ̂ψ̂∥2 −
d
n r̂

2

(11)

where ψ̂ ∈ Rn is the vector with components ψ̂i = −ℓ′i
(
x⊤i ŵ

)
, v̂ = 1

n Tr
(
D −DXĤXTD

)
, γ̂ =

Tr
(
XĤX⊤D

)
for D = diag

(
ℓ′′y(Xŵ)

)
and Ĥ =

(
X⊤DX + n∇2g(ŵ)

)−1 and r̂ = (
∥ψ̂∥2
n )1/2.

It can be shown that
∣∣∣â2∗ − ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩2Σ∣∣∣→ 0 in suitable high-dimensional sense. We refer the techni-

cal statement to Theorem 13 in Appendix D.
To estimate ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ, we also need to estimate its sign. We require reserving a constant fraction

nho = α · n of the n training data for the sign estimator,

ŝgn := sign

(
nho∑
i=1

ŵ⊤xhoi · yhoi

)
. (12)

It can be shown that the probability of wrong sign identification using ŝgn decreases exponentially
with nho. We defer the proof to Appendix E.

Proposition 6 Suppose that σ′(x) is well-defined and non-negative almost everywhere and σ′(x) >
0 on a set with non-zero Lebesgue measure. We then have for some absolute constant c > 0,

Pho (ŝgn = sign (⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ)) ≥ 1− 2 exp
(
−cnho

(
cos (θ∗) · Eσ′(Z)

)2)
where Z ∼ N(0, 1) and Pho is with respect to the randomness in

(
yhoi , x

ho
i

)nho

i=1
.

Plugging (11) and (12) into (2), we have the following estimator θ̂ for θ∗ in (2)

θ̂ := arccos
(
∥ŵ∥−1

Σ ŝgn ·
√
â2∗

)
. (13)

Theorem 7 below shows that θ̂ is consistent.

Corollary 7 Under the assumption of Proposition 6 and Theorem 13, as n, d → ∞, we have that
|θ̂ − θ∗| → 0 in probability where nho = α · n for a fixed constant α > 0.

7. Simulations

This section presents a simple simulation to demonstrate results in Section 6. We generate i.i.d. sam-
ples xi

iid∼ N(0,Σ), i = 1, ..., n where Σ = 1
d Σ̄ and Σ̄kl = 0.5|k−l|,∀k, l ∈ {1, ..., d}; we

also generate labels from (1) with σ(u) = sigmoid(3u + 1) = 1/(1 + exp(−(3u+ 1))) and
w⋆ ∼ N(0, Id) (normalized to ∥w⋆∥Σ = 1). We consider the case of ridge logistic regres-
sion with ℓyi(w

⊤x) = −yi log(p̂w(xi)) − (1 − yi) log(1− p̂w(xi)) with p̂w (xi) = 1
1+exp(−xiw)

and g(w) = λ
2d∥w∥

2
2 with λ = 0.5. We assume that we are in a data deficient setting where

n = 1000, p = 2000.
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Figure 2: Reliability plots for angular calibration and Platt scaling of a logistic ridge predictor. Left
panel uses a small holdout set for Platt scaling with nho = 100; Right panel uses a large
holdout set with nho = 2000. The plot is generated with Gaussian data with covariance
Σ = 1

d Σ̄ where Σ̄kl = 0.5|k−l|,∀k, l ∈ {1, ..., d}, sigmoid link function in a data deficient
setting where n = 1000, p = 2000. See Section 7 for more details.

The realizability plots in Figure 2 are generated from a test set of size ntest = 20000. To
produce these plots, we bin the predicted probabilities for label 1 (on the x-axis) and then compute
the average of the observed label within each bin (on the y-axis). Perfect calibration would align the
binned points with the 45° line. In the left and right panels, Platt scaling is derived using holdout
sets of nho = 100 and nho = 20000, respectively, whereas both the uncalibrated predictor and the
angular predictor remain unchanged across the two panels.

From the reliability plots, we see that the uncalibrated predictor (blue) is poorly calibrated,
while, as expected, the angular predictor (green) shows good calibration. Here, we have used the
angle estimator (11) and the sign estimator (12) to estimate the value of ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ. The estimated
value for ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ is 0.4356 while the true value is 0.4526. We also ran 5000 Monte Carlo trials
where we found the probability of incorrect sign estimation to be 0.89% with a holdout set of size
nho = 100.

In contrast, the left panel of Figure 2 shows that Platt scaling (orange) with a holdout set size
of nho = 100 fails to properly calibrate. However, when the holdout set size is increased to nho =
20000, Platt scaling also calibrates correctly. When nho = 20000, the predictor calibrated from
Platt scaling is found to be (using scikit-learn package’s CalibratedClassifierCV routine [55])

f̂nho
platt(ŵ

⊤xnew) = σ(Ânho · ŵ⊤xnew + B̂nho), with Ânho = 0.3396, B̂nho = −0.1521.

We now check if Ânho and B̂nho are indeed close to A∗, B∗ as claimed in Theorem 5. Note that
even though the link function is not strictly a probit function as required by Theorem 5, by ap-
proximating sigmoid(u) ≈ Φ(

√
π/8 · u), we have σ(u) ≈ Φ(

√
π/8(3u + 1)). We then obtain

9
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Figure 3: Reproduce Figure 1 (in the third column) and 2 (in first two columns) for Rademacher
entries. Upper Row: rerun simulations in Section 7 but with subGaussian designsWΣ1/2

where Wij are sampled iid from Rademacher distribution, taking values +1,−1 with
equal probability. Bottom Row: we replace the sigmoid link function in Section 7 with
a clipped relu link function σ(x) = clip(3x + 0.5) where clip(x) = x,∀x ∈ [0, 1],
clip(x) = 0, ∀x < 0 and clip(x) = 1,∀x > 1.

A∗ = 0.2991, B∗ = −0.1597 from (9) setting a = 3
√
π/8, b =

√
π/8, which are indeed quite

close to Ânho = 0.3396, B̂nho = −0.1521.

8. Limitations and future directions

We derived our theoretical results assuming the covariates to be Gaussian—although at first pass
this might appear stylistic, recent universality results [21, 27, 29, 39, 43, 49] demonstrate that these
results should continue to hold as long as the covariates have sufficiently light tails. We demonstrate
this with further experiments. In Figure 3 and Figure 4, we reproduce Figure 1 and 2 with non-
Gaussian design matrices (iid Rademacher and uniform entries respectively) where we observe that
our results remain robust. Formally establishing this by generalizing the leave-one-out and Stein’s
method arguments in [27, 29, 39, 49] would be an interesting avenue for future work. Additionally,
we consider binary classification in this work—it would be interesting to extend our results to multi-
class calibration [35, 59] and more sophisticated models such as random feature models and two
layer neural networks [1, 16, 29, 46].
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Figure 4: Reproduce Figure 1 (the third column) and 2 (first two columns) for uniform en-
tries. Upper Row: rerun simulations in Section 7 but with non-Gaussian designs
WΣ1/2 where Wij are sampled iid from uniform distribution, taking values in inter-
val [−

√
12/2,

√
12/2] uniformly at random. Bottom Row: we replace the sigmoid link

function in Section 7 with a clipped relu link function σ(x) = clip(3x + 0.5) where
clip(x) = x,∀x ∈ [0, 1], clip(x) = 0, ∀x < 0 and clip(x) = 1, ∀x > 1.
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Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 2

Before proving Theorem 2, we first show that f̂ang (·; θ∗) is exactly calibrated.

Theorem 8 The predictor f̂ang defined in (3) is well-calibrated at all p ∈ [0, 1] when . That is, for
any p ∈ [0, 1] and any d, n ∈ N+

∆cal
p

(
f̂ang (·; θ∗)

)
= p− Exnew

[
σ
(
w⊤
⋆ xnew

)
| f̂ang

(
ŵ⊤xnew; θ∗

)
= p
]
= 0.

Proof [Proof of Theorem 8] Let us define the following event

A :=
{
f̂ang

(
w⊤
⋆ xnew; θ∗

)
= p
}
.

We have

Exnew
[
σ
(
w⊤
⋆ xnew

)
| A
]

(i)
= Exnew

[
Exnew

[
σ
(
w⊤
⋆ xnew

)
| x⊤newŵ

]
| A
]

(ii)
= Exnew

[
EZ
[
σ

(
1

∥ŵ∥Σ
· cos (θ∗) · x⊤newŵ + sin (θ∗) · Z

)]
| A
]

= Exnew
[
f̂ang

(
w⊤
⋆ xnew; θ∗

)
| A
]

= p.

where (i) follows from tower property of expectation and the fact that f̂ang (xnew) depends on xnew
only through x⊤newŵ, (ii) follows from conditional expectation of multivariate Gaussian distribution[

w⊤
⋆ xnew | x⊤newŵ

]
L
=

1

∥ŵ∥Σ
· cos (θ∗) · x⊤newŵ + sin (θ∗) · Z (14)

for some Z ∼ N(0, 1).

Proof [Proof of Theorem 2] Using result from Theorem 8, it suffices to show that as |θ̂ − θ∗| → 0
in probability, we have that∣∣∣∆cal

p

(
f̂ang (·; θ∗)

)
−∆cal

p

(
f̂ang

(
·; θ̂
))∣∣∣→ 0. (15)

Let us introduce the following notation for the ease of presentation:

X := σ(w⊤
⋆ xnew), Ŷ = f̂ang

(
ŵ⊤xnew; θ̂

)
, Y∗ = f̂ang

(
ŵ⊤xnew; θ∗

)
.

Then, we can write LHS of (15) as∣∣∣E[X | Ŷ = p]− E [X | Y⋆ = p]
∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ 1

f
Ŷ
(p)

∫ 1

0
xfX,Ŷ (x, p)dx−

1

fY⋆(p)

∫ 1

0
xfX,Y⋆(x, p)dx

∣∣∣∣
where fŶ , fY∗ , fX,Y⋆ , fX,Ŷ are the distribution density functions of Ŷ , Y∗ and joint density functions

of (X,Y⋆) and (X, Ŷ ). We now show that the RHS of the above converges to 0. Firstly, | 1
fY⋆ (p)

−

12
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1
fŶ (p) | → 0 because |Ŷ − Y⋆| → 0 in probability (and thus in distribution) by continuous mapping
theorem. Secondly, ∣∣∣∣∫ 1

0
xfX,Ŷ (x, p)dx−

∫ 1

0
xfX,Y⋆(x, p)dx

∣∣∣∣→ 0

by bounded convergence theorem and the fact that (X, Ŷ ) converges to (X,Y∗) jointly. We conclude
the proof.

Appendix B. Proof of Theorem 4

We first state a result from [3] for general random variables.

Proposition 9 (Theorem 1, [3]) Let ϕ : Rd 7→ R be a strictly convex differentiable function, and
let Dϕ be the corresponding Bregman loss function. Let X be an arbitrary random variable taking
values in Rd for which both E[X] and E[ϕ(X)] are finite. Then, among all functions of Z, the
conditional expectation is the unique minimizer (up to a.s. equivalence) of the expected Bregman
loss, i.e.,

arg min
Y ∈σ(Z)

E [Dϕ(X,Y )] = E[X | Z].

Using the above results, we show that angular calibration with θ̂ = θ∗ minimizes Bregman
divergence to true label distribution among predictors of the form F (ŵ⊤xnew).

Theorem 10 (Optimality of angular predictor) Let ϕ : R2 7→ R be any strictly convex dif-
ferentiable function, and let Dϕ be the corresponding Bregman loss function. Let Exnew [ϕ(q⋆)]
be finite. Then, the expected Bregman loss Exnew [Dϕ(q⋆, q̂F )] admits a unique minimizes (up
to a.s. equivalence) among all qF ,∀F ∈ F := {f : R → [0, 1]}. Let this minimizer be
F⋆ = argminF∈F Exnew [Dϕ(q⋆, q̂F )]. We then have that almost surely

q̂ang(θ∗) = F∗(ŵ
⊤xnew)

where q̂ang(θ∗) is the label prediction probability vector by angular calibration given in (4) with θ̂
replaced by θ∗.

Proof [Proof of Theorem 10] Firstly, we set X,Y, Z in Theorem 9 as

X ←
(

σ(w⊤
⋆ xnew)

1− σ(w⊤
⋆ xnew)

)
, Y ←

(
F (ŵ⊤xnew)

1− F (ŵ⊤xnew)

)
, Z ← ŵ⊤xnew.

The result then follows from Theorem 9 and the following

E[X | Z] = E
[(

σ(w⊤
⋆ xnew)

1− σ(w⊤
⋆ xnew)

)
| x⊤newŵ

]
=

(
f̂ang(xnew)

1− f̂ang(xnew)

)
where we used (14) and (3) for the last equality.

Now we are ready to state proof of Theorem 4.

13
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Proof Using result from Theorem 10, it suffices to show that∥∥∥q̂ang(θ̂)− q̂ang(θ∗)∥∥∥
2
→ 0

in probability. This is an immediate consequence of the continuous mapping theorem under the
assumption σ is continuous.

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 5

Before proving Theorem 5, we first state two classic analysis results that we will later use.

Proposition 11 (Theorem 5.7, [67]) Let ℓn be random functions on H, ℓ⋆ be a fixed function on
H, and θ⋆ ∈ H such that (i) uniform convergence of n−1ℓn to ℓ⋆ holds:

sup
θ∈H

∣∣∣∣ 1nℓn(θ)− ℓ⋆(θ)
∣∣∣∣ inprob.−−−−→

n→∞
0,

(ii) the mode of ℓ⋆ is well-separated, i.e for all ε > 0,

sup
θ∈H:d(θ,θ⋆)≥ε

ℓ⋆(θ) < ℓ⋆ (θ⋆)

Then any sequence θ̂n maximizing ℓn converges in probability to θ⋆.

Proposition 12 (Theorem 10.8, [58]) Let C be a relatively open convex set, and let f1, f2, . . ., be
a sequence of finite convex functions on C. Suppose that the sequence converges pointwise on a
dense subset of C, i.e. that there exists a subset C ′ of C such that its closure satisfies clC ′ ⊃ C and,
for each x ∈ C ′, the limit of f1(x), f2(x), . . ., exists and is finite. The limit then exists for every
x ∈ C, and the function f , where

f(x) = lim
i→∞

fi(x)

is finite and convex on C. Moreover the sequence f1, f2, . . ., converges to f uniformly on each
closed bounded subset of C.

Now we are ready to prove Theorem 5.
Proof [Proof of Theorem 5] (8) is obtained from applying the well-known identity below for probit
function Φ(·)

EΦ(µ+ σ · Z) = Φ

(
µ√

1 + σ2

)
, Z ∼ N(0, 1)

to (3).
To prove that Ânho → A∗, B̂

nho → B∗ as nho → ∞, we would like to apply (11) by setting
n← nho, θ ← {A,B}, θ⋆ ← {A∗, B∗},

ℓn(θ)← ℓnho
(A,B) :=

nho∑
i=1

−yho,i log
(
FA,B(ŵ

⊤xho,i)
)
− (1− yho,i) log

(
1− FA,B(ŵ⊤xho,i)

)
,

(16)

14
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and

ℓ⋆(θ)← ℓ⋆(A,B) :=Exnew

[
− σ

(
w⊤
⋆ xnew

)
log
(
FA,B

(
ŵ⊤xnew

))
−
(
1− σ

(
w⊤
⋆ xnew

))
log
(
1− FA,B

(
ŵ⊤xnew

))]
.

(17)

where we used the notation

FA,B(u) := σ(Au+B) = Φ(a(Au+B) + b).

Here, RHS of (17) is up to an affine transform of the KL divergence (6) and, therefore, it follows
from (8) and (??) that its minimizer is indeed A∗, B∗.

To verify condition (i) of Theorem 11, we first note that (16) converges to (17) point-wise in
probability following from law of large number theorem. Furthermore, we note that the functions

f1(u) := − log(Φ(u)), f2(u) := − log(1− Φ(u))

are both strictly convex functions. To see this, one can show second derivatives are positive for all
u ∈ R by utilizing the two elementary inequalities: uΦ(u)+Φ′(u) > 0, uΦ(u)+Φ′(u) > u. It then
follows that ℓnho

(A,B) is a convex function of (A,B) on the domain R2. Uniform convergence on
H is then an application of Theorem 12.

To verify condition (ii) of Theorem 11, we only need to show that ℓ⋆(A,B) is a strictly convex
function in (A,B). Let us write the inside of the expectation of (17) as

f(A,B) = σ(H)f1(aA ·H + aB + b) + (1− σ(H))f2(aA ·H + aB + b)

where H := w⊤
⋆ xnew ∼ N(0, 1). Then, we have that

∇2f(A,B) =
(
σ(H) ·f ′′1 (aA ·H+aB+ b) ·+(1−σ(H))f ′′2 (aA ·H+aB+ b)

)
·
(
a2H2 a2H
a2H a2

)
which is positive-definite almost surely when a ̸= 0. Hence, we have that almost surely

f (t(A1, B1) + (1− t)(A1, B1)) < tf ((A1, B1)) + (1− t)f ((A1, B1))

which implies that

Exnew f (t(A1, B1) + (1− t)(A1, B1)) < tExnew f ((A1, B1)) + (1− t)Exnew f ((A1, B1)) .

The claim that ℓ⋆(A,B) is strictly convex follows.
It then follows from Theorem 11 that Ânho → A∗, B̂

nho → B∗ in probability as nho →∞. The
uniform convergence f̂nho

platt(u)→ f̂ang(u) follows immediately.
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Appendix D. Inner product estimation

We restate the following results from Theorem 4.4, [7]. We note that the quantity r̂4

v̂2 t̂2
in the error

bound is observable and is typically of constant order in the proportional regime. See [7] for details.

Theorem 13 Suppose ℓ is continuously differentiable and g is strongly convex and twice differential
penalty function. Assume also that 1

2δ ≤
d
n ≤

1
δ for some δ > 0, for arbitrarily large probability

1− δ, the following holds

E
∣∣∣â2∗ − ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩2Σ∣∣∣ ≤ Cr̂4

v̂2t̂2
· n−1/2

where C is a constant depending only on g and δ.

Appendix E. Sign estimation

Proof [Proof of Theorem 6] With respect to randomness in validation dataset (that is, ŵ is treated
as deterministic), we have that ŵ⊤xhoi · yhoi are iid across i and satisfies that

ŵ⊤xhoi · yhoi
L
= ŵ⊤xhoi · Berni

(
σ

(
⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ
ŵ⊤Σŵ

ŵ⊤xhoi + sin (θ∗) · Zi
))

L
= ∥ŵ∥ΣUi · Berni (σ (cos (θ∗)Ui + sin (θ∗) · Zi)) = Hi

where Zi
iid∼ N(0, 1) and we have used w⊤xhoi

L
= ∥ŵ∥Σ · Ui for Ui

iid∼ N(0, 1). It follows from
Gaussian integration by parts that

EHi = ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ · Eσ
′ (cos (θ∗)Ui + sin (θ∗) · Zi) = ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ Eσ′(Z).

Meanwhile, Hi is subGaussian with subGaussian norm

∥Hi∥2ψ2
≤ ∥ŵ∥2Σ ∥Ui∥

2
ψ2
≤ 3∥ŵ∥2Σ.

By theorem assumption, Eσ′(Z) > 0 and

sign
(
⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ Eσ′(Z)

)
= sign (⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ)

So the sign identification of ŝgn is correct if the following event holds∣∣∣∣∣ 1

nho

nho∑
i=1

w⊤xi · yi − ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ Eσ′(Z)

∣∣∣∣∣ < ∣∣⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ Eσ′(Z)
∣∣ .

By Hoeffding’s inequality,

Pho

(∣∣∣∣∣ 1

nho

nho∑
i=1

w⊤xi · yi − ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ Eσ′(Z)

∣∣∣∣∣ > ∣∣⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩Σ Eσ′(Z)
∣∣)

≤ 2 exp

(
−
cnho (Eσ′(Z))2 ⟨w⋆, ŵ⟩2Σ

∥ŵ∥2Σ

)
= 2 exp

(
−cnho

(
cos (θ∗) · Eσ′(Z)

)2)
.

The theorem statement follows.
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